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***Neg***

Strat Sheet
Soft power DA – Basically says that we have soft power in space now, but if we go and militarize it, we would exchange said soft power for hard power, and soft power is better than hard power, especially in the context of space

Military Trade off DA – Basically says that even though the aff might say that space mil increases deterrence, that is actually not true and that all conventional deterrence would be destroyed should we militarize space because of the costs.

Russia Relations DA – This is pretty straight forward, it talks about how pissed Russia would be if we went and militarized space (which is tots true) and then there would be massive nuke wars

China Relations DA – This is also pretty straight forward, China will also get insanely pissed if we went and militarized space and then the impacts are space militarization and ASATs and prolif which leads to war.

Satellite Protection CP – This CP is to increase satellite protection, and the idea is that it solves for everything the aff can. However, the whole asteroids thing would still hit… but the large amounts of net benefits (readiness, space race) can both outweigh, especially if you read no asteroid for a long time, and read that now is key to do the CP.

Land Based NMD CP – This CP is to increase NMD, and says that the only real threat and reason to use NMD is for rogue states or terrorists with small amounts of missiles, and we do not need great protection for that. This creates a net benefit that Russia and China will not get pissed because the nature of the NMD on the ground still allows for MAD.

Not Inevitable – Basically the aff says that space militarization is inevitable, and thus we should be the first to go there. This argument is that it is not actually inevitable, answers to it.

China – This is an answer to the aff’s arguments of China becoming expansionist and going for space. If I may say so myself, the first card is an absolute boss (I cut it).

Space Adv – (Satellite protection) the aff says that space militarization would solve to protect satellites, and this is a whole slew of reasons why it doesn’t/fails. (High Ground) the aff would argue that because we have the “high ground” it would be good, but these are reasons why it sucks. (Accidental Launch) the aff says that doing the plan would solve for accidental launch, and this says why it does not.

NMD Adv – (General) this says that NMDs in space fail. (Missile Defense) the aff would say that the plan would solve because NMD’s solve so many things, but this talks about how it does not/cannot. (Space Based Lasers) the aff would put SBL in space and that would solve for some things, and this says how they do not solve their impacts/ make other problems.
No first Use CP – The idea is that if we announce that we would do the plan but have a policy of no first use, it would solve the aff and there would be no link to the terrible relations das or stuff.
CAVs – Says that we should develop common aero vehicles, and that solves for the affs deterrence better
Arms Control CP – The idea is that we should develop an arms control thing with Russia, and together we can solve all of the affs impacts.
Generic Links – Links to politics and spending and delay.
OH AND A MASSIVE SHOUT OUT TO JOEL, HE CUT THE WHOLE THING (with the exception of the first card in the China neg shell), thank you! (all the work is his, not mine)

***Random DAs

Soft Power DA

Space militarization trades off with domestic leadership of space 

Brown 09 (Trevor, BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html) 

The United States would do well to keep a low profile for its military space program and burnish its technological image by showcasing its commercial and scientific space programs. Doing so would enable it to accumulate rather than hemorrhage soft power. Such a rationale is not lost on the Chinese, who certainly have had their successes in recent years in building soft power and using it to extend their influence around the globe. According to National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) administrator Michael Griffin, the Chinese have a carefully thought-out human-spaceflight program that will take them up to parity with the United States and Russia. They’re investing to make China a strategic world power second to none in order to reap the deals and advantages that flow to world leaders.30 Analysts believe that the United States’ determination to maintain dominance in military space has caused it to lose ground in commercial space and space exploration. They maintain that the United States is giving up its civilian space leadership—an action that will have huge strategic implications.31 Although the US public may be indifferent to space commerce or scientific activities, technological feats in space remain something of a marvel to the broader world. In 1969 the world was captivated by man’s first walk on the moon. The Apollo program paid huge dividends in soft power at a time when the United States found itself dueling with the Soviets to attract other nations into its ideological camp. Unless the United States has a strong presence on the moon at the time of China’s manned lunar landing, scheduled for 2017, much of the world will have the impression that China has approached the United States in terms of technological sophistication and comprehensive national power.32 If recent trends hold, this is likely to come at a time when the new and emerging ideological confrontation between Beijing and Washington will have intensified considerably.33 The most recent space race reflects the changing dynamics of global power. “Technonationalism” remains the impetus for many nations’ space programs, particularly in Asia: “In contrast to the Cold War space race between the United States and the former Soviet Union, the global competition today is being driven by national pride, newly earned wealth, a growing cadre of highly educated men and women, and the confidence that achievements in space will bring substantial soft power as well as military benefits. The planet-wide eagerness to join the space-faring club is palpable.”34 India and Japan are also aggressively developing their own space programs.35

Soft Power turns hard power 

Brown 09 (Trevor, BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html) 

The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance.7 In recent years, a growing number of nations have vocally objected to this perceived agenda. Poor US diplomacy on the issue of space weaponization contributes to increased geopolitical backlashes of the sort leading to the recent decline in US soft power—the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them—which, in turn, has restrained overall US national power despite any gains in hard power (i.e., the ability to coerce).8 The United States should not take its soft power lightly since decreases in that attribute over the past decade have led to increases in global influence for strategic competitors, particularly Russia and China. The ramifications have included a gradual political, economic, and social realignment, otherwise known as “multipolarism” and translated as waning US power and influence. “Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants. . . . When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries’ domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions. . . . And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs.”9 Due to US losses of soft power, the international community now views with suspicion any legitimate concerns that the United States may have about protecting critical assets in space, making it far more difficult politically for the Air Force to make plans to offer such protection.

Military Tradeoff DA

Space militarization crushes conventional deterrence 

Dolman 05 (Everett C. Dolman, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies, US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14, 2005, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf)

There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that space weaponization will in time be less threatening to the international system than without it. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand uses that are more beneficial for the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, or housing, or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. And so the question should not be directed at particular weapons, but at all weapons. Immediately we see that the impact on the budget of significant increases in space weapons will be decreases in funding for combat aircraft, the surface battle fleet, and ground forces. This creates a dilemma for both pro and anti-space weaponization camps. Space advocates must sell their ideas to fellow pro-weapons groups by making the case that the advantages they provide outweigh the capabilities foregone. This is a mighty task. The tens (likely hundreds) of billions of dollars needed to develop, test, and deploy a minimal space weapons system with the capacity to engage a few targets around the world could displace a half a dozen or more aircraft carrier battle groups, entire aircraft procurement programs (such as the F-22), and several heavy armored divisions. This is a tough sell for supporters of a strong military. It is an even more difficult dilemma for those who oppose weapons in general, and space weapons in particular. Ramifications for the most critical current function of the army, navy, and marines are profound—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the ability of the US to do all three will wane significantly. At a time when many are calling for increased capability to pacify and police foreign lands, in light of the no-end-in-sight occupation of Iraq and Afghanistan, space weapons proponents must advocate reduction of these capabilities in favor of a system that will have no direct potential to do so.

Link – Cash Money

Space research and development is costly and harmful to the U.S.

Eisendrath. ’07 (Craig, USA Today. Farmingdale: Jan 2007. Vol. 135, Iss. 2740; pg. 53, 3 pgs (http://proquest.umi.com)

The U.S. is drifting toward a dangerous commitment to arm outer space, absorb hundreds of billions of dollars of expense at a time when its economy is unstable, and provoke international responses which will reduce, rather than enhance, the nation's security. One solution is an international treaty to ban the weaponization of outer space. Space "is a difficult, expensive, and potentially dangerous place to operate," one which "requires a lot of technical skill and money to build, launch, and operate satellites," asserts Nancy Gallagher, associate director for research at the Center for International and security Studies at the University of Maryland. "An increasing number of countries are, or could be, independent space powers," but it would be "ruinously expensive if every country that wants the benefits of space had to manufacture, launch, and operate its own communications, sensing, navigation, and other satellites." 

This stuff ain’t cheap

Weiner 5 Tim, National Security Correspondent, New York Times; winner, Pulitzer Prize;  Columbia Journalism School; “Air Force Seeks Bush's Approval for Space  Weapons Program” The New York Times; May 18, 2005; http://www.thehazefilter.com/pdf/space_weapons.pdf
The Air Force does not put a price tag on space superiority. Published studies by leading weapons scientists, physicists and  engineers say the cost of a space-based system that could defend the nation against an attack by a handful of missiles could  be anywhere from $220 billion to $1 trillion.  Richard Garwin, widely regarded as a dean of American weapons science, and three colleagues wrote in the March issue of  IEEE Spectrum, the professional journal of electric engineering, that "a space-based laser would cost $100 million per target,  compared with $600,000 for a Tomahawk missile." "The psychological impact of such a blow might rival that of such devastating attacks as Hiroshima," they wrote. "But just as  the unleashing of nuclear weapons had unforeseen consequences, so, too, would the weaponization of space."  Surveillance and reconnaissance satellites are a crucial component of space superiority. But the biggest new spy satellite  program, Future Imagery Architecture, has tripled in price to about $25 billion while producing less than promised, military  contractors say. A new space technology for detecting enemy launchings has risen to more than $10 billion from a promised  $4 billion, Mr. Teets told Congress last month. 

Relations DA

Plan tanks relations with both enemies and allies 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2)

he more important questions would be the political and legal. The preemptive destruction of another nation’s space-based weapon would be a direct violation of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, which states that outer space “shall be free for exploration and use by all States without discrimination of any kind.”29 If U.S. deployment of space-based weapons is a peaceful use of space under the treaty, deployment by another state is protected as well. This is not in itself a problem for space hegemonists, who advocate “withdrawing from the current space regime” and announcing “a principle of free-market sovereignty in space.”30 However, potential foes are not in the least likely to accept unilateral American assertion of space dominance, negating as it would many countries’ deterrence strategies and implying permanent and irreversible asymmetric U.S. advantage in space. In the absence of a direct threat to their existence, such as existed during the Cold War, it is unlikely that allies would accept it either. Both would probably, as the United States does now, view “purposeful interference with space systems” as “an infringement on sovereign rights.”31 Heavy political and economic costs would likely be imposed on the United States, which is unlikely to find the political will to uphold such a dramatic change in policy against both friends and enemies.

Link – Rods

Rods would be seen as an attempt to militarize space 

Rose 08 (Lars, Department of Materials Engineering, University of British Columbia, Review and assessment of select US space security technology proposals, 17October, Space Policy 24 (2008) 208–223) 

From a political point of view, ceramic rods and any other orbital weapons affect all aspects of international space security. Countries with system capabilities enabled through space-based strike weapons such as cermet rods could limit other countries from accessing space. This could be from the earliest stages of launch, by simply destroying space launch capabilities [80]. Similarly, every nation’s space assets would be endangered. While the recent shooting down of satellites by the USA and China proved that ground-based technology is capable of taking out space assets, space-based systems could do so with further reach and shorter response times. Since rods could also be used as fast-strike weapons on any global target, they present a significant security concern to all players involved. Beyond this, they directly contradict stipulations on the peaceful use of outer space like those in the Outer Space Treaty [22,84].
***Response DAs
Russian Response DA

Russia would hate the plan – believes it would undermine their retaliatory capability 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

First, Russia may fear that limited NMD would undermine confidence in the retaliatory capability of its current forces. This problem would stem not from the size of its strategic forces compared to U.S. NMD but from their vulnerability to attack. With more than 6,000 deployed warheads (or even the 1,500 to 2,500 warheads identified as a target for START III), the Russian strategic force dwarfs the proposed U.S. NMD, but if attacked on little warning and at current day-to-day alert levels, Russia could be left with only about 150 warheads, which would then have to penetrate U.S. NMD.79 How much weight Russia should give to this scenario is debatable: A U.S. surprise attack is extremely unlikely, especially given the improved quality of post-Cold War politics; on the other hand, the United States judges the adequacy of its own forces in these terms. Second, Russia assesses its nuclear capabilities by a more demanding standard than the one we have used, so limited NMD would appear still more threatening. We have emphasized countervalue retaliatory capabilities-the ability to inflict damage on U.S. society. Although the logic of the "nuclear revolution" shows that counterforce capabilities are relatively unimportant, U.S. and Soviet military leaders never accepted this logic; the Russian military is likely to assess its nuclear force in terms of its counterforce capability.80 In addition, Russian analysts now believe that Russia requires a war-fighting capability for controlling and de-escalating regional conflicts.81 Limited NMD would more significantly reduce Russia's confidence in its ability to perform these missions than in its ability to destroy U.S. society. 

UQ/Link – Relations**
The only reason why relations are up is because it is based on deterrence of MAD – the plan undermines the why Russia even considers negotiating with us in the first place
Morris 10 (Leon Christopher, M.A. in History (International Relations), The George W. Bush Administration’s Pursuit of a National Missile Defense in 2001: The Potential Politics and Strategic Consequences, October 2010, http://internationalrelations.ie/home/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Leon-Morris-Thesis.pdf)
The U.S./Russian strategic relationship is vastly improved from the Cold War-era that the ABM Treaty was forged in. However what the Bush Administration failed to realise was that it is still a relationship that that is based on deterrence provided by nuclear-armed ballistic missiles. Even as the U.S. entered its "˜War on Terror"� it still continued to deploy ballistic missiles with considerable first-strike capabilities against Russian strategic forces. For example, U.S. submarines armed with Trident II submarine- launched ballistic missiles continued to operate near Russian ballistic-missile submarine bases.l60 Thus, even with the Bush Administration professing benign intentions for the deployment of a NMD it was inevitable that Russia would adjust its nuclear posture in reaction to a defence it regarded as threatening. Such responses on behalf of the Russians reflect the threat that a NMD system represents to their national security. Of these responses several serve to increase the likelihood that Russia would be able to circumvent the NMD system whilst others actually worsen the strategic missile threat and global security in general.

Link – ABM

The ABM treaty can only be destroyed once – that would cause Russia to freak out 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

Fourth, even if the Bush administration favored amending rather than abandoning the ABM treaty, Russia would be worried that amending the ABM treaty to allow limited NMD would set a precedent that would support the eventual elimination of negotiated limits on NMD. Having succeeded in getting the ABM treaty altered once, what would stop the United States from insisting on further loosening of restrictions again and again?84 Because much of the value of a treaty lies in the belief that parties will abide by its terms, U.S. insistence on amending the ABM treaty would reduce the value that Russia would place on an amended treaty. Fifth, Russia is probably concerned about the symbolic implications of U.S. NMD. Although Russian nuclear forces have decayed since the end of the Cold War, Russia remains roughly equal to the United States, at least in terms of the items that are counted in strategic arms control agreements. Even limited NMD threatens to tarnish this image of parity, because only the United States would have a modern NMD system.85 Finally, responding to U.S. NMD would require Russia to increase spending on strategic nuclear forces at a time when resources are scarce and much of the Russian nuclear force is nearing the end of its useful lifetime.86

A2 It’s Limited!

Russia would perceive it the infrastructure as damaging 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

Third, Russia likely fears that the planned limited deployment would provide the United States with the infrastructure and experience to field a larger and more advanced NMD system in the future. Thus, even if the proposed limited NMD system would not undermine Russian retaliatory capabilities, agreeing to limited NMD would reduce Russia's ability to respond effectively to a future deployment of more ambitious NMD.82 In addition, Russia could reasonably fear that high-altitude TMD systems, which the United States is planning to build in large numbers, could be integrated into its NMD architecture, thereby enabling the United States to quickly increase the capability of its NMD. The Ballistic Missile Defense Organization has concluded that the Navy Theater-Wide TMD system now under development would, if integrated with planned NMD sensors, be able to intercept rogue ICBMs; with a highervelocity interceptor, it would be able to intercept Russian or Chinese missiles.83 

And it’s all a matter of perception – Russia would see its interests threatened regardless of the size of the BMD system

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

 Although there may appear to be an inconsistency between arguing that full-scale NMD would be ineffective against Russian countermeasures and arguing that even limited NMD would strain U.S. relations with Russia, this circle is easy to square. Russia is likely to employ worst-case analysis in assessing the adequacy of its core deterrent capabilities, giving the benefit of the doubt to deployed and future U.S. systems. The result could be reduced Russian confidence in its nuclear forces, even though NMD was actually ineffective against them. Moreover, by deploying NMD, the United States would communicate that it believes NMD is effective against countermeasures, at least the simple countermeasures available to emerging missile states. This could contribute to Russian doubts about the effectiveness of its nuclear forces, or at least reduce Russian confidence that the United States appreciated that its NMD would be ineffective against countermeasures. Russia would then conclude that its responses had to go beyond simple countermeasures, if only to ensure that the United States did not underestimate Russian capabilities.

China Response DA

Plan causes a Chinese response – deterrent, obstructs Taiwan invasion, and develops Japanese alliance 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

China, like Russia, has strongly opposed U.S. deployment of limited NMD.98 U.S. options for reducing China's concerns are different and less extensive than for reducing Russian concerns, because China's nuclear force is very small. China currently deploys about 20 single-warhead ICBMs, which are unfueled and not mated with warheads. Unless U.S. NMD is a surface-based boost-phase system, China would fear that 100 to 250 NMD interceptors would nullify its modest nuclear capability. Given the current state of U.S.-China relations, U.S. claims that its NMD is oriented only against rogue states will do little to reassure the leadership in Beijing. China will likely conclude that it requires a nuclear force that can overwhelm U.S. NMD in a retaliatory strike and react by building a larger force than it would have if the United States had not deployed NMD, deploying countermeasures and possibly MIRVing its missiles.99 In addition, and more worrisome, U.S. NMD would be likely to generate a negative shift in China's assessments of U.S. motives, because it would be impossible for the United States to demonstrate that its NMD was directed against rogue states and not China. The Clinton administration plan to deploy 100 NMD inceptors before 2010, and possibly 250 by 2015, would pose a threat to Chinese retaliatory capabilities, even if China increases its nuclear force at the rate currently estimated to be feasible, and the more ambitious plan favored by the Bush administration promises to be still more threatening. If missile defense of this size were required to defend against projected rogue forces, then the motives driving U.S. NMD would appear ambiguous to China. Given that a state that wanted to challenge China would be more likely to build NMD than one that did not, China would increase its estimate of the probability that the United States harbors malign intentions. If, however, U.S. NMD were clearly larger than required to defend against rogue forces, which seems likely given the Bush administration's enthusiasm for NMD, then China would conclude that U.S. intentions were clearly malign. Chinese leaders would not have to stretch their imaginations to see ways that the United States could use NMD to challenge China's key security concerns. Most obviously, an effective NMD could significantly reduce China's ability to deter American intervention in support of Taiwan, which China considers a renegade province. Chinese leaders will be able to cite U.S. supporters of NMD that have made this link explicit.100 In addition, NMD is directly linked to hot-button regional issues through its interaction with TMD-which China sees as threatening its ability to prevent Taiwan's move toward independence and as playing a significant role in the evolution of America's military relationship with Japan-which further increases the probability that China would impute U.S. hostility.

The impact is China war and regional arms races
Zhang 11  (Baohui,  Associate Professor of Political Science,  Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies, Lingnan                                                   University; “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship: The Prospects for Arms Control” JSTOR; March/April 2011; http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/AS.2011.51.2.311)

The second factor adding to the security dilemma in the U.S.-China military  space relationship involves U.S. efforts to rewrite the established rule of nuclear deterrence, i.e., mutually assured destruction (MAD), that prevailed  during the Cold War era. According to Glasner and Fetter, the U.S. has been  pursuing a new deterrence posture that combines offensive and defensive  capabilities. 25 Chinese strategists believe that the U.S. military space program, to a  significant extent, is driven by missile defense. For example, in a study  organized by the General Staff of the PLA, Major General Xu Hezhen  charges that the U.S. is developing space-based laser weapons for missile  defense. According to him, “A total of 14–24 satellites deployed on different  orbits will constitute a defensive system. Relying on data from early warning  systems, it can intercept ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the  world.” 26 In another study, Major General Ling Yongshun argues that the U.S. is  implementing a coherent plan to neutralize other countries’ strategic deterrence through the deployment of space-based missile defense. As he  observes: Using space weapons to attack ballistic targets is a major goal of space weapon  development. The U.S. believes that others’ ballistic missiles pose significant  threats to its security. To be immune from this threat, the U.S. is putting  major efforts into ballistic missile defense, with space-based weapons being  one of the important intercepting platforms. 27 In October 2008, the U.S. Congress approved $5 million for an independent  study of possible space-based missile defense. This move gravely alarmed the  Chinese military, which believed that the deployment of space-based missile  defense could become inevitable. In fact, some PLA experts have claimed  that “Star Wars has come back.” 28  Li Daguang even charged that this decision by the U.S. Congress amounted to “declaring a new Cold War against  China.” 29 Chinese military strategists believe U.S. missile defense poses a real threat  to China’s nuclear deterrent. Until recently, the Chinese military tended to  believe that U.S. missile defense could not effectively deter a major nuclear  power like China or Russia. It was thought that a range of countermeasures,  such as deploying decoys and multiple warheads, could be employed to deceive and overwhelm U.S. missile defense. Now, however, with the maturing  of a multilayered missile defense system by the U.S. and its allies, Chinese  nuclear experts are losing confidence in China’s offensive capabilities. This  pessimism was illustrated in a 2008 interview of Wang Wenchao in a Chinese military magazine. Wang, credited with being the chief designer of  China’s sea-based strategic missiles, expressed grave pessimism about China’s  offensive nuclear capability against U.S. missile defense. He said, “I have  done research: Facing a multi-tiered missile defense system, if any single  layer can achieve a success rate of 70%, then 100 single warhead missiles  could all be intercepted even if they are mounting a simultaneous attack.” 30 This is why Wu Tianfu—arguably the most important deterrence strategist of the Second Artillery of the PLA, which runs China’s strategic nuclear  forces—charges that the U.S. has “forced China to engage in a space arms  race.” 31  More specifically, U.S. missile defense has forced China to integrate  space war with its strategic nuclear deterrence. China must possess the ability  to weaken American space-based assets such as early-warning satellites, to  ensure the credibility of its own offensive nuclear forces. Thus, space war and  nuclear war are now intertwined in Chinese strategic thinking. Indeed, China’s official media have credited Wu with establishing the PLA’s first space  war research institute. 3 Shen Dingli, a prominent Chinese nuclear expert, also states that the  January 2007 ASAT test was crucial for China’s nuclear deterrence: “When  an America with both superior nuclear and conventional arsenals aspires to  build missile defense, China’s response is first to oppose it verbally, then  counter it with action if the U.S. refuses to stop. China cannot afford to lose  the effectiveness of its still-limited nuclear deterrent.” 33 The result is China pursuing an emerging integrated space-nuclear strategy.  As argued by Hou Xiaohe and Zhang Hui, strategists at the PLA National  Defense University, space warfare will aim at the eyes and ears of missile defense, which are early-warning satellites and other sensors deployed in space.  China’s ability to cripple these U.S. space assets will significantly weaken the  effectiveness of American missile defense, allowing less time and providing less  accurate information to guide ground-based interceptors toward the incoming  missiles. The strategists also point out that this strategy is more cost-effective  than merely expanding China’s nuclear missiles: “Using limited resources to  develop anti-satellite weapons to attack enemy space assets that are costly and  easily damaged will become an important choice for weaker countries.” 34 Lieutenant General Ge Dongsheng gives the most systematic elaboration  of the new integrated space-nuclear strategy: “Developing space capability  and creating a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic force is the  guarantee of effective deterrence and counter-strike.” According to General  Ge, this strategy is now a necessity with the emerging link between space war  and nuclear deterrence:  With the development and integration of space and information technologies,  we must recognize that early warning, surveillance, tracking, communication  and guidance, which are all critical for nuclear war, are increasingly dependent  on space systems. Thus, improving nuclear capability through space capability  is now an unavoidable trend. We therefore must accelerate the development  of space capability to create a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic  force. . . . Through anti-satellite weapons, we can clear a pathway for nuclear  missiles so that our nuclear force can survive, effectively penetrate, and accurately hit targets. 35   The Chinese effort to integrate nuclear and space warfare capabilities is an  inevitable response to the security dilemma created by U.S. missile defense.  As Joan Johnson-Freese and Thomas Nicols point out, “It is unsurprising  that other nations would logically view the same capability as a direct threat  to the effectiveness of their own nuclear deterrent.” They argue that given the  very limited size of the Chinese nuclear deterrent, U.S. missile defense has  forced China to pursue space war capabilities as a countermeasure. 3 

The impact is nuclear war 

Eisendrath. ’07 (Craig, USA Today. Farmingdale: Jan 2007. Vol. 135, Iss. 2740; pg. 53, 3 pgs (http://proquest.umi.com))

Eventually, U.S. policy will lead to an arms race in outer space. A low-tech approach would be the development of ground-based weapons to neutralize weapons based in space. Other possibilities are space-based interceptors and lasers. Zhang charges that the biggest threat is the American ground-based antimissile system; the U.S. believes this can neutralize China's nuclear firepower. China has 2,000 Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles that could target the U.S. A first strike by America could reduce this number vastly. China is considering converting its fixed silo-based system into mobile units, but the U.S. already is boasting of creating the capacity to destroy this system as well. These type of aggressive statements, coupled with America's talk of cooperating with Taiwan on tactical missile defense, have heightened Chinese concern.

UQ – Relations High

US-China space-relations are improving now

Zhang 11  Baohui,  Associate Professor of Political Science,  Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies, Lingnan                                                   University; “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship: The Prospects for Arms Control” JSTOR; March/April 2011; http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/AS.2011.51.2.311   

Despite the pessimism about the U.S.-China military space relationship,  this article suggests that the security dilemma is susceptible to changes in the  strategic environments of the different parties. Perceptions that threats from  other countries are rising or declining could intensify—or mollify—the security dilemma. Indeed, recent and important developments in the strategic  environments of both countries have created conditions to ease tensions.  These developments include the current strategic adjustment of the U.S.  under the Obama administration, which has endorsed the banning of weapons in space; the recent U.S. willingness to curb missile defense; and the altered situation in the Taiwan Strait. These developments have significantly  changed the strategic landscape between China and the U.S. and moderated  the major factors contributing to the space security dilemma. This new strategic landscape may offer a window of opportunity for arms control in outer  space. 
UQ/Link – Relations**

Diplomacy has solved Chinese space militarization in the status quo, but the plan is the only thing that can spark catastrophic arms race and China war

Zhang 11  Baohui,  Associate Professor of Political Science,  Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies, Lingnan                                                   University; “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship: The Prospects for Arms Control” JSTOR; March/April 2011; http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/AS.2011.51.2.311     |Cramer
China’s interpretation of the revolution in military affairs and its quest for  asymmetric warfare capabilities are important for understanding the 2007  ASAT test. This article suggests that the Chinese military space program is  also influenced by the security dilemma in international relations. Due to  the anarchic nature of the world order, “the search for security on the part of  state A leads to insecurity for state B which therefore takes steps to increase  its security leading in its turn to increased insecurity for state A and so on.” 5 The military space relationship between China and the U.S. clearly embodies  the tragedy of a security dilemma. In many ways, the current Chinese thinking on space warfare reflects China’s response to the perceived U.S. threat to  its national security. This response, in turn, has triggered American suspicion  about China’s military intentions in outer space. Thus, the security dilemma in the U.S.-China space relationship has inevitably led to measures and  countermeasures. As Joan Johnson-Freese, a scholar at the Naval War College, observed after the January 2007 ASAT test, China and the U.S. “have  been engaged in a dangerous spiral of action-reaction space planning and/or  activity.” 6 This article, citing firsthand Chinese military sources, identifies the major  factors contributing to the security dilemma that is driving China’s military  space program. The first is China’s attempt to respond to perceived U.S.  military strategies to dominate outer space. Chinese strategists are keenly  aware of the U.S. military’s plan to achieve so-called full-spectrum dominance, and the Chinese military feels compelled to deny that dominance.  The second factor is China’s concern about U.S. missile defense, which could  potentially weaken Chinese strategic nuclear deterrence. Many PLA analysts  believe that a multilayered ballistic missile defense system will inevitably  compromise China’s offensive nuclear forces. China’s response is to attempt  to weaken the U.S. space-based sensor system that serves as the eyes and  brains of missile defense. Thus, U.S. missile defense has forced China to  contemplate the integration of nuclear war and space warfare capabilities.  Because of the security dilemma, many experts in both China and the  U.S. have expressed growing pessimism about the future of arms control.  However, this article suggests that precisely because the current U.S.-China  military space relationship is governed by the security dilemma, it is amenable to changes in the strategic environment that could extricate both from  their mutual mistrust and the ongoing cycle of actions and counteractions.  The current strategic adjustment by the U.S., efforts by the Obama administration to curb missile defense, and the fundamentally altered situation in  the Taiwan Strait offer a window of opportunity for the two countries to  relax the tensions in their space relationship. With the right strategies, China  and the U.S. could slow the momentum toward a space arms race. Perhaps reflecting this new context of space security, when meeting with  the heads of foreign air force delegations in November 2009, President Hu  Jintao promised that China would “unswervingly uphold the principle of  peaceful use of space and actively participate in international cooperation on space security.” 7  Li Daguang, a leading PLA space war expert known for his  pessimistic views on international space cooperation, recently argued that  “ensuring the peaceful use of outer space and preventing its weaponization  represent a consensus of the international community.” 8  These messages  show that China has perhaps modified its previous assessment of the feasibility  of arms control in outer space. This shift, together with President Obama’s  new space policies, could dilute the security dilemma between China and the  U.S. and pave the way for arms control.  T HE S E CURI T Y DI L E MMA AND CHI NA’S MI L I TARY S PACE AGE NDA Although many U.S. experts are correct in emphasizing the importance of  space war in China’s asymmetric strategy to counter U.S. conventional advantages, this article suggests that China’s military space agenda is also driven  by the security dilemma between the two countries. China is pursuing military capabilities in space to counter perceived national security threats posed  by the U.S. quest for space dominance and missile defense that could neutralize China’s nuclear deterrence.  In both cases, Chinese security experts believe that the U.S. seeks “absolute security” in order to maximize protection for the American population from external threats. 9  This means that China at least recognizes the defensive motivations behind the U.S. quest for space dominance and missile  defense. However, with the chaotic nature of international relations, one  country’s efforts to maximize its security could degrade the security of others  by changing the balance of power. Inevitably, the U.S. quest for “absolute  security” evokes countermeasures from other countries. As Kenneth Waltz  observes, when a great power seeks superiority, others will respond in kind,  since “maintaining status quo is the minimum goal of any great power.” 10 According to Robert Jervis, “The heart of the security dilemma argument  is that an increase in one state’s security can make others less secure, not  because of misperceptions or imagined hostility, but because of the anarchic  context of international relations.” In this context, “Even if they can be certain that the current intentions of other states are benign, they can neither  neglect the possibility that the others will become aggressive in the future  nor credibly guarantee that they themselves will remain peaceful.” 11  Inevitably, when one state seeks to expand its military capability, others have to take  similar measures. DE NYI NG T HE U.S . QUE S T F OR S PACE DOMI NANCE The first factor that caused the security dilemma in the Sino-U.S. military  space relationship is the professed American quest for space dominance. This  quest is a reflection of the U.S. obsession with primacy that predates the  Obama administration. The primacy strategy demands undisputed military  dominance in different areas, including space, to ensure the best possible  protection of U.S. national security. The U.S. is the only country in the  world that has articulated a coherent national strategy for space dominance.  As emphasized by Michael W. Wynne, former Air Force secretary, “America’s  domination of the space domain provides an unrivaled advantage for our  nation and remains critical to creating the strategic and tactical conditions  for victory.” 12 The U.S. is the leader in the militarization of space. It was the first country that established a dedicated command, the U.S. Space Command, to  unify military operations in space. In fact, as its Vision for 2020 proclaims,  the Space Command seeks to achieve “full spectrum dominance” in space. 13 Furthermore, it envisions permanent dominance in the military dimension  of space operations: “Today, the U.S. is the preeminent military space power.  Our vision is one of maintaining that preeminence—providing a solid foundation for our national security.” 14  General Lance W. Lord, former commander, Air Force Space Command,  points out the importance of space dominance: “Space superiority is the  future of warfare. We cannot win a war without controlling the high ground,  and the high ground is space.” 15  In December 2007, the U.S. Air Force released a White Paper called The Nation’s Guardians: America’s 21st Century Air  Force, in which General T. Michael Moseley made a similar statement: “No  future war will be won without air, space and cyberspace superiority”; thus,  “the Air Force must attain cross-domain dominance. Cross-domain dominance is the freedom to attack and the freedom from attack in and through  the atmosphere, space and electromagnetic spectrum.” 16 This strategy of space dominance, however, generates the classic security  dilemma between the U.S. and other countries. Although the U.S. may be  motivated by defensive purposes, such as shielding the American population  from nuclear weapons and other threats, other countries have to assume the  worst in an anarchic world. As observed by Joan Johnson-Freese, “I would  argue that the rest of the world accepts U.S. space supremacy. What the  Bush Administration claims is space dominance, and that’s what the rest of  the world won’t accept.” 17 Chinese strategists certainly perceive the U.S. quest for space dominance  as damaging to China’s national security; whoever controls space will have  the edge in winning the next war. Indeed, Chinese military and civilian  strategists argue that the U.S. search for “absolute security” jeopardizes other  countries’ security. It is widely reported in Chinese military literature that  the U.S. has already developed and is in fact implementing a master plan for  military dominance in space. The challenge for China is to prevent the U.S.  from jumping too far ahead. As observed by a major study organized by the  General Staff of the PLA, “In recent decades the U.S. has been consistently  pursuing dominance in space in order to become its overlord.” 18  The study lso points out that the U.S. is the first country to develop a full set of doctrines for space militarization and dominance:  In April 1998, the U.S. Space Command published its long-term strategic  development plan, Vision for 2020, which specifically proposed the concept of  space dominance and revealed the goals of allowing the American military to  use space weapons to attack the enemy’s land, sea, air, and space targets.  World opinion believes this represented the formal debut of U.S. space war  theory and indicated an important first step by the U.S. military toward space  war. 19 Li Daguang, one of the most influential PLA experts on space war, also  alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as  “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space  program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts  to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.”  Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even  its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.” 20 One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no  longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive  use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on  the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important  breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study  claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess  ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched  ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT  weapons.” 21  Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire  space-based weapons to attack targets on earth:  The U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which fly on low altitude  orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack  ground targets. This kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability,  and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target anywhere on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform global combat in the 21st century. 22 This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for  its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop similar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes  that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future  wars, and China cannot afford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result,  space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doctrines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military  Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement:  In future wars, merely possessing air superiority will no longer be sufficient for  seizing the initiative of battles. In significant ways, only obtaining space superiority could ensure controlling the initiative of war. The contest in outer  space has become the contest for the new commanding heights. Seizing control of space will mean control of the global commanding heights, which will  in turn enable dominance in air, land, and sea battles. Thus, it is impossible  to achieve national security without obtaining space security. 23 Another driver of the PLA’s efforts to counter U.S. dominance in space is the  time factor. There is a genuine sense of urgency about controlling the commanding heights in space. The U.S. is seen as already possessing a decisive  lead in the race toward space hegemony. As observed by Lieutenant General  Ge Dongsheng, vice president of the PLA Academy of Military Sciences:  Establishing space capability is not only important but also urgent. This is due  to the fact that the U.S. and Russia have already taken the steps and now  enjoy a vast lead over us. Even India, Japan, and European countries have  ambitious plans to develop their own space capabilities. Under this situation,  if we do not hasten implementing our own plan, there will be the possibility  of having to face a generational gap in space capabilities. 
Link – General
Space-based lasers and missile defense cause China war and arms races
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The second factor adding to the security dilemma in the U.S.-China military  space relationship involves U.S. efforts to rewrite the established rule of nuclear deterrence, i.e., mutually assured destruction (MAD), that prevailed  during the Cold War era. According to Glasner and Fetter, the U.S. has been  pursuing a new deterrence posture that combines offensive and defensive  capabilities. 25 Chinese strategists believe that the U.S. military space program, to a  significant extent, is driven by missile defense. For example, in a study  organized by the General Staff of the PLA, Major General Xu Hezhen  charges that the U.S. is developing space-based laser weapons for missile  defense. According to him, “A total of 14–24 satellites deployed on different  orbits will constitute a defensive system. Relying on data from early warning  systems, it can intercept ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the  world.” 26 In another study, Major General Ling Yongshun argues that the U.S. is  implementing a coherent plan to neutralize other countries’ strategic deterrence through the deployment of space-based missile defense. As he  observes: Using space weapons to attack ballistic targets is a major goal of space weapon  development. The U.S. believes that others’ ballistic missiles pose significant  threats to its security. To be immune from this threat, the U.S. is putting  major efforts into ballistic missile defense, with space-based weapons being  one of the important intercepting platforms. 27 In October 2008, the U.S. Congress approved $5 million for an independent  study of possible space-based missile defense. This move gravely alarmed the  Chinese military, which believed that the deployment of space-based missile  defense could become inevitable. In fact, some PLA experts have claimed  that “Star Wars has come back.” 28  Li Daguang even charged that this decision by the U.S. Congress amounted to “declaring a new Cold War against  China.” 29 Chinese military strategists believe U.S. missile defense poses a real threat  to China’s nuclear deterrent. Until recently, the Chinese military tended to  believe that U.S. missile defense could not effectively deter a major nuclear  power like China or Russia. It was thought that a range of countermeasures,  such as deploying decoys and multiple warheads, could be employed to deceive and overwhelm U.S. missile defense. Now, however, with the maturing  of a multilayered missile defense system by the U.S. and its allies, Chinese  nuclear experts are losing confidence in China’s offensive capabilities. This  pessimism was illustrated in a 2008 interview of Wang Wenchao in a Chinese military magazine. Wang, credited with being the chief designer of  China’s sea-based strategic missiles, expressed grave pessimism about China’s  offensive nuclear capability against U.S. missile defense. He said, “I have  done research: Facing a multi-tiered missile defense system, if any single  layer can achieve a success rate of 70%, then 100 single warhead missiles  could all be intercepted even if they are mounting a simultaneous attack.” 30 This is why Wu Tianfu—arguably the most important deterrence strategist of the Second Artillery of the PLA, which runs China’s strategic nuclear  forces—charges that the U.S. has “forced China to engage in a space arms  race.” 31  More specifically, U.S. missile defense has forced China to integrate  space war with its strategic nuclear deterrence. China must possess the ability  to weaken American space-based assets such as early-warning satellites, to  ensure the credibility of its own offensive nuclear forces. Thus, space war and  nuclear war are now intertwined in Chinese strategic thinking. Indeed, China’s official media have credited Wu with establishing the PLA’s first space  war research institute. 3 Shen Dingli, a prominent Chinese nuclear expert, also states that the  January 2007 ASAT test was crucial for China’s nuclear deterrence: “When  an America with both superior nuclear and conventional arsenals aspires to  build missile defense, China’s response is first to oppose it verbally, then  counter it with action if the U.S. refuses to stop. China cannot afford to lose  the effectiveness of its still-limited nuclear deterrent.” 33 The result is China pursuing an emerging integrated space-nuclear strategy.  As argued by Hou Xiaohe and Zhang Hui, strategists at the PLA National  Defense University, space warfare will aim at the eyes and ears of missile defense, which are early-warning satellites and other sensors deployed in space.  China’s ability to cripple these U.S. space assets will significantly weaken the  effectiveness of American missile defense, allowing less time and providing less  accurate information to guide ground-based interceptors toward the incoming  missiles. The strategists also point out that this strategy is more cost-effective  than merely expanding China’s nuclear missiles: “Using limited resources to  develop anti-satellite weapons to attack enemy space assets that are costly and  easily damaged will become an important choice for weaker countries.” 34 Lieutenant General Ge Dongsheng gives the most systematic elaboration  of the new integrated space-nuclear strategy: “Developing space capability  and creating a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic force is the  guarantee of effective deterrence and counter-strike.” According to General  Ge, this strategy is now a necessity with the emerging link between space war  and nuclear deterrence:  With the development and integration of space and information technologies,  we must recognize that early warning, surveillance, tracking, communication  and guidance, which are all critical for nuclear war, are increasingly dependent  on space systems. Thus, improving nuclear capability through space capability  is now an unavoidable trend. We therefore must accelerate the development  of space capability to create a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic  force. . . . Through anti-satellite weapons, we can clear a pathway for nuclear  missiles so that our nuclear force can survive, effectively penetrate, and accurately hit targets. 35   The Chinese effort to integrate nuclear and space warfare capabilities is an  inevitable response to the security dilemma created by U.S. missile defense.  As Joan Johnson-Freese and Thomas Nicols point out, “It is unsurprising  that other nations would logically view the same capability as a direct threat  to the effectiveness of their own nuclear deterrent.” They argue that given the  very limited size of the Chinese nuclear deterrent, U.S. missile defense has  forced China to pursue space war capabilities as a countermeasure. 3 

Link – Perception

And this link is based on Chinese perception – China would see even “ineffective” NMD as threatening 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

To better appreciate the problem, a closer look at deployment rates and force requirements is helpful. There is substantial uncertainty in estimates of China's current plans for increasing the size of its ICBM force and its ability to accelerate this expansion. Until recently, estimates were that China would likely have a few tens of ICBMs by 2015,101 with the high range of one set of estimates at 70 ICBMs.102 An August 2000 National Intelligence Estimate on foreign responses to U.S. NMD reportedly concluded that China would expand its arsenal in order to overwhelm a limited NMD system, and that China could deploy up to 200 ICBM warheads by 2015.103 We believe that China will try to deploy at least as many warheads as the number of deployed U.S. NMD interceptors, subject to production constraints. This might seem an overreaction if China's goal was to maintain the capability to deliver a few warheads against U.S. cities, given that NMD would not work perfectly even under the best conditions. But this overlooks the vulnerability of Chinese forces and command and control to an American first strike, the possibility of a rapid expansion of NMD, and any desire Beijing might have to hold some nuclear forces in reserve or to execute more demanding attack options. Finally, even if Chinese leaders understood that U.S. NMD was imperfect and could be defeated with countermeasures, they would want to make absolutely clear to U.S. leaders that China knew it could penetrate the defense. The best way to communicate this would be to deploy more warheads than the defense could possibly handle.
Link - Expansion
Even if militarization is inevitable-weaponization freaks out china

Zhang 11 (Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”. Research in Asian studies at University of California. Asian Survey, Vol. 51 April 2011, No. 2. L.F.)
One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT weapons.”21 Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire space-based weapons to attack targets on earth:

PLA will increase militarization as  a result of increased US space weapons

Zhang 11 (Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”. Research in Asian studies at University of California. Asian Survey, Vol. 51 April 2011, No. 2. L.F.)
This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop similar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future wars, and China cannot afford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result, space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doctrines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement:

A2 It’s Defensive

Defensive militarization is irrelevant-still causes arms race

Zhang 11 (Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”. Research in Asian studies at University of California. Asian Survey, Vol. 51 April 2011, No. 2. L.F.)

According to Robert Jervis, “The heart of the security dilemma argument is that an increase in one state’s security can make others less secure, not because of misperceptions or imagined hostility, but because of the anarchic context of international relations.” In this context, “Even if they can be certain that the current intentions of other states are benign, they can neither neglect the possibility that the others will become aggressive in the future nor credibly guarantee that they themselves will remain peaceful.”11 Inevitably, when one state seeks to expand its military capability, others have to take similar measures.

Defensive developments are perceived as aggressive 

Zhang 11 (Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”. Research in Asian studies at University of California. Asian Survey, Vol. 51 April 2011, No. 2. L.F.)

This strategy of space dominance, however, generates the classic security dilemma between the U.S. and other countries. Although the U.S. may be motivated by defensive purposes, such as shielding the American population from nuclear weapons and other threats, other countries have to assume the worst in an anarchic world. As observed by Joan Johnson-Freese, “I would argue that the rest of the world accepts U.S. space supremacy. What the Bush Administration claims is space dominance, and that’s what the rest of the world won’t accept.”17

Impact – No Deterrence

NMD espescially pisses off China-destroys deterrence

Zhang 11 (Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”. Research in Asian studies at University of California. Asian Survey, Vol. 51 April 2011, No. 2. L.F.)

Chinese military strategists believe U.S. missile defense poses a real threat to China’s nuclear deterrent. Until recently, the Chinese military tended to believe that U.S. missile defense could not effectively deter a major nuclear power like China or Russia. It was thought that a range of countermeasures, such as deploying decoys and multiple warheads, could be employed to deceive and overwhelm U.S. missile defense. Now, however, with the maturing of a multilayered missile defense system by the U.S. and its allies, Chinese nuclear experts are losing confidence in China’s offensive capabilities. This pessimism was illustrated in a 2008 interview of Wang Wenchao in a Chinese military magazine. Wang, credited with being the chief designer of China’s sea-based strategic missiles, expressed grave pessimism about China’s offensive nuclear capability against U.S. missile defense. He said, “I have done research: Facing a multi-tiered missile defense system, if any single layer can achieve a success rate of 70%, then 100 single warhead missiles could all be intercepted even if they are mounting a simultaneous attack.”30
Impact – Failure

Space militarization undermines U.S. hegemony and credibility

Eisendrath 07 (Craig, USA Today. Farmingdale: Jan 2007. Vol. 135, Iss. 2740; pg. 53, 3 pgs (http://proquest.umi.com))

International agreement-rather than space dominance-is, Dean believes, in the ultimate interest of the U.S. "There are no commanding heights in space which, once seized, can assure enduring advantage or dominance or which might prevent an arms race in space. None. The United States is not safer today for having initiated the development of the ultimate weapon 60 year ago and for having sought to maintain sole possession of these weapons. To the contrary, the American government and the American people worry day and night that these weapons may come back at them and at others. This same fate will, in time, attend the possible weaponization of space. That is why it is a vital interest of all governments and all peoples to prevent that weaponization." Supporting Dean's view is 1986 Nobel Prize winner John Polanyi, a professor of chemistry at the University of Toronto and coeditor of The Dangers of Nuclear War. He notes that, despite their enormous differences on other issues, Canada's "four political parties form part of a Canadian national consensus that the weaponization of space would be deplorable." One reason for this is public sensitivity on outer space issues, which is not evident in the U.S. This feeling led Canada to reject the U.S. invitation to participate in continental missile defense. Polanyi says Canada is committed to international law, the pioneers of which can be found in the U.S. This law was central to establishing the League of Nations, Nuremburg Trials, Atlantic Charter, United Nations, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Genocide Convention, and International Monetary Fund, among others. Polanyi makes clear that the scientific and technological revolutions that have transformed the world require a transformation of American behavior. Technology moves so fast that it is an illusion to think that technological proficiency will permit a country to stay ahead. This means that national security can best be achieved by the prevention of weaponization through agreement under international law. 

Impact – Likely

And miscalc is likely – policymakers can’t read each other’s minds 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

There is likely to be a gap between the rational interactions described above and the way that international politics actually plays out. Each of the major powers-the United States, China, and Russia-is likely to exaggerate the threatening nature of the other's policies. Consequently, the international political costs of U.S. NMD are likely to be significantly larger than the preceding discussion suggests. As argued above, U.S. NMD is likely to convince rational Chinese leaders to adopt a more malign view of American motives. The impact of NMD is likely to be still more negative, however, because Chinese leaders are inclined to see American policy-including support for international institutions and their universal norms, expansion of U.S. alliances, and improvements in U.S. and allied military capabilities-as designed to prevent China from achieving the great power status that they believe it deserves. These views are most strongly held by the Chinese military, which sees the political and military components of U.S. security policy as reflecting "a master plan to achieve global dominance." 104 As a result, instead of recognizing any ambiguity in U.S. motives, China is likely to conclude that U.S. motives are certainly malign.

Impact – Laundry List

And pursuit of NMD makes every impact possible – rapid Russian expansion, Chinese, Japanese, and Northeast Asian militarization, and collapse of every significant arms agreement 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

U.S. pursuit of nuclear superiority would fuel insecurity whether or not its NMD was effective. If NMD was effective, Russia and China would believe that they were vulnerable to U.S. coercion. If, as seems far more likely, NMD was ineffective, Russian and Chinese leaders would interpret dedicated U.S. efforts to achieve effective NMD as a signal of malign U.S. motives. Because they undoubtedly believe that nuclear deterrence is adequate to preserve U.S. security, they would interpret U.S. efforts to acquire nuclear superiority as indicative of expansionist motives. This is particularly likely given U.S. global conventional superiority and the absence of intense conflicts that threaten U.S. security. Competitive U.S. policies would lend support to hard-liners and nationalists who are competing for influence in Russia and in China, and their increased influence would reinforce the signal sent by highly competitive U.S. nuclear policies. WHY BAD RELATIONS ARE BAD. Even though the United States is the dominant global military power, it should nevertheless strongly prefer a world in which all of the major powers are secure. Insecurity can fuel expansionist behavior, 61 encouraging, for example, Russia to try to exert greater control over former Soviet republics. Although this probably would not lead to a clash between Russia and NATO, it would exacerbate tensions and once again increase the salience of military considerations in this relationship. China might see NMD as creating a window during which it still had the capability to prevent Taiwan's drift toward independence, and Chinese incentives would be increased by NMD's signal of malign U.S. intentions. Increased insecurity would fuel arms competition and a breakdown of cooperation, which could further strain relations and create military dangers. China will increasingly have the capability to build up its conventional and nuclear forces, which could convince Japan that it needs to rely more heavily on its own military capabilities. This arms race in Northeast Asia could generate substantial tensions within the region and, as a result, reduce U.S. security. Although Russia is now too weak economically to engage in a major buildup, this is unlikely always to be true. In any case, the United States has important cooperative programs with Russia, designed to improve Russian control over its nuclear weapons and weapon materials, that could be interrupted or terminated if the United States pursued NMD. Although none of these reactions is certain to occur, full-scale NMD would certainly increase their probability. Russia will view NMD in terms of overall U.S. policy, which has included NATO expansion and military intervention in European conflicts in the face of Russian opposition. China is likely to view NMD as part of a package in which Washington steps up its support for Taiwan, deploys TMD in the region, and calls for increases in Japanese military spending and operational capability.62

Impact – Retaliation

Space Weapons Bad – Multiple Warrants

UNIDIR 2005, United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, It is an institute within the UN that conducts research on disarmament and with the aim of assisting the international community, “Safeguarding Space Security: Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space,” United Nations, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/ouvrages/pdf-1-92-9045-179-3-en.pdf
The consequences of placing weapons in space in the current international order and on space-based human activities are regarded as damaging. Since space systems are meant to function autonomously, any technical failure may seriously damage the normal functioning of human activities—and should these systems involve space weapons, the situation may spin out of control and lead to irreversible consequences for humankind. Apart from the debris problem, in the course of placing weapons in space, orbital groups of spacecrafts limit the accessibility of others, thus challenging the nature of space as an unlimited natural resource for all mankind. It was proposed that the United Nations discuss the issue of jurisdiction in space, taking into account the interests of developing countries. The effect of placing weapons in space with the international strategic status quo could also be destabilizing. Were any country to deploy weapons in space, this would have strategic implications, as the unilateral advantage could invite retaliatory measures from other countries. This could lead to arms competition in outer space and to the proliferation of other weapons, whether nuclear or weapons of mass destruction (WMD).

***Satellite Protection CP***

1NC

CP Text: The United States Federal Government should fully fund the production of Microsatellites, increase hardening measures, and fund the development of active shielding for the protection of satellites 

Space defense solves your aff by protecting satellites 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

The first and most obvious advantage of developing timely and responsive satellite defenses is that America’s critical space capability would be preserved. Some of the technologies like increasing redundancy or whipple bumpers and nanotechnology can provide additional protection not only against ASATs but against a whole host of natural electromagnetic and projectile events that occur every day. Since nature can sometimes represent the biggest threat to the largest number of U.S. satellites, the additional protection ensures the availability of space exploitation when needed. The expeditionary nature of the American military depends greatly upon space for command and control, and modern military battlefields almost require precision weapons, many of which are also dependent upon space assets. Unfettered space support is necessary for the U.S. military to continue to function as it has over the past decade and predicted to do so in the future.

Spillover Solvency

The CP deters further development of ASATs 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

Lastly, building an overwhelming defense may actually discourage adversary nations from pursuing offensive capabilities against the U.S.165 “If a weapon is vulnerable, yet capable of dramatically affecting the outcome of a conflict, the state that possesses it has an even more powerful incentive to employ the weapon early on in a conflict”166 Conversely, if a weapon is vulnerable and not capable of affecting the outcome of a conflict, which satellite self-defense would achieve against current generation ASATS, then there would be little motivation to resort to ASATs.

And it causes spillover to treaties – other countries believe it’s in their best interest 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

It has been noted that often treaties designed to limit the research, development or production of an offensive space capability are simply a means to try to balance the overwhelming advantage of one nation over another. Much of the motivation for treaty proposals concerning banning ASATs and space weaponization are presented by nations who do not have a large stake in space, but would like to curb the disparate advantage enjoyed by the major space powers. Producing an overwhelming space defense may actually cause the Chinese and other space adversaries to negotiate and seriously abide by effective and lasting prohibitions against ASATs and space weapons.167

Microsatellites Solvency

Microsatellites solve the protection of satellites comparatively better 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

Micro-satellites (microsats for short) have been researched and developed for the past decade. There is a significant range of possibilities that microsats provide. There are commercial, academic and even military applications. The benefit of microsats is that they are quicker and consistently cheaper to build. They also take less effort to launch into space. There have been numerous successful launches of microsats, including some recent successful military test launches.122 Microsats could swarm to act like bodyguards for one or several spacecraft simultaneously, depending upon the proximity of the various platforms. The microsats would then, “monitor the area around a high-value vehicle and warn of an impending attack or even intercept an object.”123 Such a program is currently being developed by the Defense Advanced Research Project Agency (DARPA). Contract announcements were released in November 2007 asking for commercial bidding on research and development on a program called Tiny, Independent, Coordinating Spacecraft (TICS).124 The satellites would range from one to four kilograms and could be used for a range of activities not exclusive to satellite defense, although it is precisely that application DARPA is hoping to develop and demonstrate. The manager of DARPA’s virtual space office, Lieutenant Colonel Fred Kennedy remarked December 2007 that there is a fifty-fifty chance of making TICS and the associated launcher a reality within five years, and certainly within ten years.125 The bodyguard satellites could also be fitted with radio-frequency emitters in order to provide electronic jamming against the interceptor or to mimic the parent satellite it is trying to protect, making the bodyguard satellite a more promising decoy.126 The rough cost estimates for a decoy system are estimated to be between one and ten percent of the overall satellite cost.127 Another promising satellite protection program currently in development is the Autonomous Nanosatellite Guardian for Evaluating Local Space (ANGELS). Similar to TICS, ANGELS is designed to provide monitoring and threat detection in the local space surrounding a parent satellite. ANGELS is currently designed for autonomous operations at geosynchronous orbits.128 Conceptually, ANGELS reaps the same advantages and possibilities as TICS does. The cost of the booster for ANGELS is commensurately greater in order to place it in GEO, butby comparison, the cost is still vastly smaller than for a full size payload at that orbit. AlthougANGELS falls outside the scope identified in this monograph, the associated technology advances can be applied to LEO satellite protection, and therefore the transfer of the technology can aid in development of protection against a minimum or zero warning attack. An inherent advantage of microsats and nanosats is the capability to renew or repopulate constellations quickly. Additionally microsats and nanosats enjoy a reduced acquisition and production cycle. Updated microsats could be built and launched within a few months using the latest technology available ensuring that satellite defense keep pace with emerging threats.129 Because micorsats are a relatively proven concept, and additional applications are constantly emerging, the costs of the program, once mature, would be reasonably lessened by the bulk acquisition of components. Conceptually the basic components remain the same and the mission equipment changes; drastically shortening the test and development timelines.130 Microsats could be clustered on today’s larger boosters or be placed one or two at a time on smaller launching systems, such as a modified AIM-7 Sparrow air-to-air missile converted to place a microsat in LEO.131 A secondary advantage of using smaller boosters like an AIM-7 is that launches would be indistinguishable from regular aircraft missile tests providing a means for covertly placing microsats into orbit and denying an adversary the knowledge that the bodyguards are there, if such an action were warranted.132 Lastly, the biggest advantage of bodyguard satellites is that they can be sent to protect a satellite that is already on orbit. It is, therefore, the only means available to protect satellites launched three years ago. Other satellite self-defense measures will have to be included during manufacture on the ground, and will, for the most part, not be able to be added once the satellite is orbiting. 

Hardening Solvency

Hardening solves smaller projectiles 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

Considering that bodyguard satellites may not be able to stop all types of kinetic threats, and the protected satellite may still receive debris damage as a minimum, there are several means of hardening the shell of a satellite to withstand impacts from hypervelocity projectiles. Hardening is considered by many to be the most effective defensive measure.135 A few promising methods of shielding are already developed for the International Space Station (ISS)and have been applied to a few of its modules.136 The basic protection against hypervelocity projectiles, such as a meteorite for the ISS is a type of shield called a whipple bumper.137 Fortunately, work on whipple bumpers has been ongoing since the mid-1950s.138 A whipple bumper is: A hypervelocity projectile shield which includes a hollow semi-flexible housinfabricated from a plastic like, or otherwise transparent membrane which is filled with a fluid (gas or liquid). The housing has a inlet valve-similar to that on a tire or basketball, to introduce an ablating fluid into the housing. The housing is attached bya Velcro mount or double-sided adhesive tape to the outside surface of a structure to be protected. The housings are arrayed in a side-by-side relationship and may be layers and in an over-lapping relationship for complete coverage of the surface toprotected. In use, when a hypervelocity projectile penetrates the outer wall of a housing it is broken up and then the projectile is ablated as it travels through the fluid, much like a meteorite “burns up” as it enters the earth’s atmosphere, and the housing is deflated. The deflated housing can be easily spotted for replacement, even from a distance. Replacement is then accomplished by simply pulling a deflated housing off the structure and installing a new housing.139The bumper absorbs the energy of the hypervelocity projectile and dissipates it through deformation and ablative means. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) also developed a couple modifications to the original Whipple bumper design: stuffed Whipple bumpers and mesh double bumpers. disperse the impactor. The advantages of this design are its improved performance over the standard Whipple design and, with some bumper materials (e.g., Nextel), its reduced production

of secondary ejecta."� 140 Additional material, almost like cotton padding, is placed between the almost like cotton padding, is placed between the outer part of the shield and the skin of the satellite in order to provide additional material to absorb the impact. Mesh double bumpers improve on stuffed whipple bumpers by controlling the secondary ejecta material in order to further protect the satellite from damage. Mesh double bumpers have, “metallic mesh disrupter in front of each of two bumpers.”141This mesh material serves to further break up and dissipate the hyper-velocity projectile and its commensurate energy at impact. As a rough rule of thumb, whipple bumpers increase the cost of a given satellite by approximately 10 percent. For a $1 billion satellite, thusly, the whipple bumpers to protect it would cost about $100 million. One suggestion to reduce the overall cost of the satellite is to protect only a given portion of it, usually the leading edge of the satellite (assuming that it is not spin stabilized), since many direct ascent intercepts are cross vector intercepts, indicating the satellite and the ASAT move toward each other as opposed to the ASAT catching up to the targeted satellite.142 Making the appropriate analysis against the expected threat is essential in order to place the bumpers in the correct location to afford protection while reducing cost.. 

Active Shielding Solvency

Active shielding solves everything else 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

The previous two defensive methods are exclusive to protecting against kinetic-vehicles and do not protect against high-energy laser or directed energy ASATs. While configuration control measures can be taken to prevent dazzling and blinding, more can be done. Simple system configuration changes such as reducing the sensitivity of optics will not protect against a destructive laser ASAT. Even closing the internal iris will not necessarily protect the missile portion of the satellite from a destructive directed energy attack. The addition of external shutters or deployable albedo shielding offers some hope. The deployment of the shielding could be made automatic. "Detection of the low-power aiming phase of the ground-based lasers would give time for closing a shutter to eliminate the exquisite vulnerability of the satellite`s focal plane. If deployed promptly, a thin metal shield (a parasol) could provide substantial protection against a megawatt-class laser.""5 The deployment of a shield would have to occur rather quickly because "Short-pulse lasers can do damage in less than a millionth of a second."�146 The shielding would have to be deployed at immediate detection of the laser tracker. Fortunately, modest albedo shielding can protect non-imaging facets of satellites from laser heating. Unfortunately, for imaging sensors in LEO not only must you protect from laser heating over time, but from optic damage from extremely short bursts of energy.147 For optical protection, a quickly deployable shield that can disperse the concentration of the laser energy may be enough. 

Now Key

We have to begin now – satellites need protection

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

On balance, the need to develop satellite self-defense capabilities is clear. Two adversarial nations have demonstrated a direct-ascent kinetic-kill ASAT capability. Several more have ground-based laser ASAT technology capable of dazzling, blinding, and even potentially destroying U.S. satellites. China has shown an inclination toward developing a wide array of ASAT technologies to disrupt U.S. space capability on a variety of fronts. China has also taken fairly provocative steps in their march toward testing their emerging ASAT programs: “amid concerns from military analysts wondering why Chinese spacecraft are in orbits that bring them within close proximity of key U.S. satellites, according to Air Force Times, February 2, 2007. The Chinese spacecraft do not appear to be conducting any particular mission and that has analysts worried. The satellites could be identifying the capabilities and mission of American space platforms, attempting to intercept their communications with ground-based receiver stations, or placed in position to explode or impact a U.S. satellite in times of war. “There is a menu of missions that could be performed that we are not yet clear about,” one unidentified source told the industry magazine. “These things aren’t being sent up there to be space rocks,” the source cautioned.”168 Unfortunately, as Secretary of the Air Force Wynne laments, “Currently all U.S. satellites reside ‘in peaceful mode’ on orbit, meaning they are not ‘well defended”169 The U.S. has been able to rest comfortably with the knowledge that space represented a relative sanctuary. “The U.S. strategy for space control over the past decade has relied largely on non-destructive measures and the capability for terrestrial systems to disable ground based command and control stations or launch facilities. These measures have sufficed until now because of the relatively primitive state of potential U.S. adversaries’ systems and the paucity of their command and control links.”170 That situation is quickly changing. Provocative acts have already been taken and unambiguous moves are being taken by adversaries today. The only prospect facing the U.S. is that more ASAT technology will proliferate to adversary nations as time marches on. The time to provide widespread defense to all critical U.S. security related satellites (both civil and military) is now.

NB – Space Race

Defensive measures are different

a) Decreases the risk of miscalc 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

ASAT threats against U.S. satellites already exist and the adversary countries have demonstrated a desire to use them, if necessary. The U.S. cannot afford to do nothing about the threat and hope that it will never be challenged in space dominance. Even reversing space policy today and negotiating a treaty to ban all ASAT weapons would not physically prevent an adversary country from secretly building a robust ASAT capability while the U.S. rests on its laurels. Arguing diplomatically that the adversary country was in violation of a signed treaty would provide little comfort as U.S. satellites continued to be disabled or destroyed. By fielding a defensive system that mitigates or negates the effectiveness of a threat, the adversary country will become less inclined to risk war with the U.S. by employing ASATs if they could not guarantee some reasonable expectation of success.

b) Economic Balance

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

Second, there is a simple economic balance that prevents a space arms race from spiraling out of control, especially when matching adversarial offensive threats against competing domestic defensive capability. Secretary of the Air Force, Michael Wynne, explained the economic math, “’I can’t afford as a nation to just do an exchange ratio where they send up a $100 million [ASAT] missile and I send up a $1.5 billion satellite.’”162 What the U.S. could afford, however, is to spend $45 million to neutralize the effect of the $100 million ASAT in protection of the $1.5 billion satellite. Most of the defenses proposed would cost less than or equal to the cost of a destructive ASAT. If they are effective and negate the usefulness of the threat ASAT, then the adversary has to increase spending to improve their ASAT. Typically that improvement cost is proportional to cost of the original system, in this case starting at $100 million. The same generally holds true for the defensive improvements. Therefore, the next spiral in the arms race would equate to a $200 million ASAT to attack a $1.5 billion satellite protected by a $100 million defensive system. And, much like the cold war, the U.S. would be in a position to outspend most any foreseeable adversary and neutralize the threat. That is based upon the assumption, of course, that defensive improvements could keep pace with offensive improvements technologically. Outpacing the potential adversary threat is exactly the goal of this proposal.

NB – Readiness

New tech solves readiness – miniaturization carries over to civilian and other military initiatives 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

Many of the technologies presented as possible near-term candidates have been developed for terrestrial application. Just as the technology transfer can go from air assets to space assets, so can the applications of some of the technologies developed for protecting satellites. The miniaturization and autonomous processing that will inevitably precipitate from micro- and nano-satellite development can greatly aid unmanned aircraft development in addition to other air, sea, and ground platforms.163 Aircraft could be made lighter and more capable. Ships could conserve space for additional supplies and ground vehicles could be made more reliable and have more room to carry additional equipment or supplies. Nanotechnology shielding could produce new means of concealing military vehicles from a vast array of sensors including from electronic sniffers.164 Just as the space race of the 1960s produced a great deal of spin off technologies, not just for NASA, but for the U.S. military and for the civilian population as well. Similar spin offs can be reasonably expected from developing effective satellite ASAT defense.

A2 We solve Hardening

Only Armed Satellites properly work

UNIDIR 2005, United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, It is an institute within the UN that conducts research on disarmament and with the aim of assisting the international community, “Safeguarding Space Security: Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space,” United Nations, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/ouvrages/pdf-1-92-9045-179-3-en.pdf
Laura Grego (Union of Concerned Scientists) presented the findings from a study that examined the technical realities of the four new space projects proposed by the US military. One project foresees using space- based assets to attack ground targets, however this project will find it difficult to gather support as it competes against much less expensive ground-based alternatives. The second project, which comprises space- based ballistic missile defences (BMDs), requires a large-scale constellation of assets in space to be effective. According to Grego, such constellations are inherently vulnerable to attack, since the whole system can be subdued once an attack on a single point succeeds. A third project attempts to use space-based weapons to defend satellites from attacks. However, as Grego points out, this project suffers from the same flaw as the second one. Therefore, making satellites more robust may prove a more reliable option. According to the study, the only advantage of space-based weapons is to attack other satellites. Placement of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons is predicted as one of the initial moves that would put weapons in space. Grego concluded by noting that the countries that are best equipped to put weapons in space also have the most interest in ensuring the safe use of space.
Satellites are more strategic

Johnson 2003, Rebecca, She is the publisher of Disarmament Diplomacy, and formerly the director of the Acronym Institute, is now Director of the Disarmament and Arms Control Programme, The Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia, “Security without weapons in space: challenges and options,” Disarmament Forum, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2155.pdf

The Space Commission’s answer appears to be more weapons, but weaponizing space would be likely to accelerate the threats to US assets rather than deterring or preventing them.21 A more sensible approach would combine the physical and technical hardening of satellites, which would contribute to deterring such an attack, and arms control—with particular emphasis on nuclear disarmament, strengthening the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), and efforts to restrict missile proliferation, such as the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and the recently concluded International Code of Conduct Against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (ICoC).
A2 No One Will Attack

The US is a risk of attack due to increased RND from other nations

Schendzielos, 08 (Major Kurt M., US Army Command and General Staff College. 2008 (cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org)

Over the past five years there have been numerous advances made by America’s traditionally adversarial nations in the arena of counterspace technology. The proliferation of laser and radio-frequency technology is of increasing concern for the U.S. every day. The technology required to dazzle or disrupt is increasingly easy to obtain and becoming cheaper as well. ASAT technology is following the pace of computer growth and it is simply a matter of time before several nations have the capability to seriously degrade American space dominance or completely deny America’s space advantage all together. The U.S. Department of State (DoS) 2007 Study on Space Policy recently remarked that, “Threats to U.S. space assets, both from the ground and in space, are rapidly growing quantitatively and qualitatively. The United States does not have the luxury of assuming that its space assets will be available wherever needed.”51 The theme of this warning cannot be underestimated. As mentioned previously, America is critically reliant upon the advantages accrued from space dominance.  The DoS study also urged, “Survivability of our space assets in a deliberately hostile environment must be a requirement along with improved capability. Understanding and responding to threats to civil, commercial, and national security space assets is a vital national interest of the United States.”52 In order to prepare for the threats accumulating throughout the world, the actors must be identified, the capabilities assessed and the intentions estimated.  The director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, Lieutenant General (LTG) Michael Maples, warned the U.S. Senate in 2007 that, “Several countries continue to develop capabilities that have the potential to threaten U.S. space assets, and some have already deployed systems with inherent anti-satellite capabilities, such as satellite-tracking laser range-finding devices and 17  nuclear armed ballistic missiles.”53 LTG Maples added that “A few countries are seeking improved space object tracking and kinetic or directed energy weapons capabilities.”54 The most notable potentially adversarial nations to which he is referring are India, Iran, North Korea, Russia and China. Although it is estimated that as many as thirty nations may have some form of ground-based laser ASAT capability to dazzle or potentially disrupt U.S. remote sensors, these five countries have undertaken dedicated efforts to build or acquire an operational destructive OCS system. This paper will examine each adversary threat in the order listed above. Keep in mind that most nations are not working in a complete vacuum concerning the development of space technologies (specifically destructive and disruptive ASAT technologies). Most nations work in concert sending experts around the globe to share notes and exchange ideas. Direct proliferation between adversary nations has taken place. Such interactions have been noted where public documents bring this activity to light.

A2 Being Done in Squo

Substantial work is still needed 

Schendzielos 08 (MAJOR Kurt M., School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites,” Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, AY 2008)

These satellite protection methods all have varying levels of probability of success. They are cutting-edge emerging technologies and none of them have yet to be thoroughly tested for satellite protection against ASAT threats. Some technologies will directly transfer; others will require a great deal of modification and adaptation. Keep in mind that these defenses are not the only options available for space system protection. These are just the defenses needed in a time critical situation when the timing of an attack is unknown or will occur too quickly for adequate response. These defenses will be used in conjunction with the entire gambit of space system defenses employed today.

***Terrestrial NMD CP***

1NC

CP Text: The United States Federal Government should supplement and finance research of a surface-based boost-phase system

CP solves the case 

Garwin 01 (Richard L., Philip D. Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons or Space Arms Control?, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1558107) 

 Nevertheless, if the United States wished to build defenses against the stated threat (ignoring the more important approaches) this could likely be better done by boost-phase intercept while the rocket is still burning. It poses a much more evident and fragile target, and it turns out that the location and size of North Korea and Iraq are such that boost-phase intercept is quite possible at much lower cost than the proposed National Missile Defense. A joint program between the United States and Russia could be quite effective, and a Protocol to the ABM Treaty could be used to allow such activities and other limited activities that would handle the stated threat better than the proposed NMD system and would not violate the spirit of the ABM Treaty, because they would be totally ineffective against even a single ICBM launched from the interior of Russia or the United States, or, incidentally, against Chinese ICBMs.8 More recently I presented a concrete version of this approach.9 A joint Ballistic Missile Defense site on Russian territory south of Vladivostok could house ground-based interceptors that would reach ICBM speed in about 100 seconds. The system would consist of the existing U.S. defense support program (DSP) satellites in geosynchronous orbit, that have seen every ballistic missile launch on Earth for several decades (including every Scud launched during the 1991 Gulf War), together with large interceptors similar to the ground-based interceptor (GBI) proposed for the National Missile Defense System. The same interceptor would also be housed on U.S. military cargo ships in the Japan Basin. For boost-phase intercept, the complex seeker would be replaced by a much simpler one, and the interceptor would be self-guided as soon as it left the atmosphere, heading toward the bright flame of the ICBM to which it was directed by the DSP satellite observation.

More Solvency

And ICBMs aren’t the real threat, STAR THIS ARGUMENT - the CP solves for short ranged missiles which is the only credible threat to US national security 
Garwin 04 (Richard L., Former Chair of the Department of State's Arms Control and Non-proliferation Advisory Board, a Member of the Defense Science Board of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a member of the Rumsfeld Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, “Holes in the Missile Shield,” Scientific American.com, October 25) 

 Even the leaders of the mda claim very little for the national missile defense that is now operational. Testifying before the House Armed Services Committee last March, Lieutenant General Ronald Kadish, longtime head of the MDA and its predecessor agency, noted that "what we do in 2004 and 2005 is only the starting point--the beginning--and it involves very basic capability." My assessment, however, is that the present missile defense approach is utterly useless against ICBMs of new or existing nuclear powers because midcourse countermeasures are so effective. What is more, the primary missile threat to the U.S. is not ICBMs. If a nation such as North Korea or Iran is intent on attacking an American city, it is far more likely to do so using short-range missiles launched from ships near the U.S. coasts. In a press briefing in 2002 Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld noted: "Countries have placed ballistic missiles in ships--dime a dozen--all over the world. At any given time, there's any number off our coasts, coming, going. On transporter-erector-launchers, they simply erect it, fire off a ballistic missile, put it down, cover it up. Their radar signature's not any different than 50 others in close proximity." Despite this acknowledgment, however, the Defense Department has no system planned for deployment that could defend against these missiles. The irrelevance of the operational missile defense has become apparent even to longtime supporters of the goal. Conservative columnist George Will recently wrote that "a nuclear weapon is much less likely to come to America on a rogue nation's ICBM--which would have a return address--than in a shipping container, truck, suitcase, backpack or other ubiquitous thing." But even in the unlikely case of an undeterrable ICBM launch from an irresponsible power, the midcourse system is not the best defense. The MDA's efforts should be shifted to boost-phase intercept, and if the goal is to stop ICBMs from North Korea and Iran, then land- or sea-based interceptors show the most promise. In all these cases, the vulnerability of the defending system must be taken into account, which effectively rules out the use of space-based weapons. In missile defense, as in so many other fields, the system is only as strong as its weakest link.

Ext – Rogue States

Stopping ICBMs is unimportant – only rogue states matter 

Eland and Pena 01 (Ivan is director of defense policy studies and Charles is senior defense policy analyst at the Cato Institute, Don't Leave the ABM Treaty – Yet, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3815)

Second, President Bush claims that the ABM Treaty "hinders our government's ability to develop ways to protect our people from future terrorist or rogue-state missile attacks." But ballistic missiles are the least likely means by which terrorists would deliver a weapon against the United States. A missile provides an immediately known point of origin, which would likely result in immediate U.S. retaliation against the country of launch with the most powerful nuclear arsenal on the planet. In addition, terrorists would probably have greater difficulty developing, acquiring or using an intercontinental missile than they would nuclear, chemical or biological weapons delivered by easier and cheaper means. If a missile threat from a rogue state (for example, Iran, Iraq, or North Korea) emerges, it will not materialize for a number of years. Since both the threat and a thoroughly tested limited land-based missile defense system are still in the future, the United States does not now need to abandon the ABM Treaty and can continue testing until a well-informed deployment decision can be made.

Short ranged cruise missiles are the easiest way to hit the US – negating any reason why space based NMD is good 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

Opponents argue that NMD lacks value because rogue states do not need ICBMs to attack the United States with WMD. If faced with an effective U.S. NMD, rogues could turn to short-range ballistic or cruise missiles launched from surface ships operating in international waters off the U.S. coast, or they could smuggle weapons into the United States by land, sea, or air. We believe that effective NMD would retain some value nevertheless, because ICBMs possess military-operational characteristics and political uses not easily provided by other means of delivery. Alternative means of delivery generally are far less expensive and technically challenging to develop and deploy than is an ICBM. It is much easier to develop or purchase a short-range ballistic or cruise missile and to modify it for launch off a ship than to develop or purchase an ICBM of equal payload, and the technical challenges associated with smuggling are trivial in comparison. Moreover, alternative means of delivery could be at least as effective as ICBMs in delivering WMD to U.S. territory, particularly if the weapons were forward deployed before the start of hostilities. Legitimate commercial traffic across or near U.S. borders is immense, making it difficult, if not impossible, to identify a missile-bearing ship or to intercept a smuggled weapon. The United States has almost no ability to intercept ballistic or cruise missiles launched within a few hundred kilometers of its coastline, and an effective defense against these threats would be at least as costly and technically challenging as NMD.44 Based on U.S. experience with drug interdiction, a well-planned operation to smuggle WMD into the United States would have at least a 90 percent probability of success-much higher than ICBM delivery even in the absence of NMD. Alternative means of delivery could have other important advantages: Weapons could be delivered with higher accuracy than would be possible with a first-generation ICBM; smuggled nuclear weapons would not have to meet the stringent size and mass requirements imposed by missile delivery; biological agents could be distributed with much higher efficiency using low-flying cruise missiles or smuggled aerosol generators; and, unlike ICBMs, which carry an unmistakable return address, the United States might be unable to determine the identity of an attacker.

A2 P – Do Both

Trying to do both guts the budgets and is less effective than just doing one 

Garwin 04 (Richard L., Former Chair of the Department of State's Arms Control and Non-proliferation Advisory Board, a Member of the Defense Science Board of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a member of the Rumsfeld Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, “Holes in the Missile Shield,” Scientific American.com, October 25) 

Proponents of the MDA's system have argued that they intend to eventually incorporate boost-phase intercept into the national missile defense. But the creation of a layered defense, which attempts to intercept the missile at multiple stages of its trajectory, is not necessarily a cost-effective strategy. Each of the defensive layers has a price, and investing in boost-phase intercept will make the U.S. much safer than using the same funds to build or expand the flawed midcourse system. Unfortunately, the technology development for boost-phase intercept is still in the preliminary stages. My 1999 discussions with missile defense officials were not continued, and the MDA delayed several years before initiating a formal boost-phase program.

A2 Can’t control ICBMs

That’s interesting but irrelevant – any country with ICBMs can’t dominate our space based interceptors anyways 

Garwin 04 (Richard L., Former Chair of the Department of State's Arms Control and Non-proliferation Advisory Board, a Member of the Defense Science Board of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a member of the Rumsfeld Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, 53rd PUGWASH CONFERENCE, Advancing Human Security: The Role of Technology and Politics Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, 17-21 July 2003)

However capable the surface-based interceptors would be against North Korea, Iraq, or even against launches from Iran, unless based within the target country they are ineffective against ICBMs launched from China or Russia, because the interior of those countries is so far from the borders. Yet China and Russia are highly capable powers, and it would be much easier for them to destroy spacebased interceptors as the constellation is gradually built than it would be for the US to use the SBIs to counter ballistic missile launch. Some observers are skeptical that Russia or China (or France, for that matter) would destroy SBIs in peacetime, but when the question is posed what the US would do if another state deployed a vast number of SBIs, the response of many of my colleagues is that we would destroy them—“shoot them down”. Yet China and Russia are highly capable powers, and it would be much easier for them to destroy spacebased interceptors as the constellation is gradually built than it would be for the US to use the SBIs to counter ballistic missile launch. Some observers are skeptical that Russia or China (or France, for that matter) would destroy SBIs in peacetime, but when the question is posed what the US would do if another state deployed a vast number of SBIs, the response of many of my colleagues is that we would destroy them—“shoot them down”.

Doesn’t Link – General

And small based NMD doesn’t threaten Russia or China – they know they can just overwhelm the NMD 

Eland and Pena 01 (Ivan is director of defense policy studies and Charles is senior defense policy analyst at the Cato Institute, Don't Leave the ABM Treaty – Yet, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3815)

A U.S. NMD system capable of defending against a small missile force need not pose a threat to a large missile force. As noted above, some types of limited NMD systems, such as a surface-based boost-phase system, could be highly effective against rogue states and yet have no capability against Russia or China. But even if the defense is able to intercept Russian missiles, as long as the number of U.S. defense interceptors is much smaller than the number of survivable warheads deployed by Russia, Moscow can be confident in its ability to overwhelm the NMD.47 Therefore, in a world in which rogues have on the order of ten missiles and Russia has 1,000 or more warheads, there are at least in theory defenses that would be highly effective against the small rogue forces and entirely ineffective against the large Russian force. Consequently, U.S. deployment of limited NMD need not threaten Russia's ability to preserve a large retaliatory nuclear deterrent,48 or China's ability to establish and maintain such a deterrent. More specifically, amending the ABM treaty to allow the system that the Clinton administration proposed-whether 100 interceptors and a large radar in Alaska, or as many as 250 interceptors at two sites-need not undermine arms control between the United States and Russia. The key objective of the ABM treaty was to give both the United States and the Soviet Union confidence that neither country could protect itself from an all-out nuclear retaliatory attack. If Russia maintains 2,500 warheads, as the Clinton administration envisioned for the third Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START III) or even the 1,500 that Russia prefers, 100 to 250 U.S. defense interceptors need not undermine Russian confidence in its retaliatory capabilities. This said, limited NMD could pose a threat to current Russian forces because they are highly vulnerable to U.S. attack. This is a problem that is worth solving whether or not the United States deploys NMD. We discuss this issue in a later section. China's situation is different from Russia's, because it has only a small intercontinental nuclear force. China would likely decide that it needs to increase the size of its nuclear force in response to U.S. NMD. Nevertheless a stable equilibrium should be possible. China has not maintained a nuclear force that is adequate when judged by even the least demanding U.S. standards. To the extent that China desires a more adequate deterrent capability, it will need to modernize and increase the size and survivability of its force, which it appears likely to do even if the United States does not deploy NMD.49 U.S. NMD would require a further expansion of the Chinese force, perhaps significantly beyond its current plans. In terms of military capabilities, what distinguishes China from emerging missile states is its much greater economic power and its more advanced technological base. Although starting from a small force, China's prospects for building a nuclear force that can confidently overwhelm U.S. NMD are much greater than for states that are projected to be able to build only a small intercontinental force.

Doesn’t Link – Russia

Only a limited boostphase doesn’t link to the net benefit – the permutation would link doubly hard to the net benefit 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

DEPLOY NMD THAT DOES NOT THREATEN RUSSIAN FORCES. The simplest way to avoid provoking Russia would be to deploy an NMD system that lacked capability against Russian missiles. The key example of such an NMD is a land or sea-based boost-phase system, which could destroy only missiles launched within a limited distance from where it was deployed. If deployed near rogue states, these systems would not pose a threat to Russian or Chinese systems, because they would be out of range.88 In addition to this important political advantage, the technical challenges confronting land- and sea-based boostphase systems are much smaller than those facing the current U.S. hit-to-kill system. Thus, if the United States decides limited NMD is necessary, the case for a boost-phase system appears to be doubly strong. Some proponents of NMD will argue that a surface-based boost-phase system is inadequate because it would not provide protection against accidental Russian launches and therefore will support boost-phase NMD only as part of a layered defense. As we argued above, however, a limited midcourse NMD is likely to provide little protection against this danger and could increase it. Additionally, the United States has alternatives to NMD that are more promising. Although a surface-based boost-phase system would not threaten Russia's nuclear capabilities, Russia might nevertheless see risks in the deployment of even this type of system. Testing and deploying a surface-based boost-phase system would require amendment of the ABM treaty, which would generate Russian concerns about further erosion of restrictions on NMD. In addition, Russia is likely to fear that a U.S. decision to deploy any type of NMD would generate momentum for deployment of other types of NMD, because the decision to proceed would be widely understood as endorsing NMD more generally. To reduce these worries, if the United States decides to deploy a surfacebased boost-phase system, it should commit itself not to build a layered defense that would add midcourse systems. Russia is unlikely to be entirely reassured by this commitment, so there will be some political costs to deploying even this least threatening type of NMD.

Doesn’t Link – China

And check out the Glaser and Fetter card [in the China Response DA] – it actually makes the link differential between Chinese perception of BMD 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078)

The United States should work to reduce these political costs. First, the smaller the NMD, the sooner China would be able to meet its nuclear requirements and the United States would be able to signal its benign intentions. Therefore, in addition to the standard efficiency reasons for not building unnecessary capability, as part of its policy for managing its relations with China, the United States should be careful not to deploy an NMD system that is larger than required for dealing with rogue threats. Second, the United States should make clear to Chinese leaders and elites that it understands and accepts that China's decision to build a nuclear force capable of overwhelming U.S. NMD is consistent with China's security requirements and does not reflect malign Chinese motives. While not encouraging China to respond, making clear through official channels, as well as publicly, that the United States understands and accepts the necessity of the Chinese nuclear buildup should help to convince China that U.S. NMD is not directed at it. The United States should take the same attitude if China's modernization includes MIRVed ICBMs, which could increase Chinese confidence in their ability to penetrate U.S. NMD, but would not pose a significant threat to U.S. retaliatory capabilities. Although China would not gain much confidence in U.S. motives until its forces are large enough to overwhelm U.S. NMD, these U.S. statements might provide some reassurance by making clear that the United States was not using the Chinese nuclear buildup to fuel support for more competitive American policies.
A2 We Solve Russia and China

Russia and China would demolish any type of NMD 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078)

 For at least three reasons, Russia and China have much greater prospects for defeating U.S. NMD than do rogue states. First, both have the resources to build offensive forces that would overwhelm U.S. NMD. The United States can outspend emerging missile states by a factor of ten or more, but it cannot do so against Russia or China. Moreover, the cost-exchange ratio will be less favorable to NMD in major power competitions than in competitions against rogue states. To limit damage to a given level against a large force, the United States must deploy an NMD system capable of intercepting a larger percentage of incoming warheads than would be required against a smaller force, which drives up the cost-exchange ratio.57 Given current Russian economic weakness, this resource-based argument is probably less strong for Russia than it is for China. A number of considerations suggest, however, that Russia will be able to respond effectively. Russia is starting with a large nuclear force, and its nuclear infrastructure, experience with diverse basing modes, and large stockpiles of warheads and fissile materials would give it a running start in efforts to offset U.S. NMD. Specific responses could include deploying larger numbers of mobile ICBMs and equipping its mobile and fixed ICBMs with multiple warheads. In addition, Russia could increase the alert level of its forces, thereby improving their survivability and ability to overwhelm U.S. NMD in retaliation. Furthermore, in a couple of decades Russia may well be much stronger economically and have restructured its military in ways that free up substantial resources for nuclear forces. This is the relevant time frame because even in the unlikely event that optimistic assessments of NMD technology prove to be correct, deployed ambitious NMD systems are at least a couple of decades away. Second, Russia and China have more advanced technology bases, which will enable them to deploy types of countermeasures that would be unavailable to emerging missile states. These would include fast-burn boosters, maneuvering reentry vehicles, sophisticated decoys and electronic countermeasures, salvage fusing of nuclear warheads or precursor nuclear explosions, and antisatellite weapons. Even if the United States can eventually solve the problems posed by simple countermeasures, and thereby gain some capability against emerging missile states, it would likely still be unable to deploy an NMD that is effective against these Russian and Chinese reactions. Third, major powers will be able to deploy traditional alternative means of delivery-such as bombers, submarines, or ships armed with long-range cruise missiles-against which the United States would be unable to protect itself with NMD or other strategic defenses. Although rogue states may have nontraditional alternative means of delivery, they are likely to prefer missiles for the reasons given above, which increases somewhat U.S. prospects for defending against their WMD attacks.

Good joke – any country with a tax rate of over $5 could deploy technologies to counter NMD

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

Any country with the will and resources to develop and deploy an ICBM armed with a nuclear or biological warhead should be expected to take steps to increase the chance that its missiles would penetrate whatever NMD system the United States deploys. Unfortunately, the proposed NMD system-and similar systems, such as the U.S. Navy's Theater-Wide Defense system, which some have suggested could be modified for NMD-could be defeated using technologies that would be available to any country able to develop a WMDarmed ICBM.33 For example, biological agents could be delivered by submunitions rather than by a single warhead. An ICBM could carry 100 or more submunitions, each weighing a few kilograms. If the submunitions were released soon after the ICBM burns out, a limited NMD would be overwhelmed by a large number of equally deadly targets. In fact, submunitions are the preferred method of delivering biological agents, because they permit more efficient dispersal of the agent. Any country able to solve the challenges associated with building an ICBM, a reentry vehicle, and a unitary biological warhead would surely be able to deploy effective biological submunitions.34 For missiles armed with a nuclear warhead, an attacker could deploy decoys to overwhelm U.S. NMD. Decoys take advantage of the fact that all objects with the same initial velocity travel along identical paths in the vacuum of space, regardless of their mass. With the proposed NMD system, the kill vehicle would attempt to distinguish between simple balloon decoys and warheads on the basis of their infrared signatures. Tests done so far leave serious doubts about whether the system will be able to reliably distinguish warheads from balloons.35

A2 Terrestrial Fails

Then this takes out your aff – countermeasures are just as easy for space 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2)

Some analyses cast doubt upon the likelihood that any boost-phase intercept systems could be deployed before countermeasures made them ineffective. The American Physical Society recently concluded that neither interceptors nor airborne lasers were likely to be useful against solid-propellant ICBMs, which are more heat resistant and burn faster, reducing engagement time lines.58 While some of the study’s assumptions are open to challenge, there is little doubt that terrestrially based boost-phase intercept against high-end ICBM threats would be challenging.59 Space-based systems, however, suffer similar drawbacks. The same study calculated that over 1,600 space-based interceptors would be required to eliminate a single solid-propellant ICBM, requiring “at least a five-to ten-fold increase in the current annual U.S. launch capacity.”60 Additionally, most potential countermeasures to and limitations of airborne lasers also apply to space-based laser systems.

A2 Space Solves Better

Spaced based countermeasures fail

a) Countermeasures 

Garwin 04 (Richard L., Former Chair of the Department of State's Arms Control and Non-proliferation Advisory Board, a Member of the Defense Science Board of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a member of the Rumsfeld Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, “Holes in the Missile Shield,” Scientific American.com, October 25) 

National missile defense must contend with an adversary who has high stakes at risk and does not want our activity to succeed. Thus, it would be false security to field a system that would work only against an opponent who did not make use of readily available countermeasures. One obvious countermeasure would be to reduce the radar and infrared signatures of the ballistic missile and its warhead to make it harder for the interceptors to home in. For example, putting the warhead in a reentry vehicle shaped like a sharply pointed cone and coated with radar-absorbing material could significantly shrink the object's appearance on X-band radar. Also, an attacker could cool the black shroud of the warhead using liquid nitrogen, making it invisible to the kill vehicle's infrared sensor. Another countermeasure would be to load each ICBM with dozens of decoys designed to look just like the warhead. If the ICBM releases the decoys and warhead at the end of powered flight, the paths of the lightweight decoys would be indistinguishable from that of the heavier warhead when they are traveling through the vacuum of space. The attacker could also put heaters in the decoys to give them the same infrared signature as the warhead. To ease the task of decoy building, the attacker could create an antisimulation warhead--a weapon dressed to look like a decoy. For instance, the warhead could be enclosed in a radar-reflecting aluminized balloon that appears identical to dozens of empty decoy balloons. If the kill vehicles cannot distinguish between the warheads and the decoys, hundreds of interceptors would have to be launched and the missile defense would quickly be overwhelmed. The fundamental weakness of midcourse intercept is that the countermeasures are all too simple. The money and skill needed to implement them are trivial compared with the effort required to design, build and care for the ICBMs themselves. Unfortunately, the MDA makes the artful assumption that North Korea (which has not yet tested an ICBM capable of carrying a nuclear warhead, although the cia has expected such a test since before 1998) will not field any countermeasures that could defeat the U.S. interceptors. I am so persuaded of the effectiveness of these countermeasures--specifically, decoys and antisimulation balloons--that beginning in 1999 I strongly urged the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (the predecessor of the MDA) to abandon the midcourse defense and assign higher priority to boostphase intercept instead.

b) Costliness 

Garwin 04 (Richard L., Former Chair of the Department of State's Arms Control and Non-proliferation Advisory Board, a Member of the Defense Science Board of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a member of the Rumsfeld Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, “Holes in the Missile Shield,” Scientific American.com, October 25) 

A space-based system, however, would be extremely costly and vulnerable. If the interceptors were placed in low earth orbit, they would circle the globe every 90 minutes or so; the U.S. would need to deploy more than 1,000 of them to ensure that a sufficient number would be near North Korea when even a single ICBM is launched. Although the space-based interceptors would not have to be as large as those launched from land or sea, they would be useless in orbit without powerful rocket engines to reach the ascending ICBMs in time. The APS group estimated that the interceptors would have to weigh between 600 and 1,000 kilograms. And because it costs $20,000 to send just one kilogram into orbit, the price tag of the space-based intercept system could easily run into the tens of billions of dollars.

Links just as hard to the net benefit – causes space militarization, while reacting to conventional targets would be an act of war 

Garwin 04 (Richard L., Former Chair of the Department of State's Arms Control and Non-proliferation Advisory Board, a Member of the Defense Science Board of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a member of the Rumsfeld Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, “Holes in the Missile Shield,” Scientific American.com, October 25) 

Furthermore, the fact that the space-based system could also threaten Chinese and Russian ICBMs may compel those governments to take preemptive steps. China may appear particularly vulnerable because it has only about two dozen nuclear-armed ICBMs capable of reaching North America. If the U.S. puts thousands of boost-phase interceptors into orbit, China would no doubt build more long-range missiles, because the space-based system can be defeated by launching many ICBMs at once from a small region. China would also have every incentive to destroy the orbiting interceptors. Unlike a preemptive strike on land- or sea-based systems, an attack against a space weapon would not result in human casualties and might not be considered an act of war by the international community.

A2 Terminal Defense Good

Terminal defense fails – necessary to blanket to ensure effective defense 

Garwin 04 (Richard L., Former Chair of the Department of State's Arms Control and Non-proliferation Advisory Board, a Member of the Defense Science Board of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a member of the Rumsfeld Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, “Holes in the Missile Shield,” Scientific American.com, October 25) 

Missile interception schemes can be divided into three broad categories: terminal, boost phase and midcourse. Terminal defense involves stopping the missile's warhead in the final phase of its trajectory, typically when it is less than a minute away from its target. An important consideration for terminal defense is making sure that the intercept occurs before the warhead gets close enough to damage the target. Thus, the task of protecting a city's buildings and people is far more difficult than that of preserving enough hardened concrete missile silos to retaliate against a first strike (thereby deterring such an attack). When defending a city, the interceptors must preclude a nuclear blast from a larger area and destroy the warheads at a higher altitude. And because a city is much more valuable than a missile silo, the reliability of the intercept must be correspondingly higher. For example, a one-megaton nuclear warhead would need to be intercepted at an altitude of at least 10 kilometers to prevent the city from being incinerated by the heat of the hydrogen bomb. Further, the interceptor rocket could not be launched until the warhead enters the atmosphere, allowing the defense to distinguish between the heavy weapon and any light decoys accompanying it. These constraints mean that the interceptors cannot be based more than 50 kilometers from the city. So unless the Pentagon is prepared to carpet the nation with interceptors, it is clear that terminal defense is not an appropriate response to the threat of a few nuclear-armed ICBMs. Even a perfect defense of many cities would simply lead to the targeting of an undefended city.

Ext – Solvency

Boost phase missiles would be just as effective in containing rogue states, which is the only states that matter

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2)

Boost-phase ballistic missile interception is extremely difficult regardless of the medium from which it is conducted; here again, however, there are alternatives to space-based weapons. The airborne and ground-based laser components of EAGLE could be augmented with “airship relay mirrors” operating at up to seventy thousand feet.56 This arrangement could be effective in confrontations with countries the size of North Korea, but coverage for larger countries, and countermeasures that might be available to them, remains a concern. Other options include ground or air-based high-speed missile interceptors. Mounting such an interceptor on a stealthy, high-altitude, high-endurance UAV would be costly, but perhaps it “would be no more expensive, and would be more technically feasible, than a system which relies on orbital weapons.”57 The possibility that stealth UAVs are in the area could prove more unsettling to a potential attacker than space-based systems, which can be planned against.

***No First Use CP***

1NC

CP Text: The United States federal government should unilaterally declare it will not be the first to test or deploy weapons or to further test antisatellite weapons

Only the CP solves space militarization, a “no first use” policy de-escalates escalation of space weaponization 

Garwin 04 (Richard L., Former Chair of the Department of State's Arms Control and Non-proliferation Advisory Board, a Member of the Defense Science Board of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a member of the Rumsfeld Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, 53rd PUGWASH CONFERENCE, Advancing Human Security: The Role of Technology and Politics Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, 17-21 July 2003)

 My own analysis indicates that US deployment of space weapons will encourage and demand the development and deployment of space weapons by others. Others can and will respond to space weapons in asymmetric ways--including the deployment of space mines in their vicinity and the use of short range missiles to lift ton-class pellet payloads against LEO weapons. Furthermore, such responses would account. Net judgments on space weapons utility: • For offensive counterspace—deny military space to others o Jam uplinks or downlinks (from ground or space) o Attack ground stations essential to satellite capability o Obscure line of sight by screens in space • For defensive counterspace—preserve US military space capability o Attack ground systems which might be disabling satellites o Interdict ASAT in powered flight o Deter by promise of retaliation—not against satellites but against military and political assets • For destructive antisatellite (ASAT) o The most prompt means is probably microsatellite as space mine, orbiting Earth within 10-100m of its quarry o Short-range missiles lobbing ton payloads of coarse sand to orbital altitude at the right time o Homing kill vehicles as direct-ascent ASAT The United States can do it best, but others will soon do it well enough. • Global and prompt force projection o Kinetic-energy (KE) weapons on ICBMs or shorter-range missiles o Advanced conventional weapons on ICBMs (CAV?) with observation or designation from space, ground, or UAV • Non-space weapons will provide more capability and sooner than space weapons • Destructive ASAT and space-ASAT weapons are a serious threat to overall US military capability and its dependence on space. Countering satellite vulnerability: A general approach to reducing satellite vulnerability is to reduce our dependence on satellites while maintaining the benefits of satellites at reasonable cost. This can be achieved by supplementing satellite capabilities in wartime by theater resources: • High-power pseudolites (on the ground and on UAVs) in the theater of operations so that the adversary would obtain no benefit in theater conflict by destroying GPS satellites. • UAV and rocket capabilities for imagery. At altitudes of 20-30 km, a 20-cm aperture would have the same resolution as a 2-m diameter mirror at a range of 300 km. Such platforms can provide near-constant presence, as well. A primary means of reducing vulnerability is to reduce the threat—by agreements not to damage or destroy non-weapon satellites. This should be backed up by US developments to intercept or counter such weapons or ASAT used in violation of such an agreement. We have found general acceptance of this (conditional) conclusion: If space weapons and destructive ASAT could be avoided by the United States giving up such capability, it would be in our national security interest to do so. Asserting a "might makes right" rule in space and elsewhere leads, again, to the asymmetric use of force, and this might be the destruction of valuable satellites in peacetime rather than holding them at risk for future destruction. Nothing is forever--perhaps not even the regime we favor--so an aggressive campaign to prevent the deployment of weapons by others might best be implemented as a US commitment: not to be the first to test or deploy space weapons or to further test destructive antisatellite weapons. This should be supported by a US initiative to codify such a rule—first by parallel unilateral declarations and then by a treaty. Such a campaign would legitimize the use of force against actions which would imperil satellites of any state.

***CAVs CP***

1NC

CP Text: The United States federal government should promote the development of CAVs for use on mobile targets

CAVs solve conventional deterrence better 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

 The USAF Transformation Flight Plan itself lists numerous alternative systems to perform the missions also proposed for space-based weapons. The Hypersonic Standoff Weapon and Hypervelocity Missile concepts would allow conventional aircraft to attack on time-critical targets at ranges out to a thousand nautical miles in less than thirty minutes.49 The Common Aero Vehicle (CAV) program will “be an unpowered, maneuverable, hypersonic glide vehicle . . . able to strike a spectrum of targets, including mobile targets, mobile time sensitive targets, strategic relocatable targets, or fixed hard and deeply buried targets.”50 CAVs could be employed from a number of expendable or reusable platforms, including ballistic missiles, with responsiveness that matches that of space-based kinetic weapons.

A2 Long Time

And the CP solves better – key to refueling 

Rose 08 (Lars, Department of Materials Engineering, University of British Columbia, Review and assessment of select US space security technology proposals, 17October, Space Policy 24 (2008) 208–223) 

With too many political controversies surrounding stationing CAVs permanently in orbit, the USA focused on the deployment of CAVs by means of carrier aircraft. This makes sense as the response time is scarcely larger for SOV/CAV compared with orbital CAVs. If larger numbers of the re-entry vehicles are required, this approach can supply them. There are also technical concerns about installation of CAVs in orbit. More propellant is required for the inevitably longer distance into stable orbit and back. Additional space will be taken up if the internal systems are shielded against the space environment. This adds to the weight and to the requirement for even more on-board propellant. Re-entry heat is generated as a function of vehicle weight and speed and increases the difficulty of successfully carrying out a mission. Alternatively, space radiation-hardened materials could be used in the systems, but they have to be developed specifically for such applications and would significantly increase the cost of CAV control systems and ammunition. The chemistry of components such as explosives, ignition charges and lubricants would also have to be adapted for long-term space stability. Solutions to all these problems would be possible with significant monetary expense, but seem unnecessary in the face of insignificant response time benefits and political opposition.

***Arms Control CP***

1NC

CP Text: The United States federal government should begin negotiations for further arms race with Russia 

Arms control are the only thing that can sustainably solve for an arms race in space  

Garwin 01 (Richard L., Philip D. Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons or Space Arms Control?, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1558107) 

I firmly believe that the 18,000 Russian nuclear warheads pose a most substantial threat to the United States and to Russia, and that it is far more important to reduce these warheads, for which there is no purpose, than it is to maintain a possible advantage in deployed U.S. warheads over those fielded by Russia. Russia, the U.S., and the rest of the world would all benefit if Russian and U.S. warheads were to be immediately reduced to 2,000 deployed strategic warheads, with the rest being immediately and irrevocably committed to civil nuclear power. They can be rapidly demilitarized so that they can never be used as nuclear weapons, long before they can be disassembled. I believe equally firmly that abandonment of the ABM Treaty will prevent future reductions in the offensive threat and will have serious political consequences. Furthermore, there is no high-level military enthusiasm in the United States for the proposed National Missile Defense system, since it does not address the major threats to the United States. Furthermore, it is unlikely to work even against the threat posed by emerging missile powers.

Ext – Solvency

Drop your empirical examples – arms control would solve your aff because of tight verification measures and easy ways to disable space targets 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

In the long run, it is unlikely that American self-restraint alone would prevent other nations from pursuing space-based weapons. Some country will eventually calculate that space-based weapons provide unique capabilities or leverage, probably against U.S. dominance. That prospect makes necessary an arms control regime. Past arms-control treaty failures, “notably, the Versailles Treaty[,] resulted in part from a failure to devise effective verification arrangements and policies for response to noncompliance.”61 However, verification of a space-based weapons treaty is greatly assisted by the considerable (and highly detectable) energy required to place anything in orbit. Additionally, the relatively low number of space launches and sites, the technical adequacy of current inspection technology, low cost of inspection, and the possibility of delaying the launch if clarification is needed all suggest that the prospects are good for high-confidence verification of any space-based weapons treaty. 62 There must be a mechanism for response to noncompliance. While most nations would desire to maintain peace, avoid destabilization, and preserve space for peaceful use, rogue states pursuing narrow interests may view weapons in space as a source of leverage over the United States or other nations. While international consultation would be required, unilateral action when a state believes a space-based weapon threatens it should be allowed for. This alone should ensure that all states would assure the international community, particularly the major powers that could interdict a satellite system, of the treaty-compliant nature of their space vehicles. A state refusing to comply could expect rapid counteraction. “Surgical” elimination of an apparently threatening platform in the isolation of space is more likely, and therefore more credible, than the strikes on a state’s homeland that might be necessary to counter violation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Biological Weapons Convention, or the Chemical Weapons Convention. While some in the United States inherently distrust arms control, sometimes it is in the nation’s interest. The WMD threat has led the current administration not only to call for compliance with the biological and chemical weapons conventions but for strengthening of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Missile Technology Control Regime.63

A2 China Will Militarize Regardless

Hard space efforts wouldn’t solve – China isn’t only pursuing military 

Chambers et al 09 (Rob, Major, United States Air Force B.A., Chinese Language & Literature, summa cum laude, University of Minnesota-Twin Cities, 1996 M.S., Strategic Intelligence, Joint Military Intelligence College, 2001, James Clay, Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies, Ph. D. Moltz, Alice Miller, Senior Lecturer, Ph. D., CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM: A NEW TOOL FOR PRC “SOFT POWER” IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS?, March 2009)

 When China launched an anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon in January 2007 to destroy one of its aging weather satellites, most reactions from academics and U.S. space experts focused on a potential military “space race” between the United States and China. Overlooked, however, is China’s growing role as global competitor on the non-military side of space. China’s space program goes far beyond military counterspace applications and manifests manned space aspirations, including lunar exploration. Its pursuit of both commercial and scientific international space ventures constitutes a small, yet growing, percentage of the global space launch and related satellite service industry. It also highlights China’s willingness to cooperate with nations far away from Asia for political and strategic purposes. These partnerships may constitute a challenge to the United States and enhance China’s “soft power” among key American allies and even in some regions traditionally dominated by U.S. influence (e.g., Latin America and Africa). Thus, an appropriate U.S. response may not lie in a “hard power” counterspace effort but instead in a revival of U.S. space outreach of the past, as well as implementation of more business-friendly export control policies.

***Not Inev

Generic

Space weapons are not inevitable

Lieutenant Colonel Donald P. Christy, commander of USAF in Iraq, UNITED STATES POLICY ON WEAPONS IN SPACE, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil307.pdf, 15 March 2006, AC

Space weapons are not inevitable.  The decision to place weapons in space is a choice, not certainty.  Those who argue otherwise point to human nature, historical analogies, economic vulnerability and military necessity to make their case that space weapons are unavoidable. Each of these arguments has merit but none hold up to scrutiny to make a strong case for the inevitability of space weapons. The human nature argument states that people are warlike and the nation states they run will do whatever is in their national interest, which naturally includes taking weapons wherever they go, including space.   The implication is that humans cannot control the tendency to develop and deploy any weapon that could give them an actual or perceived military advantage over an adversary.  It should be noted however, that for the last forty-five years space has in fact been free from weapons.   Humans and nations have resisted the temptation so far.  Other weapons, such as chemical and biological weapons and land mines have also fallen into disrepute and though not yet eliminated, they are certainly out of favor. 

Even if they win its inevitable, we shouldn’t rush to embrace it 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

If a decision to space-base weapons should not rest solely on arguments of historical inevitability, it is possible to argue that weaponization of space will occur at some time in the future. When humans ultimately explore deep space, they may indeed carry weapons for protection. A powerful weapons system may ultimately be deployed to protect the earth from asteroids. “Ultimately” is a long time. However, it is not long-term predictive accuracy that is important but the almost complete irrelevance of “inevitability” to current efforts. Things that are inevitable can be either good or bad. If something is good and inevitable, it is logical to pursue acquisition now in order to obtain the benefits as early as possible; if something is inevitable and bad, it is logical to delay it as long as possible. Thus, our current decisions with regard to space-basing weapons must be dictated not by its inevitability but by whether it is good or bad—by whether weaponization and its consequences will improve or degrade the national security environment. If analysis points to overall degradation, U.S. policy should be to delay the introduction of space-based weapons: “Even if weaponization of space is ultimately inevitable, like our own deaths, why should we rush to embrace it?”37

A2 Sea Did Too

Their analogy is worrisome – sea and air are significantly different than space

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

The report cites no background analysis supporting this rather dramatic chain of logic. The argument seems to be, first, one of historical determinism— that other mediums having seen conflict, space will as well. That inevitability requires not only defense of assets in space but negation in advance of the hostile use of space. The final leap is to the idea that these offensive and defensive requirements can be met only by “weapons systems that operate in space.”No potential disadvantages or possible alternatives are noted. As for the inevitability argument, Dr. Karl P. Mueller concludes that arguments based on human nature or historical analogies to the air and sea are “thought-provoking but ultimately weak.”34 They do not account for the fact that though some nations continue to possess banned chemical and biological weapons, there is no clamor in the United States to deploy such weapons in such large numbers on the ground that their further spread is inevitable. “Perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread.”35 The analogy to the medium of air also has significant holes. Less than fifteen years after the first powered flight, military aircraft were carrying out reconnaissance, offensive and defensive counterair, and strategic and tactical bombing missions. In contrast, over forty-five years after Sputnik, space-based counterspace and terrestrial bombardment is not being conducted, long after the technical capability emerged. “In fact, both superpowers did develop anti-satellite interceptors, but then abandoned their ASAT programs, something utterly without precedent in the history of air power that casts further doubt on the soundness of the analogy.”36

A2 ASATs

Cold war means no motivations for ASATs 

Garwin 01 (Richard L., Philip D. Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons or Space Arms Control?, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1558107) 


 Neither the motivation nor the capability is so clear in a world in which Russia no longer is an enemy of the United States, and vice versa. Therefore, no individual nation has so strong a motivation as previously to counter the deployment of space weapons. To the extent that space weaponry would be seen to confer hegemony, nations or consortia of nations would oppose them. In the absence of adequate international agreements to protect its activities in space (and the United States government is not at present apparently seeking such agreements), the United States Department of Defense has launched a Space Control Technology Program that will include elements of "protection, prevention, negation, and surveillance" of various space activities. The goal is often stated as "space control," which conjures up the vision of antisatellite weapons (ASAT) that could destroy satellites at will. Publications of the U.S. Space Command illustrate this point, as shown in Figures 1-3. In 1999 Bob Bell of the U.S. National Security Council spoke about space control as follows: "We need not be victim to 'old think.' The old-think Cold War mentality was that we envision space control as ASAT, and we equate ASAT with a dedicated system that went up and destroyed something."3

ASATs are useless – other countries will reciprocate 

Garwin 01 (Richard L., Philip D. Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons or Space Arms Control?, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1558107) 

I believe that a consensus has evolved since 1984 to the effect that military uses of space are permitted, but that weapons in space are problematical and could be very destabilizing. My own view is that if there are weapons in space, then there will be extensive development and deployment of ASAT, in order to negate those weapons. Furthermore, it is relatively easy, as I indicated in my previous writings, to deploy "space mines," which could be very small and relatively crude satellites that could provide a rapid capability of destroying valuable space assets. I believe that the time is now for the nations capable of developing ASAT or of putting weapons into space to discuss such matters and to draft agreements with the aim of preventing deployment of space weapons and of preventing tests of antisatellite weapons. If we deploy space-based lasers (hydrogen fluoride or deuterium fluoride "chemical lasers"-megawatt class, with mirrors ten meters or more in diameter) is there any doubt that France and Russia will do the same? And that we will build ASATs and space mines to counter these, and that many nations will build ground-based interceptors to counter them AND to counter our vital imaging, communications, and navigation satellites? Even if weaponization of space is ultimately inevitable, like our own deaths, why should we rush to embrace it?

***China
1NC

China is NOT expansionist - the funds are to update its old equipment and help living standards

Yi 11 (Yang, a rear admiral and former director of the Institute for Strategic Studies of the People's Liberation Army National Defense University, “Defense policy is peaceful”, 3/8/11, http://usa.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2011-03/08/content_12134063.htm)
A few days ago, Li Zhaoxing, spokesman for the annual session of the National People's Congress told a press conference that China's defense budget for 2011 would increase by 12.7 percent to 601.1 billion yuan ($91.5 billion). Not surprisingly, the news evoked certain "reasonable" response from the international community. Some even believe that the increase may lead to an arms race in Asia, and China seems to have become a new source for regional instability. Whenever China increases its defense budget, some foreign observers use their imagination to misrepresent its national defense policy and strategic intentions, confusing international public opinion. The unfounded and deliberate misinformation is not worth responding to. But if some cases are not exposed, they could mislead the public. The budget increase is timely and reasonable for modernizing Chinese forces and safeguarding the country's expanding national interests in the face of new challenges created by the changing international security environment. The overall international security environment may be stable, but tensions still prevail in some areas, especially in Northeast Asia where the risk of military conflicts because of escalating tensions cannot be ruled out. China needs to strengthen its military to defend its national security and maintain regional peace and stability. Non-traditional security threats are increasing, too. China has to build its military capability to protect marine routes from pirates in the waters off Somalia and participate in rescue and humanitarian operations in areas hit by natural disasters. So far, China has sent eight escort fleets to the Gulf of Aden and the waters off Somalia. Operating fleets in distant seas costs China several times or even dozens of times more than that needed to patrol its coastal waters. As the trend shows, deploying escort fleets in the waters off Somalia may become a routine task for China, for which higher defense budgets are needed. To rescue Chinese citizens from Libya, the government had to send military aircraft and warships. Expenses for such events have to come from the military budget, too. Such operations are more likely to increase in the future, for which more funds, more training for the armed forces and war preparedness are needed. Besides, China needs higher defense budgets to enhance its military's capability to address diverse security challenges and threats, and update equipment and training exercises. The government believes in the Scientific Outlook of Development and is paying greater attention to improving people's livelihood. As an important social component, People's Liberation Army (PLA) personnel also deserve a better life. In China's socialist market economy, the competition for talents is fierce. The authorities must continue to increase PLA personnel's welfare to attract more highly qualified people to the defense forces. China's huge military expenditure is justified also because the PLA has been participating in rescue and relief operations in disaster-hit areas such as Wenchuan, Yushu and Zhouqu. Apart from sending troops and equipment the PLA also helps rebuild disaster-hit areas, contributing its share to the country's social and economic development. All this shows that China has enough reasons to increase its military spending. So, why does the West overreact to even a modest increase in China's defense budget? US President Barack Obama has proposed raising his country's military budget to $671 billion next year, more than nine times that of China or the combined military spending of about 20 countries. But no eyes are raised at the US. The West views China with suspicion especially because quite a few developed countries have reduced their defense budgets in recent years. But it is be noted that the military strength of the Western powers has already reached the advanced level, which is far higher than their normal defense needs. The reduction of their military budgets is just a small fraction of what it should have been after the end of the Cold War. As for China, after more than 30 years of reform and opening-up, it has attained the economic basis to increase its military expenditure. When the global financial crisis was sweeping across major developed countries, China's economy stayed strong. So, now policymakers in the West dread the prospect of being replaced and threatened by China. This unnecessary worry is preventing them from understanding China's objectives and actual needs. Given the marked improvement in its economy, and scientific and technological development, China will continue to expedite its military modernization. But the world should know that China is and will always be consistent with its principle of peaceful rise and defense-based military strategy. It will never take advantage of its military strength or follow the "gunboat diplomacy" of some Western countries. Chinese troops are engaged in United Nations peacekeeping operations around the world and escort Chinese merchant ships and those of UN affiliated organizations in the waters off Somalia and the Gulf of Aden. They are thus contributing to world peace, prosperity and security, and pose no threat to any country. China's economic rise has created tremendous development opportunities for the regional and global communities. Likewise, China's strong military will be devoted to peace, prosperity and stability across the world.
Even if China is spending, it won’t attack any other country

Kaplan, 10 (Robert D., working for the Defense Policy Board (DPB) since 09 with work published in The Washington Post, The New York Times, The New Republic, The National Interest, Foreign Affairs and The Wall Street Journal, “The Geography of Chinese Power”, http://shangaiexpress.blogspot.com/2010/05/geography-of-chinese-power-robert-d.html)
To be sure, China is not an existential problem for these states. The chance of a war between China and the United States is remote; the Chinese military threat to the United States is only indirect. The challenge China poses is primarily geographic -- notwithstanding critical issues about debt, trade, and global warming. China's emerging area of influence in Eurasia and Africa is growing, not in a nineteenth-century imperialistic sense but in a more subtle manner better suited to the era of globalization. Simply by securing its economic needs, China is shifting the balance of power in the Eastern Hemisphere, and that must mightily concern the United States. On land and at sea, abetted by China's favorable location on the map, Beijing's influence is emanating and expanding from Central Asia to the South China Sea, from the Russian Far East to the Indian Ocean. China is a rising continental power, and, as Napoleon famously said, the policies of such states are inherent in their geography.
PLA increase is only tied to US space weaponization 
Zhang 11 (Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”. Research in Asian studies at University of California. Asian Survey, Vol. 51 April 2011, No. 2. L.F.)

This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop similar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future wars, and China cannot afford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result, space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doctrines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement:

And your methodology is flawed – the only reason why China is engaging is because they miscalculate our own interests 
Zhang 11 (Baohui, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”. Research in Asian studies at University of California. Asian Survey, Vol. 51 April 2011, No. 2. L.F.)

China’s interpretation of the revolution in military affairs and its quest for asymmetric warfare capabilities are important for understanding the 2007 ASAT test. This article suggests that the Chinese military space program is also influenced by the security dilemma in international relations. Due to the anarchic nature of the world order, “the search for security on the part of state A leads to insecurity for state B which therefore takes steps to increase its security leading in its turn to increased insecurity for state A and so on.”5 The military space relationship between China and the U.S. clearly embodies the tragedy of a security dilemma. In many ways, the current Chinese thinking on space warfare reflects China’s response to the perceived U.S. threat to its national security. This response, in turn, has triggered American suspicion about China’s military intentions in outer space. Thus, the security dilemma in the U.S.-China space relationship has inevitably led to measures and countermeasures. As Joan Johnson-Freese, a scholar at the Naval War College, observed after the January 2007 ASAT test, China and the U.S. “have been engaged in a dangerous spiral of action-reaction space planning and/or activity.”

Ext – Only Because of US

Chinese space militarization is inevitable – U.S. attraction to space dominance

MacDonald, 8 (Bruce W. MacDonald, former Assistant Director at the White House office of Science and Technology as well as Senior Director for Science and Technology on the National Security Council Staff, September 2008, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707)

In a number of fora and military writings, China has unofficially indicated that the United States should not underestimate China in space or its ability to respond to U.S. military space initiatives that China perceives as a threat. Chinese specialists have stated that, in addition to protecting their satellites against U.S. offensive capabilities, China will develop a deterrent space force if there is no change in U.S. space policy, which they see as shunning any restrictions and reflecting U.S. attraction to space dominance. They have suggested that China would be prepared to deploy sufficient offensive counterspace capability to build confidence in its ability to deter U.S. use of weapons against Chinese space assets. This would not require China to match U.S. space-force deployments, but to have enough to deter. In general, as the CFR-sponsored Independent Task Force report on U.S.-China relations noted in 2007, “China does not need to surpass, or even catch up with, the United States in order to complicate U.S. defense planning or influence U.S. decision-making in the event of a crisis in the Taiwan Strait or elsewhere.”5 This could reflect Chinese thinking on space weapons, as well. 

***Space Mil

1NC Satellite Protection
General

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

IN SUM: PROTECTING U.S . SATELLITES. Space weapons are generally not good at protecting satellites' capabilities. In those cases where space weapons might play a unique or contributing role-in opposing microsatellite attack and hit-to-kill antisatellite weapons-terrestrial or passive approaches match or exceed their utility. In the case of microsatellites and bodyguards, one might commit to deploying (in the spirit of Jonathan Swift) "smaller still to bite 'em." In such an arms race, the vulnerability inherent in the cost of existing and future U.S. high-capability satellites in low earth orbit outweighs any competitive advantages of superior U.S. space resources (e.g., in building advanced bodyguard microsatellites). Cost, long development cycles, and vulnerability suggest that space weapons are not-except perhaps in the most narrowly defined of circumstances-a satellite defense of first resort. Instead, the United States should develop redundant, terrestrial back-up systems, thereby reducing its dependence on satellites while ensuring the capabilities those satellites provide in a localized theater of conflict. High-power pseudolites on the ground and on UAVs could provide GPS, remote sensing, communications, and other satellite signals in a theater of operations, eliminating most of the benefit to theater adversaries intent upon attacking U.S. satellites. An adversary state or terrorist might still attack a valuable satellite not for military benefit but to damage the reputation of the United States; the solution to this problem seems to lie in the promise of retaliation against a state actor or a state aiding terrorists in such an act. 

Weapons can’t solve threats to satellites 

a) Deception/ground stations/nuclear weapons 

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

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

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

ELECTRONIC WARFARE. Neither would space weapons easily resolve the oft-cited threat of electromagnetic jamming-unsuccessfully employed against U.S. Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) systems in Iraq. In time of war, as demonstrated in Iraq, ground- or air-launched munitions (in some cases guided by the enemy jammer's own signals) can be a direct and effective countermeasure to ground-based jamming.24 In the face of more persistent jamming, ground- or air-deployed pseudosatellites, so-called pseudolites, could boost GPS and other satellite signals in a local area. For example, an unmanned aerial vehicle transmitting GPS signals from an altitude of 20 kilometers (60,000 feet) would provide 10,000 times the received signal strength on Earth as a GPS satellite with equivalent transmission energy. Such augmentation would reduce by a factor of 100 the effective radius of a GPS jammer-or, conversely, increase by a factor of 10,000 the power required to jam the original area, a significant improvement insofar as robustness is concerned. Furthermore, a GPS transmitter on an unmanned aerial vehicle could radiate ten times the power of a GPS satellite, rendering hostile jamming efforts more difficult by a further factor of 10. Neither "hacking" (unauthorized intrusion into satellite control networks), "spoofing" (fake instructions to a satellite), nor ground-based jamming of command links could be significantly mitigated by space weapons. A space mine closely accompanying a U.S. satellite could easily jam its command link. Destructive attack on the little jammer could readily provoke an instantaneous and automatic destruction of the jammed satellite, limiting the utility of such a protective space weapon once the space mine was in place.

c) Dazzling

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

SENSOR BLINDING OR DAZZLING. We distinguish "blinding" from "dazzling," using the former for permanent damage and the latter for momentary disabling. Such a threat is not unprecedented; in 1997 the United States tested a low-power laser from White Sands, New Mexico, against an orbiting U.S. Air Force satellite, temporarily blinding it.25 A similar system located in an adversary's remote or denied-access territory might damage a U.S. surveillance satellite in a matter of seconds, depending on details of the imaging system. Short-pulse lasers can do damage in less than a millionth of a second. As described by Ashton Carter, the destruction of a nonimaging satellite by laser heating is difficult at ranges to geosynchronous earth orbit and could be prevented by modest shields; the sensitive focal plane of an imaging satellite operating at far lower altitudes, however, may suffer damage at laser powers smaller by a factor of 1 million or more.26 Physically destroying a ground-based laser site before damage could be done to a U.S. satellite would be nearly impossible, even with space weapons. At the speed of light-300,000 kilometers per second (km/s)--a laser's propagation from Earth to space is essentially instantaneous, although it would take minutes or seconds to aim the laser in addition to whatever "burn time" was necessary for destructive effect once the laser had focused on its target.27 As a defense, airplanes or cruise missiles would take hours or days to act, and intercontinental ballistic missiles, or ICBMs (assuming the needed accuracy could be achieved) up to forty-five minutes. But even a kinetic-energy weapon (such as a long-rod projectile) stationed in orbit would require some tens of minutes to arrive at a suitable orbital position, and five minutes to fall from a typical altitude of 450 kilometers. Only a constellation of space-based lasers could respond with necessary promptness and global reach; the ground-based hostile laser system, however, could be outfitted with protective measures without concern for weight (unlike orbiting satellites), affording at least enough protection for the system to disable a U.S. target satellite. A single enemy ground-based laser could destroy only satellites within its line of sight, and the time necessary for other satellites to move into view would allow the United States time to target the site with conventional weapons, if its precise location were known. Consequently, an adversary would need multiple ground-based lasers or significant groundbased laser mobility to destroy many U.S. space assets.

d) Microsatellites 

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

 MICROSATELLITES, PELLET-CLOUD ATTACKS, AND ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS. Advocates of U.S. space weapons suggest that such systems could be an effective defense against microsatellite space mines or antisatellite projectile weapons. 29 These types of threats are an emerging technological reality. China, for instance, tested a nonmaneuvering civilian microsatellite capability in conjunction with the British Surrey Space Center in 2001. In January 2003 the U.S. Air Force openly demonstrated its XSS-10 microsatellite, which repeatedly maneuvered to within 35 meters of a target to take photographs"3; a shotgun could have destroyed a satellite from such a range. In addition, almost any midcourse missile defense system could threaten satellites, which are more fragile and more predictable (and therefore easier to hit) than ballistic missile warheads. Some U.S. experts have proposed "bodyguard" or escort satellites-a group of armed satellites surrounding a valuable U.S. system-as a possible defense." 3 But there are hazards even in a successful intercept. A collision with a multi-kilogram incoming satellite or projectile weapon traveling at 10 kilometers per second would have the equivalent destructive power of ten times that amount of TNT; a close-in intercept may deal a fatal collateral blow to the satellite intended to be protected. Avoiding space debris from the intercept of an incoming kill vehicle imposes substantial requirements on the self-defense interceptors based near a satellite. To intercept even at a distance of 1 kilometer would require an escort interceptor flight time of 3 seconds for an escort accelerating at twenty times the acceleration of gravity-200 meters per second-squared. This is well within the state of the art, and such an interceptor would need to devote only about 30 percent of its mass to rocket fuel. Interceptor launch would need to occur while a KKV approaching at 10 kilometers per second was still 30 kilometers away. But providing even one minute of warning, for instance, would require detecting an incoming microsatellite and determining its hostile intent at a distance of 600 kilometers. While existing ground-based tracking systems can track small space-borne objects in orbit with the requisite accuracy, they do not provide the necessary near-real-time data to determine intent.32

e) Pellet Clouds

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

A constellation of space-based lasers could be considered for defense against debris-like antisatellite weapons, for instance, pellets or gravel that might be delivered to low earth orbit (LEO) altitude by a Scud-derived missile such as North Korea's Nodong or Pakistan's Ghauri.33 Such a weapon would be launched by a U.S. adversary at precisely the right time to arrive at (but not in) low earth orbit coincident in place and time with a U.S. satellite. For an in-plane intercept, timing the intercept would be eased by having the rocket reach maximum altitude (and therefore zero vertical velocity) at the satellite's orbital height, with the lethal 300-kilogram pellet payload cloud (of a gross payload of about 1 ton) remaining for almost 30 seconds centered within 100 meters of its quarry's expected altitude. If the orbiting satellite has a vulnerable area of 10 m2 to the encounter with a 1-gram pellet (capable of ejecting about 1,000 grams of metal from a massive plate) at more than 7 km/s, one can estimate the kill probability of such a pellet warhead. We assume that the unmodified Scud-D (Nodong)34 has a circular error probable3s of 1.5 kilometers at a range of 1,000 kilometers, corresponding to a velocity error of 3 m/s. It will reach 500-kilometer altitude if fired near vertically, with a time of about 350 seconds. If a GPS receiver and a set of small thrusters are added to the rocket, or to a separating fore body, and most of the necessary velocity corrections are made in 50 seconds after rocket burnout at 110 seconds, then a few kilograms of hydrazine (in simple thrusters that provide a specific impulse of 200 seconds) could in this way bring the payload to the desired point in space within about 10-meter accuracy. The GPS-guided bomb (i.e., the Joint Direct Attack Munition [JDAM])-of which thousands were used in Iraq in 2003-achieves few-meter accuracy. Even advanced space weapons could not defeat a Nodong pellet-cloud attack, given the timing of rocket ignition and pellet-cloud formation. After launch, a Nodong rocket fires for about 110 seconds. Because the rocket may be below the clouds for 30 seconds or more of its trajectory, the chances of detection, tracking, and interception by a space-based laser (whose beam would not penetrate cloud cover) would be reduced. Furthermore, Nodongs can easily be hardened against a laser attack, are cheap and plentiful compared to SBLs, and can choose to fire when SBLs are most distant.

And you hurt satellites – cause them to be targeted 

UNIDIR 2005, United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, It is an institute within the UN that conducts research on disarmament and with the aim of assisting the international community, “Safeguarding Space Security: Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space,” United Nations, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/ouvrages/pdf-1-92-9045-179-3-en.pdf
The consequences of placing weapons in space in the current international order and on space-based human activities are regarded as damaging. Since space systems are meant to function autonomously, any technical failure may seriously damage the normal functioning of human activities—and should these systems involve space weapons, the situation may spin out of control and lead to irreversible consequences for humankind. Apart from the debris problem, in the course of placing weapons in space, orbital groups of spacecrafts limit the accessibility of others, thus challenging the nature of space as an unlimited natural resource for all mankind. It was proposed that the United Nations discuss the issue of jurisdiction in space, taking into account the interests of developing countries. The effect of placing weapons in space with the international strategic status quo could also be destabilizing. Were any country to deploy weapons in space, this would have strategic implications, as the unilateral advantage could invite retaliatory measures from other countries. This could lead to arms competition in outer space and to the proliferation of other weapons, whether nuclear or weapons of mass destruction (WMD).

Ext – Shoot Down

Satellites could be shot down 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

 Aircraft have long performed elevated observation as well as air control and ground strike missions. It is thus tempting to equate their demonstrated ability to overcome ground defenses with that of spacecraft to do the same. However, for missions in high-threat environments, various types of aircraft are grouped in “packages” combining offensive and defensive capabilities as specifically required. Route selection, timing, and deception are keys to success, as are deliberate unpredictability and maintenance of the initiative. Spacecraft, on the other hand, are inherently predictable, and combinations of satellites are “new” to the enemy only on the first orbit, after which they can be planned against and lose the initiative. Again, few similarities seem to exist between air and space vulnerabilities. The multiplicity of potential threats posed to U.S. space-based systems is highlighted in the Transformation Flight Plan itself. In addition to the space-based weapons already described that have space control missions, several terrestrial systems are also pertinent—such as the Ground Based Laser, which would “propagate laser beams through the atmosphere to Low-Earth Orbit satellites to provide robust defensive and offensive space control capability.”8 Opponents with mobile or hardened lasers could conduct speed-of-light attacks on space-based systems at times of their choosing. The Air-Launched Anti-Satellite Missile would “be a small air-launched missile capable of intercepting satellites in low earth orbit.”9 Launching antisatellite weapons from aircraft could increase the unpredictability of attack and provide additional kill mechanisms against our space-based systems. Opponents desiring to attack our space-based capabilities in the future would seem to have plenty of options. 

1NC Space Control

No solvency - Enemies will reciprocate  

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

Ensuring U.S. and allied freedom of action in space and, when necessary, denying an adversary that freedom is sometimes referred to as "space control." If approved and funded by Congress, space control programs could include space surveillance, satellite jamming, spoofing, dazzling, disabling of ground stations, or using microsatellites to block an adversary satellite's field of view or to spot-jam transmissions. Currently, U.S. space-control capabilities include surveillance, jamming, and (at least in theory) the ability to attack ground stations and use ground-based lasers to dazzle or blind satellite sensors. Techniques for denying an adversary the use of space-so-called offensive counterspace-are, in theory, the very ones that an adversary might use to threaten U.S. space systems: denial and deception, electronic warfare, attacks on ground stations, microsatellites or space mines, and ground-based projectile antisatellite weapons. As such, offensive counterspace is a double-edged sword: any technique the United States develops or employs (or maintains the right to employ) against others might proliferate and be employed in return. True, powerful SBLs may be beyond the capability of many adversaries, but adequate denial of U.S. capabilities might be achieved by pellet-cloud attack against satellites in LEO and with microsatellites (space mines) against satellites in geosynchronous or other orbits. The United States must balance the potential advantages of offensive counterspace against the possibility of increasing risks to its own high-value systems.

Turn – deployment and destruction of satellites causes escalation and nuclear weapon use 

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York

University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

Furthermore, the United States already possesses a significant number of non-satellite-destructive techniques for mitigating risks from space-based intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance systems, including: denial and deception, attacks on enemy ground stations, jamming, spoofing, dazzling of enemy satellites, and (for friendly countries) government oversight and "shutter control" arrangements to restrain the use of space-based intelligence during times of crisis. Military analysts have also suggested the use of microsatellites to temporarily disrupt satellite control links, spot-jam, or block satellite lines of sight. Techniques for denying an adversary's satellite reconnaissance, however, beg the question of whether to do so in the first place. In a recent space war game, U.S. commanders found that preemptively destroying or denying an opponent's space-based information assets could lead to rapid escalation into full-scale war, even triggering nuclear weapon use. As one "enemy commander" commented: "[If] I don't know what's going on, I have no choice but to hit everything, using everything I have.""' Thus mutual transparency-that is, choosing not to deny an adversary's situational awareness-may in some circumstances enhance U.S. security, as reflected in Cold War agreements and practice protecting U.S. and Soviet reconnaissance satellites and their overflight rights.42

And even if they’re good – we have them now

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

DESTRUCTIVE ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS. Physical destruction of an adversary's satellites-for instance, by a space mine or antisatellite weapon-is an oft-discussed and politically controversial counterspace technique. There is little doubt of U.S. capability in this field, for instance, through the use of one of the interceptors now deployed in Alaska and California by the Missile Defense Agency for use against a few long-range missiles directed against U.S. territory. The effectiveness of such interceptors against nuclear warheads launched by long-range missiles is minimal, however, in view of the antisimulation and decoys an adversary is likely to use in any attack on the United States. ("Antisimulation" is the technique of reducing the cost of effective decoys by dressing the warhead to mimic a cheap decoy-for instance, by putting the warhead in an aluminized plastic balloon.) Yet satellites cannot employ such protective techniques and continue to accomplish their mission. Later, space-based missile-defense interceptors would have antisatellite capability. Some U.S. military space analysts have acknowledged the undesirable consequences of physical attacks on adversaries in space-notably, the potential for uncontrolled escalation and increased quantities of hazardous space debris. As one such analyst commented, space debris is essentially an "unguided, hypervelocity kinetic-energy weapon.""3 Because the United States owns a significant majority of the world's satellites, it would suffer disproportionately from any increase in the amount of space debris.

And they force a first strike, which is uniquely bad 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

Space-based weapons, like all space systems, are predictable and fragile, but they represent significant combat power if used before they are destroyed— leading to a strong incentive to use these weapons preemptively, to “use them or lose them.” The problem is further complicated by the difficulty in knowing what is occurring in space. As the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization pointed out: Hostile actions against space systems can reasonably be confused with natural phenomena. Space debris or solar activity can “explain” the loss of a space system and mask unfriendly actions or the potential thereof. Such ambiguity and uncertainty could be fatal to the successful management of a crisis or resolution of a conflict. They could lead to forbearance when action is needed or to hasty action when more or better information would have given rise to a broader and more effective set of responsive options.10 This lag in situational awareness can increase the effectiveness of attacks. That is, striking first is likely to mean inflicting disproportionate losses on the enemy; waiting increases the chances of suffering disproportionate losses oneself.

Ext – Reciprocate

They’ll develop technologies 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

Here again, the question of enemy reaction is critical. It seems likely that given the U.S. reliance on space assets, once the United States deploys RF space-control weapons, other nations will find it to their advantage to do the same. However, their lack of detailed intelligence on target vulnerabilities may drive themto different space-control solutions. An opponent might fall back on an offensive concept, using large numbers of destructive weapons—again, with a premium on first use. Placing space mines in the immediate vicinity of high-value American satellites would likely be a major component of an opponent’s strategy. These weapons could be fairly lightweight and possess considerable range. “For example, a directional fragmentation warhead similar to that of a Claymore mine could project 100,000 one-gram pellets in a pattern that would cover a 100 x 100 meter area with 10 pellets per square meter at a range of 1 kilometer.”17 One approach to the space mine is to “design a very small stealth weapon that is moved into position over a long period of time” and in secrecy.18 However, while a stealthy space mine has definite advantages, it is not clear that an unobserved approach is required. In a fully weaponized space environment, U.S. space-based lasers and mirrors, each capable of attacking satellites thousands of kilometers away, threaten distant satellites as much as would a space mine in close proximity. In any case, until space mines actually damaged or interfered with their victims, it would be difficult to challenge their legitimacy. To attack or disable them as a potential threat would set a precedent for preemptive strikes against U.S. space-based weapons, if not all its satellites

Space makes symmetric proliferation more likely and more effective – unique reasons separated from sea 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

Worse, space-based weapons differ in important ways from the dreadnoughts of the early 1900s. First, as we have seen, space-based weapons are not individually robust under attack, nor can they be hidden in port; instead, they are fragile and always exposed to attack. Additionally, in the 1900s a nation needed almost as many expensive dreadnoughts as the enemy fleet had to have a chance of wresting from it control of the sea. In the twenty-first century, high-technology space-based lasers and mirrors may be able to destroy many satellites before the attack is even detected. Even low-technology space mines and global-strike weapons can destroy high-technology satellites and ground facilities if employed first. Finally, because of these less expensive alternatives, American technical and industrial capacity advantages will not ensure the security in space that it would have at sea a century ago. Even if the United States deploys spacebased weapons first, its supremacy in space would not be “inevitable.”

And it’s happening now – takes out any risk of their advantage 

Freese, 08 (Joan Johnson- “U.S. Plans for Space Security,” in Collective Security in Space: Asian

Perspectives, John M. Logsdon and James Clay Moltz, eds. (Washington, D.C.: Space Policy Institute,

George Washington University, 2008), p. 104)

China’s interpretation of the revolution in military affairs and its quest for asymmetric warfare capabilities are important for understanding the 2007 ASAT test. This article suggests that the Chinese military space program is also influenced by the security dilemma in international relations. Due to the anarchic nature of the world order, “the search for security on the part of state A leads to insecurity for state B which therefore takes steps to increase its security leading in its turn to increased insecurity for state A and so on.” The military space relationship between China and the U.S. clearly embodies the tragedy of a security dilemma. In many ways, the current Chinese thinking on space warfare reflects China’s response to the perceived U.S. threat to its national security. This response, in turn, has triggered American suspicion about China’s military intentions in outer space. Thus, the security dilemma in the U.S.-China space relationship has inevitably led to measures and countermeasures. As Joan Johnson-Freese, a scholar at the Naval War College, observed after the January 2007 ASAT test, China and the U.S. “have been engaged in a dangerous spiral of action-reaction space planning and/or activity.”6 

Ext – We Have them Now

We have ASATs now – which solves their space denial 

Garud 09 (Sachin, Wing Commander, US Air Force, CHINESE ANTI SATELLITE TEST : A PERSPECTIVE, TRISHUL - AUTUMN 2009)

As a part of its anti-satellite program, US Air Force had begun developing air-launched anti-satellite missile (ASAT) to destroy enemy satellites in the early 80s. The lead programme involved the ASM-135 ASAT missile, a 3 - stage air-launched miniature vehicle (ALMV). It was successfully tested on September 13, 1985 against an old US scientific satellite (P78-1 Sol Wind), using a modified F-15 Eagle as the launch platform. The Air Force cancelled the ASAT program in the late 1980s.14 Today; United States has adopted a strategy of “electronic negation” or “intrusion.” To maintain satellite orbits, particularly low earth orbits, controllers on the ground must send their satellites a constant barrage of signals from ground stations around the world. The United States maintains the Satellite Control Network, a string of eight tracking stations in places as remote as Thule Air Base on Greenland, and Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.15 The United States can put satellites out of commission for critical periods of time or send them spiralling out of control by interfering with telemetry. Such a device is best, as sending up a flurry of ASATS (missiles or space mines) would be obvious and could start an arms race in space or trigger a war in a crisis. Blinding an adversary by using signals intelligence and intrusion is far subtler, and thus more difficult for the victim to detect.
A2 Time Key

Non-Unique – OEF solved now 

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

TIME-CRITICAL TARGETS. Recent U.S. military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq have demonstrated the growing importance of rapid intelligence and response cycles for identifying and targeting mobile, low-profile objectives such as small groups of (or even individual) military personnel. It should be noted that over the past decade the Pentagon has significantly accelerated U.S. military response times without the use of space weapons. The amount of time necessary to identify and strike a target shrank from twenty-four hours in Operation Desert Storm to forty-five minutes in Afghanistan to some eleven minutes most recently in Iraq. U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff John Jumper has stated his desire to decrease response times still further, to one minute or less.46 With such short U.S. response times, decisionmaking, rather than technology, may be the limiting factor (i.e., response times of less than a minute are of diminishing value if good decisions-e.g., the determination of hostile intent-cannot be made in such a short time frame). But there are instances (and there will be more) in which the decision has been made, as in the case of the few-second response required to intercept an ICBM fired from a known hostile nuclear launch site. 

1NC Helps Relations

And NMD would hurt relations – promotes insane adventurism by the US 

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

A major concern generated by the spread of weapons of mass destruction to rogue states, and particularly by the proliferation of ICBMs, is that these capabilities will reduce U.S. willingness to pursue its foreign policy interests. For example, North Korean capabilities to attack the United States might decrease U.S. willingness to meet its commitment to South Korea in the event of an attack by the North. Part of the problem, especially in the post-Soviet era, is that the U.S. interests in question are not truly vital, making it hard to justify pursuing foreign policies that increase the probability of attacks with weapons of mass destruction against U.S. cities. Some proponents see NMD as a solution to this problem.67 Limited NMD would be of little value in protecting U.S. foreign policy, however. Unless U.S. leaders believed that the NMD system was almost perfectly effective, it would not significantly reduce their reluctance to pursue policies that risked escalation to nuclear attacks. The United States would lack confidence in the effectiveness of its NMD, if only because it would not have been tested against the rogue threat or under fully realistic conditions. In addition, NMD would offer no protection against alternative modes of delivering WMD. Given this continuing concern about U.S. vulnerability, combined with the limited nature of U.S. interests, NMD would be unlikely to increase significantly the United States' freedom of action in a regional conflict. Moreover, if U.S. leaders were mistakenly confident in the effectiveness of NMD and therefore underestimated U.S. vulnerability, NMD would decrease U.S. security by encouraging the United States to pursue an overly risky foreign policy.68 PROTECTION A

1NC Solves Accidental Launch

No, you probably increase the possibility of an accidental launch 
a) Failure to stop missiles  
Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

The argument that limited NMD would reduce the risk of an erroneous or unauthorized Russian attack is deeply flawed. First, the size of such an attack could greatly exceed the capacity of a limited NMD system. If Russian leaders mistakenly believed their country was under attack, it seems far more likely that they would order a massive counterstrike involving thousands of warheads rather than a small attack. Unauthorized attacks also could be large: A single submarine carries 16 to 20 missiles armed with 48 to 200 warheads, and it is likely that anyone who somehow gains the ability to launch a single ICBM could just as easily launch dozens of missiles armed with hundreds of warheads. 73 Although there might be accidental Russian attacks that would not overwhelm limited U.S. NMD, most of them probably would. 
b) Countermeasures 
Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

Second, Russia would respond to the deployment of limited NMD74 by equipping its missiles with sophisticated countermeasures.75 This would be likely to happen even if the United States was able to reassure Russia that its NMD system was oriented toward emerging missile states. Russia would view countermeasures as a necessary hedge against worst-case assessments of NMD's effectiveness and against breakout from constraints on the number of interceptors. Russia would probably also see countermeasures as necessary to preserve an effective option to launch a limited nuclear strike. Limited NMD is therefore unlikely to be effective against even a small erroneous or unauthorized Russian attack.
c) Launch Readiness and Miscalculation  

Glaser and Fetter 01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

 Third, and most important, Russia would likely respond to the deployment of U.S. NMD in ways that would increase the probability of an erroneous or unauthorized attack. If Russia believed that NMD heightened its vulnerability to attack, it could compensate by increasing the number of missiles at higher states of launch readiness.76 Even worse, if deploying NMD seriously damaged U.S. relations with Russia, Russian military leaders would be more likely to believe that a false alarm was real, and would be more likely to order an immediate retaliatory strike. They might also be more willing to devolve launch authority to lower levels, to guard against the possibility of a decapitating US. attack. Thus the overall risk of erroneous or unauthorized attacks probably would increase as a result of deploying a limited NMD system.

Ext – Hairtrigger Alert
NMD forces Russia to rapidly militarize it’s force, exponentially increasing the risk of a nuclear launch 
Blair 00 (Dr. Bruce, Expert on U.S. and Russian security policies, specializing in nuclear forces and command-control systems. He is Co-Founder and Co-Coordinator of Global Zero, Senior Fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at the Brookings Institution, Awarded a MacArthur Fellowship Prize for his work and leadership on de-alerting nuclear forces, Ph. D., The Impact Of National Missile Defense On Russia and Nuclear Security, http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/missile-defense/issues/overview/impact_on_russia.html)
To overwhelm an NMD shield, Russia must plan to launch massively and quickly in a crisis, either firing first or firing on warning from a deteriorating network of early warning satellites of an incoming missile strike. Thus, in response to NMD, the alert rates of missile submarines at sea and road-mobile rockets on land might be increased. Russia's SS-18 force might increase its readiness to launch on warning even if it means breaching the 1994 Clinton-Yeltsin de-targeting pact. In striving to ensure that its missile forces in silos and on dockside alert can be launched before incoming U.S. missiles strike them, Russia might heighten the readiness of its remaining functional early warning radars and nuclear command posts. Such increased emphasis upon accident-prone quick launch options would be virtually certain if the United States deploys a national missile defense in this decade. To deal with this contingency, Russia would likely deploy multiple warheads on its new land-based Topol M strategic missile and might even consider extreme responses including the fielding of space mines designed to disable the NMD's space-based sensor system in the event of U.S.-Russian hostilities. U.S. officials point to Russia's current posture of hair-trigger, launch-on-warning and its continuation under START III as a form of "insurance" for the Russians that they could mount an annihilating counterattack capable of overwhelming America's proposed missile defenses. However, Russia's alert posture actually heightens the risk of a mistaken or unauthorized Russian launch. The decay of the Russian nuclear arsenal has already eroded its safety and safeguards, along with its basic offensive capability. This progressive deterioration increases the risks of mistaken, illicit, or accidental launch and of the loss of strict control over Russia's vast nuclear complex. One need only consider that a degraded early warning network not only loses some ability to detect an actual attack, it simultaneously loses some ability to screen out false indications of attack generated by the sensor network. Similarly, a broken communications link may delay the transmission of a legal launch order, but may also degrade safeguards against an illegal launch.
1NC We Can Dominate Space

Good joke

a) Offense is easier than defense  

Spacy 03 (William II, Space Policy Institute Security Policy Studies Program Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University, “SPACE WEAPONS Are They Needed?,” Note: This is a revised and updated version of a paper with the same title published as Cadre Paper 4, Air University Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, September 1999)

Unlike ground warfare, where the defense is often considered to have an advantage, fighting a war in space is one in which the opposite is true. In both cases, the attacker has the advantage of choosing the time, strength and direction of the attack, but the defender in space enjoys few of the advantages of his land-based counterpart. Space has no terrain that can be prepared for defense, valuable assets cannot be dug-in and the enemy cannot be forced to attack from a specific direction. What’s more, space assets are in very visible and inherently predictable orbits that make them easy targets for anyone with the ability to strike at them. 

b) ASATs basically demolish all your satellites  

Spacy 03 (William II, Space Policy Institute Security Policy Studies Program Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University, “SPACE WEAPONS Are They Needed?,” Note: This is a revised and updated version of a paper with the same title published as Cadre Paper 4, Air University Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, September 1999)

The number of nations with the ability to develop weapons to attack space-based assets, at least those in LEO, is increasing steadily. Any nation able to place a satellite in orbit, and possibly some capable of building only sounding rockets, could build direct ascent antisatellite weapons. Since a direct ascent ASAT does not have to achieve orbit, the booster to lift it can be relatively small and simple. In contrast to the boosters required to place even a few hundred kilograms into orbit, one that only has to loft it a thousand kilometers weighs an order of magnitude less, only a few metric tons. Doing this is within the capabilities of many sounding rockets developed by nations pursuing spacelaunch capabilities or ballistic missiles. While a sophisticated KE ASAT would be out of reach even for many nations with the requisite boosters, a barrage of rockets fired into the path of a satellite and exploding into swarms of pellets could be effective. Given the relatively low cost of the boosters, this type of attack may be considered feasible by those nations possessing them. 51 If someone wants to shoot down satellites, then they have to be able to track them with precision, but tracking information is not difficult to come by. With a concerted effort, a simple tracking system could be developed to track satellites well enough for a barrage style of attack.52 While the low probability of kill achievable with this type of attack would never be acceptable to the United States,53 some feel it presents too much of a threat for the defender to ignore, particularly when a nation depends heavily on spacebased assets.

***Tech Not Possible

1NC General

Making space weapons work is extremely difficult- technical problems 

Teresa Hitchens 3, currently serves as vice president of the Center for Defense Information (CDI). SPACE WEAPONS Are They Needed?, October 2003, AC

the technical barriers to development and deployment of space-based weapons cannot be overestimated, even for the U.S. military. There are serious, fundamental obstacles to the development of both kinetic kill weapons and lasers both for use against targets in space and terrestrial targets – not to mention the question of the staggering costs associated with launch and maintaining systems on orbit. Problems with lasers include power generation requirements adding to size, the need for large quantities of chemical fuel and refueling requirements, and the physics of propagating and stabilizing beams across long distances or through the atmosphere. Space-based kinetic energy weapons have their own issues, including achieving proper orbital trajectories and velocities, the need to carry massive amounts of propellant, and concern about damage to ownforces from debris resulting from killing an enemy satellite. Space-based weapons also have the problem of vulnerability, for example, predictable orbits and the difficulty of regeneration. 

1NC Rods

It takes 6 hours to launch or only does 1/10 the energy of the bomb 

Garwin 03 (Richard L., Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons: Not Yet, 4/14, http://www.fas.org/rlg/030522-space.pdf)

Another weapon much discussed is long-rod penetrators. The idea is that these long tungsten or uranium rods would be orbited, and (according to the RAND Report) de-orbited by canceling their orbital velocity, so that they would fall essentially vertically through the atmosphere, striking their target with enormous energy. Two problems that will not be alleviated by the progress of technology: the energy is larger the higher the orbit, but the fall time is greater as well. The energy of high explosive corresponds to a material speed of 3 km/s, and one does not arrive at a similar energy per gram from a projectile dropped from altitude until one reaches 460 km, with a corresponding fall time of 12 minutes; a fall from GEO takes almost 6 hours and provides about ten times the energy density of high explosive. A rod would need to be guided accurately to strike its target within some meters in order to destroy a surface target by the explosion.

Long rods might be used to penetrate through earth to hard or deeply buried targets. However, the physics of high-velocity impact limits penetration depth as shown by high-speed photography of a bullet impacting steel at just above 1 kilometer per second. A copper-jacketed lead bullet fragments against the hardened steel, but in the process produces a pressure sufficient to leave a small crater. Very strong projectiles impacting earth or rock at similar speed can penetrate to depths several times their length. Tests done by Sandia laboratory confirm predictions that, even for the hardest rod materials, penetration is maximum around 1 km/s. Above that speed, the rod tip simply liquefies, and penetration depth falls off, becoming effectively independent of impact speed. Therefore, for maximum penetration, such rods would need to be orbited at very low altitudes, and could only deliver one ninth the destructive energy per gram as a conventional bomb. The effort is entirely mismatched to the results. Dominating the cost is the need to put the rod into orbit in the first place and later cancel its orbital velocity so that it drops back to earth. The propellant required to place the entire weapon in orbit must suffice to lift both the rod and its attendant deorbiting propellant. For low earth orbit, the total velocity change of about 15 km/s typically requires several thousand times the orbiting mass in propellant. Taking the typical $10,000 per kg launch cost to LEO, and assuming a 0.1 ton rod with the 3 tons of propellant to stop its orbital motion, the launch cost to orbit would be some $30 million. And for timely delivery against a single target at temperate latitude, several rods in each orbit would be required and a good many orbits—say 10. Clearly, the more conventional deorbit maneuver would be preferable, with a small energy change and the use of atmospheric drag (combined with wings or a lifting-body approach) to preserve much of the orbital velocity as the rod approaches the vertical. Whatever the effect actually achieved against a target, it is far better to propel the rod directly from launch to target and avoid orbits altogether -- by placing the rods on ballistic missiles. Specifically, a one-km/s penetrator could be provided flexibly by a nominal solid rocket motor giving an acceleration 30 times that of gravity—so 300 m/sec2. The desired 1 km/s would be obtained in 3.3 s, over a distance of 1.65 km. A speed of 3 km/s would take 10 s and a distance of 15 km. The cost would be some $100,000 or less, plus whatever cost for the terminal guidance system--which is surely no greater for the ballistic missile than for the orbiting projectile.

We have better terrestrial technology now

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

Although (assuming equivalent intelligence and tasking cycles) the nearest orbiting rods could in theory reach ground targets fifteen to thirty minutes faster than the most distant ICBM (with a maximum flight time of some fortyfive minutes), the cost of space weapons would be many times greater. Overall system cost would be dominated by the price of putting rods-and their fuel-in orbit and later canceling their orbital velocity so that they would drop back to Earth. For a single 100-kilogram rod and its required 3 tons of rocket fuel in a 450-kilometer low earth orbit, assuming typical launch costs of $22,000 per kilogram, the launch costs alone would total some $66 million. To guarantee that a single target (located near the equator, to take the easiest case) could be attacked at will and not only when a single orbiting rod happened to pass overhead, a distributed constellation of some forty rods would be necessary, with total system launch costs of some $8 billion."5 By contrast, the United States already possesses hundreds of surplus ICBMs (flight time less than forty-five minutes), cruise missiles (response time of minutes to hours, depending on their range to target) at some $600,000 per unit, and JDAM precision-guided bombs (response time of minutes to hours, again depending on forward deployment and range) at some $15,000 per bomb. Of course, it is necessary also to factor in a share of the cost of the multipurpose aircraft deployment to carry these munitions. In addition, submarine-launched ballistic missiles could be fitted with nonnuclear warheads, with attendant shorter flight times from the nearest submarine. An equivalent destructive effect to dropping rods from geosynchronous orbit could be achieved by placing them (or conventional explosives) on theater-range ballistic missiles, thereby avoiding the cost and difficulty of orbital mechanics altogether. A ballistic missile with range in excess of 900 kilometers provides a reentry speed of more than 3 km/s. To achieve 3 km/s for a short-range missile, the rod could be accelerated by a solid-rocket motor in approximately 10 seconds as it approaches the target. The cost of such a system would be on the order of $100,000, in addition to whatever terminal guidance system was necessary (although this latter component would surely be no greater for a ballistic missile than for an orbiting projectile).

Ext – Terrestrial Weapons

In terms of large conventional targets (which is, if I may add, the only things rods would be good against), are solved by terrestrial rod usage

Rose 08 (Lars, Department of Materials Engineering, University of British Columbia, Review and assessment of select US space security technology proposals, 17October, Space Policy 24 (2008) 208–223) 

These challenges alone underline the inherent financial, technological and political disadvantages of developing space-based strike weapons. But should a decision be taken to develop such weapons, R&D of eroding rods would be unlikely to result in any usable product. Furthermore, such systems could present a rather interesting opportunity for adversaries. Such fractions could use similar systems against the country that deployed the system, especially those that do not have large Earth-based military equivalents [85]. As outlined earlier, hypersonic projectiles are difficult to defend against. Therefore they will have a much more significantly detrimental effect if used against a country (such as the USA or other nation with similar military and technology potential) which has allocated significant resources to conventional defense technology in its homeland, all of which would be rendered useless [86]. This would allow possible adversaries a significantly larger increase in combat power than it would for the USA or countries with similar plans. No installation of weaponry in high orbits with sophisticated control equipment needs to be developed and deployed by groups intending to harm such countries [87]. Conventional weapons can be placed in LEO without the need for steep re-entry angles and high- impact velocities and could be placed directly above any given country without the need for global coverage. This reduces response times to below half an hour. Transfer and installation of conventional weapon systems can be accomplished with proven return capsule technology and would thus be available to a large number of countries.
1NC Missile Defense

Wouldn’t solve Russia – massive missile numbers, half are absent, and they could just shoot them down 

Garwin 03 (Richard L., Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons: Not Yet, 4/14, http://www.fas.org/rlg/030522-space.pdf)

We turn now to space weapons (and their competition) for missile defense. For boost-phase intercept—BPI-- space-based kinetic -energy (hit-to-kill) interceptors are in competition with surfacebased interceptors (on land or sea, or even on aircraft). The non-space options excel against a small state such as North Korea, largely surrounded by water. For BPI, space-based interceptors must be given acceleration and divert capabilities very similar to those required for surface-based interceptors, if they are not to pass harmlessly by the quarry missiles. For missile launches from a small area, space-based interceptors have their required number multiplied by the number of simultaneous launches, and also by the "absentee ratio" because most of the SBI will be on the other side of the Earth and unable to join the fray for a clustered launch. However capable the surface-based interceptors would be against North Korea, Iraq, or even against launches from Iran, unless based within the target country they are ineffective against ICBMs launched from China or Russia, because the interior of those countries is so far from the borders. Yet China and Russia are highly capable powers, and it would be much easier for them to destroy space-based interceptors as the constellation is gradually built than it would be for the US to use the SBIs to counter ballistic missile launch. Some observers are skeptical that Russia or China (or France, for that matter) would destroy SBIs in peacetime, but when the question is posed what the US would do if another state deployed a vast number of SBIs, the response of many of my colleagues is that we would destroy them—“shoot them down”.

Enemies would adapt – takes out utility 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

 A deployed EAGLE missile defense system by the United States would hold at risk the ballistic missile assets of every other state. Even states with enough missiles to overwhelm EAGLE if launched simultaneously would feel increased risk, since a first strike might reduce their inventory below the size required to saturate defenses. In that light, opponents might: • Develop faster-burning missiles to reduce their period of vulnerability, or harden the missiles to reduce the laser’s capacity • Proliferate the missiles and their launchers to saturate the lasers • Develop antisatellite capabilities against the lasers • Shift force structure toward cruise missiles.14 The space-based segment of EAGLE would be highly predictable in its movements. An attacker would know how large a salvo of ballistic missiles would have to be to overwhelm the defenses and when coverage would be at a minimum. Furthermore, the one or two EAGLE laser-defense platforms that would have engagement opportunities during the boost phase of the missile salvo could be attacked just before it was launched. Defensive sensors could be degraded using relatively low-powered lasers or decoys, while space-based weapons platforms were attacked by ground-based lasers, orbiting space mines, or fast-burning, hardened, direct-ascent antisatellite (ASAT) weapons. In this way, with relatively modest resources an enemy might overwhelm the extremely expensive EAGLE boost-phase capability. A more sophisticated foe might deploy clusters of space-based mirrors to use in conjunction with mobile or hardened ground-based lasers. The mirror clusters could attack large segments of the U.S. defensive system whenever they came over their targets’ horizon. Given these vulnerabilities and initiative possessed by the attacker in a missile attack, it seems unlikely that EAGLE could provide anything like assured boostphase intercept.

And SBLs fail – predictable and costly 
Kleinburg 11 (Howard, Member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada. He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile Defense 'networK': Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors Part 1 of 2,” http://www.faqs.org/periodicals/201103/2305177921.html) 

Disadvantages of Space-Based Missile Defenses. There are, of course, limitations to SB-BMD systems. First and foremost among these is that their orbits cannot be varied either easily or greatly, meaning that there is little scope for freedom of maneuver to change a SB-BMD system's orbit overtime. Next, the scope, duration, and view/reach/range depend on the nature of the orbit in which the object is initially inserted. And, since an object in orbit is 'coasting' virtually all the time, its motion is predictable, enabling any space savvy adversary to evade or target orbiting defenses. According to an 2006 article in The Space Review, "Military Space Systems: the Road Ahead," by Matthew Hoey, this particular issue of vulnerability to attack will eventually drive the development of either passive or active defenses with which to defend the constellation itself, as and when adversaries develop ASAT weapons. Further, the total amount of orbit-changing possible is currently limited by the quantity of onboard fuel that the device is initially supplied with. While onorbit refueling and repair is currently under investigation, it is not currently slated for active implementation, and is only in the initial investigative phase. However, it can be done, as was illustrated by the successful test operations carried out by DARPA's Orbital Express spaceflight experiments in 2007. Caravan found that if no on-orbit replenishment/repair system is available at the time of deployment of a space-based weapon array, the constellations themselves would have to be replenished as the elements exhausted their maneuvering fuel, expired, were expended, or rendered obsolete. This would be an expensive, complex, ongoing, and nontrivial process.

And be highly skeptical about their claims of effectiveness – most “tests” disregard the countermeasures any country would use against us 

Committee on Government Reform 01 (Special Investigations Division, U.S. House of Representatives, The Coyle Report: A Comprehensive Pentagon Study Criticizing the National Missile Defense Test Program, June 26) 
By omitting flight tests with countermeasures other than simple balloons, the system will be unable to fulfill another of its core functions — to defend against accidental or unintended launches. According to the Coyle Report, officials originally designing the architecture for the missile defense system developed 13 different scenarios the system would have to defeat in order to be effective.22 The clear emphasis in these scenarios was on accidental or unintended launches from countries such as Russia or China. Only 4 countermeasures available. The report finds that the test program ignores this possibility and foregoes flight tests for these countermeasures. According to the report, “the target suites in flight tests will have at most unsophisticated countermeasures, even though the threat from accidental or unauthorized launches could employ sophisticated countermeasures.”24 Recognizing this deficiency, the Pentagon began to backtrack on the importance of defending against accidental launches. According to the report, “[t]he NMD Program’s focus appears to have shifted to the threat posed by North Korea with the accidental/unauthorized threat becoming a secondary consideration.”25 In this way, the Department of Defense acknowledged implicitly that the system will not be able to defend against sophisticated countermeasures that are widely available. In fact, according to the report, the latest statements from the Pentagon omit altogether any mention of accidental launches from established nuclear powers. According to the report, “[t]he recently issued Defense Planning Guidance Update FY2002-2007 goes further, defining the purpose of NMD in terms of only rogue nations.”26 
Ext – Halfway Across the World

Orbits 

Kleinburg 11 (Howard, Member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada. He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile Defense 'networK': Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors Part 1 of 2,” http://www.faqs.org/periodicals/201103/2305177921.html) 

Another potential disadvantage is that any single weapon is unlikely to be in a position to engage a boosting target at any given time. Given the approximately 25,000 mile circumference of a LEO orbit, and a hypothetical 2,000 mile weapon range, any single weapon is only in a position to fire at any given target for about eight percent of its orbit. This problem can be overcome with sheer numbers, i.e., by distributing numbers of interceptors in constellations throughout the same orbit, so that at least one is always within range of a launch-site of threat-zone at all times. Caravan also found this coverage effect can also be enhanced by concentrating 'bands' of interceptors in an orbit that overflies the threat or region of threats of greatest concern. It is, in effect, akin to deploying a long series of missile-batteries on a non-stop, high-speed, high-altitude, 25,000 mile-long conveyor-belt, albeit one that is also endowed with the tremendous advantages of immense starting speed and height, and is available 24 hours-a-day, seven-day s-a-week, for years on end. In all, this innate behavior of orbiting objects of circling the globe in as little as 90 minutes, at greater speeds and heights than anything else currently possible, and on a constant, always-on-duty basis that lasts for many years, gives space-based systems profound combat advantages over any other missile-defense basing mode.

Ext – Large Numbers

More evidence

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York

University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

The problem with SBL for missile defense is not the ineffectiveness of an ultimate system, if it can be developed and judged worthy of deployment.. Rather it is the system's susceptibility to being overwhelmed by large numbers of missiles and the vulnerability of the enormously expensive SBLs to low-cost and relatively low-technology attack-by pellet clouds in LEO and space mines. 

Ext – Shoot Them Down

Will be ineffective – countermeasures are cheap and easy 

Garwin 01 (Richard L., Philip D. Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons or Space Arms Control?, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1558107) 

The proposed NMD system would consist of upgraded early warning radars, additional BMD x-band radars, ground-based interceptors initially based in Alaska and North Dakota, and augmented space observation capabilities in high Earth orbit and low Earth orbit. I have written and spoken extensively recently and over the last decades to explain my judgment that this system will be ineffective even against the stated threat. The reason is simple-any nation that can build an ICBM can readily arrange that a payload of biological warfare agent would be dispensed in bomblet form just after the powered flight phase of the rocket. Bomblets weighing a kilogram or less would be so numerous that they could not possibly be intercepted by the proposed system. A nuclear warhead could be surrounded by an enclosing balloon, making it easy to deploy dozens of similar empty balloons to serve as effective decoys. A U.S. government document of September 19995 summarizes a classified National Intelligence Estimate regarding countermeasures. It notes: * Russia and China each have developed numerous countermeasures and probably are willing to sell the requisite technologies. * Many countries, such as North Korea,Iran, and Iraq probably would rely initially on readily available technology-including separating RVs, spin-stabilizedR Vs, RV reorientationr, adara bsorbingm aterial (RAM),b oosterf ragmentationlo, w-powerj ammersc, haff,a nd simple (balloon)d ecoys-to developp enetrationa ids and countermeasures. * These countries could develop countermeasures based on these technologies by the time they flight test their missiles.

1NC Space Borne Lasers

Can’t hurt anything besides satellites 

Garwin 03 (Richard L., Council on Foreign Relations, Space Weapons: Not Yet, 4/14, http://www.fas.org/rlg/030522-space.pdf)

But, as analyzed in detail in the RAND publication, many targets are not vulnerable to destruction by SBL, and many that are can be protected by smoke, by water shields, or in other ways. Aircraft yes, and combustible targets or thin-skinned storage tanks. But not bunkers, armored vehicles, or many buildings. We have already seen that the use of an SBL can easily cost in the range of $100 million per target and is contingent on the target being thin-skinned and not obscured by a cloud. For comparison, a Tomahawk missile costs some $600,000 and will attack heavily armored and non-flammable targets, and is not affected by cloud. Even enthusiasts consider SBLs a weapon to attack very special targets, while most military capability against similar targets is to be provided by more conventional means. In contrast almost all portions of the earth are reachable by existing cruise missiles (Tomahawk Block 3) launched from outside the 12 nmi limit. The flight time can be several hours. For the space-based laser, "rapid response" is a sometime thing, since it is necessary to have clear air to allow the laser beam to strike the target—no cloud in the way. With these competitive means of striking the target, observation could still be provided by nonweapon space assets, so that in addition to attack by navigation (using GPS) one could use a laser - target designator from space with observation and designation provided at the time when a destructive payload arrives in the vicinity of the target—an example of non-weapon military space capabilities contributing to US military capability. In summary, the one target which can surely be held at risk at modest cost is important and costly satellites, of which the US possesses by far the greatest number and value.

More evidence

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York

University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

Space-based lasers, however, face significant operational barriers. Because the satellite would move with respect to a fixed point on Earth, continuously covering strategically important regions (in clear weather) would require a constellation of several dozen lasers. The lasers would be effective only against a narrow class of targets, such as combustibles, aircraft canopies, and thinskinned storage tanks. Common military objectives such as bunkers, armored vehicles, and buildings would be basically immune to laser attack. Rudimentary shielding by smoke screens, ablative cork coatings, or even pools of water can provide a substantial and cheap defense for nearly any target. Furthermore, space-based lasers could not attack targets under cloud cover-on average 30-40 percent of the Earth's surface and some 70 percent of the time in parts of Germany or North Korea.

Terrestrial methods solve

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York

University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

 IN SUM: GLOBAL FORCE PROJECTION. Global rapid and denied-access force projection is possible and will happen without the development of space weapons, through adaptations to existing systems. Except for the unique capability that might be contributed by space-based lasers for a small class of targets, terrestrial methods of force projection appear to be superior to space weapons systems, if they were to become a reality at some point in the future. Furthermore, space weapons will be expensive, vulnerable to countermeasures, and politically inflammatory. The question of whether to deploy space weapons, therefore, becomes a matter of marginal value added and opportunity costs. In the near term, nonspace weapons such as UAVs, cruise missiles, and ICBMs with conventional payloads will provide greater capability sooner and at lower cost. 

Ext – Terrestrial Weapons

More evidence

a) Tomahawk Missiles

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York

University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

By comparison, a single Tomahawk cruise missile costs some $600,000, could attack heavily armored and nonflammable targets, would not be affected by clouds, and would be expended only when needed. Nearly the entire surface of the Earth, including North Korea, most of the Middle East, and more than half of China (including its principal industrialized regions), is reachable by Tomahawk Block III cruise missiles."5 Launched from outside the 12-nauticalmile territorial limit, cruise missiles would have a flight time of several hours. Although early selective strike will continue to be an important component of U.S. military capabilities, in light of such cost-equivalent comparisons of a few-dozen space-based, limited-use lasers and a virtual armada of multiuse cruise missiles, even enthusiasts admit that space-based lasers would be a specialist, "leading-edge" tool for attacking a narrow class of targets. They would not replace conventional military means.57 The open question is whether marginally increasing the vulnerability of targets susceptible to laser attack (while factoring in the likelihood and low cost of effective countermeasures) is worth the time, effort, and political fallout associated with building a U.S. spacebased laser constellation.

b) Cruise Missiles 

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York

University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

Cruise missiles, as discussed above, could also attack denied-access targets, with speeds in excess of 550 miles per hour and a maximum range of some 1,350 nautical miles. Next-generation Tactical Tomahawks will feature twoway satellite communication, allowing commanders to dynamically retask missiles in-flight to various preprogrammed alternatives or any GPSdesignated coordinate. Navy Tomahawks, for example, can carry a range of conventional warheads, including 1,000-pound-class unitary bombs, smaller 700-pound warheads, or a "bomblets" dispenser, capable of deploying munitions in up to three locations. These munitions could be air-burst, detonated on impact, or delay fused for greater depth penetration.75

A2 Ground Based ASATs Fail

Violent and nonviolent versions of ground based ASATs solve better 

Spacy 03 (William II, Space Policy Institute Security Policy Studies Program Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University, “SPACE WEAPONS Are They Needed?,” Note: This is a revised and updated version of a paper with the same title published as Cadre Paper 4, Air University Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, September 1999)

Regardless of whether they are co-orbital or direct ascent, ground-based ASATs have inherent advantages over their space-based counterparts. While it will take one ASAT to destroy one satellite regardless of where the ASAT is based, space-based ASATs are even more limited in that they will probably only be capable of destroying one particular satellite. For a space-based ASAT to destroy an enemy satellite, it must be deployed in an orbit that will permit it to intercept its target in a reasonable amount of time and with the propellant available on board. If the ASAT is to be kept reasonably small, then it will probably be limited to engaging satellites that are in similar orbits. In many instances, this lack of maneuverability will limit the ASAT to being able to attack only a few targets, often only one. A ground-based system would avoid such limitations, and with large enough boosters and orbital transfer vehicles, any satellites could be engaged, even those in the highest orbits. A non-destructive alternative to ground-based ASATs is a weapon that can physically move or disable an uncooperative satellite. Similar to the space-based version mentioned above, a ground-based version of this weapon would allow the U.S. to deny an adversary the use of space-based assets without actually destroying them. This weapon would have the same advantages over its orbital counterpart as the ground-based coorbital ASAT, and would have the added benefit of not producing a cloud of orbiting debris when used.

A2 Delay

It takes about the same time for ASATs 

Spacy 03 (William II, Space Policy Institute Security Policy Studies Program Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University, “SPACE WEAPONS Are They Needed?,” Note: This is a revised and updated version of a paper with the same title published as Cadre Paper 4, Air University66 Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, September 1999)

With a launch-on-demand capability, the responsiveness of ground-based weapons could also be nearly as good as that of their space-based counterparts. With the possible exception of the space-mine, intercepting a satellite with a satellite will often take as long as or longer than intercepting it from the ground. The nature of orbital dynamics is such that the time necessary to achieve the orbital geometry required for a space-to-space intercept will often be as long as waiting for an optimum launch opportunity from the ground.

A2 Cost

They’re cheaper – maintenance and don’t have to launch weapons 

Spacy 03 (William II, Space Policy Institute Security Policy Studies Program Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University, “SPACE WEAPONS Are They Needed?,” Note: This is a revised and updated version of a paper with the same title published as Cadre Paper 4, Air University Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, September 1999)

Ground-based ASATs would also probably cost less than their space-based counterparts would, although both systems would require boosters of about the same size.50 What would make a space-based system expensive is the additional complexity needed for a weapon to survive months or years in orbit and then perform flawlessly. Ground-based weapons, on the other hand, could be stored in climate-controlled buildings or silos, which would add cost, but would make them accessible for maintenance. They could also be used against a larger number of targets. This latter characteristic means that we would not need as many ASATs, since it would not be necessary to place them near targets that are never engaged. 

1NC CAVs

Terrestrial technology now 

DeBlois et al 04 (Bruce M., Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York

University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR)

Alternatives to the Spaceplane and CAVs. Unmanned combat aerial vehicles (UCAVs), which have enjoyed considerable success in recent operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, present one alternative approach to attacking deniedaccess targets. Against robust air defenses and distant targets, UCAVs offer the important advantage of not risking the life of a human pilot. Several UCAV models are already operational or under development: * The $2 million Predator can perform sortie missions up to 563 kilometers from base, loitering over a target for twelve hours and carrying a 318- kilogram payload at altitudes up to 12,200 meters. (The updated "hunter killer" Predator B, at a cost of some $4 million, is to carry a 1360-kilogram payload at higher cruising speeds.)67 * The Global Hawk has maximum round-trip and one-way ranges of 2,400 and 14,000 nautical miles, respectively, with an endurance time of forty-two hours, payload limit of 890 kilograms, and ceiling of 20,000 meters.68 It is expected to cost some $10-$20 million, not including the ground station. * The X-45 UCAV (currently under development by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency) is expected to carry a 1,500-kilogram payload at medium-to-high altitudes at high subsonic speeds, with a sortie range of 1,300 nautical miles.69

A2 Weapons Effective

Be highly skeptical of their claims of effectiveness – make them evaluate the cost and comparative effectiveness to terrestrial weapons 

Spacy 03 (William II, Space Policy Institute Security Policy Studies Program Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University, “SPACE WEAPONS Are They Needed?,” Note: This is a revised and updated version of a paper with the same title published as Cadre Paper 4, Air University Press, Maxwell Air Force Base, September 1999)

Looking to the future, it is apparent that the U.S. military will continue to increase its reliance on spacebased resources. This reliance prompts some to argue that we need to deploy weapons in space if we are to protect these assets and deny our enemies access to theirs.1 For example, the Air Force Space Command Strategic Master Plan, FY04 and Beyond, includes an objective of: “Transform[ing] space from being focused on Force Enhancement to also providing a range of Force Application capabilities beyond ICBMs in, from and through space.”2 (Emphasis added) While we should not dismiss space-based weapons from consideration without a thorough evaluation, arguments on both sides of the debate often fail to make this evaluation. They ascribe to these weapons broad capabilities that are either technologically unfeasible, or extraordinarily expensive to develop. Major questions that many fail to address include what capabilities space-based weapons provide that land, sea, or airborne weapons cannot, and what space-based weapons are likely to cost, both in terms of dollars and in political capital. A related concern is what capabilities these weapons will confer upon other nations if they develop space-based weapons of their own.

***Heg

A2 Communications

Space based communications are insignificant – small percent and fiber optic cables 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

But is space truly an economic “center of gravity”? A thousand satellites in ten years at an investment of a half-trillion dollars may sound large, but against an eight-trillion-dollar annual gross domestic product, a half trillion dollars in a decade is less impressive, on the order of 3 percent of the gross domestic product of the private service sector.42 Additionally, the explosive growth of fiber-optic cable has brought a relative decrease in commercial importance of satellite communications. Total satellite communications capacity in 2000 was approximately 130 gigabits per second (Gbps). In contrast, 1999 cable capacity was approximately 329 Gbps, and it expanded to approximately 11,942 Gbps by 2000.43 By 2003 the worldwide commercial satellite broadband capacity had reached approximately 160 Gbps, with a projected increase of 60 percent over the next ten years; however, in the same year a throughput of 160 Gbps was demonstrated over a single frequency of a single fiber-optic cable.44While satellites will continue to be important to commercial communications, it seems difficult to argue that they are a “center of gravity” requiring substantial portions of the defense budget to protect.

And even if it they are significant, the aff ruins them by making them more vulnerable 

Hardesty 05 (Captain David C., U.S. Navy, Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives, Naval War College Review, Spring 2005, Vol. 58, No. 2) 

 In any case, space-based weapons would dramatically increase the vulnerability of the commercial assets they would be meant to defend. The most economically significant satellites are communications platforms in geosynchronous earth orbits (GEO). The projected demand for commercial satellites in GEO over the next ten years is 211, compared to only forty-eight in nongeosynchronous orbits.45 Global Positioning System satellites, on which commercial communications and transportation systems are increasingly dependent for timing and navigation signals, are also in high, semisynchronous orbits. Ironically, space-based weapons would place satellites in these higher orbits at greater risk than they are now. Currently, sheer distance provides protection fromdirect-ascent ASATs and the effects of nuclear detonations in low earth orbit (LEO). Even earth-based directed-energy weapons powerful enough to attack LEO satellites would need hundreds of times more power to threaten geosynchronous orbits.46 Fairly modest hardening could even further reduce the physical vulnerability of these satellites and,more importantly, their links. However, no amount of hardening could protect them from space mines following in similar orbits or from kinetic ASATs in retrograde orbits—which, by attacking any geosynchronous satellite, would place others in the geosynchronous belt at grave risk of collateral damage. Deploying space-based weapons to protect even a true commercial “center of gravity” would be self-defeating. The second element of the “center of gravity” argument is that space must be protected as vital to the U.S. military. However, “sound military judgment has often led military strategists to eliminate a COG’s [center of gravity’s] vulnerability rather than require themto protect it.”47 It is not “space” that must be protected but the vital functions of intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, communications, and navigation. The medium in which they are performed is not the key. It is the ability to support military forces while simultaneously denying those functions to the enemy that “will enable combatant commanders and operational forces to think and react faster than an adversary and thereby dictate the timing and tempo of operations.”48

*** Links to Generic DA’s
Politics – Plan Unpopular
Space weapons are unpopular

Hui, 05 (Zhang, he is a professor in the Computer Science Department at the School of Computer Science at Carnegie Mellon University. He won the National Science Foundation CAREER Award in 1996 and the Alfred Sloan Fellowship in 2000. He was elected a fellow of ACM in 2006. During 2000 - 2003, he was the Chief Technical Officer of Turin Networks, “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”, December 2005, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2005_12/DEC-CVR)

Point One: space weapons will cause global instability. Beyond obvious adversarial symmetric and asymmetric responses, allies and partners abroad will no doubt react unfavorably to any nation's unilateral decision to weaponize space. That, of course, will have great negative consequences on diplomatic relations worldwide. Although it is unlikely that weapons in space will completely sever strong existing diplomatic ties, simple unpopularity might prompt a shift in the international environment. Countries opposing or alienated by one nation's space policy might gravitate to other alignments, possibly creating an international camp to oppose the space-weaponizing nation, on these and other issues, within international organizations such as the UN or World Trade Organization.
SBL’s unpopular- congress proves
James Clay Moltz, is a research professor and associate director of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies., April 2002, Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2002_04/moltzapril02
The same Congress that boosted funding for missile defenses by 57 percent to $8.3 billion last year also cut significant chunks out of Bush proposals for space-based elements of national missile defense. Indeed, the final House-Senate conference committee eliminated $120 million from the president’s proposed $170 million appropriation for the Space-Based Laser. It also eliminated funds entirely for the Space Based Infrared System-low (SBIRS-low), a satellite-based early-warning system. These actions suggest that space weapons are vulnerable to congressional challenges.  Also, the full impact of the change in the Senate’s leadership has not yet been felt. Key Democrats have come out in strong opposition to space weapons, including Senators Tom Daschle (SD), Joseph Biden (DE), and Carl Levin (MI). Except for the unprecedented budget unity brought on by the September 11 events, cuts would likely have been made in the missile defense budget for fiscal year 2002,9 forcing even harder choices regarding space defenses. Such debates are beginning for fiscal year 2003. Conservative Democrat Robert Byrd (WV) warned on the Senate floor against “a headlong and fiscally spendthrift rush” to deploy space weapons, concluding, “That heavy foot on the accelerator is merely the stamp and roar of rhetoric.”  In addition, a strong contingent within Congress still supports NASA and the International Space Station, which, despite problems, continues to resonate as a worthwhile endeavor with the American public. Introducing weapons into space is abhorrent to many Americans, raised to view space as the realm of the Apollo astronauts, the moon landing, and the shuttle missions. Even conservatives such as Representative Curt Weldon (R-PA) have emphasized the continued importance of manned space research to the nation’s economy and the development of spin-offs for furthering our technological base. Despite Weldon’s support for missile defense, he and other NASA supporters may modify their stances when they recognize that aggressive deployment of space weapons could jeopardize other U.S. space priorities. Tests of ASAT weapons, for example, could create debris that might threaten astronauts on the International Space Station. They might also cause costly litigation in which commercial providers seek restitution from the U.S. military for damage caused to their satellites. Foreign claims could create international incidents harmful to U.S. foreign and defense policies, as well as commercial interests. Ten to 20 years down the line, multiple states responding to U.S. weapons in orbit could create an unlimited test range in low-Earth orbit, to the great harm of U.S. space interests, including for military assets. 

Politics – Plan Unpopular
Plan’s unpopular – kills political capital (Generic)

Krepon and Katz-Wyman, 5 (Michael Krepon, Director of South Asia and Space Security as well as co-founder of the Stimson Center, Michael Katz-Hyman, associate at the Stimson Center, July 2005, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Space_Weapons_and_Proliferation.pdf)

Space-based weapons directed at terrestrial targets have long been a concern to Moscow, but the Pentagon’s track record in this regard has been poor. These concepts remain technically challenging, extremely expensive, susceptible to countermeasures, and politically unpopular. If such capabilities were ever fielded, it would be less expensive and simpler for Moscow to trail US space weapons with low-cost ASATs than to engage in an arms race. Another force sizing factor for Moscow is the extent of US deployments of national missile defenses which, while being less technically challenging, expensive, and politically charged than space-based weapons, have also been characterized by cost growth and poor performance. If US national ballistic missile defense flight tests perform better, and if Moscow feels obliged to react, it could further refine countermeasures as a cost-effective alternative to competing in an arms race.

Space-based lasers are politically unpopular – bipartisan opposition

Broad, 6 (William J. Broad, staff writer for the New York Times, May 3rd, 2006, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/05/03/washington/03laser.html?pagewanted=all)
The Bush administration is seeking to develop a powerful ground-based laser weapon that would use beams of concentrated light to destroy enemy satellites in orbit.  The largely secret project, parts of which have been made public through Air Force budget documents submitted to Congress in February, is part of a wide-ranging effort to develop space weapons, both defensive and offensive. No treaty or law forbids such work.  The laser research was described by federal officials who would speak only on the condition of anonymity because of the topic's political sensitivity. The White House has recently sought to play down the issue of space arms, fearing it could become an election-year liability.  Indeed, last week Republicans and Democrats on a House Armed Services subcommittee moved unanimously to cut research money for the project in the administration's budget for the 2007 fiscal year. While Republicans on the panel would not discuss their reasons for the action, Congressional aides said it reflected a bipartisan consensus for moving cautiously on space weaponry, a potentially controversial issue that has yet to be much debated. 

Space militarization is unpopular with congress

 David W. McFaddin, Lt Col, USAF, April 1998, “CAN THE U.S. AIR FORCE WEAPONIZE SPACE?”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/awc/98-173.pdf 

In dealing with Congress on space programs, it became  apparent to me that not  everyone  agreed on interpretation of laws  and treaties, not to mention national  intent/policy. Concurrent with partisan political debates over  the  legality  of  putting  weapons  in  space was the Air Force’s movement toward the Nation’s Air and Space  Force to be followed by a transition to a Space and Air Force. With this Revolution in  Military Affairs type of move into space control, today’s Air Force finds itself working to  fulfil a vague National Space Policy by developing programs for, and methods of, space  control.  The dilemma encountered is one of being told to accomplish this without being  given the  required tools and permission to accomplish the task –  for  political  reasons.  Therefore, the Air Force finds itself trying to please two masters, the Administration and  Congress, who have opposing viewpoints. 
Politics – Plan Unpopular
Space weapons kill pol cap-spending and tech deficit

Logsdon and Adams 3 (John and Gordon – researchers for: Space Policy Institute Security Policy Studies Program at Elliott School of International Affairs The George Washington University. October 2003 “Space Weapons” p 117-118, editing center for defense information writer Theresa hitchens)

While we should not dismiss space-based weapons from consideration without a thorough evaluation, arguments on both sides of the debate often fail to make this evaluation. They ascribe to these weapons broad capabilities that are either technologically unfeasible, or extraordinarily expensive to develop. Major questions that many fail to address include what capabilities space-based weapons provide that land, sea, or airborne weapons cannot, and what space-based weapons are likely to cost, both in terms of dollars and in political capital. A related concern is what capabilities these weapons will confer upon other nations if they develop space-based weapons of their own.

Weaponizing space is unpopular – bipartisan 

Butterworth 8 Robert L., President, principal investigator for space research, Aries Analytics; professor of space and national security affairs, George Washington U; staff, the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board; Senate Select Committee on Intelligence; former analyst, Department of Defense; PhD; “Fight For Space Assets, Don’t Just Deter” Marshall Institute Policy Outlook; November, 2008; http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/613.pdf  |Cramer

Remember the Chinese shooting down their weather satellite? Remember the Chinese using a laser to paint a U.S. satellite? Remember the U.S. shooting down its own crippled spy satellite, U.S. 193? All these have put the protection of space assets on the front burner of the Defense Department’s strategy and space experts. Democrats pretty universally have opposed what they call the weaponization of space. Republicans have been extremely cautious, concerned that the debris caused by weapon strikes could ruin the utility of space. The Pentagon is leaning toward deterrence, not active protection of space assets. One of the top national security space experts, Bob Butterworth, weighs in below for what I will call (in the best Chinese tradition) the third way, arguing that space defense does not require weapons in space. If the Pentagon knows an important military system is vulnerable you’d think they would take every action to protect it, right? Not when it comes to national security satellites. Pentagon planners are looking toward deterrence instead of protection to safeguard critical services provided by space assets in times of peace, crisis, and war. 

Space Mil is a no mans land

Belote 2k Howard D., Commander, 99th Airbase Wing; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Airpower Studies, Air University; Master of Science in National Security Strategy (distinguished graduate), National War College;  colonel, USAF; “The Weaponization of Space:  It Doesn’t Happen in a Vaccuuum” Aerospace Power Journal; Spring 2000; http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA \519073&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
 Ill at ease with such a gap in defense, General Johnson concluded that the national strategy “depends primarily on the ability of our strategic forces to survive and react” and that  “the nation which first deploys a cost-effective space defense system will enjoy a military advantage.” 9  However perhaps out of understanding the political restraints on space  weapons he danced around an explicit call  for weaponization. Although in favor of “de­ ployment of defense weapons against the exist­ ing space threat just as rapidly as cost-effective  systems become available,” he cited explicit  requirements only for detection, tracking,  and identification system not for destructive systems. 10  The general avoided stepping  into a political no-man’s-land but certainly pointed the way for later weaponization  advocates to follow.  

Politics – Plan Unpopular
Plan’s unpopular—treaties

Denny 10 Bart, Defense & Space Analyst, Camber Corporation;  retired Naval Ballistic Missile Defense Operations Directorate, US Navy; ret. Captain, US Navy; space systems analyst, USAF;  MS, Space Studies, American Public U; MA, National Security Studies, American Public U; “Time to Revisit Space-Based Missile Defense” BartDenny.com; April 29, 2010; http://www.bartdenny.com/time-for-space-based.html  |Cramer

The hurdles to placing a revived Brilliant Pebbles-like system in orbit are predominantly political, not technical, in nature. Originally, space-based missile defenses faced stiff opposition because of their prohibition by the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972. The U.S., of course, withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002, but there remains continued unfriendliness, in the U.S. and abroad, to deploying weapons in space. Some mistakenly claim that such weapons are a violation of the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, although that treaty actually prohibits placing weapons of mass destruction, in space, not weapons en bloc. 


Weaponization causes Congressional backlash --- there’s broad, bipartisan opposition

Moltz 2 (James Clay, Research Professor and Associate Director – Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, Arms Control Today, April, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2002_04/moltzapril02)

Where Does Congress Stand? The same Congress that boosted funding for missile defenses by 57 percent to $8.3 billion last year also cut significant chunks out of Bush proposals for space-based elements of national missile defense. Indeed, the final House-Senate conference committee eliminated $120 million from the president’s proposed $170 million appropriation for the Space-Based Laser. It also eliminated funds entirely for the Space Based Infrared System-low (SBIRS-low), a satellite-based early-warning system. These actions suggest that space weapons are vulnerable to congressional challenges. Also, the full impact of the change in the Senate’s leadership has not yet been felt. Key Democrats have come out in strong opposition to space weapons, including Senators Tom Daschle (SD), Joseph Biden (DE), and Carl Levin (MI). Except for the unprecedented budget unity brought on by the September 11 events, cuts would likely have been made in the missile defense budget for fiscal year 2002,9 forcing even harder choices regarding space defenses. Such debates are beginning for fiscal year 2003. Conservative Democrat Robert Byrd (WV) warned on the Senate floor against “a headlong and fiscally spendthrift rush” to deploy space weapons, concluding, “That heavy foot on the accelerator is merely the stamp and roar of rhetoric.” In addition, a strong contingent within Congress still supports NASA and the International Space Station, which, despite problems, continues to resonate as a worthwhile endeavor with the American public. Introducing weapons into space is abhorrent to many Americans, raised to view space as the realm of the Apollo astronauts, the moon landing, and the shuttle missions. Even conservatives such as Representative Curt Weldon (R-PA) have emphasized the continued importance of manned space research to the nation’s economy and the development of spin-offs for furthering our technological base. Despite Weldon’s support for missile defense, he and other NASA supporters may modify their stances when they recognize that aggressive deployment of space weapons could jeopardize other U.S. space priorities. Tests of ASAT weapons, for example, could create debris that might threaten astronauts on the International Space Station. They might also cause costly litigation in which commercial providers seek restitution from the U.S. military for damage caused to their satellites. Foreign claims could create international incidents harmful to U.S. foreign and defense policies, as well as commercial interests. Ten to 20 years down the line, multiple states responding to U.S. weapons in orbit could create an unlimited test range in low-Earth orbit, to the great harm of U.S. space interests, including for military assets. It is not surprising, therefore, that risks associated with weaponizing low-Earth orbit do not sit well with many members of Congress, who want to see U.S. military, scientific, and commercial leadership in space protected. 
Politics – Plan Unpopular
According to defense analyst Theresa Hitchens, U.S. satellite providers are already nervous about possible future U.S. government decisions to try to shut off foreign access to U.S. communications satellites in times of crisis and to shoot down U.S. and foreign satellites providing such access.10 They fear that this may lead foreign customers to develop their own satellite industries to ensure the availability of spares, thus stimulating competition and cutting into existing U.S. market share. A liberal House Democrat introduced H.R. 2977 in fall 2001 and a revised bill (H.R. 3616) in January entitled the “Space Preservation Act of 2002.” This legislation would prohibit U.S. funds from being spent on space-based weapons, terminate all research associated with such systems, and instruct the president to participate in international negotiations toward completion of a treaty banning such weapons worldwide. Although the bill is unlikely to pass in the Republican-controlled House, it does set down a marker of opposition to current administration policies. More indicative of chances for creating a bipartisan consensus on limiting space weapons was a speech in late September 2001 by Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN), a highly respected Republican foreign policy beacon. In an address to the National Press Club, Lugar rejected the idea of moving forward with a multitiered national missile defense and instead called upon the Bush administration to reorient missile defense programs to focus on the existing, short-range missile threat and to redouble efforts to fight terrorism and provide for homeland security. He argued that longer-range missile defenses and space systems should be put off indefinitely, suggesting a significant difference of opinion with the Bush administration. Other concerned Republicans are echoing such thoughts in this spring’s congressional budget debates, particularly as politically risky deficit spending looms. Thus, although arms controllers may despair about current plans, there are good reasons to think that cooler heads can still prevail in the space weapons debate. Although missile defense of some sort may be inevitable, those who doubt the utility of space weapons represent a majority in Congress. This middle constituency is the one with whom the arms control community must open a dialogue. The problem today in trying to identify a defensible middle ground for space arms control is the lack of a formula to draw in these moderates, who do not want to be painted as “anti-missile defense.” Thus, a search to create new alternatives to the existing options and arguments must be undertaken.

Plan causes political backlash

Mitchell 1 (Gordon, Associate Professor and Director of Debate – University of Pittsburgh, et al., ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defense, July, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html)

Since any US attempt to overtly seize military control of outer space would likely stir up massive political opposition both home and abroad, defence analyst James Oberg anticipates that 'the means by which the placement of space-based weapons will likely occur is under a second US space policy directive — that of ballistic missile defense… This could preempt any political umbrage from most of the world's influential nations while positioning the US as a guarantor of defense from a universally acclaimed threat'. 32 In this scenario, ABM Treaty breakout, conducted under the guise of missile defence, functions as a tripwire for unilateral US military domination of the heavens .

Politics – Plan Unpopular - Democrats
Plan’s unpopular – strong Democratic opposition

Dinerman, 6 (Taylor Dinerman, writes a weekly column for the Space Review and has written on space and defense issues for The Wall Street Journal, National Review, and Ad Astra, the magazine of the National Space Society, Space News and elsewhere, December 3rd, 2006, http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/star-wars-redux-democrats-to-gut-missile-defense-bush-to-announce-orbital-battle-station/)
Pajamas Media has learned that the Bush administration is going to ask Congress for funding to begin development of an “orbital battle station” that will be able to attack enemy missiles in their vulnerable boost phase.  Each Battle Station would be a fairly large satellite that carried a number, perhaps 40 to 50 infrared guided “kill vehicles.” On orders from the ground, the battle station would launch these kill vehicles, roughly about the size of a loaf of bread, at incoming missiles. Professor Everett Dolman of the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama and the author of %%Amazon= 0714681970 Astropolitik – Classical Geopolitics in The Space Age%%, says that space based systems are “the only viable option for global defense against the most likely threats, such as an attack by Iran against Israel or by Pakistan against India.”  “The technology,” Dolman said, “for a basic orbital interceptor that could hit an ICBM in mid flight has been available to the U.S. for at least two decades. Indeed should the U.S. dedicate itself to a fast track development and deployment of several dozen networked anti-missile satellites, it could have a baseline capability in place within two years.”  The Bush administration pending request for an orbital battle station will surely touch off a brawl over “space weaponization”. Loren Dealy a spokeswoman for the Democrats on the House Armed Services Committee told Pajamas Media: “Our members have serious concerns with the concept of space-based interceptors.”  Critics have long believed space-based systems would set off an arms race in space that would destabilize international relations. Keeping space a sanctuary for our satellites seems reasonable, until one recognizes that this leaves billions of dollars of vital U.S. military assets defenseless targets that could be hit and destroyed by primitive space weapons that Iran or others could build regardless of any restraint we show. The orbital battle stations could possibly knock out such weapons the same way they knock out long range missiles.  While some Democrats can be expected to fight tooth and nail against any orbital battle station, the defense community suggests that others such as Rep. Norm Dicks (D-WA) are not going to reject space-based defense as out of hand. Others such as Rep. John Spratt (D-SC) may want to slow things down. Last May, he said “We owe it to ourselves to understand the full ramifications of a move into space before we introduce this additional variable into the missile defense equation.” Overall they may spend the same sums the GOP was planning to spend, but would keep any effective defense systems on the drawing board forever.  

Plan unpopular—whiny liberals

Whittington 10-24  Mark R., reporter, Washington Post “West Virginia's John Raese Proposes Space Based Laser Defense System” Yahoo; October 24, 2010   http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/5929538/west_virginias_john_raese_proposes.html?cat=15   |Cramer
Building a space based missile defense system using lasers would be costly and controversial. While technology has greatly advanced since the 1980s, a period of research and development would be required before a system   could be deployed. In the meantime, the political opposition from the Left, knee jerk in the 1980s, would likely return with a vengeance. 
Politics – Plan Unpopular - Republicans
This stuff ain’t cheap

Weiner 5 Tim, National Security Correspondent, New York Times; winner, Pulitzer Prize;  Columbia Journalism School; “Air Force Seeks Bush's Approval for Space  Weapons Program” The New York Times; May 18, 2005; http://www.thehazefilter.com/pdf/space_weapons.pdf
The Air Force does not put a price tag on space superiority. Published studies by leading weapons scientists, physicists and  engineers say the cost of a space-based system that could defend the nation against an attack by a handful of missiles could  be anywhere from $220 billion to $1 trillion.  Richard Garwin, widely regarded as a dean of American weapons science, and three colleagues wrote in the March issue of  IEEE Spectrum, the professional journal of electric engineering, that "a space-based laser would cost $100 million per target,  compared with $600,000 for a Tomahawk missile." "The psychological impact of such a blow might rival that of such devastating attacks as Hiroshima," they wrote. "But just as  the unleashing of nuclear weapons had unforeseen consequences, so, too, would the weaponization of space."  Surveillance and reconnaissance satellites are a crucial component of space superiority. But the biggest new spy satellite  program, Future Imagery Architecture, has tripled in price to about $25 billion while producing less than promised, military  contractors say. A new space technology for detecting enemy launchings has risen to more than $10 billion from a promised  $4 billion, Mr. Teets told Congress last month. 

Politics – Plan Unpopular - Partisan
Weaponization is politically controversial --- plan triggers partisan debates

McFaddin 98 (David W., Lieutenant Colonel – United States Air Force, “Can the Air Force Weaponize Space?”, Air War College Research Report, April, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/awc/98-173.pdf)

In dealing with Congress on space programs, it became apparent to me that not everyone agreed on interpretation of laws and treaties, not to mention national intent/policy. Concurrent with partisan political debates over the legality of putting weapons in space was the Air Force’s movement toward the Nation’s Air and Space Force to be followed by a transition to a Space and Air Force. With this Revolution in Military Affairs type of move into space control, today’s Air Force finds itself working to fulfil a vague National Space Policy by developing programs for, and methods of, space control. The dilemma encountered is one of being told to accomplish this without being given the required tools and permission to accomplish the task – for political reasons. Therefore, the Air Force finds itself trying to please two masters, the Administration and Congress, who have opposing viewpoints.

Politics – Plan Unpopular - Military
Plan unpopular with congress and the military

Canada Newswire 6 (“Liberal Commitment to Treaty Banning Space Weapons Welcomed” < http://www.halifaxlive.com/content/view/386/2/>)

The Polaris Institute welcomes the inclusion of a commitment to "lead an international campaign at the United Nations to establish a treaty banning all weapons in space" in the Liberal election platform, leaked today. "This is a realistic and timely proposal, as international conditions are ripe for negotiations to ban all weapons in space, and Canada is well- positioned to provide leadership for such negotiations," said Steven Staples of the Polaris Institute. There has been, and will continue to be, resistance to the initiation of such negotiations from the Bush administration, requiring strong resolve from Canada. However, opposition to the weaponization of space in the U.S. is widespread in Congress, parts of the U.S. military, security policy establishment.
Costs + Time (Short)

Researching SBL would take less than 30 million dollars

Broad, 06 (William J., is an author and a senior writer at The New York Times. In twenty-five years as a science correspondent, he has written hundreds of front-page articles and won every major journalistic award in print and film, “Administration Researches Laser Weapon”, May 3 2006, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/05/03/washington/03laser.html?pagewanted=1)
Though futuristic and technically challenging, the laser work is relatively inexpensive by government standards — about $20 million in 2006, with planned increases to some $30 million by 2011 — partly because no weapons are as yet being built and partly because the work is being done at an existing base, an unclassified government observatory called Starfire in the New Mexico desert.
With the possibility of the first operational test in 2013, the entire system could be in place by 2020
Aubin & Streland, 2000 (Dr. Stephen P. Aubin & Maj. Arnold Streland are in the United States Air Force, part of Team SBL-IFX tasked with developing SBL’s as part of the USAF, Boeing, and Lockheed Martin project to develop NMD, “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost,” October 2000)
The Space-Based Laser is the only ballistic-missile, boost-phase intercept system being pursued by the Department of Defense to provide global defense coverage to counter ICBM attacks against the United States or its allies. Like ABL, it will rely on directed energy to destroy missiles shortly after launch. An operational SBL would be the first line of defense against ICBMs launched by an aggressor, and it would complement the capability of the land-based interceptors currently being developed under the National Missile Defense program. An SBL system could provide a robust additional layer to the currently planned missile defense architecture in response to the expected growth of ICBM threats now projected by the intelligence community. If the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX) is successful, it will provide the technological path for the development of a prototype SBL and, eventually, an operational system sometime around 2020. An operational SBL could also provide strategically significant ancillary capabilities in the area of space control, surveillance and reconnaissance, strike and interdiction, and defensive and offensive counter air missions.
Costs + Time (Long)

SBL’s could potentially be operational in 2013, with about a 12 year development period before

Aubin & Streland, 2000 (Dr. Stephen P. Aubin & Maj. Arnold Streland are in the United States Air Force, part of Team SBL-IFX tasked with developing SBL’s as part of the USAF, Boeing, and Lockheed Martin project to develop NMD, “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost,” October 2000)
The Space-Based Laser (SBL) is a next-generation directed energy missile defense system being explored today to provide global, boost-phase intercept of ballistic missiles tomorrow. SBL is being pursued in a technology demonstration program aimed at launching an experimental laser into space in 2012 to shoot down a ballistic missile in 2013. The technology demonstration will be conducted in full compliance with all relevant international treaties, including the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972. Known as an Integrated Flight Experiment, or IFX, the program will help Department of Defense policy- makers decide whether to pursue an operational SBL system designed to protect the United States and its allies from ballistic missiles as part of a layered defense. In the future, an operational SBL would be integrated within the National Missile Defense architecture and the family of theater missile defense programs.
SBL’s will cost about 81 billion dollars, empirical estimates

William H. Possel, Lt Colonel, USAF, has directed space system acquisitions and operations throughout his military career, Lt. Col. Possel has a bachelor's degree in  physics  from  the  University  of  Cincinnati and a master's degree in engineering physics from the Air Force Institute of Technology, July 1998, “LASERS AND MISSILE DEFENSE: NEW CONCEPTS FOR SPACE-BASED AND GROUND-BASED LASER WEAPONS”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA425537&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
In  comparison with  other  advanced  space programs, these cost estimates  for the space-based laser are  exceptionally low and  probably unrealistic. Based on the experience  with previous programs, the average cost of  military satellites ranged from $50,000 to $150,000 per kilogram. In the case of the  proposed  space-based  laser  architecture, the entire constellation's estimated weight is 700,000 kilograms (twenty platforms at 35,000 kilograms  each).  Using this historical “average” cost of $100,000  per kilogram  for the development of a space system, the  costs for the platforms are likely to be in the range of $70 billion. Assuming that the laser  demonstrator has been  successfully tested in space, the technological readiness level, described in an earlier section, is rated as a 7, which  effectively increases the cost estimate by ten percent. When launch costs are included, based on the new launch  vehicle's proposed costs of $5,650 per kilogram, the total cost rises to $81 billion.* Using this rough estimate, we  now have a means for comparing the space-based laser architecture with the following two competing architectures. 

Costs + Time (Long)

SBL’s take 9-10 years to develop

J.R. Wilson, has been a full-time freelance writer, focusing primarily on aerospace, defense and high technology, he spent eight years with United Press International before joining McDonnell Douglas Astronautics Co. as head of public relations for the space sector, July 2001, PUTTING SPACE WEAPONS ON THE FAST TRACK A U.S. space-based laser could attempt its first shootdown of a ballistic missile years earlier than expected, given accelerated funding, http://www.aiaa.org/Aerospace/Article.cfm?issuetocid=111&ArchiveIssueID=16
 No amount of additional money is likely to move SBL closer to reality much earlier than 2010, notes Waldman, a Boeing vice president on loan to the SBL-IFX program. At least five years, for example, will be needed to build a new facility at NASA-Stennis to meet the unique requirements of ground-testing hardware at full scale and of integrating and testing the actual flight vehicle. "We need to construct a new test facility to exercise the flight article and accumulate the test times to get ready to launch," agrees Col. Neil McCasland, system program director at the SBL Project Office (Space and Missile Systems Center, Los Angeles AFB, Calif.). "The existing facilities are old and not large enough for that. For several years we’ve been screening candidate sites, from an original 3,000, and settled on Stennis in January. We’re authorized to lay out the facility on paper, but we don’t need to do any ground-breaking until next year. "We want to have the facility running and equipped by 2007. That includes the complete test infrastructure. Then we will have three years to refurbish, integrate, and complete the flight system. So a 10-year program from now is what we need, and is not inconsistent with how much time was taken with other high-powered lasers." 
SBL’s take at least 11 years to be launched and over $40 billion dollars

Global Security No Date, It is a website about various weapon systems that are being or have been researched and/or developed by the US government, “Space Based Laser [SBL],” Global Security, http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/systems/sbl.htm
The Space-Based Laser is planned to be a spacecraft weighing 17,500 kg, though this weight could grow to 19,000 kg. The spacecraft would be 20 meters long with a diameter of over 4.5 meters. As of mid-2001 the SBL Integrated Flight Experiment was scheduled for launch in 2012, with an intercept test to be conducted in 2013. The SBL test facility is being built at NASA s Stennis Space Center in Mississippi. The project passed a Systems Requirements Review in March 2001, with a System Definition Review planned for fall 2001. Accelerating the schedule of the SBL prototype would require funding increases over the initially estimated $2-3 billion cost of the test. Some estimates suggest that a full 20-satellite constellation could cost $40 billion, plus launch costs.
Costs + Time (Long)

SBL’s will last over 20 years and can be acquired by 2020 with a lifetime cost of 8 billion a year

Kosiak, 7 (Steven M. Kosiak is a analyst for the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, “Arming the Heavens: A Preliminary Assessment of the Potential Cost and Cost-Effectiveness of Space-Based Weapons,” Thinking Smarter About Defense, 2007)

Although the RAND study did not include cost estimates, both DoD and CBO have provided cost estimates for SBL constellations that appear to resemble relatively closely the base case system described by RAND. In 1999, a DoD report, the Space High Energy Laser Architecture and Affordability Study, estimated that an SBL constellation consisting of 24 HF-laser battle stations with technical specifications similar to those projected in the RAND study would cost $92 billion to acquire and operate over its lifetime.41 In 2002, CBO estimated that acquiring and supporting such a constellation would cost far more than projected by DoD. Specifically, CBO estimated that the 24-SBL constellation then being pursued by the MDA would cost $61–76 billion to acquire, and would have annual satellite replacement and operating costs of $5–6 billion. Assuming a 20-year life for this constellation, CBO’s estimate implies a total cost of about $157–196 billion (see Figure 1). This would make the projected SBL constellation substantially more expensive to acquire and operate than most of the SBI options described earlier in this section. A potentially less costly approach to a boost-phase laser defense would be to field a constellation of space-based relay mirrors in combination with either space-based or ground-based lasers. In such a system, most, or all, of the SBLs in orbit would be replaced by relay mirrors. These relay mirrors would refocus and redirect the laser energy emitted by a relatively small number of SBLs or ground-based lasers to provide the same coverage possible with a constellation comprised entirely of SBLs. One of the main advantages of this approach would be that the number of SBLs that would need to be deployed could be substantially reduced, or—if ground-based lasers were used—eliminated entirely. This, in turn, could result in cost savings. While possibly significant, however, the savings would probably not be dramatic. According to one estimate, relay mirrors used in such a system would weigh about 20 percent less than the SBLs they would replace,43 and cost 25 percent less.44 Assuming this estimate is correct, a hypothetical boost-phase ballistic missile defense system consisting of 24 relay- mirror satellites and three SBLs,45 for example, would be projected to cost about 15 percent less to procure than a constellation consisting of 24 SBLs. However, total savings for such a system would be less than 15 percent. Most importantly, this is because all of the R&D costs associated with acquiring a space-based laser system would still be incurred, along with some additional R&D costs peculiar to development of the relay mirrors. These considerations suggest that the 20-year lifecycle costs of a boost-phase missile defense constellation consisting of three SBLs and 24 relay mirrors would be about 10 percent less than for the 24-SBL constellation described earlier, or some $142–176 billion.46 That the savings associated with using a combination of SBLs and relay mirrors—rather than SBLs alone—would probably not be dramatic is also suggested by the findings of DoD’s 1999 Space High Energy Laser Architecture and Affordability Study. The report concluded that while there was a “high probability” that a constellation of 24 SBLs could be fielded in the 2020 timeframe, it might be possible to field—at lower cost, though with higher technological risk—a comparably effective constellation consisting of six SBLs and 12 relay mirrors. DoD estimated that such a system would cost about $78 billion to acquire and support over its lifetime. This is about 17 percent below its estimate of the cost of a 24-SBL constellation. Using CBO’s estimate for the cost of a 24-SBL constellation as a baseline (rather than DoD’s much lower, and probably less realistic, estimate), implies total (20-year lifecycle) costs for this alternative of about $131–162 billion. 
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