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Strategy ideas

The on case cards attempt to match up with the aff cards.  

There are a few arguments that could be mutually-exclusive, depending on how they are argued.

The space race DA is intact, but cards from other parts of the file could easily be introduced.

Inherency

ABLs in the status quo are comparatively more effective

Day, 5 -- associate editor of Raumfahrt Concret (german aerospace magazine) and on Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences (Dwayne, the space review, June 6, “Blunt arrows: the limited utility of ASATs.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/388/1) CMR 
The US Air Force also recently began studying the possibility of utilizing the YAL-1A Airborne Laser for missions other than missile defense. The Airborne Laser (or ABL) is mounted in a modified 747-400F aircraft and uses a powerful laser to intercept ballistic missiles hundreds of miles away. It could theoretically be pointed up instead of sideways, and destroy a satellite, probably simply by overheating it so that its electronics fail. There are several operational advantages of this. One is that it does not create debris in orbit, just a dead satellite—although unlike the CCS, this is not reversible. Another advantage is that the weapon is paid for and operating for another mission,so any ASAT capability would be a bonus. However, ABL has run into numerous development problems of its own and has risked cancellation in recent years. If its missile defense mission is canceled, its ASAT mission would probably not justify the cost of operating the aircraft.

The advantage of both of these approaches to ASAT is that they are relatively inexpensive, either by utilizing commercial equipment or piggybacking on another mission. An additional advantage is that they are low visibility, not creating the kind of provocative threat that leads to international complaints, foreign or domestic calls for arms control, or a potential ASAT arms race.

Inherency

ASATs are unnecessary – US satellites are not in jeopardy and weaponization only accelerates arms races

O’Hanlon, 7 – senior fellow at Foreign Policy (Michael, Brookings, “A Space Weapons Race is Not the Answer for America.”  http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/0122defense_ohanlon.aspx) 

Worrying though this is, the US must not overreact. Rushing into a space weapons competition would not serve American strategic interests. But neither are sweeping controls on the military uses of space plausible or desirable. To develop an effective space policy, the US and its allies must bear several principles and realities in mind.  First, the US increasingly uses space for military purposes, particularly for tactical war-fighting. Real-time data links and GPS-guided bombs are only the latest manifestations of this trend. The dependence on reconnaissance, targeting and communications satellites will surely grow.  Second, although the US in particular has militarised space in such ways, space has yet to be weaponised. That is, hardly any weapons have been put into orbit or deployed to attack satellites. The Chinese test works against this generalisation, of course, but does not yet repudiate it.  Third, those countries that rely on space systems cannot expect them to remain almost invulnerable. The nuclear powers already have ballistic missiles that have latent anti-satellite capabilities. The US, in particular, is also pursuing several ballistic missile defence programmes that also could be modified for anti-satellite weapon purposes; other countries may soon have similar, if less technically advanced, capabilities. For US armed forces, inherent vulnerabilities in low-altitude imaging satellites are of particular concern. They could be attacked by the type of weapon China has just tested, or microsatellites or lasers.  While regrettable, the Chinese anti-satellite test is a partially understandable step by a rising military power. China's test was more blatant than America's ongoing efforts in space but, if one can forgive the pun, it has not occurred in a vacuum.  Fourth, other countries will gradually become more able to use space for offensive military purposes. In particular, they are likely to gain the capacity to find and target large mobile assets such as ships and big formations of ground forces.  Basic technological and strategic realities support the argument for a moderate and flexible US military space policy. These realities also refute the extreme positions that have been espoused by prominent US policymakers in recent years. The late 1990s report of the Commission on Outer Space, for instance, warned of a possible space "Pearl Harbor". It implied that the US needed rapidly to take many steps - including offensive ones - to address such a purportedly imminent threat.  Most US satellites are not vulnerable to attack today nor are they likely to be in the years ahead. Thereafter, threats may often be handled through relatively passive measures and through redundant systems rather than an all-out space weapons competition. The Chinese anti-satellite test does put lower-altitude reconnaissance systems in greater jeopardy, but not higher-altitude communications and targeting satellites.  By racing to develop its own space weapons, the US would cause two unfortunate consequences. Militarily, it would legitimate a faster space arms race than is otherwise likely - something that can only hurt a country that nearly monopolises military space activities today.  Second, it would reinforce the current prevalent image of a unilateralist US, impervious to the stated will of other countries (as reflected in the huge majority votes at the United Nations in favour of negotiating bans on space weaponry).  For all its popularity, a wide-ranging ban on space weaponry is unjustified. Such an accord would be generally unverifiable and unable to reverse the simple fact that many ballistic missile defence systems can be transformed into anti-satellite weapons with relatively modest adjustments.  So the right policy for the US in space remains hedging and going slow. Extreme solutions can be more rhetorically appealing. But they fail to address the technical and strategic realities of the day and should not be adopted. That said, a few more such Chinese tests and we may have little choice.

Inherency
Ground based space weapons solve – are technologically feasible, cheap, and provide maneuverability 

Wilkerson, 8 – Lt. Col., published by US Army War College, (Don, “Space Power Theory: Controlling the Medium Without Weapons in Space.” U.S. Army War College, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA482300) 
Ground-based space weapons as an Offensive Counter Space (OCS) capability of space control can be quite effective against enemy strategic space assets. They provide maneuverability and are technologically feasible and less costly than placing offensive weapon platforms or space vehicles in orbit (See Tables 1 and 2). More importantly, the technology to produce and employ ground based space weapons already exists. This is evident by the Air Force’s fielding of the Counter Communications System (CCS) as a mobile SATCOM jamming capability. 41

One mission for OCS ground-based weapons is to deny, disrupt or degrade enemy satellites by jamming their communication links between the satellites and their ground stations. Ground-based weapons or RF systems would prevent satellites from receiving commands from ground stations by jamming antenna frequencies at the satellite which is much more vulnerable than antennas at the ground stations. Jamming enemy strategic space assets could result in degradation of orbits, disruption of satellite communications or limit the ability to task reconnaissance satellites to collect imagery or downlink their data. 42

Another potential method for ground-based weapons would be to take command of an adversary satellite by breaking the codes or “spoofing” the commands, preventing the satellite from performing its intended mission. Again, the advantage of using these techniques in support of space control is that their affects can be temporary and reversible which is an alternative to actually destroying an enemy’s space-based system. 43

Lasers as a ground-based weapon system are equally as promising as groundbased RF systems. Low power lasers have shown promise to temporarily blind reconnaissance and surveillance satellites sensors by denying or disrupting their ability to perform collection missions. Again, one advantage of ground-based chemical gas lasers over space weapons as a means to assist in controlling space would be their resident storage of large amounts fuel and the convenience of continuous resupply unlike space laser weapons in orbit. 44

Solvency

ASATs fail – space assets depend on more vulnerable ground-based tech

Hitchens, 7 - Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information and the author of  “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” She also leads CDI’s Space Security Project. She serves on the editorial board of  The Bulletin of  the Atomic Scientists, and is a member of  Women in Security and the International Institute for Strategic Studies (Winter, Theresa, “U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From ‘War of Words’ to Cold War in Space?” China Security, World Security Institute, pdf)

At the same time, it is unclear that the up-tick in U.S.-Sino tensions spurred  by the test will result in an all-out U.S. drive for an arsenal of offensive counter-space weapons – including similarly destructive ASATs. As most space  experts recognize, ASATs cannot protect U.S. space assets because there are  myriad terrestrially-based ways to threaten space systems including satellites.  It is also highly unclear that ASATs would serve to deter potential adversaries from seeking to target U.S. space assets, as most other nations (including  China) are not as dependent on space. Certainly, the China test has raised  questions about whether U.S. policy to keep its options open regarding space  weapons, and to “dissuade or deter others from either impeding [U.S.] rights  or developing capabilities intended to do so,” has already failed. On the  other hand, U.S. National Space Policy also states that the United States will  take action to “deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities  hostile to U.S. national interests”_7 – and the Chinese ASAT test seems to be  a sign that Beijing intends to do just that, raising the issue of how the United  States might opt to implement, and possibly use, counter-space capabilities.  The problem for the U.S. Air Force, which is the “keeper of the keys” on this  “space control” policy, is that a build up of counter-space weapons will require major investment (not to mention time to develop technology) at a time  when the Pentagon budget is under severe pressure from the ongoing costs  of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. And as noted above, the first priorities for space are programs to improve space situational awareness and to protect  U.S. satellites, commercial and military, from attack. These two factors suggest  that funding for development of a counter-space arsenal may be difficult to  garner, at least in the short-term.  

Solvency
Plan’s useless – they don’t defend the ground nodes which are critical 

Wilkerson, 8 – Lt. Col., published by US Army War College, (Don, “Space Power Theory: Controlling the Medium Without Weapons in Space.” U.S. Army War College, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA482300) 

The most vulnerable segment of any space system is the ground node or ground stations that control the on-orbit assets or receive the data downlinks from the satellites. Since ground stations are typically considered “soft” targets and many locations can be easily identified through good intelligence, they are probably the most susceptible to attack from conventional weapons. Equally vulnerable would be the launch facilities used to place satellites into orbit. Therefore, substantial investments to place weapons in space would be counter-intuitive if ground stations are more susceptible to attack and can be easily neutralized. Perhaps discretionary funding should be allocated to hardening critical space nodes, ground nodes and communication links making them less susceptible to intentional electronic jamming, blinding, spoofing and conventional strikes. The author contends that these passive and active defense measures help make on-orbit and ground space systems more resistant to attack and are more economically feasible than placing weapons in space.

Solvency
Weaponization won’t solve deterrence 

Krepon, 3 – president of the Stimson Center (Michael, with Christopher Clary, “Space Assurance or Space Dominance?.” The Henry L. Stimson Center, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf)  
These presumed benefits have already been demonstrated by U.S. power projection capabilities featuring conventional munitions of increasing range and lethality. Further advances can be expected, so advocates of U.S. space warfare capabilities have the added burden of explaining why these terrestrial advances are insufficient to support a dominant U.S. military capability, and what added value would accrue from even greater increases in lethality, promptness, and reach from space. Moreover, further improvements in the range, promptness, and lethality of terrestrial weapons are likely to come far sooner, and at a fraction of the diplomatic, political, and financial cost, than the advent of “space strike” capabilities. 

Are space weapons needed to destroy hardened, underground bunkers? Existing or improved conventional weapons can serve to deny access to such facilities, thereby rendering the weapons inside unusable. The nullification of such threats could thereby be accomplished at a small fraction of the multiple costs associated with flight-testing and deploying space warfare capabilities. For the same reasons, the rationale for “improved” nuclear weapons designed for this purpose is deeply suspect.

The presumed additional deterrent value of U.S. space weapons is also questionable. If existing U.S. conventional military and nuclear superiority prove insufficient to deter, it is doubtful that the addition of space warfare capabilities would make an appreciable difference in an adversary’s calculus of decision. The search to strengthen or supplant nuclear deterrence by means of space warfare capabilities will therefore appear to many as a quest to escape from, rather than “enhance,” deterrence. When viewed though this lens, the pursuit of space weapons appears designed less for strengthening deterrence and more for negating the deterrents of potential adversaries.

To the extent that this perception holds, the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons is unlikely to raise the nuclear threshold, as proponents claim. To the contrary, the use of conventionally armed "space-strike" weapons could prompt unwanted escalation by threatening the nuclear forces of a weaker foe. In this event, the United States will receive little or no applause of the choice of weaponry used in preemptive strikes.

Solvency
Weaponization won’t deter global conflict

Coffelt, 5 – Lt. Colonal; thesis to the school of advanced air and space studies (Christopher A, “THE BEST DEFENSE: CHARTING THE FUTURE OFUS SPACE STRATEGY AND POLICY.” A Thesis Presented to the Faculty of the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of the Graduation Requirements SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIES AIR UNIVERSITY, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. June 2005.)
Second, the argument goes further, asserting that being in such a position enables the US to provide protection from ballistic missile launches, air raids, and even land invasions by aggressor nations against their neighbors. It envisions that this may even allow the US to put an end, once and for all, to interstate conflict.287 ABM discussions in the MIRV and SDI case studies reveal the weaknesses in this argument. Assuming one could deploy a perfect, impenetrable defensive shield that also had the capability to affect other targets in space, in the air, on land, or at sea, there is no evidence that such a capability would have any ability to prevent cross border incursions or conflicts. The monopoly on nuclear weapons did not prevent such acts, therefore, why would the US assume that orbiting space weaponry would? Analyses of these cases indicate that deployment of an impenetrable defense is also highly unlikely. Even if the US could de deploy a system that was 99.9999% reliable, these machines still will have some associated, finite mean time between failures. Essentially, the question becomes “when” not “if.” The US would certainly not find itself in a tenable position if it had publicly stated it would shoot down all ballistic missile launches only to experience a system failure or simply miss when country a fired a missile on country b. World opinion would be more apt to believe the US allowed the impact of country a’s missile on country b’s sovereign territory vice the truth that the system simply malfunctioned. The US would immediately be viewed as having taken a side in the conflict and would be subject to the accompanying strategic implications of that perceived support or non-support. Therefore, there is no evidence to support a conclusion or belief that an offensive space strategy enabled by orbital weapons would be welcomed by the rest of the international community who would accept the US as the benevolent trustee of space.

Advantage/ Harms - China
No China threat - domestic issues will keep them out of military confrontation with the US

MacDonald, 5/11 – US Institute of Peace (11, Bruee W., Testimony before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission on The Implications of China’s Military and Civil Space Programs, pdf)

In the face of this growing Chinese military space challenge, it is easy to assume the worst about Chinese intentions. China seeks to be able to prevail militarily at some point in the future should conflict come, but they see the United States as militarily superior to them and thus would be unlikely to consciously provoke any military conflict. While we should guard against a worst case, we should not treat it as a given. I do not believe China or the PLA is spoiling for a fight with the United States – China has come too far to want to place their substantial economic achievements at risk unless they faced an extraordinary threat to their national security. In addition, China faces serious demographic realities over the next couple of decades, where their ratio of workers to retirees will shrink substantially (the result of their one- child policy), which further underscores China’s need for stability and continued economic growth for years to come. China also has additional needs, and vulnerabilities: 

• Growing environmental problems and water shortages with no obvious solutions that are growing 

irritants to the public; 

• A relentless search for new sources of manufacturing inputs; 

• An increasingly restive working class that is making new demands for higher wages and political 

freedoms; 

• A non-democratic one-party system that leaves its senior leadership constantly looking over its 

shoulder at possible challenges to its authority, especially in the aftermath of the “Arab Spring”; 

• Growing citizen anger against corruption and cronyism that seems impossible for the CCP to root 

out; and many more. 

These factors are reasons why China is probably not looking for war with the United States, though they 

also could inadvertently become factors in China’s stumbling into a conflict they would ordinarily not want, through miscalculation or distraction. 

Advantage/Harms – China
China won’t challenge us – the gulf is too large

Nye, 10 -- University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University and former dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard (December 2010, “THE FUTURE OF AMERICAN POWER: DOMINANCE AND DECLINE IN PERSPECTIVE.” Published by Foreign affairs, http://1431731ontario.net/Current/Articles/TheFutureOfAmericanPower_DominanceAndDeclineInPerspective.pdf) 

Yet China has a long way to go to equal the power resources of the United States, and it still faces many obstacles to its development. Even if overall Chinese GDP passed that of the United States around 2030, the two economies, although roughly equivalent in size, would not be equivalent in composition. China would still have a vast underdeveloped countryside, and it would have begun to face demographic problems from the delayed effects of its one-child policy. Per capita income provides a measure of the sophistication of an economy. Assuming a six percent Chinese GDP growth rate and only two percent American GDP growth rate after 2030, China would probably not equal the United States in per capita income until sometime around the middle of the century. In other words, China’s impressive economic growth rate and increasing population will likely lead the Chinese economy to pass the U.S. economy in total size in a few decades, but that is not the same as equality.

Moreover, linear projections can be misleading, and growth rates generally slow as economies reach higher levels of development. China’s authoritarian political system has shown an impressive capability to harness the country’s power, but whether the government can maintain that capability over the longer term is a mystery both to outsiders and to Chinese leaders. Unlike India, which was born with a democratic constitution, China has not yet found a way to solve the problem of demands for political participation (if not democracy) that tend to accompany rising per capita income. Whether China can develop a formula that manages an expanding urban middle class, regional inequality, rural poverty, and resentment among ethnic minorities remains to be seen.

Some have argued that China aims to challenge the United States’ position in East Asia and, eventually, the world. Even if this were an accurate assessment of China’s current intentions (and even the Chinese themselves cannot know the views of future generations), it is doubtful that China will have the military capability to make this possible anytime soon. Moreover, Chinese leaders will have to contend with the reactions of other countries and the constraints created by China’s need for external markets and resources. Too aggressive a Chinese military posture could produce a countervailing coalition among China’s neighbors that would weaken both its hard and its soft power.

The rise of Chinese power in Asia is contested by both India and Japan (as well as other states), and that provides a major power advantage to the United States. The U.S.-Japanese alliance and the improvement in U.S.-Indian relations mean that China cannot easily expel the Americans from Asia. From that position of strength, the United States, Japan, India, Australia, and others can engage China and provide incentives for it to play a responsible role, while hedging against the possibility of aggressive behavior as China’s power grows.

Advantage/Harms – China
Diplomacy checks China threat

Hagt, 7 -- director of the China Program at the World Security Institute (Eric, “China’s ASAT Test: Strategic Response.” http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_3.pdf) 
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.

Advantage/Harms – Global Peace
The threat is exaggerated – the impact would be minimal

Perera, 08 (David, “'Space Pearl Harbor' overstated,” Government Computer News, 2/22, 

http://www.gcn.com/online/vol1_no1/45866-1.html?topic=geospatial#)

The Navy’s use of an anti-ballistic missile to shoot down a falling U.S. satellite Feb. 20 did not inaugurate a new era of vulnerability for high-bandwidth military communications, said David Mosher, a Rand Corp. senior policy analyst specializing in issues related to the militarization of space and ballistic missile defense. 

Any concern “about a space Pearl Harbor is way overstated,” Mosher told Defense Systems in an interview Feb. 21. 

As the military edges closer to achieving its network-centric vision of warfare, it is becoming more dependent on high-bandwidth communications routed through satellites. That makes satellites an increasingly attractive target despite a near-universal condemnation of the militarization of space. 

Defense Department officials said this week’s satellite operation was not a show of force or a response to China’s destruction of one of its own weather satellites in January 2007. 

However, even if the United States should find itself fighting an enemy with the will and capacity to destroy U.S. satellites, high-bandwidth communications would continue to operate, Mosher said. 

“The key here is not to protect satellites. The key is to protect the function,” he added. That could be accomplished many ways, including ensuring that satellite systems are robust enough to survive the loss of some of their units. 

A prime example is the Global Positioning System, which consists of at least 24 satellites in medium Earth orbit. “It would take a whole lot to significantly degrade GPS,” Mosher said. “You’d have to shoot a lot of satellites.” 

Increased use of transoceanic fiber-optic cables could also make the military less dependent on satellites. Such cabling has already proven to be reliable and has done a great deal to reduce satellite use in the private sector, Mosher said. 

In any event, if a satellite-shooting war occurs, air vehicles with sensors and routers located lower in the atmosphere than satellites would already be active. “That just makes sense in regional warfare anyway,” he said. 

A shot-down satellite would be a loss because alternatives would not perfectly compensate for the missing capacity, “but it’s not the end of the world,” Mosher said.

Advantage/Harms - Global Peace
The space Pearl Harbor threat is hyped nonsense

Moore, 6  - contributing editor of The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (Mike, SAIS Review, “A New Cold War?”, Winter Spring, projectmuse)

But even if a military and economic rivalry develops, would that necessarily lead to one of the many Pearl Harbor scenarios spun out by space warriors?12 The answer is almost surely no. Any substantive antisatellite threat to U.S. space assets would have to be preceded by extensive testing, including tests in space. The United States would quickly detect any such tests.

The kindest thing that can be said about space Pearl Harbor scenarios is that they are classic scare tactics, the latest installment in a string of scenarios trotted out by hardliners throughout the Cold War.13 Pearl Harbor allusions trigger potent images for Americans, visions of a sleepy Sunday morning that turn into a nightmare of roaring aircraft and staccato gunfire, of exploding bombs and torpedoes, of roiling smoke and foundering ships, of death in a fire-flooded bay. They also bring to mind a nation that was woefully unprepared for global war despite the Roosevelt administration's desperate attempts to get the country into some sort of fighting trim. Yet on closer inspection Pearl Harbor analogies seem to be little more than dramatic devices chosen for their emotional impact rather than for their correspondence to actual probability.

Advantage/Harms – Space Dominance
US weaponization not inevitable – too expensive

Wilkerson, 8 – Lt. Col., published by US Army War College, (Don, “Space Power Theory: Controlling the Medium Without Weapons in Space.” U.S. Army War College, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA482300) 
It is difficult to support Oberg’s prognostication that weapons in space are inevitable for the U.S. in the 21st Century. The extensive cost of current space programs like Global Positioning System (GPS), Space-Based Infrared System (SIBIRS), the Rapid Attack Identification Detection Reporting System (RAIDRS) and Space Based Radar (SBR) along with numerous service military programs competing within a limited defense budget, it is highly unlikely that the U.S. government will make more funding available for space weapons when the currently perceived threat can be mitigated using existing cost effective capabilities.

The August 2006 U.S. National Space Policy states that its primary objective is to ensure that the U.S. maintains and enables free access to and the use of space for peaceful purposes. The policy mandates that the U.S. will pursue programs and capabilities to ensure space assets are protected since they are vital to our national security and economic interests.

However, the policy does not direct the development or deployment of space weapons. The official U.S. policy in space continues to support the existing Outer Space Treaty of 1967 focusing on free access to space for peaceful purposes while deterring the misuse of space by other nation states. Nevertheless, the U.S. will not disclose any technical developments or options that may be essential in defending space assets “in order to forestall a hypothetical future arms race in space. Such an approach would not be in the national security interest of the U.S.” One may infer that the U.S. government will not hamper or discourage technological programs and developments that may eventually produce techniques, weapon systems and operating procedures that place weapons in orbit to defend space assets. 

Advantage/Harms – Space Dominance

Weaponization and arms race not inevitable—

Mueller, 6 (Karl, PhD and Political Scientist @ RAND, “Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” March 10th, Washington Roundtable on Science and Public Policy, http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=408, EMM) Note: These paragraphs are from a section addressing common misconceptions about space. Thus, the opening sentence “Space is already so militarized that weaponizing it won’t be a big deal” is a statement the author is attempting to refute.

2. Space is already so militarized that weaponizing it won’t be a big deal. This is a political matter: it’s consequently true only if people believe it • Like it or not, the norm of space sanctuary is real. The second misconception is that the transition from space not being weaponized to being weaponized may be a gray, indistinct thing. It is not true that it is not going to be a big political deal when it happens, even if we don’t know exactly what form it will take. People with engineering backgrounds in the space weapons community have a tendency, I think, to say, “Space is already so weaponized and so militarized because we use GPS for the guidance of many of our weapons, or because in the 1980s there were anti-satellite systems, or because ICBMs cross space on their way to targets, that we have al-ready crossed the weaponization frontier. Stop talking to me about it.” I would liken them to the people who on December 31, 1999 were running around saying, “We shouldn’t have these big parties tonight! The millennium doesn’t start for another year; it starts in 2001, not 2000.” That may be technically correct, but it is totally irrelevant because this is about what the public believes. The party is tonight and you can go or not, it’s up to you. There is a norm of space sanctuary that exists and that is largely because of the behavior of the United States over the last forty or fifty years. The United States could take steps to convince people that the millennium was actually in 2001 instead of 2000 or convince people that it already had weaponized space or convince people that GPS is a weapons system. However, there are a number of reasons why we haven’t done that to this point and why we might not want to do that in the future. I don’t want to suggest that because everybody thinks it is so means that it is immutably the case, but for the time being, space weaponization would be a big deal. So it is something that needs to be ad-dressed in political terms as well as technological terms. 

Advantage/Harms – Space Dominance

Terrestrial military analogies are wrong – space is unique and not necessarily destined to be weaponized

Mueller, 6 (Karl, PhD and Political Scientist @ RAND, “Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” March 10th, Washington Roundtable on Science and Public Policy, http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=408, EMM)
Another big argument: military use of space is evolving just the way air power and sea power did. The flag-follows-trade argument fits into this. Navies were developed to protect merchants and commerce from predation by pirates. Air power evolved observation platforms in World War I, then fighters and bombers. Therefore we know the same thing is going to happen to space. It ties into the “weaponization is inevitable” argument. The problem is that air power and sea power evolved in very different ways and space power doesn’t match either one of them. There are interesting illustrative parallels; his-tory rhymes even though it doesn’t repeat itself. These historical precedents provide us with some interesting notions about what might happen next, but they definitely don’t tell us what will happen next. Space is different in so many ways from the other places where we have operated before that we are basically starting from a blank sheet of paper. 

Advantage/Harms – Space Dominance

No impact to space attack - the US only needs 4 to have full GPS capabilities and redundancy means an attack would leave some standing

Forden, 7 – writer for Arms Control Today (Geoffrey, “After China's Test: Time For a Limited Ban on Anti-Satellite Weapons. Arms Control Today, April 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_04/Forden) 

On the other hand, an attacker would have to destroy a considerable number of satellites in order to have an immediate effect on military operations. There are on average about 10 GPS satellites visible at any given time and point on the Earth's surface even though a high positional accuracy requires only six. An attacker would have to destroy at least six satellites to affect precision-guided munitions even momentarily because other GPS satellites would soon appear as their orbits took them into view. A country would need to disable nearly one-half of the United States' 24 NAVSTAR/GPS satellites currently in orbit to eliminate the ability to employ precision-guided munitions for more than a few hours each day.[9] Likewise, the United States has a number of alternatives for communications satellites in the short term. Other space assets, such as weather and mapping satellites, although important in the long term, are not as time critical.

Advantage/Harms – Space Dominance
Weaponization  leads to preemptive strikes 

Krepon, 3 – president of the Stimson Center (Michael, with Christopher Clary, “Space Assurance or Space Dominance?.” The Henry L. Stimson Center, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf) 

Advocacy of a hedging strategy rests on the conclusion that the risks associated with the weaponization of space far exceed the benefits to the United States. Weaker adversaries may not wish to compete with Washington in the flight-testing and deployment of space weaponry, but neither are they likely to concede this high ground entirely. The technical challenges associated with developing space mines and other crude forms of space weaponry are not severe. Weaker states would therefore have the means to counter U.S. initiatives to weaponize space at low cost. 

In space, as with terrestrial missile defenses, it is far more challenging to mount a successful defense than to penetrate a soft target. Because of their threatening nature and their vulnerability, weapons designed for space warfare, whether on the ground or in orbit, would become extremely high-value targets. To prevent a precarious and dangerous mix of satellites interspersed with ASATs, the United States would seek to prevent space mines and other attacking devices either from being launched or from being parked in orbit. Alternatively, if the United States does not prevent the deployment of foreign ASATs in space, it must be prepared to wage war by shooting first and asking questions later. Military operations in space would thus be placed on continual hair-trigger alert because successful dominance in space would not be possible without the capacity for preemptive strikes or preventive measures. Having first crossed key thresholds relating to the flight-testing and deployment of space weaponry, would the United States arrogate to itself the right during peace time to carry out preemptive strikes to prevent others from following suit? And having rejected arms control arrangements prohibiting the flight-testing and deployment of space weaponry, would the United States seek to impose or dictate these constraints solely on others, and by force of arms? 

It is inconceivable that a quest by the United States to enforce dominion or appropriation of space in this manner could be politically sustainable or successful against varied means of retaliation. And even if a future government of the United States attempted to destroy threats to unimpeded U.S. satellite operations, how would U.S. satellites and the space shuttle cope with the debris resulting from space warfare? The technical challenges of launching successful preemptive or preventive attacks against deployed space mines would be daunting. Attacks against some space mines would doubtless trigger hostile responses, so preemptive or preventive attacks would need to be launched against as many targets as can be identified. Would warfare of this kind be confined to space? Would the United States also attack the space launch facilities and key communication nodes of the state or states that have orbited space mines?  If not, would the United States shoot down space launch vehicles or aircraft that might be carrying space mines?   
These questions, and others that flow logically from them, clarify the adverse military and diplomatic ramifications that would accompany U.S. initiatives to weaponize space. Considerable skepticism is warranted that preemption or preventive war strategies can be confined to space, since satellite warfare is so intimately related to military operations on Earth. 

Attacks on satellites could severely damage prospects for escalation control and, in the worst case, could trigger the use of weapons of mass destruction against U.S. expeditionary forces, allies, or the U.S. homeland. Since space warfare would not be perceived as a trivial pursuit, those nations that could be gravely disadvantaged by the flight-testing and deployment of space weaponry are likely to consider equally grave countermeasures. 

At a minimum, an attempt by the United States to seek space dominance through deployed war-fighting capabilities is likely to generate the launch of relatively cheap, low-tech, but lethal ASATs by weaker adversaries. An unequal competition to weaponize space could still place at risk satellites that are essential for U.S. military communications and early warning in deep crisis. The weaponization of space could thus result in increased U.S. casualties on the conventional battlefield.

Advantage/Harms – Space Dominance
Even if weaponization is inevitable, there is a substantial advantage to US inaction – letting other countries go first gives us international political cover

Coffelt, 5 – Lt. Colonal; thesis to the school of advanced air and space studies (Christopher A, “THE BEST DEFENSE: CHARTING THE FUTURE OFUS SPACE STRATEGY AND POLICY.” A Thesis Presented to the Faculty of the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of the Graduation Requirements SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIES AIR UNIVERSITY, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. June 2005.)

Sputnik’s launch bestowed the honor and prestige of being first in orbit upon the Soviet Union, but was fortuitous for United States policy makers, as well. Whether or not the soviets beat the United States outright or the United States allowed the soviets to go first is irrelevant. The critical point is the soviets did go first. In one stroke, Sputnik solved the complicated, politically charged overflight issue that us policy makers grappled with and could not resolve. This enabled the United States to pursue its space reconnaissance program free from the legal and policy quagmire that accompanied launching first, and avoided appearing as an aggressor. Responding to the soviet capability fueled and legitimized the United States’ spending on its space program, 291 and garnered unprecedented public support. Robust funding complemented by international legitimacy and public support provided the united states space program a significant advantage. If, as some argue, weaponization of space is truly inevitable, the United States should manage risk, research and develop in secret, allow an adversary to cross the weapons in space threshold first, and reap the sputnik-like rewards of being a close second. In spite of the apparent advantages this strategy offers, it is likely much easier said than done. Advocating or supporting any second-follower strategy would be an extremely difficult position for an elected official or military officer, considering the US’ clear, longstanding preference for positive action and offensive solutions.

ARMS RACE DA
Weaponization causes global insecurity and arms races, increasing space debris and risking rapid nuclear war

Hoey, 6 - Research Associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, writer for the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, [Mathew, Space Review, “Military Space Systems: The Road Ahead” February 26, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/563/1]
Many people believe that a deployed anti-satellite capability and an ability to attack targets on or near the Earth’s surface from space would create a global climate of insecurity both by enhancing current risks and by creating new problems. These new and increased risks would be the byproducts not only of systems to be deployed by the United States but also of the subsequent arms race in space which could be expected to result thanks to responses by China, Russia, the European Union, and perhaps Japan. Perhaps the most consequential impact would be increasing the probability of accidental nuclear war. Space-based weapons could shorten the road to armed conflict, whether nuclear or conventional. In the event that a space asset of one nation was attacked by another (on purpose or by accident), an immediate military response would be triggered, shortening the diplomatic process while escalating the armed conflict. Once employed regularly, anti-satellite systems and space weapons would litter LEO with debris, which in turn would permanently compromise our collective ability to explore the heavens and use space for constructive commercial purposes. The weaponization of space and the deployment of ASAT systems would undermine existing international arms control treaties that are already under stress. In addition, they would fly in the face of the collective will of the international community, which has demanded a ban on weapons in space for two decades and repeatedly been blocked by the United States. For those who share these concerns, one thing is certain: the time for international negotiations on a treaty to ban weapons in space is long overdue. Within a very few years, this potential development could become a reality.

ARMS RACE DA
And, weaponization results in preemptive strikes, first use, and encourages backlash against US assets 

Mitchell et al, 1 -Associate Professor of Communication and Director of Debate at the University of Pittsburgh (Dr. Gordon, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence, “Missile Defence:  Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads”, No. 6 July, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html)

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.

ARMS RACE DA

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

 Hitchens, 7 -- director of the World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information (Theresa, Disarmament Times, “An ASAT Arms Race: The Slippery Slope to Space Weaponization?.” http://disarm.igc.org/index.php?view=article&catid=60%3Adt2007summer&id=51%3Adt2007summerHitchens&option=com_content&Itemid=2\) 

Like the US, the former Soviet Union dabbled in a number of ASAT technologies during the Cold War. Russia remains a strong space power, and although its space programs suffered from chronic lack of funds during the 1990s, that situation is now being remedied thanks to Moscow’s influx of petro-dollars. Russia remains committed to its self-imposed ASAT moratorium and has declared that it will not be the first to use space weapons. Nonetheless, Russia would be hard pressed politically not to enter any developing ASAT arms race that included the US and China, and would fully have the capacity to compete.

India. India has a robust space program, and Indian Air Force leadership for years has been agitating for a military counterpart. Trade journal Defense News on April 9, 2007, reported that India has already begun developing ASAT weapons and has reinstated plans to establish an Aerospace Command to manage a cohesive military space program. It is clear that if India actually pursues such a path, Pakistan will certainly follow, likely engendering a wider Asian space arms race.

Israel. Israel is the only other nation where government and military officials have openly discussed consideration of ASATs and other techniques, such as sophisticated jamming, for disrupting satellites. Israel also has a fairly sophisticated satellite program, launching its own satellites since 1998 and maintaining its own military imaging and communications satellites. Thus, Israel too could be a player in any ASAT arms race; certainly Israeli officials have been eyeing Iran’s efforts to become a space power with alarm.

ARMS RACE DA

That would  destroy US space leadership, outweighing any short-term boost from the plan

Hitchens, 2 -CDI Vice President,  (Theresa, April 18 “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette? The Policy Implications of U.S. Pursuit of Space-Based Weapons”, http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm)

China and Russia long have been worried about possible U.S. breakout on space-based weaponry. Officials from both countries have expressed concern that the U.S. missile defense program is aimed not at what Moscow and Beijing see as a non-credible threat from rogue-nation ballistic missiles, but rather at launching a long-term U.S. effort to dominate space. Both Russia and China also are key proponents of negotiations at the UN Conference on Disarmament to expand the 1967 Outer Space Treaty to ban all types of weapons. The effort to start talks known as PAROS, for "prevention of an arms race in outer space," has been stalled due in large part to the objection of the United States. For example, in November 2000, the United States was one of three countries (the others were Israel and Micronesia) to refuse to vote for a UN resolution citing the need for steps to prevent the arming of space. It is inconceivable that either Russia or China would allow the United States to become the sole nation with space-based weapons. "Once a nation embarks down the road to gain a huge asymmetric advantage, the natural tendency of others is to close that gap. An arms race tends to develop an inertia of its own," writes Air Force Lt. Col. Bruce M. DeBlois, in a 1998 article in Airpower Journal. Chinese moves to put weapons in space would trigger regional rival India to consider the same, in turn, spurring Pakistan to strive for parity with India. Even U.S. allies in Europe might feel pressure to "keep up with the Joneses." It is quite easy to imagine the course of a new arms race in space that would be nearly as destabilizing as the atomic weapons race proved to be. Such a strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that would outweigh the obvious (and tremendous) short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. There would be direct economic costs to sustaining orbital weapon systems and keeping ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities — raising the proverbial question of whether we would be starting a game we might not be able to win. (It should be remembered that the attacker will always have an advantage in space warfare, in that space assets are inherently static, moving in predictable orbits. Space weapons, just like satellites, have inherent vulnerabilities.) Again, the price tag of space weapons systems would not be trivial — with maintenance costs a key issue. For example, it now costs commercial firms between $300 million and $350 million to replace a single satellite that has a lifespan of about 15 years, according to Ed Cornet, vice president of Booz Allen and Hamilton consulting firm. Many experts also argue there would be costs, both economic and strategic, stemming from the need to counter other asymmetric challenges from those who could not afford to be participants in the race itself. Threatened nations or non-state actors might well look to terrorism using chemical or biological agents as one alternative. Karl Mueller, now at RAND, in an analysis for the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, wrote, "The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states' significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power." Spurring other nations to acquire space-based weapons of their own, especially weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would certainly undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a worldwide basis — negating what today is a unique advantage of being a military superpower.
