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1AC- Inherency

Contention 1 is Inherency 

The US is losing its grasp on space—countries are attempting to attack US space systems 

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

Given the great extent to which the United States depends on space systems for its national security and economic prosperity, U.S. policymakers and military leaders are becoming increasingly concerned that future adversaries might attack those systems. U.S. military forces operate in distant theaters and employ ever more sophisticated equipment and doctrines that rely on advanced surveillance, reconnaissance, communication, navigation, and timing data, most of which is produced or relayed by satellites. The ground infrastructure that supports these assets has long been vulnerable to attack, and a growing number of states now possess or are developing means of attacking satellites and the communication links that connect them to users and control stations. Due to the dramatic warfighting advantage that space support provides to U.S. forces, security analysts are nearly unanimous in their judgment that future enemies will likely attempt to “level the playing field” by attacking U.S. space systems in efforts to degrade or eliminate that support. All of this suggests that first-strike stability in space may be eroding.
Despite the threat, there are no space based interceptors to deter these nations

Baker Spring, senior fellow in national security policy at Heritage, specializes in missile threats, 5-3-2011, Heritage, “Sixteen Steps to Comprehensive Missile Defense: What the FY 2012 Budget Should Fund” 

The Administration’s Missile Defense Programs for FY 2012 Given the Administration’s weak missile defense policy, the Administration’s missile defense proposal for FY 2012 and beyond suffers from a number of serious shortfalls: Insufficient numbers of ground-based midcourse interceptors. In FY 2010, the Obama Administration reduced the planned number of GMD interceptors in Alaska and California from 44 to 30. While the FY 2012 proposal would complete the integration of 14 silos at Missile Field-2 in Alaska, the number of missiles deployed there and in California would remain at 30.[17] The proposal includes a provision to acquire six more GMD interceptors in FY 2012, primarily for testing purposes.[18] Failure to exploit the full potential of the Aegis-based missile defense system and the Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) interceptors. The Obama Administration’s missile defense program puts the Aegis missile defense system at the center of its Phased Adaptive Approach (PAA) to missile defense. Under the Administration’s proposed FY 2012 budget, the Aegis system would receive a total of $2.128 billion from two sources, $1.5 billion from its own budget line and $628 million from a PAA line.[19] The Administration has proposed buying 46 SM-3 interceptors in FY 2012.[20] Nevertheless, the Administration is not pursuing the development of the Aegis system aggressively enough in developing and ultimately deploying SM-3 interceptors capable of countering long-range missiles. No program to establish a space test bed for developing space-based interceptors. The Obama Administration has yet to recognize that missile defense interceptors in space would provide the best possible protection to both the U.S. and its allies against missile attack. Given that the Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report states that it is not the purpose of the U.S. missile defense program to deploy a system that could counter Chinese and Russian long-range missiles,[21] it is reasonable to conclude that the Obama Administration erroneously believes that space-based interceptors would be destabilizing. Termination of cooperation on the Medium Extended Air Defense System (MEADS) with Germany and Italy. The Obama Administration has pledged to cooperate with U.S. allies in developing and fielding Ballistic Missle Defense (BMD) capabilities. At best, its record in this area has been spotty. The latest casualty is the MEADS program. On February 11, 2011, the DOD announced that the U.S. intends to walk away from the MEADS program and leave its international partners, Germany and Italy, hanging.[22] The DOD claims that it plans to exit the program by 2014 for budgetary reasons, programmatic shortcomings, and the existence of alternatives. In the interim, the U.S. will continue participating in the program because termination costs would outweigh the costs of participating. Limited programs for countering ballistic missiles in the boost phase. Since the Obama Administration downgraded the ABL program and cancelled the KEI program in FY 2010, the boost-phase missile defense elements of the layered missile defense concept have lagged, and the Administration has done nothing to advance space-based interceptor development. Indeed, the MDA budget no longer includes a boost-phase line item. The Administration is continuing to use the ABL as a test bed, but far less aggressively than is possible. It appears to have no plan to make the ABL available as an asset in select circumstances. However, the MDA and Air Force have agreed to develop jointly the Airborne Weapon Layer, an airborne missile that could shoot down missiles in this early stage of flight.[23] It is based on the Network Centric Airborne Defense Element (NCADE), an earlier program that conducted a successful interception in 2009

1AC- Plan

The United States federal government should implement a ballistic missile defense system beyond the mesosphere. 

1AC- Hegemony

Contention 2 is Hegemony 

China is militarizing space to counter the US primacy – Arms control not an option

Tellis ’07 (Ashley Tellis, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Senior Associate, 8/1/11, “China’s Military Space Strategy,” Survival 49:3, pg 45)

The brute reality of these anti-access and battlespace-denial programmes undermines the notion advanced by other commentators that the Chinese antisatellite test was, in Michael Krepon’s words, ‘a predictable – and unfortunate – response to U.S. space policies’.19 This explanation asserts that Beijing’s decision to display its emerging counterspace capabilities owes less to blundering or malevolent internal bureaucratic politics and more to the long-standing American opposition toward negotiating a space arms-control regime. By declining to negotiate an agreement governing the ‘peaceful’ uses of space, the United States may have compelled China’s leaders to conclude ‘that only a display of Beijing’s power to launch … an arms race would bring Washington to the table to hear their concerns’.20 In other words, the Chinese antisatellite test was a cri de coeur designed to force a recalcitrant Washington to reverse the positions articulated in its National Space Policy and move with alacrity to arrest the creeping weaponisation of space.21 Concerns about an arms race in space ought to be taken seriously, as a threat to both American and global security, but there is, unfortunately, no arms-control solution to this problem. China’s pursuit of counterspace capabilities is not driven fundamentally by a desire to protest American space policies, and those of the George W. Bush administration in particular, but is part of a considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capability of the United States, grounded in Beijing’s military weakness at a time when China considers war with the United States to be possible. The weapons China seeks to blunt through its emerging space-denial capability are not based in space: they are US naval and air forces that operate in China’s immediate or extended vicinity. What are in space are the sensory organs, which find and fix targets for these forces, and the nervous system, which connects the combatant elements and permits them to operate cohesively. These assets permit American forces to detect and identify different kinds of targets; exchange vast and diverse militarily relevant information and data streams; and contribute to the success of combat operations by providing everything from meteorological assessment, through navigation and guidance, to different platforms, weapon systems, and early warning and situational awareness. There is simply no way to ban or control the use of space for such military purposes. Beijing’s diplomats, who repeatedly call for negotiations to assure the peaceful use of space, clearly understand this. And the Chinese military appreciates better than most that its best chance of countering the massive conventional superiority of the United States lies in an ability to attack the relatively vulnerable eyes, ears and voice of American power. The lure of undermining America’s warfighting strengths in this way prompts Beijing to systematically pursue a variety of counterspace programmes even as it persists in histrionic calls for the demilitarisation of space.22 China’s Janus-faced policy suggests it is driven less by bureaucratic accident or policy confusion than by a compelling and well-founded strategic judgement about how to counter the military superiority of its opponents, especially the United States.

1AC- Hegemony

Absent US engagement China will surpass the US in space leadership—devastates US credibility

AP 7/11/11, http://hosted.ap.org/dynamic/stories/A/AS_CHINA_SPACE?SITE=DCSAS&SECTION=HOME& TEMPLATE=DEFAULT&CTIME=2011-07-11-10-14-46, “China's space program shoots for moon, Mars, Venus”

BEIJING (AP) -- This year, a rocket will carry a boxcar-sized module into orbit, the first building block for a Chinese space station. Around 2013, China plans to launch a lunar probe that will set a rover loose on the moon. It wants to put a man on the moon, sometime after 2020. While the United States is still working out its next move after the space shuttle program, China is forging ahead. Some experts worry the U.S. could slip behind China in human spaceflight - the realm of space science with the most prestige. "Space leadership is highly symbolic of national capabilities and international influence, and a decline in space leadership will be seen as symbolic of a relative decline in U.S. power and influence," said Scott Pace, an associate NASA administrator in the George W. Bush administration. He was a supporter of Bush's plan - shelved by President Barack Obama - to return Americans to the moon. China is still far behind the U.S. in space technology and experience, but what it doesn't lack is a plan or financial resources. While U.S. programs can fall victim to budgetary worries or a change of government, rapidly growing China appears to have no such constraints. "One of the biggest advantages of their system is that they have five-year plans so they can develop well ahead," said Peter Bond, consultant editor for Jane's Space Systems and Industry. "They are taking a step-by-step approach, taking their time and gradually improving their capabilities. They are putting all the pieces together for a very capable, advanced space industry." In 2003, China became the third country to send an astronaut into space on its own, four decades after the United States and Russia. In 2006, it sent its first probe to the moon. In 2008, China carried out its first spacewalk. China's space station is slated to open around 2020, the same year the International Space Station is scheduled to close. If the U.S. and its partners don't come up with a replacement, China could have the only permanent human presence in the sky. Its space laboratory module, due to be launched later this year, will test docking techniques for the space station. China's version will be smaller than the International Space Station, which is the size of a football field and jointly operated by the U.S., Russia, Canada, Japan and 11 European countries. "China has lagged 20 to 40 years behind the U.S. in developing space programs and China has no intention of challenging U.S. dominance in space," said He Qisong, a professor at Shanghai University of Political Science and Law. "But it is a sign of the national spirit for China to develop a space program and therefore it is of great significance for China." Some elements of China's program, notably the firing of a ground-based missile into one of its dead satellites four years ago, have alarmed American officials and others who say such moves could set off a race to militarize space. That the program is run by the military has made the U.S. reluctant to cooperate with China in space, even though the latter insists its program is purely for peaceful ends. "Space technology can be applied for both civilian and military use, but China doesn't stress the military purpose," said Li Longchen, retired editor-in-chief of Chinese magazine "Space Probe." "It has been always hard for humankind to march into space and China must learn the lessons from the U.S." China is not the only country aiming high in space. Russia has talked about building a base on the moon and a possible mission to Mars but hasn't set a time frame. India has achieved an unmanned orbit of the moon and plans its first manned space flight in 2016. The U.S. has no plans to return to the moon. "We've been there before," Obama said last year. "There's a lot more of space to explore." He prefers sending astronauts to land on an asteroid by 2025 and ultimately to Mars. But those plans are far from set. Instead, NASA is closing out its 30-year space shuttle era this month, leaving the U.S. dependent on hitching rides to the space station aboard Russian Soyuz capsules at a cost of $56 million per passenger, rising to $63 million from 2014. The U.S. also hopes private companies will develop spacecraft to ferry cargo and crew to the space station.

1AC- Hegemony

Space defense systems are key to prevent US-Sino conflict over Taiwan – avoids pre-emptive strikes and escalation

Tellis ’07 (Ashley Tellis, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Senior Associate, 8/1/11, “China’s Military Space Strategy,” Survival 49:3, pg 63-64)

Above all is the need for a longer-term change in the American approach to space. Recognising that this ’final frontier’ will no longer remain the sanctuary it has been, the United States must move away from reliance on a few, large, highly specialised space platforms supported by a complex but narrow ground segment – all of which are disproportionately vulnerable to enemy action and are difficult and costly to replace in case of interdiction – and shift towards smaller and flexible distributed capabilities both in space and terrestrially. Such investments would offer Washington the highest payoffs even in comparison to offensive capabilities, which are more useful for deterring attacks rather than for nullifying them or remedying their consequences.93 Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a ‘space Pearl Harbor’94 could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signalled that conventionally armed Trident submarine-launched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.

Nuclear war with global draw-in 

Hunkovic, American Military University, 09 [Lee J, 2009, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict

Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/Hunkovic.pdf]

A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. However, China, Taiwan and United States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study.

1AC- Hegemony

Plan is the biggest internal link to hegemony—reinforces conventional forces, shores up diplomatic influence and deterrent functions

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

There is reasonable historic support for the notion that the most peaceful and prosperous periods in modern history coincide with the appearance of a strong, liberal hegemon. America has been essentially unchallenged in its naval dominance over the last 60 years, and in global air supremacy for the last 15 or more. Today, there is more international commerce on the oceans and in the air than ever. Ships and aircraft of all nations worry more about running into bad weather than about being commandeered by a military vessel or set upon by pirates. Search and rescue is a far more common task than forced embargo, and the transfer of humanitarian aid is a regular mission. Lest one think this era of cooperation is predicated on intentions rather than military stability, recall that the policy of open skies advocated by every president since Eisenhower did not take effect until after the fall of the Soviet Union and the singular rise of American power to the fore of international politics. The legacy of American military domination of the sea and air has been positive, and the same should be expected for space. To be sure, America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable and deadly. At the same time, the United States would forgo some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because the necessary budget tradeoffs would diminish its capacity to do so. Space weapons offer no advantage if the opponent is not dispersed broadly around the globe. Against massed and regionally concentrated forces, conventional weaponry is far more efficient. As such, transformation of the American military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The need to limit collateral damage, the requirement for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and the tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high-value, time-sensitive targets. An opposing state's calculation of survival no longer would depend on interpreting whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space-dominant American military will subside. The United States will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire.

1AC- Hegemony

Space BMD allows the US to control trade relationships and revolutionizes military capabilities 

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

National economic and commercial interrelationships thrive on the flow of invisible ones and zeros through space channels, so that timely, agile intercontinental trade is now taken for granted. U.S. and coalition forces routinely leverage earth-circling platforms to enhance military capabilities: the Global Positioning System for improved navigation and precision timing, reconnaissance and early warning sensors, and high-bandwidth communications. Space, moreover, is an open arena, a global commons increasingly used by many countries for military purposes. The proliferation of space technologies offers foreign governments and nonstate entities unparalleled opportunities to enhance diplomatic and military influence over the U.S. and strike with strategic effect. Potential enemies of the United States today have improved "vision" over the U.S. homeland and battlefield 7s. With battle space now reaching up to at least 22,000 miles above the Earth -- the orbital altitudes for early warning anbd communications satellites -- protecting ourselves from future attacks will depend mightily on space power. But the country lacks a unified, coherent approach to expanding the use of space to improve combat effectiveness, a problem that is compounded by a politically charged debate over weapons in space.1 Critics contend that weapons in space would destabilize existing security relationships, precipitate an arms race, undermine U.S. foreign policy, and seed anti-American coalitions. Not only are such criticisms based on questionable assumptions,2 but they also have not persuaded the country to forgo the advantages of space weapons. The most one could say at this stage is that the American people are indifferent, noncommittal, and confused. Yet given the efficiencies space offers, and given the unpredictable, catastrophic, and global nature of threats we expect to face, it makes sense to explore the possible benefits of taking other combat missions to space. Once the benefits of active space defense programs and operations are made plain, the support of the American people will be forthcoming.There are several space combat mission areas of interest to the future defense of the United States, including space control,3 offensive strike,4 and ballistic missile defense. Each combat mission offers very different operational and strategic possibilities, and each should be evaluated separately and judged independently. Recognizing that weapons that leverage Earth orbits can make different contributions to national defense strategy, lumping them together in order to draw a general conclusion about the prudence of deploying "weapons in space" makes little sense. Our progress in this area will depend greatly on our ability to mature our rhetoric so that we can make meaningful distinctions. So I will focus here on the possible advantages of adding a space-based layer leveraging hit-to-kill interceptors to the newly deployed U.S. missile defense system. Highly effective missile defenses would appear to offer a very significant payoff over the long term when one takes threat and national vulnerability to catastrophic attack into consideration.5

1AC- Hegemony

And, it gives the US leverage in the international sphere 

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

The United States can raise the thresholds of deterrence failure in crises and at some levels of limited war by implementing a coordi sides of a potential adversary’s cost-benefit decision calculus simultaneously. The foundation and central pillar of such a strategy would be a national space policy that explicitly condemns the use of force in space and declares that the United States will severely punish any attacks on its space systems and those of friendly states in ways, times, and places of its choosing. Cognizant of the fundamental U.S. interest in space stability, such a policy would embrace diplomatic engagement, treaty negotiations, and other confidence-building measures, both for whatever stabilizing effects can be attained from such activities and because demonstrating leadership in these venues helps to characterize the United States as a responsible world actor with the moral authority to use its power to protect the interests of all spacefaring nations. In these settings and others, all U.S. policies, statements, and actions should be carefully orchestrated to bolster already emerging international taboos on space warfare and enhance the credibility of U.S. threats to punish space aggressors in multiple dimensions—in the terrestrial and informational domains as well as in space, through diplomatic and economic means, in addition to the use of force. Such an approach would raise the potential costs in ways that future opponents would have to factor into their decision calculations in any crisis in which they are tempted to attack orbital assets. (See pp. 37–44.) At the same time, the United States should engage in a comprehensive and coordinated effort to persuade potential adversaries that the probability of obtaining sufficient benefit from attacking space assets would not be high enough to make it worth suffering the inevitable costs of U.S. retribution. Part of such a strategy would entail perception management: The United States should, to the greatest extent possible, conceal vulnerabilities of its space systems and demonstrate the ability to operate effectively without space support. However, perception management can only go so far in the face of observable weaknesses. Therefore, the strategy should also pursue multiple avenues to make vulnerable U.S. space systems more resilient and defendable, thereby demonstrating tangible capabilities to deny potential adversaries the benefits of  attacking in space. (See pp. 44–45.)
1AC- Hegemony

DoD revamping defense industry key to aerospace industry—solves hegemony
Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

The U.S. science and technology base must be resuscitated. In American universities today, graduate enrollment by U.S. citizens in S&T fields is steadily eroding. The total number of advanced degrees earned in science and engineering by Americans has declined from 75 percent in the mid-1960s to less than 60 percent today. In 2004, the proportion of the U.S. college-aged population earning degrees in science and engineering was lower than that for 16 countries in Asia and Europe. The steepening decline in new S&T personnel with U.S. citizenship entering the workforce at our national laboratories, in defense aerospace, and in the commercial sector (increasingly the breeding ground for technologies for defense applications) means that there is a major concern about the aging and atrophy of the base of scientists and engineers upon whom viable military space programs and the development of enabling technology rely. These trends have serious ramifications for America’s capacity for S&T leadership in the twenty-first century. As a result, the United States needs to reenergize its support for the creation of a future cadre of scientists and engineers. Consequently, the United States should: Restore federal support for, and funding of, physical science research and engineering at least to the level currently received by biological research. At a minimum Defense Department S&T funding should be increased to reach a threshold of 3 percent of total DoD spending. This would add several billion dollars to the DoD S&T line. 1 • To revive interest among students and faculty in space and defense technology at U.S. colleges and universities, reorganize the National Science Foundation to support funding of space security research under specific budgetary authority following the NSF model for materials science research. A program of research funding solicitations and awards in missile defense-related S&T should be developed that is similar to the materials science model. Moreover, the missile defense component of space security research should be supported by advisory and peer groups with expertise that would evolve with the technology as part of a new missile defense science and technology collegial community. • Increase emphasis on S&T in curricula as a way of strengthening the U.S. science, technology, and engineering base and offer research on the development of missile defense and space security technologies to emerging scientists, who are now uniformly less averse to work in national security-related fields. • Encourage the publication of S&T research in a way that fosters a sustainable and vibrant academic research community but safeguards sensitive data from improper dissemination. For example, sensitive research could follow the private-sector industrial sponsored research model of establishing parameters on a “black box” (no identification) in which critical measurements are performed

1AC- Hegemony

Multiple scenarios for conflict are inevitable- hegemony prevents nuclear escalation 

Kagan ‘7 (Robert Kagan, Senior Fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7-19-2007, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html) 

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world 's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements 
elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a 

century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, 

increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them morecatastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world 's great powers. Even under the umbrella of 
unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict 

between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to 
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unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe,history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet  communism. If the United Stateswithdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change.The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.  
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This is particularly true in the context of BMD 

Lt. Col. Lorinda Frederick, US Air Force, Planning Officer at STRATCOM, 9-1-2009, Air University, Air and Space Power Journal, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense,”

BMD should primarily be considered a vital part of a deterrent strategy and secondarily an effective tool to protect against ballistic missile attacks. BMD is an integral part of deterrence because it makes escalation less likely. Confidence in BMD technology may allow US decision makers to accept an increased risk of attack and allow time for other instruments of power to defuse the situation. Adversaries must consider US defensive capabilities in relation to their offensive capabilities. Confident that inbound ballistic missiles will not reach the homeland, the United States could choose not to respond in kind to such provocation.Extending BMD to friendly states bolsters deterrence because it effectively conveys to potential aggressors the US commitment to defense. Extended deterrence can keep other states out of the conflict. For example, the United States provided Israel with theater missile defense (TMD) during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm to protect the Israelis and keep them out of the broader conflict. Extended deterrence may encourage allies to “forgo indigenous development or procurement of duplicative military capabilities, thereby enhancing US counterproliferation efforts.”13 BMD is more than just a defensive measure that the United States possesses to knock down threatening missiles. Decision makers should think of it as a vital part of deterrence to help restrain rogue elements and proliferators.

The US will inevitably pursue an interventionist foreign policy—the only question is whether it’s effective

Robert Kagan, Senior Fellow @ Brookings, former fellow @ Carnegie, PhD History, expert in defense policy, The Weekly Standard, January 2011, “Cutting defense spending would place the US in a greater peril than the debt crisis” 

Many don’t want to admit it, and the only thing as consistent as this pattern of American behavior has been the claim by contemporary critics that it is abnormal and a departure from American traditions. The anti-imperialists of the late 1890s, the isolationists of the 1920s and 1930s, the critics of Korea and Vietnam, and the critics of the first Persian Gulf war, the interventions in the Balkans, and the more recent wars of the Bush years have all insisted that the nation had in those instances behaved unusually or irrationally. And yet the behavior has continued. To note this consistency is not the same as justifying it. The United States may have been wrong for much of the past 112 years. Some critics would endorse the sentiment expressed by the historian Howard K. Beale in the 1950s, that “the men of 1900” had steered the United States onto a disastrous course of world power which for the subsequent half-century had done the United States and the world no end of harm. But whether one lauds or condemns this past century of American foreign policy—and one can find reasons to do both—the fact of this consistency remains. It would require not just a modest reshaping of American foreign policy priorities but a sharp departure from this tradition to bring about the kinds of changes that would allow the United States to make do with a substantially smaller force structure. Is such a sharp departure in the offing? It is no doubt true that many Americans are unhappy with the on-going warfare in Afghanistan and to a lesser extent in Iraq, and that, if asked, a majority would say the United States should intervene less frequently in foreign nations, or perhaps not at all. It may also be true that the effect of long military involvements in Iraq and Afghanistan may cause Americans and their leaders to shun further interventions at least for a few years—as they did for nine years after World War I, five years after World War II, and a decade after Vietnam. This may be further reinforced by the difficult economic times in which Americans are currently suffering. The longest period of nonintervention in the past century was during the 1930s, when unhappy memories of World War I combined with the economic catastrophe of the Great Depression to constrain American interventionism to an unusual degree and produce the first and perhaps only genuinely isolationist period in American history. So are we back to the mentality of the 1930s? It wouldn’t appear so. There is no great wave of isolationism sweeping the country. There is not even the equivalent of a Patrick Buchanan, who received 3 million votes in the 1992 Republican primaries. Any isolationist tendencies that might exist are severely tempered by continuing fears of terrorist attacks that might be launched from overseas. Nor are the vast majority of Americans suffering from economic calamity to nearly the degree that they did in the Great Depression. Even if we were to repeat the policies of the 1930s, however, it is worth recalling that the unusual restraint of those years was not sufficient to keep the United States out of war. On the contrary, the United States took actions which ultimately led to the greatest and most costly foreign intervention in its history. Even the most determined and in those years powerful isolationists could not prevent it. Today there are a number of obvious possible contingencies that might lead the United States to substantial interventions overseas, notwithstanding the preference of the public and its political leaders to avoid them. Few Americans want a war with Iran, for instance. But it is not implausible that a president—indeed, this president—might find himself in a situation where military conflict at some level is hard to avoid. The continued success of the international sanctions regime that the Obama administration has so 
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skillfully put into place, for instance, might eventually cause the Iranian government to lash out in some way—perhaps by attempting to close the Strait of Hormuz. Recall that Japan launched its attack on Pearl Harbor in no small part as a response to oil sanctions imposed by a Roosevelt administration that had not the slightest interest or intention of fighting a war against Japan but was merely expressing moral outrage at Japanese behavior on the Chinese mainland. Perhaps in an Iranian contingency, the military actions would stay limited. But perhaps, too, they would escalate. One could well imagine an American public, now so eager to avoid intervention, suddenly demanding that their president retaliate. Then there is the possibility that a military exchange between Israel and Iran, initiated by Israel, could drag the United States into conflict with Iran. Are such scenarios so farfetched that they can be ruled out by Pentagon planners?  Other possible contingencies include a war on the Korean Peninsula, where the United States is bound by treaty to come to the aid of its South Korean ally; and possible interventions in Yemen or Somalia, should those states fail even more than they already have and become even more fertile ground for al Qaeda and other terrorist groups. And what about those “humanitarian” interventions that are first on everyone’s list to be avoided? Should another earthquake or some other natural or man-made catastrophe strike, say, Haiti and present the looming prospect of mass starvation and disease and political anarchy just a few hundred miles off U.S. shores, with the possibility of thousands if not hundreds of thousands of refugees, can anyone be confident that an American president will not feel compelled to send an intervention force to help? Some may hope that a smaller U.S. military, compelled by the necessity of budget constraints, would prevent a president from intervening. More likely, however, it would simply prevent a president from intervening effectively. This, after all, was the experience of the Bush administration in Iraq and Afghanistan. Both because of constraints and as a conscious strategic choice, the Bush administration sent too few troops to both countries. The results were lengthy, unsuccessful conflicts, burgeoning counterinsurgencies, and loss of confidence in American will and capacity, as well as large annual expenditures. Would it not have been better, and also cheaper, to have sent larger numbers of forces initially to both places and brought about a more rapid conclusion to the fighting? The point is, it may prove cheaper in the long run to have larger forces that can fight wars quickly and conclusively, as Colin Powell long ago suggested, than to have smaller forces that can’t. Would a defense planner trying to anticipate future American actions be wise to base planned force structure on the assumption that the United States is out of the intervention business? Or would that be the kind of penny-wise, pound-foolish calculation that, in matters of national security, can prove so unfortunate? The debates over whether and how the United States should respond to the world’s strategic challenges will and should continue. Armed interventions overseas should be weighed carefully, as always, with an eye to whether the risk of inaction is greater than the risks of action. And as always, these judgments will be merely that: judgments, made with inadequate information and intelligence and no certainty about the outcomes. No foreign policy doctrine can avoid errors of omission and commission. But history has provided some lessons, and for the United States the lesson has been fairly clear: The world is better off, and the United States is better off, in the kind of international system that American power has built and defended. 
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Contention 3 is Rouge Actors

The US is unready to face an unprecedented number of missile threats 

Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

Twenty-first century threats to the United States, its deployed forces, and its friends and allies differ fundamentally from those of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – missiles. These include not only states, but also non-state groups interested in obtaining missiles with nuclear or other payloads. The spectrum encompasses the missile arsenals already in the hands of Russia and China, as well as the emerging arsenals of a number of hostile states. The character of this threat has also changed. Unlike the Soviet Union, these newer missile possessors do not attempt to match U.S. systems, either in quality or in quantity. Instead, their missiles are designed to inflict major devastation without necessarily possessing the accuracy associated with the U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals of the Cold War. 1 The warning time that the United States might have before the deployment of such capabilities by a hostile state, or even a terrorist actor, is eroding as a result of several factors, including the continued proliferation and widespread availability of technologies to build missiles and the resulting possibility that an entire system might be purchased outright. Would-be possessors do not have to engage in the protracted process of designing and building a missile. See Appendix J and Appendix K for additional data on the threat as well as the space programs of other nations. could purchase and assemble components, reverse-engineer a missile after having purchased a prototype, or immediately acquire a number of assembled missiles. Even missiles that are primitive by U.S. standards might suffice for a rogue state or terrorist organization seeking to inflict extensive damage upon the United States. As the Rumsfeld Commission pointed out in its 1998 report: Under some plausible scenarios – including re-basing or transfer of operational missiles, sea- and airlaunch options, and shortened development programs that might include testing in a third country – or some combination of these – the United States might well have little or no warning before operational deployment. 2

BMD solves—sets a high standard against transgressors 

Dolman et. al ’06 (Everett C. Dolman, Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Peter Hays, senior policy analyst with the Science Applications International Corporation, Karl Mueller, political scientist with the RAND Corporation, specializing in air and space strategy and other defense policy issues, 3/10/06, “Toward a Grand U.S. Strategy in Space,” George C. Marshall Institute, pg 24-25)
Nonetheless, we have a different system today and, as Karl has pointed out, it may be that if the United States were to unilaterally militarize space – and I am not advocating that necessarily, but it is an option – that it could in fact prevent an arms race. The trillions of dollars that would have to be spent to dislodge the United States from space, if it were to quickly seize control of the low-earth orbit, might be seen as not worthwhile to another state. However, if we wait fifteen or twenty years until a state is able to challenge the United States in space, then we will have a space race. By putting weapons in space to enhance its military capabilities the United States today is saying to the world that in this period of American hegemony, it is not going to wait for problems to develop overseas until they bubble over into its area of interest, and then massively and forcefully fix that problem. No. The American way of war today, based on precision and on space capabilities, is to engage early using less force, using more precise force and more deadly force in a specific area, but with far less collateral damage. That is the new American way of war and we really cannot get out of it. This is the fight that we are going to be taking into the world today and space is a tremendous part of that. Space weaponization, space militarization, is going to become the issue of the first the twenty-five years of this century, as for the last half of the 20th century the nuclear paradigm was the great issue in military power and studies.
It is not the same issue, however; it is different. PAROS (Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space) for the last fifteen years has been trying to come up with some sort of acceptable treaty to prevent weaponization and militarization of space. It has been deadlocked. I submit to you that if the United States were to say, “Unless you can come up with a useful treaty that is acceptable to the space-faring nations of the world, we will begin weaponizing low-earth orbit,” (and I suspect we would be able to), PAROS would quite quickly come break its impasse. Thus, PAROS is miscast in where its delegates think a treaty or an arms race might come from, and the importance of military transformation becomes the prime motivator for meaningful change.

1AC - Rogue Actors 

But, the US doing it first is key

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

In such circumstances, America certainly would respond eventually. Conversely, if America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the necessary infrastructure is too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment needed to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the United States to entrench itself in space and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter U.S. deployments in kind. They might oppose U.S. interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the United States deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote.

Scenario I: North Korea
North Korea has missiles that can strike US allies and assets 

Grussel 07’ By Bruno GRUSELL, Bruno Gruselle is a senior policy analyst at the "Fondation pour la recherche stratégique" in Paris, France. His areas of expertise include missile proliferation and missile defence. He is also a lecturer at the Institute for Political Studies in Paris. 2007, http://www.unidir.ch/pdf/articles/pdf-art2600.pdf , The final frontier: missile defence in space?

The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is a fact, illustrated by the present crises with Iran and with the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), which could lead to a dramatic increase in security threats to the world in general and to the United States and its allies in particular. In the realm of missiles, the development of more efficient, longer-range weapons is gaining pace, as illustrated by the launch on 4 July 2006 of a Taepodong-2 from the DPRK. Pyongyang possesses a large ballistic missile arsenal, comprising mainly Scud-type missiles in addition to longerrange systems. 12 According to some assessments, the DPRK today possesses between 300 and 400 Scud-B and Scud-C missiles as well as 60 mobile launchers deployed north of the Demilitarized Zone and capable of reaching most of the Republic of Korea and in particular Seoul. With its Nodong missile arsenal, the DPRK can strike most of Japan in a matter of minutes, including US assets deployed there. Today, worst-case assessments give the DPRK a total capability of about 200 Nodong missiles and 10–15 mobile launchers. 13 More disturbing is the willingness of Pyongyang to sell such weapons to literally any state willing to pay for them. Its cooperation with Syria and its assistance to Iran’s Shahab programme must today be considered as one of the most worrying trends in missile proliferation.
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Multiple scenarios for extinction

Hayes & Hamel-Green, 10 – *Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, AND ** Executive Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development act Victoria University (1/5/10, Executive Dean at Victoria, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. 
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Scenario 2: Iran 

Iran can develop ICBM’s by 2015 and launch an EMP over the United States

Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

With the benefit of assistance from abroad, including North Korea and Pakistan, the Islamic Republic of Iran has moved forward with its ballistic missile program. Iran has had a demonstrated tactical ballistic missile capability since the 1980s, but in June 2003 it marked a major milestone when it deployed its 1,300-kilometer-range Shahab-3, capable of targeting Israel and Turkey, as well as U.S. forces in the Persian Gulf. 18 Since then, Iran has begun “mass production” of the original Shahab-3 missile 19 , and commenced work on a number of Shahab variants. 20 This work has yielded important dividends: in September 2007, Iran publicly unveiled a “new” medium-range ballistic missile, the Ghadr-1, at a military parade in Tehran. This missile, which Iran claims has a range of 1,800 kilometers, appears to be an extended-range variant of the Shahab-3. 21 Subsequently, in November 2007, Iran carried out a test of its Ashoura missile, a 2,000-kilometer-range solid fuel variant of the Shahab. 22 These steps are part of what U.S. officials believe is a growing emphasis in Tehran on the development of an intercontinental ballistic missile capability. As John Rood, thenacting assistant secretary of state for international security and nonproliferation, told Congress in May 2007, “The In telligence Community assesses that Iran would be able to develop an ICBM capable of reaching the United States and all regions of Europe before 2015 if it chose to do so. And, I would point out that Iran has acquired ballistic missiles from North Korea in the past and note the possibility that it could do so again in the future, potentially acquiring missiles with even longer ranges.” 23 As a result of these advances, it is likely that Iran could field an intercontinental ballistic missile by the middle of the next decade. 24 Iran may have conducted tests to determine whether its ballistic missiles, notably the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by remote control while still in flight. The significance of such a capability lies in its potential to launch an electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, discussed later in this section. This effort is closely linked to Iran’s growing interest in space. In October 2005, Iran became the first space nation in the Muslim world when it launched a surveillance satellite on a Russian rocket from Russia’s missile base at Plesetsk. 25 Since then, Iran has made great strides toward development of an indigenous space launch capability. In February 2007, it successfully carried out an initial test of a “space rocket” built in Iran. 26 A year later unveiled its first space center, with Tehran claiming that it had now “joined the world’s top 11 countries possessing space technology to build satellites and launch rockets into space.” 27 These advances amplify and expand Iran’s ballistic missile program, since a spacelaunch vehicle (SLV) is similar in technology and function to the booster on an intercontinental ballistic missile. The threat posed by Iran’s ballistic missile program is closely linked to Tehran’s nuclear effort. Since it was publicly exposed by an Iranian opposition group in August 2002 Iran’s atomic program has been the center of intense international scrutiny and frustration. Yet despite years of pressure by the United Nations and the international community, Iran continues to progress toward a nuclear capability. In October 2007, French authorities – citing estimates by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) – suggested that Iran was operating 3,000 centrifuges at its uranium enrichment facility at Natanz. 28 That claim was later confirmed by Iranian officials. 29
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An EMP attack kills millions and destroys the economy – only space based missile defense solves

Kennedy 08’ By BRIAN T. KENNEDY, WSJ, Mr. Kennedy is president of the Claremont Institute and a member of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense. NOVEMBER 24, 2008,  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122748923919852015.html
“What a Single Nuclear Warhead Could Do: Why the U.S. needs a space-based missile defense against an EMP attack.”

As severe as the global financial crisis now is, it does not pose an existential threat to the U.S. Through fits and starts we will sort out the best way to revive the country's economic engine. Mistakes can be tolerated, however painful. The same may not be true with matters of national security. Although President George W. Bush has accomplished more in the way of missile defense than his predecessors -- including Ronald Reagan -- he will leave office with only a rudimentary system designed to stop a handful of North Korean missiles launched at our West Coast. Barack Obama will become commander in chief of a country essentially undefended against Russian, Chinese, Iranian or ship-launched terrorist missiles. This is not acceptable. The attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, have proven how vulnerable we are. On that day, Islamic terrorists flew planes into our buildings. It is not unreasonable to believe that if they obtain nuclear weapons, they might use them to destroy us. And yet too many policy makers have rejected three basic facts about our position in the world today: First, as the defender of the Free World, the U.S. will be the target of destruction or, more likely, strategic marginalization by Russia, China and the radical Islamic world. Second, this marginalization and threat of destruction is possible because the U.S. is not so powerful that it can dictate military and political affairs to the world whenever it wants. The U.S. has the nuclear capability to vanquish any foe, but is not likely to use it except as a last resort. Third, America will remain in a condition of strategic vulnerability as long as it fails to build defenses against the most powerful political and military weapons arrayed against us: ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads. Such missiles can be used to destroy our country, blackmail or paralyze us. Any consideration of how best to provide for the common defense must begin by acknowledging these facts. Consider Iran. For the past decade, Iran -- with the assistance of Russia, China and North Korea -- has been developing missile technology. Iranian Defense Minister Ali Shamkhani announced in 2004 their ability to mass produce the Shahab-3 missile capable of carrying a lethal payload to Israel or -- if launched from a ship -- to an American city. The current controversy over Iran's nuclear production is really about whether it is capable of producing nuclear warheads. This possibility is made more urgent by Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's statement in 2005: "Is it possible for us to witness a world without America and Zionism? But you had best know that this slogan and this goal are attainable, and surely can be achieved." Mr. Ahmadinejad takes seriously, even if the average Iranian does not, radical Islam's goal of converting, subjugating or destroying the infidel peoples -- first and foremost the citizens of the U.S. and Israel. Even after 9/11, we appear not to take that threat seriously. We should. Think about this scenario: An ordinary-looking freighter ship heading toward New York or Los Angeles launches a missile from its hull or from a canister lowered into the sea. It hits a densely populated area. A million people are incinerated. The ship is then sunk. No one claims responsibility. There is no firm evidence as to who sponsored the attack, and thus no one against whom to launch a counterstrike. But as terrible as that scenario sounds, there is one that is worse. Let us say the freighter ship launches a nuclear-armed Shahab-3 missile off the coast of the U.S. and the missile explodes 300 miles over Chicago. The nuclear detonation in space creates an electromagnetic pulse (EMP). Gamma rays from the explosion, through the Compton Effect, generate three classes of disruptive electromagnetic pulses, which permanently destroy consumer electronics, the electronics in some automobiles and, most importantly, the hundreds of large transformers that distribute power throughout the U.S. All of our lights, refrigerators, water-pumping stations, TVs and radios stop running. We have no communication and no ability to provide food and water to 300 million Americans. This is what is referred to as an EMP attack, and such an attack would effectively throw America back technologically into the early 19th century. It would require the Iranians to be able to produce a warhead as sophisticated as we expect the Russians or the Chinese to possess. But that is certainly attainable. Common sense would suggest that, absent food and water, the number of people who could die of deprivation and as a result of social breakdown might run well into the millions. Let us be clear. A successful EMP attack on the U.S. would have a dramatic effect on the country, to say the least. Even one that only affected part of the country would cripple the economy for years. Dropping nuclear weapons on or retaliating against whoever caused the attack would not help. And an EMP attack is not far-fetched. Twice in the last eight years, in the Caspian Sea, the Iranians have tested their ability to launch ballistic missiles in a way to set off an EMP. The congressionally mandated EMP Commission, with some of America's finest scientists, has released its findings and issued two separate reports, the most recent in April, describing the devastating effects of such an attack on the U.S. The only solution to this problem is a robust, multilayered missile-defense system. The most effective layer in this system is in space, using space-based interceptors that destroy an enemy warhead in its ascent phase when it is easily identifiable, slower, and has not yet deployed decoys. We know it can work from tests conducted in the early 1990s. We have the technology. What we lack is the political will to make it a reality. An EMP attack is not one from which America could recover as we did after Pearl Harbor. Such an attack might mean the end of the United States and most likely the Free World. It is of the highest priority to have a president and policy makers not merely acknowledge the problem, but also make comprehensive missile defense a reality as soon as possible.
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Economic decline causes nuclear war 

O'Donnell, 9 (Sean, Baltimore Republican Examiner, a graduate student at the University of Baltimore studying law and ethics, B.A. in History from the University of Maryland, a Squad Leader in the Marine Corps Reserve, Will this recession lead to World War III? February 26, http://www.examiner.com/x-3108-Baltimore-Republican-Examiner~y2009m2d26-Will-this-recession-lead-to-World-War-III#comments)

Could the current economic crisis affecting this country and the world lead to another world war? The answer may be found by looking back in history. One of the causes of World War I was the economic rivalry that existed between the nations of Europe. In the 19th century France and Great Britain became wealthy through colonialism and the control of foreign resources. This forced other up-and-coming nations (such as Germany) to be more competitive in world trade which led to rivalries and ultimately, to war. After the Great Depression ruined the economies of Europe in the 1930s, fascist movements arose to seek economic and social control. From there fanatics like Hitler and Mussolini took over Germany and Italy and led them both into World War II. With most of North America and Western Europe currently experiencing a recession, will competition for resources and economic rivalries with the Middle East, Asia, or South American cause another world war? Add in nuclear weapons and Islamic fundamentalism and things look even worse. Hopefully the economy gets better before it gets worse and the terrifying possibility of World War III is averted. However sometimes history repeats itself.
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Contention 4 is Solvency 

Just the development of the plan gives us our impacts—DARPA also proves feasibility 

Lt. Col. Lorinda Frederick, US Air Force, Planning Officer at STRATCOM, 9-1-2009, Air University, Air and Space Power Journal, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense,”

When he entered office in 1981, President Reagan inherited a deterrence strategy based on assured destruction, which relied on the unmistakable ability to inflict an unacceptable degree of damage upon any aggressor or combination of aggressors—even after absorbing a surprise first strike. Frustrated with this strategy, he announced the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) in 1983, beginning the United States’ pursuit of an active national missile defense (NMD). Thus began a research and development (R&D) effort to protect the United States against a full-scale missile attack from the Soviet Union.14 The envisioned system would consist of air-, land-, sea-, and space-based sensors and interceptors. Space-based elements included “constellations of Earth-orbiting battle stations” that would destroy ballistic missiles during their boost and midcourse phases.15 Technologies developed under SDI would allow deterrence policies to rely on defending the United States instead of destroying the enemy.The concept of using space-based hit-to-kill interceptors emerged from Project Defender, founded in 1958 by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), which recognized the promise of advanced weapons and initiated the development of laser technology scalable to the power levels required for BMD.16 In 1980 DARPA began exploiting newly emerging laser and particle-beam technologies for BMD applications, including space-based laser defense against ballistic missiles and aircraft.17 DARPA programs brought the United States closer to deterring and responding to ballistic missile attacks from space.Technologies pursued under SDI could be restricted, depending on the administration’s interpretation of the ABM Treaty. According to Article 5 of the treaty, “each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based.”18 The administration reinterpreted the ABM Treaty to allow for the testing of space-based missile defense (SBMD) technologies.19 Although members of Congress largely supported increased R&D, they rejected this broad interpretation of the treaty. It was one thing to explore the potential of SBMD on paper and develop technology; it was quite another to test and demonstrate the capability.SDI challenged the traditional treatment of space as a sanctuary.20 Believing that the benefits of missile defense outweighed the costs, President Reagan stood up new organizations and attempted to break down barriers, allowing these organizations to explore space capabilities for defense. This display of will to deploy SBMD technologies did not go unnoticed by the rest of the world, the Soviet Union in particular. At a summit meeting in 1986, Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev pressed President Reagan to “accept limitations to the SDI program as a pre-condition for other agreements restricting offensive arms.”21 The Soviet Union opposed SDI because the new capabilities could weaken its power and security; however, President Reagan refused to accept any restrictions.
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Space based missile defense can be developed within 3 years and  Brilliant Pebbles proves technological feasibility 
Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

Because space-based defenses offer the widest coverage and largest number of intercept opportunities, and little if anything has been done to take advantage of space defense technologies that were mature 15 years ago, a new initiative is required to bring that technology and its potential up to date. We recommend a streamlined technology-limited development program based on the Brilliant Pebbles program to demonstrate within three years the feasibility of a constellation of space-based interceptors to intercept ballistic missiles in all phases of flight – boost, midcourse, and terminal. To avoid conflicts with existing acquisition programs focused on ground- and sea-based defenses while moving forward as rapidly as possible, this effort should be undertaken by a special task force of competent technical personnel experienced in developing pioneering technology. Consequently, the United States should: • Fund DARPA, which specializes in the innovation of defense systems through advanced technology, to assemble a small team charged with rapidly reviving and deploying a modern space-based kinetic-energy interceptor system in the manner of past successful programs such as the development of the first ICBM and the Polaris missile. Of particular importance is a small, empowered, technically competent management and engineering team from government and industry, fully supported with needed funds. • Building on the Brilliant Pebbles technologies created in the late 1980s and early 1990s as well as advanced technologies produced since then in both the military and commercial sectors, the DARPA team should develop and rigorously test within three years a space-based system to perform boost, midcourse, and terminal interception tests against ballistic missiles of several ranges. The anticipated cost of this three-year effort, which could leave in place a space test bed with limited intercept capability, is $3 billion to $5 billion. • Direct the Air Force Space Command to work with DARPA to develop the operational concept for a constellation of space-based interceptors, with an anticipated handoff to the Air Force in three to five years of an evolving capability that can be integrated into U.S. Strategic Command’s global architecture. • Using an event-driven procurement strategy deploy a Brilliant Pebbles twenty-first century space-defense system with the goal of an initial capability in 2012. Because of the number that would be deployed, Brilliant Pebbles would have multiple opportunities for interception, increasing chances of a successful kill in either the boost or midcourse phase, or even in the early terminal phase. These characteristics stand in sharp contrast to the GMD ground-based interceptors which, in the limited numbers presently planned, may not provide more than one intercept opportunity. Moreover, Brilliant Pebbles interceptors are small (1.4-2.3 kilograms and approximately the size of a watermelon), making them difficult to detect and thus target; they also contain an inherent self-defense capability that further adds to their survivability. Brilliant Pebbles was approximately midway through engineering and manufacturing development before it was cancelled, suggesting that with the needed political will, an updated system could be developed and deployed in a timely fashion. For example, based on the fully approved Defense Acquisition Board plan from 1991, 1,000 Brilliant Pebbles interceptors could be developed, tested, deployed, and operated for 20 years in a low-to-moderate risk eventdriven acquisition program for $11 billion in 1989 dollars, or $19.1 billion in inflation-adjusted 2008 dollars
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Space-based NMD is effective, fast, and comparatively better than land based NMD 

Howard Kleinberg, Prof Public and Intl. Affairs @ UNC Wilmington, April 2011, “A Global Missile Defense Network: Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors,” lexis

Nevertheless, all things considered, the best time in which to intercept aballistic missile is during its boost phase. The key to unlocking this challenge lies in finding and exploiting the best possible BMD basing medium. What is needed is a system that can somehow be or get close enough to engage a boosting missile launched from any location anywhere in the world that threatens the U. S. or its interests, and can cover any potential launch site on the earth's surface, regardless of its nature, land or sea. Such a system must also defend against submarine-launched Ballistic Missiles full, as much as ICBMs. Such a system must somehow also comply with international treaties, to legally surmount issues ofborders or sovereignty. It should further be capable of the following: achieving as high a maximum speed as possible, to reach its targets as quickly as physically possible, enough to enable repeated attempts; afford the greatest possible ranges and probabilities of success; and, be 'on duty' at all times, and positioned or within range to engage boosting missiles (especially ICBMs) anywhere on earth, with as few deployed weapons as necessary. Obviously, there is no way to cover the entire Earth with ship-based, landbased, nor even air-based limited-range boost-phase interceptor missiles; that would require thousands of weapons, far too expensive a proposition even for the U.S. This is not to say that the current generation of ground-based boost-phase BMD systems, such as KEI and ALTB are unneeded. Quite the contrary, they are vital answers as part of the layered defenses against the near to mid-term threats of rogue states with short-range, medium-range, and intermediate range ballistic missiles, with coastlines and internal territories small enough to be covered with these weapons, from one direction or another. In the longer term, they would still provide the ability to reinforce the defenses, in and around vital areas, such as major cities and military bases. However, it is for the longer term future, in which missile, especially ICBM threats, are foreseen to be growing worldwide, that an answer must be found that can defend against all such threats. There is a solution, which can only be fully provided, and fully covered, from space. Advantages of space-based weapons for missile-defense. Space-based weapons, for missile defense, have many critical advantages over terrestrial-based systems. The first and foremost of these is the old real-estate adage, 'location, location, location.' Objects in orbit circle the globe in as little as 90 minutes. According to James G. Lee, with the U.S. Air Force Air University, speeds are typically as much as 4.5 miles per second in Low Earth Orbit (LEO), granting them as much initial velocity (more, with booster motors) as is technologically possible, while still being located near the Earth. From LEO, they have as little distance as possible to reach a boosting BM, while still being in orbit proper. In fact, Lowell Wood described in "Ballistic Missile Defense in an Ideal World," they would most likely follow a downward path from their orbital altitude to effect an interception of a boost-phase missile, giving them maximum advantage in an intercept flight. Inali, Space-Based Ballistic Missile Defense weapons have an immense advantage of speed over their ballistic missile adversaries, since they are already going faster than their targets ever will, i.e., at orbital velocity, and will add even more speed (i.e., more mi/sec.) in the process of boosting and descending to intercept their targets. Second, under international law, space-based systems are legally entitled to overfly any place on Earth at any time they do so. In addition, Lee showed, objects in orbit overfly the same points and areas on Earth many times a day, every day, for spans of years or more. Even if international law prohibited space overflights, the complexity and cost of stopping objects in space would limit the possibilities of doing so to a very few states (at least at present.) Third, objects in space have the advantage of height, always a critical advantage in warfighting, and one that gives the added advantages of line of sight (range), descent, speed, and range, especially with respect to a boosting ballistic missile target as it struggles up out of its ocean of air, up out of Earth's gravity well, from far below. Space-based objects also have the advantage of persistence, since they lose speed and altitude only very marginally, enabling them to remain in orbit for years. Such devices are also necessarily automated. Thus, all of these aspects enable space-based missile defenses to remain active, in service, and always 'on duty' for several years straight. Fourth, and arguably the greatest single advantage of SB-BMD weapons, is their inherent force-multiplier effect. As Gregory Canavan observed in his article, "Estimates of Cost and Performance for Boost-Phase Intercept," any single space-based weapon can replace hundreds or even thousands of ground-based weapons to cover the same territory. This is because an object in space will sweep over the entire globe, covering a swath of ground, and air, for thousands miles on either side of its flight-path. This same effect holds true for space-based weapons when compared sea-based forces, though the latter's greater mobility and of movement reduces the advantages somewhat. However, like land-based counterparts, sea-based weapons must also climb out the earth's gravity -well and atmosphere, with zero initial and altitude, the same constrictions that apply to all surface-launched systems. Finally, SB-BMD weapons would be placed in orbiting 'bands' of interceptors in approximately the same orbits, providing both continuous coverage of target regions, and affording multiple opportunities to intercept any given ballistic missile throughout its flight, although this depends upon the interceptor's boost capabilities. Further interception opportunities are available in the missile's midcourse and even terminal phases as much as the boost-phase, according to Pfaltzgraff's and Van Cleave's 2009 report, "Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty -First Century." 
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A layered missile defense is key

Lt. Col. Lorinda Frederick, US Air Force, Planning Officer at STRATCOM, 9-1-2009, Air University, Air and Space Power Journal, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense,”

The United States must maintain the technological capability to respond if deterrence fails. Multiple opportunities to intercept an incoming ballistic missile increase the probability of a successful interception. BMD “must provide an active, layered defense that allows multiple engagement opportunities throughout the boost, midcourse, and terminal phases of a missile’s flight to negate or defeat an attack as far from the Homeland as possible.”46 Throughout these phases, a BMD could incorporate land-, sea-, air-, and space-based elements, using both kinetic and nonkinetic means to destroy hostile missiles.47The nation’s current BMD architecture relies on space components to sense and cue terrestrial interceptors. Space-based sensors can detect the heat of the burning booster during its boost phase and transmit trajectory information to ground stations. Once the booster extinguishes and infrared-sensing satellites lose track of the missile, radars can track it throughout the remaining flight time. These radars cue terrestrially based BMD elements so they can attempt to intercept the missile. Commanders on the ground, in turn, can launch interceptors to destroy it. Currently, the United States possesses land- and sea-based kinetic-kill intercept capabilities but no space-based intercept capability.The level of support for SBMD capabilities has waned since President Reagan first started SDI, but support for land- and sea-based missile defense has remained stable and even grown. President Reagan supported R&D for missile defense in all mediums (air, land, sea, and space) and provided the funding to back his SDI program. Pres. George H. W. Bush continued President Reagan’s initiatives but at a reduced level due to the changing threat environment and declining defense budget. President Clinton favored missile defense, with the exception of SBMD; however, he did not provide enough funding for it, thus limiting the scope of BMD to TMD. Pres. George W. Bush reinvigorated missile defense by extending BMD to incorporate NMD in all mediums except space, where he opened the door, enabling future presidents to cross this threshold.






Inherency: No BMD in Budget

Next year’s budget doesn’t include any comprehensive missile defense programs

Baker Spring, senior fellow in national security policy at Heritage, specializes in missile threats, 5-3-2011, Heritage, “Sixteen Steps to Comprehensive Missile Defense: What the FY 2012 Budget Should Fund” 

The Administration’s Missile Defense Programs for FY 2012 Given the Administration’s weak missile defense policy, the Administration’s missile defense proposal for FY 2012 and beyond suffers from a number of serious shortfalls: Insufficient numbers of ground-based midcourse interceptors. In FY 2010, the Obama Administration reduced the planned number of GMD interceptors in Alaska and California from 44 to 30. While the FY 2012 proposal would complete the integration of 14 silos at Missile Field-2 in Alaska, the number of missiles deployed there and in California would remain at 30.[17] The proposal includes a provision to acquire six more GMD interceptors in FY 2012, primarily for testing purposes.[18] Failure to exploit the full potential of the Aegis-based missile defense system and the Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) interceptors. The Obama Administration’s missile defense program puts the Aegis missile defense system at the center of its Phased Adaptive Approach (PAA) to missile defense. Under the Administration’s proposed FY 2012 budget, the Aegis system would receive a total of $2.128 billion from two sources, $1.5 billion from its own budget line and $628 million from a PAA line.[19] The Administration has proposed buying 46 SM-3 interceptors in FY 2012.[20] Nevertheless, the Administration is not pursuing the development of the Aegis system aggressively enough in developing and ultimately deploying SM-3 interceptors capable of countering long-range missiles. No program to establish a space test bed for developing space-based interceptors. The Obama Administration has yet to recognize that missile defense interceptors in space would provide the best possible protection to both the U.S. and its allies against missile attack. Given that the Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report states that it is not the purpose of the U.S. missile defense program to deploy a system that could counter Chinese and Russian long-range missiles,[21] it is reasonable to conclude that the Obama Administration erroneously believes that space-based interceptors would be destabilizing. Termination of cooperation on the Medium Extended Air Defense System (MEADS) with Germany and Italy. The Obama Administration has pledged to cooperate with U.S. allies in developing and fielding Ballistic Missle Defense (BMD) capabilities. At best, its record in this area has been spotty. The latest casualty is the MEADS program. On February 11, 2011, the DOD announced that the U.S. intends to walk away from the MEADS program and leave its international partners, Germany and Italy, hanging.[22] The DOD claims that it plans to exit the program by 2014 for budgetary reasons, programmatic shortcomings, and the existence of alternatives. In the interim, the U.S. will continue participating in the program because termination costs would outweigh the costs of participating. Limited programs for countering ballistic missiles in the boost phase. Since the Obama Administration downgraded the ABL program and cancelled the KEI program in FY 2010, the boost-phase missile defense elements of the layered missile defense concept have lagged, and the Administration has done nothing to advance space-based interceptor development. Indeed, the MDA budget no longer includes a boost-phase line item. The Administration is continuing to use the ABL as a test bed, but far less aggressively than is possible. It appears to have no plan to make the ABL available as an asset in select circumstances. However, the MDA and Air Force have agreed to develop jointly the Airborne Weapon Layer, an airborne missile that could shoot down missiles in this early stage of flight.[23] It is based on the Network Centric Airborne Defense Element (NCADE), an earlier program that conducted a successful interception in 2009.[24] Reduced funding for missile defense cooperation with Israel. The MDA request was projected to spend $121.7 million on missile defense cooperation with Israel in this fiscal year.[25] The request for next year is $106.1 million, a 13 percent reduction. Further, the projected funding levels for this cooperative effort are lower through FY 2016, not even reaching the proposed level for FY 2012. It is unclear why the Administration would cut funding for U.S.–Israeli missile defense cooperation, especially after Israel successfully used the Iron Dome system to protect itself against rocket attacks from the Gaza Strip.[26]

Inherency: Ballistic Missile Threat Real/ Attack Coming [1/2]

Ballistic missile threat to the US now- Russia, China, Iran, North Korea and nonstate groups 

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

The ballistic missile threat to the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends has been well defined.6 This is a threat we downplay at our peril. Nations such as North Korea and Iran -- which also have significant programs to develop nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons -- as well as nonstate groups can pose significant, even catastrophic, dangers to the U.S. homeland, our troops, and our allies. Russia and China, two militarily powerful nations in transition, have advanced ballistic missile modernization and countermeasure programs. Indeed, despite the reality that trade relations with China continue to expand, its rapid military modernization represents a potentially serious threat. Whether these nations become deadly adversaries hinges on nothing more than a political change of heart in their respective capitals.

The US wouldn’t be able to predict the uncertain attack 

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

 The intelligence community's ability to provide timely and accurate estimates of ballistic missile threats is, by many measures, poor. Our leaders have been consistently surprised by foreign ballistic missile developments. Shortened development timelines and the ability to move or import operational missiles, buy components, and hire missile experts from abroad mean the United States may have little or no warning before it is threatened or attacked. There is no escaping the uncertainty we face.

Ballistic missile threats around the world are arising—major devastation inevitable absent BMD

Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, President is Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School and Tufts University, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf

Twenty-first-century threats to the United States, its deployed forces, and its friends and allies differ fundamentally from those of the Cold War.1 An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – missiles. These include not only states, but also non-state groups interested in obtaining missiles with nuclear or other payloads. The spectrum encompasses the missile arsenals already in the hands of Russia and China, as well as the emerging arsenals of a number of hostile states. The character of this threat has also changed. Unlike the Soviet Union, these newer missile possessors do not attempt to match U.S. systems, either in quality or in quantity. Instead, their missiles are designed to inflict major devastation without necessarily possessing the accuracy associated with the U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals of the Cold War.The warning time that the United States might have before the deployment of such capabilities by a hostile state, or even a terrorist actor, is eroding as a result of several factors, including the widespread availability of technologies to build missiles and the resulting possibility that an entire system might be acquired. Would-be possessors do not have to engage in the protracted process of designing and building a missile. They could purchase and assemble components or reverse-engineer a missile after having purchased a prototype, or immediately acquire a number of assembled missiles. Even missiles that are primitive by U.S. standards might suffice for a rogue state or terrorist organization seeking to inflict extensive damage upon the United States. As the Rumsfeld Commission pointed out in its 1998 report: Under some plausible scenarios – including re-basing or transfer of operational missiles, sea- and air-launch options, and shortened development programs that might include testing in a third country – or some combination of these – the United States might well have little or no warning before operational deployment. 

Inherency: Ballistic Missile Threat Real/ Attack Coming [2/2]

The United States is unready to face an unprecedented number of missile threats 

Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

Twenty-first century threats to the United States, its deployed forces, and its friends and allies differ fundamentally from those of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – missiles. These include not only states, but also non-state groups interested in obtaining missiles with nuclear or other payloads. The spectrum encompasses the missile arsenals already in the hands of Russia and China, as well as the emerging arsenals of a number of hostile states. The character of this threat has also changed. Unlike the Soviet Union, these newer missile possessors do not attempt to match U.S. systems, either in quality or in quantity. Instead, their missiles are designed to inflict major devastation without necessarily possessing the accuracy associated with the U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals of the Cold War. 1 The warning time that the United States might have before the deployment of such capabilities by a hostile state, or even a terrorist actor, is eroding as a result of several factors, including the continued proliferation and widespread availability of technologies to build missiles and the resulting possibility that an entire system might be purchased outright. Would-be possessors do not have to engage in the protracted process of designing and building a missile. See Appendix J and Appendix K for additional data on the threat as well as the space programs of other nations. could purchase and assemble components, reverse-engineer a missile after having purchased a prototype, or immediately acquire a number of assembled missiles. Even missiles that are primitive by U.S. standards might suffice for a rogue state or terrorist organization seeking to inflict extensive damage upon the United States. As the Rumsfeld Commission pointed out in its 1998 report: Under some plausible scenarios – including re-basing or transfer of operational missiles, sea- and airlaunch options, and shortened development programs that might include testing in a third country – or some combination of these – the United States might well have little or no warning before operational deployment. 2

Inherency: Current Posture Fails
Our satellites in space are vulnerable to attack- Space support is key to revamp conventional superiority 

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

Given the great extent to which the United States depends on space systems for its national security and economic prosperity, U.S. policymakers and military leaders are becoming increasingly concerned that future adversaries might attack those systems. U.S. military forces operate in distant theaters and employ ever more sophisticated equipment and doctrines that rely on advanced surveillance, reconnaissance, communication, navigation, and timing data, most of which is produced or relayed by satellites. The ground infrastructure that supports these assets has long been vulnerable to attack, and a growing number of states now possess or are developing means of attacking satellites and the communication links that connect them to users and control stations. Due to the dramatic warfighting advantage that space support provides to U.S. forces, security analysts are nearly unanimous in their judgment that future enemies will likely attempt to “level the playing field” by attacking U.S. space systems in efforts to degrade or eliminate that support. All of this suggests that first-strike stability in space may be eroding. 

Inherency: Now Key [1/2]

Securing low- Earth orbit now is key--- only doing the plan while the US is unchallenged can solve arms race

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is unchallenged in space, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race in space. The enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space and to readily engage and destroy terrestrial anti-satellite capacity would make the possibility of large-scale space war or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote. Moreover, if the United States were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, non-arbitrary, and efficient, such an action [End Page 171] would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems. Should the United States use its advantage to police the heavens and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, over time its control of low-Earth orbit could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. In much the same way the British maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights, the United States could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion.

Inherency: Now Key [2/2]        

The longer the US waits the more likely a challenger will arise

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

Indeed, it is just this concern for the unanticipated arrival of technology X that initially motivates my own preference for the immediate deployment of space weapons. So long as America is the state most likely to acquire a breakthrough technology in this area, my concern is limited to the problem of letting technology take us where it will. But what if an enemy of democratic liberalism suddenly should acquire the means to place multiple weapons into orbit quickly and cheaply? The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any liberal state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to our already-dependent military forces could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the United States dithers on its responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-Earth orbit before America is able to respond.

Hegemony: Internal- Laundry List

Plan is the biggest internal link to hegemony—reinforces conventional forces, shores up diplomatic influence and deterrent functions

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

There is reasonable historic support for the notion that the most peaceful and prosperous periods in modern history coincide with the appearance of a strong, liberal hegemon. America has been essentially unchallenged in its naval dominance over the last 60 years, and in global air supremacy for the last 15 or more. Today, there is more international commerce on the oceans and in the air than ever. Ships and aircraft of all nations worry more about running into bad weather than about being commandeered by a military vessel or set upon by pirates. Search and rescue is a far more common task than forced embargo, and the transfer of humanitarian aid is a regular mission. Lest one think this era of cooperation is predicated on intentions rather than military stability, recall that the policy of open skies advocated by every president since Eisenhower did not take effect until after the fall of the Soviet Union and the singular rise of American power to the fore of international politics. The legacy of American military domination of the sea and air has been positive, and the same should be expected for space. To be sure, America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable and deadly. At the same time, the United States would forgo some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because the necessary budget tradeoffs would diminish its capacity to do so. Space weapons offer no advantage if the opponent is not dispersed broadly around the globe. Against massed and regionally concentrated forces, conventional weaponry is far more efficient. As such, transformation of the American military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The need to limit collateral damage, the requirement for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and the tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high-value, time-sensitive targets. An opposing state's calculation of survival no longer would depend on interpreting whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space-dominant American military will subside. The United States will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire.

Hegemony: Internal- Deterrence 

Space deterrence is the lynchpin to preventing adversaries to US primacy

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

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

Hegemony: Internal- Space Key

Space is key

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

Deterrence entails discouraging an opponent from committing an act of aggression by manipulating the expectation of resultant costs and benefits. Deterring attacks on U.S. space systems will require the United States to fashion credible threats of punishment against potential opponents, persuade adversaries that they can be denied the bene fits of their aggression, or some combination of both approaches. However, fashioning a space deterrence regime that is sufficiently potent and credible will be difficult given that U.S. warfighting capabilities, much more so than those of any potential adversary, depend on space support. Threatening to punish aggressors by destroying their satellites might not deter them from attacking U.S. assets—a game of satellite tit-for-tat would likely work to the adversary’s advantage. Conversely, threats of punishment in the terrestrial domain may lack credibility in crises and at lower levels of limited war and would likely be irrelevant at higher levels of war, when heavy terrestrial attacks are already under way. Denial strategies face other hurdles. Efforts to deny adversaries the benefits of space aggression are hindered by the inherent vulnerability of some important U.S. space systems and the high degree of U.S. dependence on those assets. As long as those systems are vulnerable, the enemy’s benefit in attacking space assets is proportionate to the United States’ dependence on the capabilities they provide. (See pp. 24–33.)

Hegemony: Internal- Conflict Prevention

Even in times of peace, space mil prevents conflict from occurring 

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

With the purpose of military power so defined (to provide measured violence in support of the political aim), then the components of military power also must serve that purpose. Using medium or platform differences to discriminate and group the military services surely has an economizing value for command, control, and execution, but it innately recognizes a functional differentiation between the types of military power available. In order to maximize the projection of violence to or from the medium in support of the political aim, defined as the exploitation of the medium, the capacity to operate in the medium must be present a priori. Air forces should be prepared to project violence from and into the air; armies from and on the ground; and navies from and into the water. If military space is to achieve its purpose, it likewise must be prepared to project violence from and into space. Each service must further prepare to deny potential enemies the capacity to project violence freely into or from their assigned mediums. As such, even in times of peace, military power adds to the security of the state through its latent or potential violence. Note again that the purpose is not to project violence, but be prepared to do so, or in perfect terms, to be able to do so. This is the critical discriminator. Potential command or contestation of the land, sea, air or space is required. The purpose of space power, in this schema, is to command space.

Hegemony: Internal- Influence 

Space BMD allows for the US to defend itself against 

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

This logic is the causal foundation of asymmetric warfare, of course. The problem with such a view is that it suggests power is inefficient if it induces others to find new ways to engage the state. Critics often use such logic to argue against missile defenses, for example. If the defense is effective, the argument goes, the likely enemy simply will engage in another manner and in an area in which the state is still vulnerable. To which I reply, good. The threat of missile attack is now over. If the state is protected from missile attack, which was once a serious threat, this is a laudable result. Now what are the other threats? In this case, the point of domination of space by military means would be to deter other states from going there with martial aims, a point elaborated below. It also would be a crucial part of the structural transformation [End Page 167] of American military forces that ultimately would increase the capacity of the United States to influence events abroad while at the same time limiting its capacity to directly intervene in foreign affairs. To make these points clear, I offer a rebuttal to the classic arguments against the weaponization of space.

Hegemony: Internal- Diplomacy 

Space deterrence gives us diplomatic leverage in the international sphere 

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

The United States can raise the thresholds of deterrence failure in crises and at some levels of limited war by implementing a coordi sides of a potential adversary’s cost-benefit decision calculus simultaneously. The foundation and central pillar of such a strategy would be a national space policy that explicitly condemns the use of force in space and declares that the United States will severely punish any attacks on its space systems and those of friendly states in ways, times, and places of its choosing. Cognizant of the fundamental U.S. interest in space stability, such a policy would embrace diplomatic engagement, treaty negotiations, and other confidence-building measures, both for whatever stabilizing effects can be attained from such activities and because demonstrating leadership in these venues helps to characterize the United States as a responsible world actor with the moral authority to use its power to protect the interests of all spacefaring nations. In these settings and others, all U.S. policies, statements, and actions should be carefully orchestrated to bolster already emerging international taboos on space warfare and enhance the credibility of U.S. threats to punish space aggressors in multiple dimensions—in the terrestrial and informational domains as well as in space, through diplomatic and economic means, in addition to the use of force. Such an approach would raise the potential costs in ways that future opponents would have to factor into their decision calculations in any crisis in which they are tempted to attack orbital assets. (See pp. 37–44.) At the same time, the United States should engage in a comprehensive and coordinated effort to persuade potential adversaries that the probability of obtaining sufficient benefit from attacking space assets would not be high enough to make it worth suffering the inevitable costs of U.S. retribution. Part of such a strategy would entail perception management: The United States should, to the greatest extent possible, conceal vulnerabilities of its space systems and demonstrate the ability to operate effectively without space support. However, perception management can only go so far in the face of observable weaknesses. Therefore, the strategy should also pursue multiple avenues to make vulnerable U.S. space systems more resilient and defendable, thereby demonstrating tangible capabilities to deny potential adversaries the benefits of 

attacking in space. (See pp. 44–45.)

Space defense gives the US international support to retaliate against adversaries 

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

Although satellites are inherently difficult to defend, there are a variety of options that the United States should explore for reducing the vulnerabilities of its space systems. Possibilities include making greater investments in passive defenses, exploring approaches to active defenses, dispersing capabilities across a larger number of orbital platforms, and developing terrestrial backups to space support. It may also be beneficial to disperse some U.S. national security payloads onto satellites owned by a range of other nations and business consortia friendly to the United States and also to engage in data-sharing arrangements with them. Such approaches would create an international security space infrastructure that is more robust than the sum of its individual systems, raise escalation risks for anyone contemplating attacks on that infrastructure, and strengthen international support for U.S. threats of punishment in response to attacks. (See pp. 45–48.)

Hegemony: Internal- Trade and Military 

Space BMD key to primacy—controls trade relationships and leverage military capabilities 

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

National economic and commercial interrelationships thrive on the flow of invisible ones and zeros through space channels, so that timely, agile intercontinental trade is now taken for granted. U.S. and coalition forces routinely leverage earth-circling platforms to enhance military capabilities: the Global Positioning System for improved navigation and precision timing, reconnaissance and early warning sensors, and high-bandwidth communications. Space, moreover, is an open arena, a global commons increasingly used by many countries for military purposes. The proliferation of space technologies offers foreign governments and nonstate entities unparalleled opportunities to enhance diplomatic and military influence over the U.S. and strike with strategic effect. Potential enemies of the United States today have improved "vision" over the U.S. homeland and battlefield 7s. With battle space now reaching up to at least 22,000 miles above the Earth -- the orbital altitudes for early warning and communications satellites -- protecting ourselves from future attacks will depend mightily on space power. But the country lacks a unified, coherent approach to expanding the use of space to improve combat effectiveness, a problem that is compounded by a politically charged debate over weapons in space.1 Critics contend that weapons in space would destabilize existing security relationships, precipitate an arms race, undermine U.S. foreign policy, and seed anti-American coalitions. Not only are such criticisms based on questionable assumptions,2 but they also have not persuaded the country to forgo the advantages of space weapons. The most one could say at this stage is that the American people are indifferent, noncommittal, and confused. Yet given the efficiencies space offers, and given the unpredictable, catastrophic, and global nature of threats we expect to face, it makes sense to explore the possible benefits of taking other combat missions to space. Once the benefits of active space defense programs and operations are made plain, the support of the American people will be forthcoming.There are several space combat mission areas of interest to the future defense of the United States, including space control,3 offensive strike,4 and ballistic missile defense. Each combat mission offers very different operational and strategic possibilities, and each should be evaluated separately and judged independently. Recognizing that weapons that leverage Earth orbits can make different contributions to national defense strategy, lumping them together in order to draw a general conclusion about the prudence of deploying "weapons in space" makes little sense. Our progress in this area will depend greatly on our ability to mature our rhetoric so that we can make meaningful distinctions. So I will focus here on the possible advantages of adding a space-based layer leveraging hit-to-kill interceptors to the newly deployed U.S. missile defense system. Highly effective missile defenses would appear to offer a very significant payoff over the long term when one takes threat and national vulnerability to catastrophic attack into consideration.5

Hegemony: Internal- Economy 

Even a single attack on the US would cripple the economy and US posture 

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

And the stakes couldn't be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100 billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully, and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion.7

The economy could also be devastated by the electromagnetic pulse generated by a high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry transformers within regional electrical power grids.8 The interdependent telecommunications (including computers), transportation, and banking and financial infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This situation could jeopardize the very viability of society and the survival of the nation. Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mind-numbing as they are terrifying.

Space mil key to heg and world economy

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

No nation relies on space more than the United States—none is even close—and its reliance grows daily. A widespread loss of space capabilities would prove disastrous for American military security and civilian welfare. America's economy would collapse, bringing the rest of the world down with it. Its military would be obliged to hunker down in a defensive crouch while it prepared to withdraw from dozens of then-untenable foreign deployments. To prevent such disasters from occurring, the United States military—in particular the United States Air Force—is charged with protecting space capabilities from harm and ensuring reliable space operations for the foreseeable future. As a martial organization, the Air Force naturally looks to military means to achieve these desired ends. And so it should.

Hegemony: Internal- Hard Power

BMD Key to deter adversaries—space support solidifies conventional primacy 

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

Space stability is a fundamental U.S. national security interest. Unfortunately, that stability may be eroding. Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. military forces have repeatedly demonstrated their dominance in conventional warfare, and future enemies will be well aware that the dramatic warfighting advantage that U.S. forces possess is largely the result of support from space. With a growing number of states acquiring the ability to degrade or destroy U.S. space capabilities, the probability that space systems will come under attack in a future crisis or conflict is ever increasing. Deterring adversaries from attacking some U.S. space systems may be difficult due to these systems’ inherent vulnerability and the disproportionate degree to which the United States depends on the services they provide. Nevertheless, the United States can fashion a regime to raise the thresholds of deterrence failure in terms of destructive attacks on its space systems and thus achieve a measure of first-strike stability in space during crises and at some levels of limited war.
The plan bolsters the effectiveness of other missile defense systems as well as army operations

Brigadier General Richard Geraci, National Space Security Architect, Commanding General for Army Space Command, December 2002, Army, Vol 52(12), pg. 29-30, “Space support to a globally integrated air & missile defense”

The global, integrated air and missile defense (IAMD) concepts and architectures being developed by the Missile Defense Agency, the Joint Air and Missile Defense Organization and the services will provide an effective counter to this emerging air and missile threat. Kinetic and directed energy weapons, coupled with a wide array of ground-, sea- and space-based sensors, all seamlessly integrated through a comprehensive battle management/command, control, communications, computers and intelligence (BM/C4I) network, will effectively deal with both the short- and medium-range air and missile threats we and our allies face today and will continue to face tomorrow, as well as the longer-range threat we will soon face. None of this would be possible, however, without space. Transformation in general, and IAMD in particular, are enabled by assured, reliable access to space-based communications, missile launch warning and intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) satellites and their associated ground stations. Through robust beyond line-of-sight connectivity and their ultimate high-ground perspective, space systems are essential to providing joint warfighters near real-time and real-time situational awareness of force composition and disposition (red and blue), detailed knowledge of the battlespace and the associated environment, the status of support and sustainment efforts, and the linkages required by military leaders to plan, execute and sustain dynamic military operations. As the largest consumer of space products, the Army uses space capabilities to support land force and IAMD operations. Army Space equities are represented in two of the four space mission areas: force enhancement and space control. Of the other two space mission areas, space support is primarily a U.S. Air Force and U.S. Strategic Command responsibility, while the U.S. Air Force and U.S. Strategic Command will be involved in the last mission area, force application, with the Army contributing its ground-based interceptors and lasers. 

Nuclear Primacy: Internal- Deterrence 

Missile defense is key to offensive nuclear capability
Keir Lieber, Assoc. Prof Security Studies and Government at Georgetown AND Daryl Press, Assoc. Prof Government at Dartmouth, March 2006, Council on Foreign Relations, Foreign Affairs, vol 85(2), pg. 51, “The Rise of US Nuclear Primacy” 

Washington's pursuit of nuclear primacy helps explain its missile-defense strategy, for example. Critics of missile defense argue that a national missile shield, such as the prototype the United States has deployed in Alaska and California, would be easily overwhelmed by a cloud of warheads and decoys launched by Russia or China. They are right: even a multilayered system with land-, air-, sea-, and space-based elements, is highly unlikely to protect the United States from a major nuclear attack. But they are wrong to conclude that such a missile-defense system is therefore worthless--as are the supporters of missile defense who argue that, for similar reasons, such a system could be of concern only to rogue states and terrorists and not to other major nuclear powers. What both of these camps overlook is that the sort of missile defenses that the United States might plausibly deploy would be valuable primarily in an offensive context, not a defensive one--as an adjunct to a U.S. first-strike capability, not as a standalone shield. If the United States launched a nuclear attack against Russia (or China), the targeted country would be left with a tiny surviving arsenal--if any at all. At that point, even a relatively modest or inefficient missile-defense system might well be enough to protect against any retaliatory strikes, because the devastated enemy would have so few warheads and decoys left. 

And, the perception of offensive nuclear primacy is key to prevent challengers

Campbell Craig, Prof IR at the Univ. of Southampton, 2009, Review of International Studies, Vol. 35, pg. 27-34, “American power preponderance and the nuclear revolution” 

As Keir Lieber and Daryl Press have suggested, the US may be on the verge of acquiring a first-strike nuclear capability, which, combined with an effective system of anti-ballistic missile defence, could allow the US to destroy a rival’s nuclear capabilities and intercept any remaining retaliatory missiles before they hit American cities. While this possibility clearly reduces the likelihood of other states seeking to match American power with the aim of fighting and winning a nuclear war, and, if their argument becomes widely accepted, could lead American policy-makers to reject the logic of the nuclear revolution and consider pre-emptive nuclear strikes against large nuclear rivals, it clearly is less germane to the question of small-state deterrence.33 Lieber and Press contend that the US may have the capability to destroy the entire nuclear arsenal of another large nuclear state lest that state use it on America first for the purposes of winning a great war. That, as they say, would mean the end of Mutual Assured Destruction as it existed during the Cold War. However, Washington would have much less reason to use its new first-strike capability against a nation that cannot threaten to destroy the US, and has no ambition to defeat America in a war, but only possesses a second-strike minimum deterrent. Such an attack would turn much of the world against a US willing to use nuclear weapons and kill hundreds of thousands or millions in order to defeat a nation that did not threaten its survival. Perhaps more to the point, an attack like this would be tremendously risky. Even after a perfect first strike some retaliation might get through, which could mean the nuclear destruction of an American city or perhaps the city of an American ally. At the very least, survivors of the attacked state and their allies would seek to unleash destruction upon the US in other ways, including an unconventional delivery of a nuclear, chemical, or biological weapon. An imperfect first strike, or, even worse, a failure of the US anti-missile system, would constitute a total disaster for the US: not only would it incur the world’s wrath and suffer the destruction of one or more of its cities, but such a failure would also expose America as both a brutal and vulnerable state, surely encouraging other states to acquire nuclear weapons or otherwise defy it. The US might have reason to launch a first strike against a large rival that deployed a major arsenal and appeared ready to attack America, as implausible as this scenario is. It would have little reason to do so against a small nation with a second-strike minimum deterrent arsenal. The nuclear revolution delivers a clear message to any large state considering major war with a powerful nuclear rival. The message is that such a war is likely to escalate to total nuclear exchange, and that in this event a large percentage of its citizenry will be killed or injured, its ability to govern what remains of the nation will be weakened or destroyed, and its power relative to other states that stayed out of the war will be radically diminished

Nuclear Primacy: Internal- General

BMD is key to offensive nuclear capabilities

Admiral James O. Ellis, United States Navy, STRATCOM, Testmiony before the Senate Armed Services Committee on Missile Defense, 3-11-2004, “The Operational-ization of Global Missile Defense”

In May 2001, President Bush stated, “We need new concepts of deterrence that rely on both offensive and defensive forces.” The inclusion of active and passive defenses in America’s deterrent strategy and force posture is a significant departure from past strategy. Circumstances have changed profoundly; the threat may be numerically smaller, but it is certainly more diverse and less stable. Currently, our only defense against an adversary with long-range ballistic missile technology is our offensive strike capability. Deployment of the Ballistic Missile Defense System gives our Nation a military capability with greater flexibility to assure our friends and allies, adds to the deterrent equation, and begins to actively defend and protect our interests on a global scale. US Strategic Command, in coordination with US Northern Command and US Pacific Command, is refining the cross-command procedures for integrating offensive and defensive operations. Potential offense response options will include both kinetic and non-kinetic conventional weapon systems and information operations. An active missile defense provides a broader range of options to senior leadership decision-makers while adding additional strategic deterrent capability. Integrating these capabilities with responsive offensive actions further increases the probability of success in countering an adversary’s attack. 

Nuclear Primacy: Impact- Global Conflict 

Perception of nuclear primacy is key to deterring global conflicts and short-circuiting escalation

Keir Lieber, Assoc. Prof Security Studies and Government at Georgetown AND Daryl Press, Assoc. Prof Government at Dartmouth, March 2009, Council on Foreign Relations, Foreign Affairs, vol 88(6), pg. 51, “The Nukes We Need: Preserving the American Deterrent” 

Unfortunately, deterrence in the twenty-ﬁrst century may be far more di⁄cult for the United States than it was in the past, and having the right mix of nuclear capabilities to deal with the new challenges will be crucial. The United States leads a global network of alliances, a position that commits Washington to protecting countries all over the world. Many of its potential adversaries have acquired, or appear to be seeking, nuclear weapons. Unless the world’s major disputes are resolved—for example, on the Korean Peninsula, across the Taiwan Strait, and around the Persian Gulf—or the U.S. military pulls back from these regions, the United States will sooner or later ﬁnd itself embroiled in conventional wars with nuclear-armed adversaries.  Preventing escalation in those circumstances will be far more di⁄cult than peacetime deterrence during the Cold War. In a conventional war, U.S. adversaries would have powerful incentives to brandish or use nuclear weapons because their lives, their families, and the survival of their regimes would be at stake. Therefore, as the United States considers the future of its nuclear arsenal, it should judge its force not against the relatively easy mission of peacetime deterrence but against the demanding mission of deterring escalation during a conventional conﬂict, when U.S. enemies are ﬁghting for their lives. 

Nuclear Primacy: Impact- China Conflict 

That signal of resolve independently deters conflict between the US and China

Robert Ross, Prof PoliSci @ Boston College and Assoc. Prof East Asian Studies @ Harvard Univ., 2002, Belfer Center, “Navigating the Taiwan Strait”
The U.S.-China military balance undermines PRC confidence that it can deter U.S. intervention on behalf of Taiwan. But given U.S.-China asymmetric interests in Taiwan, the extended deterrence capability of the United States also depends on China’s assessment of U.S. resolve. Although U.S. security interests in Taiwan are limited to reputation interests, China has enough respect for U.S. resolve that U.S.-China asymmetric interests do not appreciatively enhance China’s confidence that it can use force without it leading to U.S. intervention. Chinese civilian and military analysts understand that U.S. domestic politics increases the likelihood of U.S. intervention in defense of Taiwan. Domestic political opposition toward China and political support for Taiwan in the United States are at their highest levels since the late 1960s. U.S. domestic politics has encouraged the growth in U.S. arms sales to Taiwan since the early 1990s, and it will constrain the administration’s options during a mainland- Taiwan conflict. Chinese military and civilian analysts also grasp the extent of Washington’s strategic commitment to Taiwan. They acknowledge that the March 1996 deployment of two U.S. carriers was a “strong military signal” of U.S. readiness to intervene in a possible war over Taiwan.58 Moreover, the carrier deployment firmly coupled the U.S. commitment to defend Taiwan with the credibility of its security commitments to its allies in East Asia. Since then, Chinese leaders have assumed that a war with Taiwan means a war with the United States. As one observer has noted, “What many, many people realize is that the effectiveness of [U.S.] deterrence . . . must markedly exceed that of 1996, so that the likelihood of U.S. military intervention is even more notable, with a likely corresponding escalation in the deterrence dynamics.”59 Another analyst has warned that the possibility of U.S. intervention means that any Chinese action could encounter “unexpectedly serious consequences.”60 Chinese analysts also realize that because of its superiority in long-range, high-accuracy weaponry, the United States can wage war while remaining out of range of enemy forces. Moreover, it can use precision-guided munitions to target leadership command-and-control centers to shorten the war and further reduce casualties. Chinese studies of the 1991 Gulf War conclude that highaccuracy, long-range weaponry was the decisive factor in the U.S. victory. One Chinese military analyst, summing up the impact of high technology on warfare, has argued that “whoever possesses the newest knowledge and technology can thus grab the initiative in military combat and also possess the ‘killer weapon’ to vanquish the enemy.” Moreover, Chinese analysts recognize that the development by the United Sates of increasingly sophisticated unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) will enable U.S. forces to carry out these missions while further reducing their vulnerability to enemy forces.61 Thus the ability of the United States to wage war with minimal casualties contributes to the credibility of its extended deterrence commitments. China’s expectation of U.S. intervention in a mainland-Taiwan war is rejected in various PLA studies. Analyses of blockade operations and warfare against a “large island,” for example, assume the intervention of an advanced power using large surface vessels—including aircraft carriers—which could significantly impede PRC operations.62 PLA studies of the use of its shortrange DF-15 conventional missiles against Taiwan assume that China’s coastal launch sites could be targeted by advanced technology, high-accuracy cruise missiles. Mobility and camouflage are thus critical to PLA planning. The PLA further assumes that in a war over Taiwan its coastal military installations and deployments—including airfields and advanced aircraft, radar, and commandand- control facilities—and civilian and military infrastructure would be vulnerable to devastating air assaults by long-range and highly accurate cruise missiles (similar to those the United States used against Iraq, Serbia, and Afghanistan) and by advanced UAVs. The PLA has reportedly deployed its Russian S-300 surface-to-air missiles around Beijing, in apparent preparation for possible U.S. raids during a mainland-Taiwan war. Chinese leaders understand that the United States can penetrate Chinese airspace as effectively as it penetrated the airspace of Iraq, Serbia, and Afghanistan.63 Beijing’s respect for U.S. resolve and for the high cost of a U.S.-China war produces a very high expected cost of an attack on Taiwan for unification. Accordingly, Chinese military officers and civilian analysts urge caution and promote reliance on “peaceful unification” with Taiwan through long-term development of China’s economy and modernization of its military. “Smooth economic development,” not immediate unification, is China’s most fundamental interest and most important national security strategy. It is also the most effective way to assure Chinese territorial integrity. As long as China’s economy continues to develop, time is on its side.64 As one Chinese analyst has argued, China has already waited 100 years to achieve unification and should be prepared to wait another 50 years.65 For these analysts, China should not use military force for unification, but should continue to deter Taiwan from declaring independence by threatening military retaliation. They argue that as long as Chinese deterrence of Taiwan is effective, China can avoid war with the United States and achieve unification.66

North Korea: Uniqueness- Threat High

North Korean ballistic missile threat high
Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, President is Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School and Tufts University, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf

In early 2003, North Korea hinted that its self-imposed 1999 moratorium on long-range missile testing was over, and issued an official memorandum to that effect in early March 2005. While the Kim Jong-il regime has yet to test-fire another long-range missile, it has moved ahead considerably in the development of an extended-range variant of the Taepo Dong, the Taepo Dong 2. South Korean intelligence has indicated that the North is developing rocket engines for the Taepo Dong 2 that would give it a range of 6,700 kilometers. In fact, according to Vice Admiral Lowell Jacoby, USN, Director of the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), Pyongyang’s Taepo Dong 2 missile “could deliver a nuclear warhead to parts of the United States in a two-stage variant and target all of North America with a three-stage variant.” Admiral Jacoby has also declared that North Korea now has the ability to arm a missile with a nuclear device. Moreover, estimates indicate that North Korea may have as many as eleven nuclear weapons. Pyongyang declared itself a nuclear power on February 10, 2005, marking its first official public acknowledgment of such a capability. The brinksmanship continued in May 2005 when North Korea announced that it had finished unloading eight thousand spent fuel rods from its Yongbyon nuclear reactor, which can now be used to produce additional plutonium for nuclear arms.10 The extent of North Korea’s uranium enrichment program is not well-known, but Pakistani nuclear scientist Abdul Qadeer (A.Q.) Khan has admitted that he provided uranium enrichment equipment to Pyongyang.11 An operational North Korean uranium program could have the capability to add as many as six additional nuclear weapons a year to Pyongyang’s arsenal.12 And although the Six-Party Talks have resumed a resolution to the North Korean nuclear weapons dilemma is far from likely.13

North Korea posses the largest ballistic missile force in the developing world

Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

In the years since the surprise launch of its three-stage Taepo Dong 1 missile over Japan in August 1998, North Korea has made substantial advances in its ballistic missile capabilities and now possesses the largest ballistic missile force in the developing world, according to Jane’s Information Group. 3 Pyongyang has engaged in extensive efforts to conceal the size and scope of its ballistic missile programs, though estimates suggest that it may have deployed as many as 1000 ballistic missiles, including some 600-800 Scud-type shortrange rockets, between 150 and 200 medium-range No Dong missiles, and 50 other longer-range missiles. 4 In 2003, North Korea lifted its self-imposed 1999 moratorium on long-range missile testing. 5 In July 2006, the Kim Jong-il regime fired a Taepo Dong 2 long-range missile as part of a series of missile tests. 6 While the 2006 test failed 40 seconds after launch, it signified a considerable advance in the development of North Korea’s extended-range missile capability. The Congressional Research Service has indicated that the Taepo Dong 2’s design would allow it to deliver a 1,500-kilogram warhead to targets as far as 8,000 kilometers away. 7 According to 2005 testimony by Vice Admiral Lowell Jacoby, USN (Ret.), former director of the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), Pyongyang’s Taepo Dong 2 missile “could deliver a nuclear warhead to parts of the United States in a two-stage variant and target all of North America with a three-stage variant.” 8 He also stated that North Korea had achieved the ability to arm a missile with a nuclear device. 9 North Korea has had a declared nuclear capability since 2005. 10 In 2008, North Korean officials admitted that 37 kilograms of plutonium had been produced at the Yongbyon reactor, enough for as many as nine nuclear weapons. 11 American assessments suggest that the actual amount of plutonium produced is likely much higher and that as much as 60 kilograms could have been extracted. 12 Based upon this judgment, North Korea may have as many as 15 nuclear weapons, though most estimates in the U.S. intelligence community place the number at around ten. 13 The extent of North Korea’s uranium enrichment program is not well known, but Pakistani nuclear scientist Abdul Qadeer (A.Q.) Khan stated that he had provided uranium enrichment equipment to Pyongyang. 14 In 2002, DPRK First Vice Foreign Minister Kang Sok-ju admitted that North Korea was pursuing a uranium-enrichment program, the clear implication being that the program was meant for weapons production. 15 An operational North Korean uranium program could have the capability to add as many as six additional nuclear weapons a year to Pyongyang’s arsenal. 16 A resolution to the North Korean nuclear weapons dilemma has yet to be achieved, despite the various efforts to use the six-party talks and other efforts for this purpose. 

North Korea: Internal- Can Strike

North Korea has missiles that can strike US allies and assets 

Grussel 07’ By Bruno GRUSELL, Bruno Gruselle is a senior policy analyst at the "Fondation pour la recherche stratégique" in Paris, France. His areas of expertise include missile proliferation and missile defence. He is also a lecturer at the Institute for Political Studies in Paris. 2007, http://www.unidir.ch/pdf/articles/pdf-art2600.pdf , The final frontier: missile defence in space?

The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is a fact, illustrated by the present crises with Iran and with the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), which could lead to a dramatic increase in security threats to the world in general and to the United States and its allies in particular. In the realm of missiles, the development of more efficient, longer-range weapons is gaining pace, as illustrated by the launch on 4 July 2006 of a Taepodong-2 from the DPRK. Pyongyang possesses a large ballistic missile arsenal, comprising mainly Scud-type missiles in addition to longerrange systems. 12 According to some assessments, the DPRK today possesses between 300 and 400 Scud-B and Scud-C missiles as well as 60 mobile launchers deployed north of the Demilitarized Zone and capable of reaching most of the Republic of Korea and in particular Seoul. With its Nodong missile arsenal, the DPRK can strike most of Japan in a matter of minutes, including US assets deployed there. Today, worst-case assessments give the DPRK a total capability of about 200 Nodong missiles and 10–15 mobile launchers. 13 More disturbing is the willingness of Pyongyang to sell such weapons to literally any state willing to pay for them. Its cooperation with Syria and its assistance to Iran’s Shahab programme must today be considered as one of the most worrying trends in missile proliferation.

North Korea: Impact- Laundry List

North Korean aggression and escalation will cause nuclear conflict – even the smallest miscalculation leads to rapid escalation and 4 scenarios for extinction.

Hayes & Hamel-Green, 10 – *Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, AND ** Executive Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development act Victoria University (1/5/10, Executive Dean at Victoria, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. 

North Korea: Impact- Prolif 

North Korea’s space weapons make widespread proliferation inevitable

Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

In 2002, writing in the Financial Times, Defense Science Board chairman William Schneider described the mechanics by which North Korea has managed to acquire nuclear capabilities as the quintessential “twenty-first century template for proliferation.” The rapid, clandestine acquisition of critical mass in Pyongyang’s nuclear program, according to Schneider, reflects the existence of a vibrant, and self-sustaining, proliferation architecture in today’s international system. 76 Schneider was referring to what has now been deemed “second-tier proliferation,” whereby “states in the developing world with varying technical capabilities trade among themselves to bolster one another’s nuclear and strategic weapons efforts.” 77 North Korea is a prime example of this trend. The development of the Al-Kibar reactor in Syria, destroyed by an Israeli airstrike in September 2007, is believed to have been greatly aided by North Korea. In fact, North Korea went so far as to send personnel to help construct the reactor. Beyond its nuclear proliferation efforts, the Kim Jong-Il regime has become a principal supplier of ballistic missile components and associated technologies to the Middle East. The Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI) estimates that North Korea has exported more than 1,000 Scud missiles along with missile-related parts to the Middle East region. Missile exports, which net North Korea around $1.5 billion a year, constitute one of its largest sources of revenue. North Korea has since expanded this trade, and is now believed to be offering technologies associated with its advanced Taepo Dong 2 ICBM to a number of regional client states, including Syria and Iran. 78 Moreover, North Korea has sold missiles to Pakistan in exchange for nuclear technologies,a trade facilitated in large part by A.Q. Khan’s proliferation network (see below for more on A.Q. Khan). 79 China has also used the transfer of nuclear and ballistic missile technologies as a tool of global influence and a money-making enterprise. Extensive Chinese assistance has been instrumental to North Korea’s development of the Taepo Dong 2, and it has played a central role in Pakistan’s development of nuclear capabilities. This cooperation has led to a trilateral “proliferation axis” that has given Pakistan access to North Korean ballistic missiles and allowed Pakistani nuclear knowhow to flow to North Korea. 80 Chinese defense companies have also been complicit in aiding Iran’s progress on ballistic missile technology. The United States responded by imposing penalties on these companies for exporting to Iran high performance metals and other components that can be used to extend the range of Tehran’s missile arsenal. 81 Furthermore, such activities are not confined to state actors. In late 2003, the discovery of the clandestine nuclear cartel headed by Pakistani scientist A.Q. Khan exposed an alarming web of WMD and ballistic missile proliferation. Khan confessed that he had provided Libya, Iran, and North Korea with technical assistance and components for manufacturing high-speed centrifuges. 82 The government of Pakistan also revealed that he “gave some centrifuges to Iran,” and U.S. intelligence officials believe that North Korea purchased high-speed centrifuges from the Khan network. 83 Perhaps most troubling was the discovery of a nuclear weapon design in 2008 on the computer hard drives of several members of Khan’s network. 84 The bomb design is a miniaturized implosion device cable of fitting on North Korea’s No Dong missiles, as well as Iran’s Shahab and Pakistan’s Hatf-5 (Ghauri) missiles. Depending on how much the design allows for warhead size reduction, these countries may be able to make significant advances in their MIRV warhead programs.

Iran: Uniqueness- EMP Now 

Iran can develop ICBM’s by 2015 and launch an EMP over the United States

Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

With the benefit of assistance from abroad, including North Korea and Pakistan, the Islamic Republic of Iran has moved forward with its ballistic missile program. Iran has had a demonstrated tactical ballistic missile capability since the 1980s, but in June 2003 it marked a major milestone when it deployed its 1,300-kilometer-range Shahab-3, capable of targeting Israel and Turkey, as well as U.S. forces in the Persian Gulf. 18 Since then, Iran has begun “mass production” of the original Shahab-3 missile 19 , and commenced work on a number of Shahab variants. 20 This work has yielded important dividends: in September 2007, Iran publicly unveiled a “new” medium-range ballistic missile, the Ghadr-1, at a military parade in Tehran. This missile, which Iran claims has a range of 1,800 kilometers, appears to be an extended-range variant of the Shahab-3. 21 Subsequently, in November 2007, Iran carried out a test of its Ashoura missile, a 2,000-kilometer-range solid fuel variant of the Shahab. 22 These steps are part of what U.S. officials believe is a growing emphasis in Tehran on the development of an intercontinental ballistic missile capability. As John Rood, thenacting assistant secretary of state for international security and nonproliferation, told Congress in May 2007, “The In telligence Community assesses that Iran would be able to develop an ICBM capable of reaching the United States and all regions of Europe before 2015 if it chose to do so. And, I would point out that Iran has acquired ballistic missiles from North Korea in the past and note the possibility that it could do so again in the future, potentially acquiring missiles with even longer ranges.” 23 As a result of these advances, it is likely that Iran could field an intercontinental ballistic missile by the middle of the next decade. 24 Iran may have conducted tests to determine whether its ballistic missiles, notably the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by remote control while still in flight. The significance of such a capability lies in its potential to launch an electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, discussed later in this section. This effort is closely linked to Iran’s growing interest in space. In October 2005, Iran became the first space nation in the Muslim world when it launched a surveillance satellite on a Russian rocket from Russia’s missile base at Plesetsk. 25 Since then, Iran has made great strides toward development of an indigenous space launch capability. In February 2007, it successfully carried out an initial test of a “space rocket” built in Iran. 26 A year later unveiled its first space center, with Tehran claiming that it had now “joined the world’s top 11 countries possessing space technology to build satellites and launch rockets into space.” 27 These advances amplify and expand Iran’s ballistic missile program, since a spacelaunch vehicle (SLV) is similar in technology and function to the booster on an intercontinental ballistic missile. The threat posed by Iran’s ballistic missile program is closely linked to Tehran’s nuclear effort. Since it was publicly exposed by an Iranian opposition group in August 2002 Iran’s atomic program has been the center of intense international scrutiny and frustration. Yet despite years of pressure by the United Nations and the international community, Iran continues to progress toward a nuclear capability. In October 2007, French authorities – citing estimates by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) – suggested that Iran was operating 3,000 centrifuges at its uranium enrichment facility at Natanz. 28 That claim was later confirmed by Iranian officials. 29

Iran: Uniqueness- ICBM Soon

Iran is developing sophisticated ballistic missile systems at an increasingly  accelerated rate 

Grussel 07’ By Bruno GRUSELL, Bruno Gruselle is a senior policy analyst at the "Fondation pour la recherche stratégique" in Paris, France. His areas of expertise include missile proliferation and missile defence. He is also a lecturer at the Institute for Political Studies in Paris. 2007, http://www.unidir.ch/pdf/articles/pdf-art2600.pdf , The final frontier: missile defence in space?

Indeed, Iran’s missile programme has reached an unprecedented level of sophistication and size for a proliferant country. Tehran is reported to possess a tactical arsenal comprising several hundred Shahab-1 and Shahab-2 missiles 14—equivalent to Scud-B and Scud-C. 15 The quest for longer-range systems reportedly started at the beginning of the 1990s with support from the DPRK. The first flight test of the 1,300km-range Shahab-3 in 1998 started a long series of tests and the official deployment of the missile in 2003. 16 With such a missile Tehran gains the ability to threaten Israel as well as part of Europe. Iran has also conducted the development of modern anti-ship cruise missiles, culminating with the announcement from Tehran of the deployment of a Raad anti-ship cruise missile in 2004. 17 Furthermore, Iran allegedly illegally acquired six AS-15 missiles from Ukraine in 2001. 18 The transfer was revealed by Hryhoriy Omelchenko, member of the Ukrainian parliament, in February 2005, and since then has been the subject of a legal investigation in Ukraine. According to this investigation, intermediaries of the operation—including a Russian national employed by the Oboronexport weapons export company— apparently used false end-user certificates to circumvent Ukrainian export control regulations. This missile, with a theoretical range of 2,500km, was apparently part of a batch of Soviet missiles for which the nuclear warheads had been returned to Moscow as part of a bilateral agreement in the middle of the 1990s. It would seem realistic to believe that Tehran has attempted to copy the received missiles since the sale, particularly the propulsion and navigation systems. On the other hand, considering information available about the state of the missiles as received by Iran 19 and the relative inexperience of military units in the use of ground attack missiles, it seems improbable that they were immediately deployed. Whatever the virtues of arms control, one must conclude from an analysis of today’s ballistic missile arsenals that their threat is very real and that only limited ways to curb them exist today. Furthermore, everything tends to demonstrate a dramatic acceleration in the spread of missile weapons

Iran will have an intercontinental ballistic missile system by 2015
Lambakis 07’ By Dr. Steven Lambakis, Senior Defense Analyst for National Institute for Public Policy, March 2007 Volume 3, Number 2,The Journal for Space & Missile Professional, http://www.spacedebate.org/hf/v3n2.pdf
Iran also has a signiﬁcant ballistic missile development program. Besides its numerous short-range systems, Iran is developing a medium-range ballistic missile (Shahab-3) based on North Korean No Dong technology. In its quest for longer reach, Iran is developing an extended range Shahab-3 (which can travel 1,300 km and threaten Israel) and a new medium-range system (which may travel 2,000 km and reach into portions of Europe). In November 2006, Iran showcased on television several ballistic missile launches, to include the Shahab-3, demonstrating for the world the importance Tehran places on its ballistic missile development program. Iran is believed to be working on intercontinental range ballistic missiles, which may be in its arsenal by 2015, that is if it does not import longer-range systems from proliferators like North Korea earlier than that.

Iran: Uniqueness- Space ICBM 

Iran is using space based missile technology to develop intercontinental ballistic missiles

Mazol 09’ By James Mazol, Research Associate, George C. Marshall Institute, February 2009, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/626.pdf, Persia in Space: Implications for U.S. National Security

Iran has now joined the elite ranks of space-faring nations. The launch’s timing, of course, coincided with the 30th anniversary of the Iranian Revolution’s triumph in Tehran and just days before the U.N.’s Security Council members plus Germany met in Frankfurt to discuss Iran’s uranium enrichment program. Iran first orbited a satellite in 2005, but aboard a Russian rocket. 3 This indigenous launch shows Iran’s growing technical capacity and mastery of ballistic missiles. The Iranian government said “promoting the national space industry” 4 remains the main objective of its indigenous space program. Iranian President Ahmadinejad told state television, “We need [space-related] science for friendship, brotherhood, and justice.” 5 America should be skeptical: Iran can and probably is using space-related science to develop intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) capable of carrying nuclear payloads. The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) expressed similar concerns after confirming Iran’s claims. A spokesman said: “The mere fact that this launch involves dual-purpose capabilities is what causes concern to us in this government. The technology that’s used to…propel this satellite into space is one that could also be used to propel long-range ballistic missiles.” 6 A newly space-faring Iran only provides further impetus for constructing the comprehensive, multi-layered missile defense system America has begun building in Europe and at home. The Safir-2 is a two- (or possibly three-) staged liquid-propulsion rocket. Israeli experts stated the Safir-2 is “a product of nearly 20 years of ballistic missile cooperation between Iran and North Korea, whose No-Dong served as the baseline for Tehran’s Shihab [or Shahab] series.” 7 February 2’s launch represents a significant advance for Iran’s space program; an earlier attempt to test the Safir-2’s suborbital capabilities failed in August 2008. The Shahab-3 medium range ballistic missile (MRBM) probably powers the Safir’s initial boost before an additional propulsion system takes over. Iran’s successful Shahab-3 test in July 2008 was confirmed by western intelligence services, despite Tehran’s awkward choice to manipulate official photographs of the test. 8 The Safir-2 vehicle significantly increases the Shahab-3’s 1200 kilometer (km) range. If the Iranians can reach low earth orbit (LEO), they are on track to build an ICBM. Last November, Iran improved its effective targeting range by demonstrating the two-stage Sajjil intermediate range ballistic missile (IRBM). In contrast to the February 2009 liquid-fueled Shahab, the solid-fueled Sajjil is more mobile and less susceptible to preemptive strikes. 9 Iran could utilize its space-launch capability in other ways besides building long-range ballistic missiles to threaten the U.S. and its friends and allies. Tehran might mimic the Chinese and develop an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability. The ASAT presents a challenge to the American military’s “Achilles heel: its space based assets and their related ground installations.” 

Iran: Uniqueness- Sanctions Magnify 

Iran is circumventing sanctions to build powerful long range ballistic missiles

UPI 11, Staff Writers Tel Aviv, Israel, Jun 14, 2011 by Staff Writers Tel Aviv, Israel (UPI) Jun 14, 2011 http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Iran_speeds_up_missile_development_999.html   Iran 'speeds up missile development'

 Iran has accelerated efforts to develop a long-range ballistic missile, despite tough international sanctions imposed a year ago, the Israeli newspaper Haaretz has reported, citing an unpublished report by U.N. experts. At the same time, The Jerusalem Post quoted another U.N. report as saying Iran conducted unannounced test-firings of two of its most advanced missiles, the Shibah-3b and the Sejjil-1, in February. These accounts coincide with a third U.N. report, by the International Atomic Energy Agency, dated May 24 that indicated the Iranians may be close to producing a nuclear warhead that could be carried by their intermediate-range ballistic weapons. IAEA Director General Yukiya Amano said in the nine-page report his information was Iran has tested and manufactured the shaped explosives used with enriched uranium to create the critical mass that generates a nuclear explosion. He also cited information that Iran had redesigned the nose cone of the Shehab-3 so it could carry a nuclear warhead rather than one containing conventional high explosives. Haaretz said the report was produced by a panel of experts convened by U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon a year ago after the U.N. Security Council imposed a new round of harsh economic sanctions on Iran in an effort to force Tehran to halt its nuclear program. The report was completed several months ago but hasn't been released, apparently because of pressure from China, a permanent member of the Security Council which has been accused of aiding Iran's nuclear and missile programs. According to U.S. State Department cables released by WikiLeaks earlier this month, a Malaysian company with links to Iran, Electronics Component Ltd., tried to buy gyroscopes for missiles from China's VibTel Industrial. The State Department asked China to block the sale in December 2009. The Americans claimed ECL was linked to Iran's Shahid Hemmat Industrial group, "which is Iran's primary developer of liquid propellant ballistic missiles, and Heavy Metal Industries, a front company for the tactical missile developer Ya Mahdi Industries." Shahid Hemmat, along with Iran's Sanan Industrial Group, manufactures the Shehab-3 under the umbrella of the state-owned Defense Industries Organization of Iran. The liquid-fuel, single-stage Shebab-3 medium-range ballistic missile has a reported range of 1,200 miles, capable of hitting the Arab states of the Persian Gulf and Israel. More advanced variants, the Shehab-4 and Shehab-5 are intended as intercontinental ballistic missiles with anticipated ranges of up to 3,125 miles. The solid-fuel, two-stage Sejjil-2, which is more advanced and still under development, has a reported range of 1,500 miles. It was first test-fired May 20, 2009, with an upgraded version launched Dec. 16, 2009. The U.N. report covered by Haaretz said Iran recently tested Sejjil-1 and Shebab-3 on three occasions in a six-month period, a substantially accelerated test program. Top Israeli missile specialist Uzi Rubin, who said he has read the report, said the information of the Iranian testing was reliable to the best of his knowledge. Rubin, head of Israel's Missile Defense Organization in 1991-99 and who oversaw development of Israeli Aerospace Industries' Arrow anti-missile defense system, described the tempo of the Iranian testing as "amazing in scope." The report said U.N. sanctions were impeding Iran's drive to develop long-range missiles as well as nuclear arms. But it warned: "Iran's circumvention of sanctions across all areas, in particular the use of front companies, concealment methods in shipping, financial transactions and the transfer of conventional arms and related materiel, is willful and continuing Â… "In the area of ballistic missiles (Iran) continues to test missiles and engage in prohibited procurement." The Post said the February test-firings "were not reported at the time by the Iranians, or by the United States or Israel, both of which track such missiles launches." No explanation for this was offered but Tal Inbar, head of Israel's Space Research Center, said the tests "were significant since Iran was making efforts to hide its ballistic missile program." Western analysts have been saying Iran still has a long way to go to develop and test intermediate- and long-range weapons, hampered by the imposition of controls on technology transfers from Russia and Ukraine. The general conclusion was that Iran wouldn't be able to deploy advanced Sejjil variants for five years. It's not clear if that has changed.

Iran: Internal- EMP Kills Infrastructure  

Even an unsophisticated EMP would cause cascading and catastrophic infrastructure failures and cripple every sector of the United States

Mazol 09’ By James Mazol, Research Associate, George C. Marshall Institute, February 2009, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/626.pdf, Persia in Space: Implications for U.S. National Security

Iran may take the necessary steps, including developing a kinetic kill vehicle, to build up an ASAT program (perhaps, with Chinese assistance). Also, Iran could punch America’s soft ribs by launching an Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP) attack in space. In 2001, the Rumsfeld Commission warned that the United States could face a “space Pearl Harbor.” 12 The consequences of a space Pearl Harbor would be particularly harmful to the United States given our dependence on space. As space defense analyst Robert Butterworth notes: “Far more than any other country, the U.S. depends on space for national and tactical intelligence, military operations, and civil and commercial benefits. A ‘scorched space’ attack…would hurt the U.S. most of all.” 13 This option is particularly salient in light of Iranian reluctance to suspend its nuclear program. Iran could elect to detonate a nuclear weapon (or multiple weapons) in space, causing an EMP. In this worst-case-scenario, the mere ability to wreak havoc on U.S. satellites in orbit affords the Iranians significant leverage. The Claremont Institute’s Brian Kennedy reminds us, “Twice in the last eight years, in the Caspian Sea, the Iranians have tested their ability to launch ballistic missiles in a way to set off an EMP.” 14 A separate Commission, specifically designed to assess the EMP threat, concluded a space-based EMP detonation would probably produce “widespread and long-lasting disruption and damage to the critical infrastructures that underpin the fabric of U.S. society.” 15 The gamma rays from the explosion would obliterate most electronic devices and, more importantly, shut down the transformer stations distributing power throughout the country. Communication channels, lights, and water treatment stations would cease operation, among many other critical services reliant on electricity. 16 Such an attack would have “longterm catastrophic consequences.” 17 Rather than exploding the nuclear warhead in space, the Iranians could conceivably forgo space and fly an ICBM over the United States before detonating the warhead. The aforementioned EMP Commission examined the consequences of a high-altitude, terrestrial EMP attack over the continental U.S. In testimony before the House Armed Services Committee, EMP Commission Chairman William Graham said such an explosion would cause “unprecedented cascading failures of major infrastructures.” 18 Systemic failures in interdependent infrastructure sectors (e.g., transportation, emergency services, finance and banking, and water delivery) might become “mutually reinforcing until at some point the degradation of infrastructure could have irreversible effects on the country’s ability to support its population.” 19 Chairman Graham also discussed the Iranian EMP threat in his testimony before Congress: “Iran has also tested high-altitude explosions of the Shahab-III, a test mode consistent with EMP attack, and des2 Marshall Institute Policy Outlookcribed the tests as successful. Iranian military writings explicitly discuss a nuclear EMP attack that would gravely harm the United States. While the Commission does not know the intention of Iran in conducting these activities, we are disturbed by the capability that emerges when we connect the dots.” 20 At the very least, Iran continues to provide ample evidence that it places a priority on investments in long-range missiles. The emergence of a space-capable Iran should spur accelerated deployment of a missile shield across western and central Europe. 

Iran- Internal- EMP Kills Private Sector

Even an unsophisticated EMP would cause cascading and catastrophic failures in every sector of the US 

Mazol 09’ By James Mazol, Research Associate, George C. Marshall Institute, February 2009, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/626.pdf, Persia in Space: Implications for U.S. National Security

Iran may take the necessary steps, including developing a kinetic kill vehicle, to build up an ASAT program (perhaps, with Chinese assistance). Also, Iran could punch America’s soft ribs by launching an Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP) attack in space. In 2001, the Rumsfeld Commission warned that the United States could face a “space Pearl Harbor.” 12 The consequences of a space Pearl Harbor would be particularly harmful to the United States given our dependence on space. As space defense analyst Robert Butterworth notes: “Far more than any other country, the U.S. depends on space for national and tactical intelligence, military operations, and civil and commercial benefits. A ‘scorched space’ attack…would hurt the U.S. most of all.” 13 This option is particularly salient in light of Iranian reluctance to suspend its nuclear program. Iran could elect to detonate a nuclear weapon (or multiple weapons) in space, causing an EMP. In this worst-case-scenario, the mere ability to wreak havoc on U.S. satellites in orbit affords the Iranians significant leverage. The Claremont Institute’s Brian Kennedy reminds us, “Twice in the last eight years, in the Caspian Sea, the Iranians have tested their ability to launch ballistic missiles in a way to set off an EMP.” 14 A separate Commission, specifically designed to assess the EMP threat, concluded a space-based EMP detonation would probably produce “widespread and long-lasting disruption and damage to the critical infrastructures that underpin the fabric of U.S. society.” 15 The gamma rays from the explosion would obliterate most electronic devices and, more importantly, shut down the transformer stations distributing power throughout the country. Communication channels, lights, and water treatment stations would cease operation, among many other critical services reliant on electricity. 16 Such an attack would have “longterm catastrophic consequences.” 17 Rather than exploding the nuclear warhead in space, the Iranians could conceivably forgo space and fly an ICBM over the United States before detonating the warhead. The aforementioned EMP Commission examined the consequences of a high-altitude, terrestrial EMP attack over the continental U.S. In testimony before the House Armed Services Committee, EMP Commission Chairman William Graham said such an explosion would cause “unprecedented cascading failures of major infrastructures.” 18 Systemic failures in interdependent infrastructure sectors (e.g., transportation, emergency services, finance and banking, and water delivery) might become “mutually reinforcing until at some point the degradation of infrastructure could have irreversible effects on the country’s ability to support its population.” 19 Chairman Graham also discussed the Iranian EMP threat in his testimony before Congress: “Iran has also tested high-altitude explosions of the Shahab-III, a test mode consistent with EMP attack, and des2 Marshall Institute Policy Outlookcribed the tests as successful. Iranian military writings explicitly discuss a nuclear EMP attack that would gravely harm the United States. While the Commission does not know the intention of Iran in conducting these activities, we are disturbed by the capability that emerges when we connect the dots.” 20 At the very least, Iran continues to provide ample evidence that it places a priority on investments in long-range missiles. The emergence of a space-capable Iran should spur accelerated deployment of a missile shield across western and central Europe. 

Iran- Internal- EMP Bad

An EMP attack would causes irreparable damage to our electronically dependent society, the only way to solve is to deploy a global and layered ballistic missile defense system linked to other strategic forces

Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

According to the 2004 report of the EMP Commission, 85 the United States faces a threat from EMP that could have catastrophic consequences based on even a single nuclear warhead. EMP is generated by any nuclear weapon burst at any altitude above a few dozen kilometers, with the height of burst being significant in determining the area exposed to EMP. The EMP threat arises from the ability, whether by terrorists or states, to launch relatively unsophisticated missiles with nuclear warheads to detonate at altitudes from 40 to 400 kilometers above the earth’s surface. The rationale for such action would be the high political-military payoff in the form of devastating consequences. An EMP attack would constitute a highly successful asymmetric strategy against a society as heavily dependent as the United States is on electronics, energy, telecommunications networks, transportation systems, the movement of inventories in its manufacturing sector, and food processing and distribution capabilities. As noted in the EMP Commission report, EMP was an unintended result of a nuclear detonation at an altitude of about 400 kilometers during the Starfish nuclear weapons tests above Johnstone Island in the Central Pacific in 1962. The effects, felt some 1400 kilometers away in Hawaii, included “the failure of street lighting systems, tripping of circuit breakers, triggering of burglar alarms, and damage to a telecommunications relay facility.” Nuclear tests conducted by the Soviet Union, also in 1962, produced damage to overhead and underground buried cables at distances as far away as 600 kilometers, together with surge arrester burnout, spark-gap breakdown, blown fuses, and powersupply breakdown. 86 The destruction and mayhem caused by an EMP explosion would be far more substantial today given the ubiquity of electronics and society’s increased reliance on them to run critical infrastructures. Several potential enemies either already have, or could soon acquire, the capability to attack the United States with a high-altitude nuclear explosion EMP that would cover a wide geographic region. Such a weapon need not be detonated directly over the United States itself to produce major damage to America’s critical infrastructures such as telecommunications, banking and finance, fuel/energy, transportation, food and water supply, emergency services, government activities, and space systems. U.S. satellites, both civilian and military, are vulnerable to a range of attacks that include EMP, especially in low-earth orbits. Again, as the EMP Commission concluded, “The national security and homeland security communities use commercial satellites for critical activities, including direct and backup communications, emergency response services, and continuity of operations during emergencies.” 87 Such satellites could be disabled by collateral radiation effects from an EMP attack on ground targets. Thus it is obvious that an interdependence exists between the objects of a potential EMP attack. Disabling one of the infrastructures, such as telecommunications or electricity, would have severe consequences for others, with cascading effects from which an advanced, technologically dependent society such as the United States might not easily recover. An EMP attack mounted against the United States would have far broader international consequences, given the interdependence of America and other economies in an era of globalization. An EMP attack against other economies, such as Japan or a European nation, would have major effects in the United States, and on other countries if the attack was on the United States. The services that would be essential to cope with the consequences of a terrorist attack, such as hospitals and emergency services, themselves might be disabled and therefore would not be available when and where they were most needed. As Senator John Kyl has pointed out, “A terrorist organization might have trouble putting a nuclear warhead ‘on target’ with a Scud, but it would be much easier to simply launch and detonate in the atmosphere. No need for the risk and difficulty trying to smuggle a nuclear weapon over the border or hit a particular city. Just launch a cheap missile from a freighter in international waters – al-Qaeda is believed to own about eighty such vessels – and make sure to get it a few miles in the air.” 88 Notably, Russia has considered attack options that include EMP. During the May 1999 NATO air campaign against Serbia, members of the Russian Duma, meeting with U.S. congressional counterparts, reportedly speculated about the paralyzing effects of an EMP attack on the United States. 89 To amplify on the Rumsfeld statement cited under “Ship-borne Scud Threat,” above, Iran is reported to have tested whether its ballistic missiles, such as the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by remote control while still in high-altitude flight. The most plausible explanation for such tests is that Iran is developing the capability to explode a high-altitude nuclear weapon that could destroy critical electronic and technological infrastructures. 90 Without an effective missile defense the United States will remain vulnerable to the EMP threat given its extensive dependence on high-tech, electronic infrastructure that cannot easily be hardened to withstand such an attack. The ability to launch an incapacitating EMP strike against the United States provides enemies with an asymmetric threat that would not only inhibit U.S. military action but would also strike a severe economic and psychological blow. tegy. The purpose of this strategy is to protect and defend the people, territory, infrastructure, and institutions of the United States and its allies to the greatest extent possible. This strategy is a marked departure from the retaliationbased deterrence strategy of the Cold War. It is a strategy specifically tailored to meeting the security demands resulting from the emerging multi-polar world, which has been brought about, at least in part, by the proliferation of ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons. A mix of offensive and defensive strategic forces, which are modernized to meet the new and challenging requirements of this strategy, will be necessary. Thus, a global and layered ballistic missile defense system must be intricately linked to other strategic forces, where the broader strategic posture of the U.S. and its allies results in security benefits that are greater than the sum of its parts. As the United States dissuades future potential possessors, it must recognize that threats are increasing at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times within which a missile defense could be developed and deployed. Therefore, the United States must develop and rapidly field a missile defense with global reach, capable of coping with threats against the United States and its forces and allies from any direction. At the same time, America must attempt to dissuade hostile actors from acquiring missiles by rendering such investments a poor use of limited resources. Additionally, given the uncertainty in predicting where, when, and by whom missiles might be launched – and what their targets may be – constant defenses are called for that are capable of intercepting missiles irrespective of their geographic origin.
Iran: Internal- EMP Kills Economy

An EMP attack kills millions and destroys the economy – only space based missile defense solves

Kennedy 08’ By BRIAN T. KENNEDY, WSJ, Mr. Kennedy is president of the Claremont Institute and a member of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense. NOVEMBER 24, 2008,  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122748923919852015.html
“What a Single Nuclear Warhead Could Do: Why the U.S. needs a space-based missile defense against an EMP attack.”

As severe as the global financial crisis now is, it does not pose an existential threat to the U.S. Through fits and starts we will sort out the best way to revive the country's economic engine. Mistakes can be tolerated, however painful. The same may not be true with matters of national security. Although President George W. Bush has accomplished more in the way of missile defense than his predecessors -- including Ronald Reagan -- he will leave office with only a rudimentary system designed to stop a handful of North Korean missiles launched at our West Coast. Barack Obama will become commander in chief of a country essentially undefended against Russian, Chinese, Iranian or ship-launched terrorist missiles. This is not acceptable. The attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, have proven how vulnerable we are. On that day, Islamic terrorists flew planes into our buildings. It is not unreasonable to believe that if they obtain nuclear weapons, they might use them to destroy us. And yet too many policy makers have rejected three basic facts about our position in the world today: First, as the defender of the Free World, the U.S. will be the target of destruction or, more likely, strategic marginalization by Russia, China and the radical Islamic world. Second, this marginalization and threat of destruction is possible because the U.S. is not so powerful that it can dictate military and political affairs to the world whenever it wants. The U.S. has the nuclear capability to vanquish any foe, but is not likely to use it except as a last resort. Third, America will remain in a condition of strategic vulnerability as long as it fails to build defenses against the most powerful political and military weapons arrayed against us: ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads. Such missiles can be used to destroy our country, blackmail or paralyze us. Any consideration of how best to provide for the common defense must begin by acknowledging these facts. Consider Iran. For the past decade, Iran -- with the assistance of Russia, China and North Korea -- has been developing missile technology. Iranian Defense Minister Ali Shamkhani announced in 2004 their ability to mass produce the Shahab-3 missile capable of carrying a lethal payload to Israel or -- if launched from a ship -- to an American city. The current controversy over Iran's nuclear production is really about whether it is capable of producing nuclear warheads. This possibility is made more urgent by Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's statement in 2005: "Is it possible for us to witness a world without America and Zionism? But you had best know that this slogan and this goal are attainable, and surely can be achieved." Mr. Ahmadinejad takes seriously, even if the average Iranian does not, radical Islam's goal of converting, subjugating or destroying the infidel peoples -- first and foremost the citizens of the U.S. and Israel. Even after 9/11, we appear not to take that threat seriously. We should. Think about this scenario: An ordinary-looking freighter ship heading toward New York or Los Angeles launches a missile from its hull or from a canister lowered into the sea. It hits a densely populated area. A million people are incinerated. The ship is then sunk. No one claims responsibility. There is no firm evidence as to who sponsored the attack, and thus no one against whom to launch a counterstrike. But as terrible as that scenario sounds, there is one that is worse. Let us say the freighter ship launches a nuclear-armed Shahab-3 missile off the coast of the U.S. and the missile explodes 300 miles over Chicago. The nuclear detonation in space creates an electromagnetic pulse (EMP). Gamma rays from the explosion, through the Compton Effect, generate three classes of disruptive electromagnetic pulses, which permanently destroy consumer electronics, the electronics in some automobiles and, most importantly, the hundreds of large transformers that distribute power throughout the U.S. All of our lights, refrigerators, water-pumping stations, TVs and radios stop running. We have no communication and no ability to provide food and water to 300 million Americans. This is what is referred to as an EMP attack, and such an attack would effectively throw America back technologically into the early 19th century. It would require the Iranians to be able to produce a warhead as sophisticated as we expect the Russians or the Chinese to possess. But that is certainly attainable. Common sense would suggest that, absent food and water, the number of people who could die of deprivation and as a result of social breakdown might run well into the millions. Let us be clear. A successful EMP attack on the U.S. would have a dramatic effect on the country, to say the least. Even one that only affected part of the country would cripple the economy for years. Dropping nuclear weapons on or retaliating against whoever caused the attack would not help. And an EMP attack is not far-fetched. Twice in the last eight years, in the Caspian Sea, the Iranians have tested their ability to launch ballistic missiles in a way to set off an EMP. The congressionally mandated EMP Commission, with some of America's finest scientists, has released its findings and issued two separate reports, the most recent in April, describing the devastating effects of such an attack on the U.S. The only solution to this problem is a robust, multilayered missile-defense system. The most effective layer in this system is in space, using space-based interceptors that destroy an enemy warhead in its ascent phase when it is easily identifiable, slower, and has not yet deployed decoys. We know it can work from tests conducted in the early 1990s. We have the technology. What we lack is the political will to make it a reality. An EMP attack is not one from which America could recover as we did after Pearl Harbor. Such an attack might mean the end of the United States and most likely the Free World. It is of the highest priority to have a president and policy makers not merely acknowledge the problem, but also make comprehensive missile defense a reality as soon as possible.
Iran: Impact- Economy 

Economic collapse causes nuclear war and extinction

Bearden, U.S. Army (Retired), 2000 
[T.E., LTC, U.S. Army, “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How to Solve It Quickly,” http://www.freerepublic.com/forum/a3aaf97f22e23.htm, June 24]

History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China-whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States-attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.

Iran: Impact- Arms Race 

Iranian nuclear capability leads to arms race and nuclear escalation

NIC 08 (Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World, National Intelligence Council, November, 2008)

If Iran does develop nuclear weapons, or is seen in the region as having acquired a latent nuclear weapons capability, other countries in the region may decide not to seek a corresponding capability.  It is more likely, however, that a few of Iran’s neighbors will see Iran’s development of nuclear weapons or a latent weapons capability as an existential threat or as resulting in an unacceptable, fundamental shift of power in the region, and therefore will seek offsetting capabilities.  Security guarantees from existing nuclear powers that regional states find credible may be regarded by them as a sufficient offset to an Iranian nuclear weapons capability, but it could be a tall order to expect such guarantees to satisfy all of those concerned about a nuclear Iran.    …But Potentially More Dangerous than the Cold War.  The prospect that nuclear weapons will embolden Iran, lead to greater instability, and trigger shifts in the balance of power in the Middle East appears to be the key concern of the Arab states in the region and may drive some to consider acquiring their own nuclear deterrent.  Iran’s growing nuclear capabilities are already partly responsible for the surge of interest in nuclear energy in the Middle East, fueling concern about the potential for a nuclear arms race.  Turkey, United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Libya are or have expressed interest in building new nuclear power facilities.  Future Iranian demonstrations of its nuclear capabilities that reinforce perceptions of its intent and ability to develop nuclear weapons potentially would prompt additional states in the region to pursue their own nuclear weapons programs. It is not certain that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with multiple nuclear-weapons capable states.  Rather than episodes of suppressing or shortening low-intensity conflicts and terrorism, the possession of nuclear weapons may be perceived as making it “safe” to engage in such activities, or even larger conventional attacks, provided that certain redlines are not crossed.  Each such incident between nuclear-armed states, however, would hold the potential for nuclear escalation.   The continued spread of nuclear capabilities in the greater Middle East, where several states will be facing succession challenges over the next 20 years, also will raise new concerns over the capacity of weak states to maintain control over their nuclear technologies and arsenals.  If the number of nuclear-capable states increases, so will the number of countries potentially willing to provide nuclear assistance to other countries or to terrorists.  The potential for theft or diversion of nuclear weapons, materials, and technology—and the potential for unauthorized nuclear use—also would rise.  Finally, enough countries might decide to seek nuclear weapons capabilities in reaction to an Iranian capability that countries beyond the region would begin pursuing their own nuclear weapons programs
Iran: Impact- Prolif 

Iranian proliferation sparks a Middle East proliferation cascade that sparks a nuclear war

Allison, By Allison Graham Harvard Government Professor, 2006
“The Will to Prevent”, Fall, Harvard International Law Review, L/N, Accessed 7/16/10
Meanwhile, Iran is testing the line in the Middle East. On its current trajectory, the Islamic Republic will become a nuclear weapons state before the end of the decade. According to the leadership in Tehran, Iran is exercising its “inalienable right” to build Iranian enrichment plants and make fuel for its peaceful civilian nuclear power generators. These same facilities, however, can continue enriching uranium to 90 percent U-235, which is the ideal core of a nuclear bomb. No one in the international community doubts that Iran’s hidden objective in building enrichment facilities is to build nuclear bombs. If Iran crosses its nuclear finish line, a Middle Eastern cascade of new nuclear weapons states could trigger the first multi-party nuclear arms race, far more volatile than the Cold War competition between the United States and the Soviet Union. Given Egypt’s historic role as the leader of the Arab Middle East, the prospects of it living unarmed alongside a nuclear Persia are very low. The IAEA’s reports of clandestine nuclear experiments hint that Cairo may have considered this possibility. Were Saudi Arabia to buy a dozen nuclear warheads that could be mated to the Chinese medium-range ballistic missiles it purchased secretly in the 1980s, few in the US intelligence community would be surprised. Given Saudi Arabia’s role as the major financier of Pakistan’s clandestine nuclear program in the 1980s, it is not out of the question that Riyadh and Islamabad have made secret arrangements for this contingency. Such a multi-party nuclear arms race in the Middle East would be like playing Russian roulette—dramatically increasing the likelihood of a regional nuclear war. Other nightmare scenarios for the region include an accidental or unauthorized nuclear launch from Iran, theft of nuclear warheads from an unstable regime in Tehran, and possible Israeli preemption against Iran’s nuclear facilities, which Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert has implied, threatening, “Under no circumstances, and at no point, can Israel allow anyone with these kinds of malicious designs against us to have control of weapons of destruction that can threaten our existence.”

China: Uniqueness- US at Risk 

US space dominance at risk – Chinese ASAT tests prove

Tellis ’07 (Ashley Tellis, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Senior Associate, 8/1/11, “China’s Military Space Strategy,” Survival 49:3, pg 62-63)

Moreover, the successful Chinese anti-satellite test serves as a stark reminder that the US dominance of space, which underwrites both America’s civilian and military advantages, and which is often taken for granted, is at serious risk like never before. Chinese space-denial programmes exceed those pursued by Moscow at the height of the Cold War in diversity, depth and comprehensiveness. Beijing’s reliance on such operations to provide a prospect of military victory has no precedent in the Soviet case, given the Soviet Union’s conventional capabilities and its own considerable reliance on space for the effectiveness of its strategic nuclear deterrent and conventional forces. The two superpowers then enjoyed a rough equivalence of overall military capabilities and could pursue ’attrition’, where battlefield victory ultimately derived from how adroitly strategy, firepower and manoeuvre were combined to overwhelm the comparable resources possessed by the adversary, as opposed to ’asymmetric’ military strategies. Both nations were also highly dependent on space for verifying various arms-control agreements. Neither side had an incentive to attack the other’s space systems, even though both developed modest instruments for this purpose, because the costs to each individually far outweighed the benefits. Finally, when the Cold War began, the United States and the Soviet Union were full-blown peer competitors, each gradually acquiring the capacity to inflict comprehensive societal destruction upon the other. Neither country was hostage to the fears that accompany the power transition that could occur in the case of China and the United States, where both the dominant and the rising power have good, albeit different, reasons for concern: the former because it fears incipient loss of power, standing and influence, and the latter because it fears being denied the opportunity to finally secure hegemonic status.89 This has led some observers, such as US Senator Jon Kyl, to conclude that the solution to redressing emerging American space vulnerabilities in the context of competition with China lies in developing, among other things, US offensive counterspace capabilities.90 These will almost certainly be required, if for no other reason than to deter Beijing’s use of anti-space weaponry and to hold at risk its own emerging assets in space, which are likely to become even more important for both economic and military purposes as China evolves into a great power.91 Offensive American counterspace instruments serve the limited but critical purpose of raising the costs of China’s evolving space-denial strategy, increasing the probability that Beijing will desist from asymmetric attacks on US space assets.

China: Uniqueness- Will Militarize 

China compelled to pursue military dominance in space

Johnson-Freese, ’06 (Joan Johnson-Freese, “Strategic Communication with China: What message about space?”, pg 51, China Security, Vol. 1, No. 2)

Influence attitudes and behavior through communications strategies. Militarily, the world understands that it is futile to take on the United States force-on-force. That makes asymmetrical responses both logical and attractive. While it does not currently appear to be the case, China could seek an asymmetrical advantage in space as well, since parity is technically and economically out of the question for some time, and perhaps not even needed to be a space power. Currently, however, Beijing does not have a coherent military space architecture, but rather it appears to be actively pursuing a wide-range of capabilities. China watched the United States establish space dominance in the first Gulf War, Kosovo, Afghanistan and Operation Iraqi Freedom. It realized how far behind it was. “We are so dominant in space that I pity a country that would come up against us,” said Maj. Gen. Franklin Blaisdell, director of space operations for the Air Force, eight days before Operation Iraqi Freedom began. Nevertheless -- or perhaps at least partly pushed by that pronouncement -- China clearly feels compelled to develop military space capabilities.

China: Uniqueness- Developing Now 

Increased space-based developments from China threatens the US

Redifer, ‘11(Stephen E. Redifer, LtCol, USCM, 2/16/11, “Taking The Initiative – Protecting US Interests in Space,” pg 5-6)
Since the 2007 test of a kinetic kill anti-satellite system by the Chinese military, the threat in space posed by the People’s Republic of China has been of growing concern to the United  States. China continues to build its national power through rapid economic growth and advances  in science and technology, and recent developments in the People’s Liberation Army  demonstrate a corresponding desire to extend Chinese influence beyond mainland China. Not  surprisingly, Chinese military leaders have expressed both their interest in space and their  understanding of the US dependence on space-based assets; in fact, “China is developing a  multi-dimensional program to improve its capabilities to limit or prevent the use of space-based  assets by potential adversaries.” 11  Additionally, the Russian Federation continues to express concern over US space and  missile defense initiatives; political-strategic uncertainty in US-Russian relations will likely  always be present, and it is often unclear how US actions will be perceived by Russia. In late  summer of 2009, General Alexander Zelin, Commander of the Russian Air Force, stated that  “Russia's armed forces it must be ready to deter potential aggressors at regional and global levels  in peaceful times and to rebuff an armed aggression” and asserted that Russia was developing a  new surface-to-air rocket for the purpose of air and space defense 12. In 2003, the Russians  provided Iraq with GPS jammers, which proved moderately successful against some precision strike weapons 13 and, regardless of success, demanded attention from military planners. Despite  numerous changes and upheaval since the end of the Cold War, Russia cannot be ignored:  “[s]ince 1999, the United States’ share of global GDP has declined, while that of Brazil, Russia,  India, and China (BRIC) has increased. By 2014, the International Monetary Fund predicts that  BRIC countries will represent more than 27 percent of global GDP, and the United States and the  EU will represent less than 20 percent each.” 14 

China: Uniquenss- Modernization Now 

Chinese modernization now to match past economic efforts

CNN ’11 (6/18/11, “China’s military modernization a cause for concern?” pg online @ http://edition.cnn.com/2011/WORLD/asiapcf/06/17/china.military.modernization/)
Now China is reorienting its military concepts in keeping with modern times. It is getting ready to launch an aircraft carrier. Why an aircraft carrier? "It helps China with its maritime territorial disputes in the South China Sea and the East China Sea," said Chris Yung, senior research fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies (INSS) at National Defense University in the United States. "Second and perhaps more importantly, it is a symbol of Chinese rise as a major power." When will China become a global superpower? Many Chinese apparently want a carrier. A survey conducted in May by the official Global Times showed 81.3% of respondents support China's efforts to build its own aircraft carrier as a way to shore up the country's overall military power. More than 75% said China needs it to defend the country against invasion, while around 50% said it will serve as a "counter-balance" to the U.S. and curb its dominance in the region. The Chinese military is now refurbishing a 67,000-ton carrier, which China bought from Ukraine in 1998. It "is being built but has not been completed," said Chen Bingde, chief of general staff of China's People's Liberation Army (PLA), in an interview with the Hong Kong Commercial Daily last week. It is expected to join the Chinese naval fleet later this year. "China's strategy is to win a high-tech regional war in modern times and to be able to deal with multiple threats in a complex international environment," Song Zhongping, a military affairs commentator told CNN. "China aims to stop the enemy before entering its border." As the world's second-biggest economy, China sees the need to extend its power and defend its expanded economic interests. The PLA is now developing a blue-water navy and air power to back it up. Early this year, China unveiled the J-20, a new stealth fighter prototype which can elude radar detection. Photos and videos of the new stealth bomber were published on the Internet. Some military observers say it could rival America's F-22 fighter. These are the latest in a series of moves to transform the once big but poorly equipped and highly-politicized revolutionary army into a modern, professional fighting force. The PLA has come a long way. For several years during the Cultural Revolution (1966-76), China did not even have a system of military ranks, once denounced by Maoists as feudal and capitalist. In the late 1980s, the egalitarian army retired the baggy olive-green pants and jackets and took on tailored uniforms, complete with stars, flaps and epaulets. In phases since 1985, China has demobilized over two million soldiers. The goal: to turn the PLA into a leaner, meaner fighting force. These changes are intended to boost morale in the 2.3-million-strong PLA, which remains the world's largest standing army. "By developing advanced weapons, China is making up for the years of neglect when China merely focused on economic development," Song said. In China's "four modernization" programs, launched in the 1970s, defense modernization ranked last, behind industry, agriculture and science and technology. By all accounts, the Gulf War in 1990-91 gave China's top brass a shocking reality check. They watched in awe on live television as U.S. forces used cruise missiles, smart bombs and stealth bombers to inflict swift and devastating blows on enemy forces. China soon went on shopping sprees to upgrade its air force and navy arsenals, and acquire increasingly sophisticated systems. The Chinese government says this year it will increase its defense spending by 12.7% to 601.1 billion yuan ($91.5 billion). Many analysts say the real figure spent on defense is much higher. Aside from paying the salaries and expenses of its troops, much of the budget goes into new tanks, planes, naval vessels, submarines and missiles.

China: Internal- Will Test Leadership

China ASAT tests show willingness to test US space leadership

Hagt, ’07 (Eric Hagt, director of the China Program at the World Security Institute in Washington, DC, Winter 2007, “China’s ASAT Test: Strategic Response,” pg 43, China Security)

Even if we are facing the worst case scenario and China is bent on space weaponization (entirely inconsistent with its past behavior), the reality remains that China can be brought to the negotiating table with appropriate measures and international pressure. After all, China clearly remains the far weaker space power vis-à-vis the United States and a space race would be proportionately far more costly to China than the United States. But in order for progress to be made, the United States also needs to come to terms with a new reality. China's ASAT test was a voice of opposition both to the structure of security in space and the U.S. pursuit of military dominance in space at the exclusion of others. And thus, it is actually America's response to the ASAT test that may be even more important in how the future of space security plays out. China probably has both the technological and financial means to compete with the United States in space over the long term. If the United States concludes it must meet a threat with more threat, it may invite a military race in outer space and China may just give it to them. 

China: Internal- Going to Take US Spot 

China’s attempt to dominate space are meant to establish a new international order

Dolman ’10 pg 30

Mirror-­‐imaging  does  not  apply  here.  An  attempt  by  China  to  dominate  space  would  be  part  of   an  effort  to  break  the  land-­‐sea-­‐air  dominance  of  the  United  States  in  preparation  for  a  new   international  order.  Such  an  action  would  challenge  the  status  quo,  rather  than  seek  to   perpetuate  it.  This  would  be  disconcerting  to  nations  that  accept,  no  matter  how  grudgingly,   the  current  international  order␣including  the  venerable  institutions  of  trade,  finance,  and  law   that  operate  within  it␣and  intolerable  to  the  United  States.  As  leader  of  the  current  system,   the  United  States  could  do  no  less  than  engage  in  a  perhaps  ruinous  space  arms  race,  save   graciously  decide  to  step  aside  and  accept  a  diminished  world  status.  

China: Internal- Perception 

China perceives US space BMD capabilities as a serious threat

Zhang, ’05 (Hui Zhang, research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, 12/2005, “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 35, No. 10)
Chinese experts are concerned that even a limited missile defense system could neutralize China’s fewer than two dozen single-warhead ICBMs that are capable of reaching the United States. It is evident that the U.S. [national missile defense] will seriously undermine the effectiveness of China’s limited nuclear capability from the first day of its deployment, said Ambassador Sha Zukang, the former director-general of the Department of Arms Control and Disarmament at the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This cannot but cause grave concerns to China, he said. Some Chinese fear that, whether or not the U.S. missile defenses are as effective as planned, U.S. decision-makers could act rashly and risk a disarming first strike once the system is operational.

China: Internal- Will Threaten Economy/Heg

China space weaponization threatens the US economy and military superiority
Tellis ‘07 (Ashley Tellis, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Senior Associate, 7/23/07, The Wall Street Journal, “China‘s Space Weapons,” pg online @ http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2007/07/23/china-s-space-weapons)

Consistent with this calculus, China has pursued, for over a decade now, a variety of space warfare programs, which include direct attack and directed-energy weapons, electronic attack, and computer-network and ground-attack systems. These efforts are aimed at giving China the capacity to attack U.S. space systems comprehensively because, in Chinese calculations, this represents the best way of "leveling the playing field" in the event of a future conflict. The importance of space denial for China's operational success implies that its counterspace investments, far from being bargaining chips aimed at creating a peaceful space regime, in fact represent its best hope for prevailing against superior American military power. Because having this capacity is critical to Chinese security, Beijing will not entertain any arms-control regime that requires it to trade away its space-denial capabilities. This would only further accentuate the military advantages of its competitors. For China to do otherwise would be to condemn its armed forces to inevitable defeat in any encounter with American power. This is why arms-control advocates are wrong even when they are right. Any "weaponization" of space will indeed be costly and especially dangerous to the U.S., which relies heavily on space for military superiority, economic growth and strategic stability. Space arms-control advocates are correct when they emphasize that advanced powers stand to gain disproportionately from any global regime that protects their space assets. Yet they are wrong when they insist that such a regime is attainable and, therefore, ought to be pursued. Weaker but significant challengers, like China, simply cannot permit the creation of such a space sanctuary because of its deleterious consequences for their particular interests. Consequently, even though a treaty protecting space assets would be beneficial to Washington, its specific costs to Beijing -- in the context of executing China's national military strategy -- would be remarkably high. Beijing's attitude toward space arms control will change only given a few particular developments. China might acquire the capacity to defeat the U.S. despite America's privileged access to space. Or China's investments in counterspace technology might begin to yield diminishing returns because the U.S. consistently nullifies these capabilities through superior technology and operational practices. Or China's own dependence on space for strategic and economic reasons might intensify to the point where the threat posed by any American offensive counterspace programs exceed the benefits accruing to Beijing's own comparable efforts. Or the risk of conflict between a weaker China and any other superior military power, such as the U.S., disappears entirely. Since these conditions will not be realized anytime soon, Washington should certainly discuss space security with Beijing, but, for now, it should not expect that negotiation will yield any successful agreements. Instead, the U.S. should accelerate investments in solutions that enhance the security of its space assets, in addition to developing its own offensive counterspace capabilities. These avenues -- as the Bush administration has correctly recognized -- offer the promise of protecting American interests in space and averting more serious threats to its global primacy.

China: Impact- Taiwan 

Space defense systems are key to prevent US-Sino conflict over Taiwan – avoids pre-emptive strikes and escalation

Tellis ’07 (Ashley Tellis, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Senior Associate, 8/1/11, “China’s Military Space Strategy,” Survival 49:3, pg 63-64)

Above all is the need for a longer-term change in the American approach to space. Recognising that this ’final frontier’ will no longer remain the sanctuary it has been, the United States must move away from reliance on a few, large, highly specialised space platforms supported by a complex but narrow ground segment – all of which are disproportionately vulnerable to enemy action and are difficult and costly to replace in case of interdiction – and shift towards smaller and flexible distributed capabilities both in space and terrestrially. Such investments would offer Washington the highest payoffs even in comparison to offensive capabilities, which are more useful for deterring attacks rather than for nullifying them or remedying their consequences.93 Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a ‘space Pearl Harbor’94 could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signalled that conventionally armed Trident submarine-launched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.

War over Taiwan goes nuclear

Shulong ’07 (Chu Shulong, Professor of Political Science and International Relations at the School of Public Policy and Management and is the deputy director of the Institute of International Strategic and Development Studies at Tsinghua University in Beijing, China. Dr. Chu received a B.A. from Dalian Foreign Languages University, an M.A. in Law from the Beijing University of International Relations, and a Ph.D. in Political Science from the George Washington University, Gilbert Professor of Sociology at Princeton University, “The Security Challenges in Northeast Asia: A Chinese View,” pg online @ http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB800.pdf)

The North Koreans may cause endless troubles for South Korea, China, Japan, and the United States now and in the future, but unlike the situation more than half century ago, it is unlikely to cause a war. The most likely war situation in Asia is not on the Korean Peninsula but in the Taiwan Strait. The Taiwan independence movement is very likely to cause a serious war between the two sides across the Strait, between China and the United States, and perhaps Japan, if and when the movement goes too far. 5 To all the Chinese, it is crystal clear that the most serious threat that the People’s Republic faces now and in the future is Taiwanese independence. First, Taiwan’s independence threatens China’s sovereignty, territorial integrity, and national unity—a central part of national security everywhere in the world. Second, Taiwan’s independence may encourage separatist movements in other parts of China, such as Tibet and Xinjiang. Third, the independence of Taiwan will not only cause a serious war between the two sides across the Taiwan Strait, but also very likely will cause a war between China and another country or countries such as the United States, and perhaps Japan. Looking at the future, Taiwan’s independence is the sole factor that will put or force China into a war. Besides Taiwanese independence, there is no other development that may lead the Chinese to fight a war in the early 21st century. Taiwan’s independence also poses an economic threat to the rise of China because when there is a war across the Strait and in the Pacific Ocean, China has to stop its process of modernization, at least for a few years, if not a few decades. Again, Taiwan is the only factor that may cause such an interruption, for besides Taiwan there seems no other force that can stop the economic boom and prosperity of China in the early decades of the century. Internal difficulties and problems seem to be manageable. The United States is the only foreign country with whom China might have a major war or military conflict in the foreseeable future. And the two countries may go into a cold and a hot war in two possible situations. One is Taiwan. The United States has committed itself to “protect” Taiwan, even if only vaguely by the Taiwan Relations Act and by virtue of many administrations’ statements, if Taiwan has a military conflict with 6 Mainland China. Thus any war or military conflict between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait is very likely to develop into a war or conflict between the United States and China. In the Taiwan situation, if the Taiwanese independence movement goes to the “unacceptable stage” of final and total independence by changing its name from the “Republic of China” to the “Republic of Taiwan” and changing its constitution that defines it as a part of China, then the Mainland would use military force to stop the independence. And according to the Taiwan Relations Act and repeated statements by U.S. administrations, the United States would not accept the use of force to resolve the Taiwan issue and would likely intervene into the Taiwan situation. Thus a military conflict between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait would become a military confrontation between the United States and China, like the cases in 1958 and 1996. To be sure, neither the United States nor China wants to engage in a large and serious military confrontation. But this does not mean that such a thing cannot happen. Because the war over Taiwan will mainly be a war on the sea and in the air, unlike the Korean War in the 1950s, China will not have an advantage in a fight with America over the Taiwan Strait. China’s most capable weapons will be missiles, a few submarines, and fighters. And if the two sides cannot control their conflict and escalate to a large scale of military fighting, America will mainly use its aircraft carriers and combat planes from Japan, Guam, and other places in the West Pacific to attack China’s forces engaging against Taiwan. Then China may feel the need to use its missiles to attack American aircraft carriers. And when or if China succeeds in hitting 7 American aircraft carrier(s) in the West Pacific Ocean, the United States may find it necessary to attack those Chinese missile bases on China’s soil. Such an attack would be perceived by the Chinese as action directly attacking China, not just protecting Taiwan. Then China might use missiles and other weapons to launch a large scale attack against U.S. forces in Asia and the Pacific, including military bases in Japan and Guam. And when the United States attacks places other than missile bases in China in retaliation or by “mistake,” China will have no choice but to use nuclear weapons to attack American soil in retaliation, including Honolulu, the West, and even the East Coasts of the United States. That is certainly the worst scenario, and China’s nuclear deterrence strategy is to try to prevent such a situation from taking place. Or in other words, China’s strategy is to deter Americans from using military forces, conventional and nuclear, to attack China. And if Americans attack China’s soil in the Taiwan situation, then that means a war between the United States and China. And when China’s land is seriously attacked by Americans, China would use its weapons capable of attacking American soil in retaliation. And beside nuclear and strategic weapons, China does not and will not have other weapons that can reach and cause serious damage on American soil. China’s strategic force is preparing for such a worst case, and it tells Americans that if they want to attack China, their own land would be the target of retaliation. And if Americans do not like to see their soil being attacked, they had better not think about attacking China, even in a military conflict situation over Taiwan. That is the function of China’s strategic forces against a strategic power, deterring such a power from using and threatening to use military forces 

China: Impact- EMP 

Chinese modernization now – EMP weapons

Gertz ’11 (Bill Gertz, national security editor and a national security and investigative reporter for The Washington Times, 7/22/11, “Report: China building electromagnetic pulse weapons for use against U.S. carriers,” Washington Times, pg online @ http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/21/beijing-develops-radiation-weapons/)

China's military is developing electromagnetic pulse weapons that Beijing plans to use against U.S. aircraft carriers in any future conflict over Taiwan, according to an intelligence report made public on Thursday.  Portions of a National Ground Intelligence Centerstudy on the lethal effects of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) and high-powered microwave (HPM) weapons revealed that the arms are part of China’s so-called “assassin’s mace” arsenal - weapons that allow a technologically inferior China to defeat U.S. military forces.  EMP weapons mimic the gamma-ray pulse caused by a nuclear blast that knocks out all electronics, including computers and automobiles, over wide areas. The phenomenon was discovered in 1962 after an aboveground nuclear test in the Pacific disabled electronics in Hawaii.  The declassified intelligence report, obtained by the private National Security Archive, provides details on China’s EMP weapons and plans for their use. Annual Pentagon reports on China's military in the past made only passing references to the arms.  “For use against Taiwan, China could detonate at a much lower altitude (30 to 40 kilometers) … to confine the EMP effects to Taiwan and its immediate vicinity and minimize damage to electronics on the mainland,” the report said.

China: Impact- Nuke Subs

 China developing new SSBNs to enhance its nuclear counterattack capability

Erickson and Chase ’09 (Andrew Erickson, Ph.D., is an Associate Professor in the Strategic Research Department at the U.S. Naval War College and a founding member of the department’s China Maritime Studies Institute (CMSI), Michael Chase, Associate Research Professor and Director of the Mahan Scholars Program at the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, 6/12/09, “China’s SSBN Forces: Transitioning to the Next Generation,” China Brief, Vol. 9, Issue 12, pg online @ http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=35120)

China’s undersea deterrent is undergoing a generational change with the emergence of the Type-094, or Jin-class, which represents a substantial improvement over China’s first-generation Type-092, or Xia-class, nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine (SSBN). Launched in the early 1980s, the People's Liberation Army Navy's (PLAN) single Xia-class SSBN (hereafter Xia) has never conducted a deterrent patrol and is equipped with relatively short-range (1,770 km) JL-1 SLBMs (submarine-launched ballistic missiles). In contrast, China may build five Type-094 SSBNs, which will enable the PLAN to conduct near-continuous deterrent patrols, and each of these second-generation SSBNs will be outfitted with 12 developmental JL-2 SLBMs that have an estimated range of at least 7,200 km and are equipped with penetration aids. Although the transition to the new SSBN is ongoing, recent Internet photos depicting at least two Jin-class SSBNs (hereafter Jin) suggest that the PLAN has reached an unprecedented level of confidence in the sea-based leg of its strategic nuclear forces. Indeed, China’s 2008 Defense White Paper states that the People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) is enhancing its “nuclear counterattack” capability [1]. With the anticipated introduction of the JL-2 missiles on the Jin and the deployment of DF-31 and DF-31A road-mobile intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), China is on the verge of attaining a credible nuclear deterrent based on a 'survivable' second-strike capability.   Recent Developments  The U.S. Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI) assesses that China will build a “fleet of probably five Type-094 SSBNs . . . to provide more redundancy and capacity for a near-continuous at-sea presence” [2]. A variety of Chinese publications suggest that the SSBN forces of France and Britain—which have four vessels each, with one at sea at all times, two in refit, and one under maintenance—may serve as models for China and hence reinforce the aforementioned indications of its plans. One Chinese source, however, suggests that China will field six Type-094 SSBNs, divided into patrolling, deploying and refitting groups [3], with another assessment suggesting that these groups will comprise two SSBNs each [4].  It is clear that at least two different hulls have already been launched, based on unusually high-resolution internet and commercial satellite images that have emerged of one Jin in port at Xiaopingdao base, south of Dalian, two Jins in the water and perhaps one emerging from production at Huludao base east of Beijing, and one at a newly-constructed submarine facility at Yalong Bay near Sanya on Hainan Island. The images of the facility on Hainan Island provided some hints as to the PLAN’s SSBN basing plans. Indeed, the photo of the Jin at Yalong Bay suggests that the facility may be the base for China’s future SSBN forces. 

China developing nuclear-armed subs now

Lewis ’07 (Jeffrey Lewis, Director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies. Dr. Lewis also founded and maintains the leading blog on nuclear arms control and nonproliferation, ArmsControlWonk.com, 7/23/07, “Will China’s Deterrent Go to Sea?” pg online @ http://lewis.armscontrolwonk.com/archive/1581/will-chinas-deterrent-go-to-sea-094-ssbn-1)

China is, obviously, building at least one submarine. The question, however, is whether China will send the submarine on patrols armed with nuclear weapons.  The Office of Naval Intelligence thinks that China will build five SSBNs to maintain a more or less continuous deterrent at sea:  While China only built a single XIA SSBN, a fleet of probably five TYPE 094 SSBNs will be built in order to provide more redundancy and capacity for a near-continuous at-sea SSBN presence.  I note with some interest that DIA, with perhaps different bureaucratic priorities, predicted in 1999 that China would by 2020 have two JIN-class submarines and the XIA for a total of three boats.  The ONI estimate is the latest of a long line of predictions that China would deploy a fleet of SSBNs large enough to sustain continuous deterrent patrols. In 1974, an NIE predicted four Chinese SSBNs by 1980. In 1984, DIA was suggesting those four boats would be available by 1994.  

Aerospace: Uniqueness- Low Now

Aerospace industry failing now—government jobs key to revamp

OC Register, July 6, 2011 http://www.ocregister.com/articles/layoffs-307301-aerospace-half.html , “U.S. aerospace layoffs more than triple”


Layoffs announced by aerospace companies more than tripled in the first half of this year compared to the same period in 2010, reports Challenger, Gray & Christmas, the international outplacement firm that tracks corporate hirings and firings. The downsizing, prompted by cutbacks in defense and government contracts, jumped from 6,121 in the first six months of 2010 to 20,851 this year, based on planned layoffs announced by major employers. Orange County has seen its share of layoffs as a result of the aerospace restructuring. The Boeing Co. announced in June that 100 space shuttle workers in Huntington Beach will be out of jobs Aug. 5, assuming the last shuttle mission, scheduled to launch Friday, gets off as planned. Up to 160 jobs at Boeing's A160T helicopter plant in Irvine are being transferred or eliminated this year with the work being consolidated at the company's Mesa, Ariz. facility. Those cuts were in addition to the nearly 1,000 local Boeing jobs eliminated last year and don't include layoffs by suppliers, vendors and other smaller companies that don't announce their downsizings or closures. Although Boeing is cutting on the defense and government side, spokeswoman Paula Shawa said the company expects to add workers companywide this year because of demand for its commercial aircraft. Those jobs, however, will be in Washington and South Carolina, not in California. In sheer numbers, government/non-profits and retail have seen the largest job cuts this year, but Challenger noted that those industry layoffs are easing compared to 2010. Besides aerospace, dark clouds still hang over the financial services sector, which increased downsizing by 18.5% to 11,734, up from 9,901 in the first six months of 2010. Job cuts in the industrial goods sector are approaching 11,000, 28% higher than a year ago. "These are significant increases, but the job-cut totals are still low enough to prevent alarm bells from sounding," said John A. Challenger, chief executive of the outplacement firm. "However, the fact that job cuts are rising in these particular industries is notable, since aerospace, financial services and industrial goods are all bellwether industries when it comes to the overall health of the economy." Announced layoffs year to date Sector 2010 2011 Government/non-profit 99,676 77,951 Retail 26,181 23,027 Aerospace/defense 6,121 20,857 Financial 9,901 11,734 Industrial goods 8,364 10,735 Going forward, Challenger doesn't anticipate a new surge in layoffs across all industries. The follow-through with new hiring, however, remains unclear. "While the government attempts to enact policies that will spur job creation, it really comes down to consumer and business demand for products and services and, right now, that demand remains relatively weak," he said. Challenger noted the country lost 8.7 million jobs during this recession compared to 2.7 million in the downturn in 2001-02. It took 40 months for the country to return to its pre-2001 employment levels following the earlier recession. Challenger expects an even longer slog for this recovery. “So, while we expect that employers will continue to steadily add jobs in the second half of 2011, at times it will appear that employment is standing still,” Challenger said.

Aerospace: Internal- Programs/Primacy 

US investment in aerospace now is critical to sustain hegemony

Aviation Weekly, Jul 13, 2011, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel= aviationdaily&id=news/ avd/2011/07/14/03.xml&headline=U.S.%20Could%20Lose%20Competitive%20Edge%20Without %20Investments, “U.S. Could Lose Competitive Edge Without Investments”

If the U.S. does not invest in aerospace and technology soon—not to mention find a way to attract more students into engineering—it risks losing its competitive edge as the leading country for aviation and aerospace in the world, says Jim Albaugh, president and CEO of Boeing Commercial Airplanes. Noting that half of Boeing’s engineers, and those of other companies, could opt to retire by 2015, he noted that more needs to be done within the U.S. to bolster engineering schools. Boeing has a partnership in Russia to attract engineers, and Albaugh says it is looking at several other countries as well. With the space shuttle program now at a standstill following the retirement of the Atlantis space shuttle, those engineers could be “lost forever” to retirement or other industries, he says. On the commercial airline side, the U.S. and Europe have led the way in innovation, but going forward, if investments are not made, Brazil, Canada, China and Russia will close the gap, Albaugh says. "The U.S. aerospace industry has both enormous opportunity and challenges ahead. The question is, will we rise to the challenges or watch as other companies and other nations seize both the opportunity and the mantle of aerospace leadership?" He notes that Boeing—and especially the Aerospace Industries Association—has been working these issues hard in Washington. His comments come two weeks after AIA President and CEO Marion Blakey made the same plea for investment and export reforms for aerospace before the June 30 Aero Club of Washington luncheon (Aviation Daily, July 1). Albaugh was speaking yesterday at the National Aeronautic Association’s luncheon. On more parochial interests, Albaugh was quoted after his speech by Bloomberg as saying he had “a good meeting” with American Airlines this week, which Boeing representatives said was simply that, meaning it was not a signal that Boeing is on the verge of announcing an order to American to keep it from placing one with Airbus. It has been speculated that American is close to placing a sizeable narrowbody order (Aviation Daily, July 1). And while he did not directly address the most recent delay in deliveries of major component sections of the 787, he did say that companies face different challenges when they design and develop new products. “On the 787, we may have reached too far. We used technologies that weren't as mature as they should have been ... and a new global supply model that hadn't been sufficiently thought through.” He said, “Although we are late,” he believes customers “will forgive us” once they see how the 787 will transform their operations. As for Boeing’s plan to ramp up 737 production from 31.5 aircraft per month to 42, which is roughly two aircraft per day because of weekends, Albaugh said the company is sold out on 737s until 2016, and he expects production to not go higher than 42 for “some years.” He added, however, that “if we could build ‘em, I think we could sell ‘em.” As for its labor dispute on moving a second 787 production line to South Carolina because of lower labor costs, Albaugh said he was surprised at the decision earlier this month by the National Labor Relations Board’s administrative law judge to reject Boeing’s motion to dismiss the challenge against it by the International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers to keep that factory from operating. He also says this seems contrary to President Obama’s desire to double U.S. exports over the next several years. Albaugh notes that the plant recently got its parts and tools in place, and it can produce the first aircraft by early next year. “We went there to be a supplier that could be counted on. You don’t want all your eggs in one basket. We are going to continue building planes in South Carolina.”

Aerospace: Internal- R & D

DoD revamping defense industry key to aerospace industry—solves hegemony
Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

The U.S. science and technology base must be resuscitated. In American universities today, graduate enrollment by U.S. citizens in S&T fields is steadily eroding. The total number of advanced degrees earned in science and engineering by Americans has declined from 75 percent in the mid-1960s to less than 60 percent today. In 2004, the proportion of the U.S. college-aged population earning degrees in science and engineering was lower than that for 16 countries in Asia and Europe. The steepening decline in new S&T personnel with U.S. citizenship entering the workforce at our national laboratories, in defense aerospace, and in the commercial sector (increasingly the breeding ground for technologies for defense applications) means that there is a major concern about the aging and atrophy of the base of scientists and engineers upon whom viable military space programs and the development of enabling technology rely. These trends have serious ramifications for America’s capacity for S&T leadership in the twenty-first century. As a result, the United States needs to reenergize its support for the creation of a future cadre of scientists and engineers. Consequently, the United States should: Restore federal support for, and funding of, physical science research and engineering at least to the level currently received by biological research. At a minimum Defense Department S&T funding should be increased to reach a threshold of 3 percent of total DoD spending. This would add several billion dollars to the DoD S&T line. 1 • To revive interest among students and faculty in space and defense technology at U.S. colleges and universities, reorganize the National Science Foundation to support funding of space security research under specific budgetary authority following the NSF model for materials science research. A program of research funding solicitations and awards in missile defense-related S&T should be developed that is similar to the materials science model. Moreover, the missile defense component of space security research should be supported by advisory and peer groups with expertise that would evolve with the technology as part of a new missile defense science and technology collegial community. • Increase emphasis on S&T in curricula as a way of strengthening the U.S. science, technology, and engineering base and offer research on the development of missile defense and space security technologies to emerging scientists, who are now uniformly less averse to work in national security-related fields. • Encourage the publication of S&T research in a way that fosters a sustainable and vibrant academic research community but safeguards sensitive data from improper dissemination. For example, sensitive research could follow the private-sector industrial sponsored research model of establishing parameters on a “black box” (no identification) in which critical measurements are performed

Russia: Uniqueness—Have ASAT

Russia Successfully Developed and Deployed Co-Orbital Anti-Satellite Weapon during Soviet Era 

Lambakis 95’ By Steven Lambakis. Steven Lambakis is a senior defense analyst at the National Institute for

Public Policy "Space Control in Desert Storm and Beyond." Orbis. Vol. 39, No. 3 (Summer 1995).

The absence of hostile anti-satellite systems during Desert Storm also made the achievement of space control for the positive uses of space extraordinarily simple. Not too long ago, however, the United States could not take the liberty of planning for war without providing for satellite survivability. During the cold war, the United States had to defend against an enemy that had developed the capability to disrupt and destroy space systems. For almost two decades, until its collapse, the Soviet Union maintained a dedicated co-orbital interceptor in readiness at its launch site at the Tyuratam cosmodrome. The Soviets also deployed exoatmospheric nuclear-tipped anti-ballistic missiles around Moscow, which could have been used against U.S. satellites in low Earth orbit. It was believed that Moscow also sponsored research and development of directed-energy weapons, lasers, and nonnuclear direct-ascent interceptors for use against enemy satellites. Today, Russia continues to deploy nuclear interceptors and may still have an operational co-orbital anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon.

Russia: Uniqueness- Still A Threat

Russia is still a Significant Spacepower Threat

U.S. State Department. Study on Space Policy: Report of the International Security Advisory Board. . Washington, D.C.: U.S. State Department, April 27, 2007.

China, largely due to the recent demonstration of a physically destructive ASAT, may be the most dramatic example of threat to US space assets, but it is not the only one. Several states have developed capabilities that could be used against U.S. space systems. China may have surpassed Russia in space programs, but Russia maintains significant space threat capabilities that were developed by the USSR, including direct ascent capabilities. While Russia is not known to have tested the Soviet Orbital ASAT system, that system was tested in orbit some twenty times by the Soviet Union and may be maintained or resurrected. Russia also possesses laser, radio frequency, jamming, and electro-magnetic pulse (EMP) systems that could be employed against U.S. space capabilities. 

Russia: Uniqueness- ABL 

Russia is field testing an airborne laser ASAT weapon 

Day 11’ By Dwayne Day.( He holds a Ph.D. in political science from The George Washington University and has worked in several space policy analysis related jobs over the past two decades, with brief stints working as an Air Force contractor as well as historian for the Congressional Budget Office. He currently works for the National Research Council (part of the National Academies, of which the National Academy of Sciences is the most well-known) as a program officer, which means that he direct studies of various subjects.) "Hubble in the Crosshairs." The Space Review. (June 13, 2011).

Jump to the present day. Right now there is an aircraft in Russia that is being flight tested with a laser onboard. Painted on the side of the aircraft are the words “SOKOL-ESHELON,” which translate to “Falcon Echelon”, and an image of the Hubble Space Telescope being zapped by a lightning bolt.     The aircraft, which is designated the Beriev A-60, is an awkward-looking bird featuring a bulbous nose and several other large bulges to the fuselage. Although some reports have stated that the nose houses a tracking laser in a turret, like the US Air Force’s 747-based Airborne Laser, close up photographs of the nose reveal no openings or indications that it rotates to expose a laser emitter. One December 2010 Russian article indicates that this is a “Ladoga-3” radar for detecting aerial targets. Two bulges on either side of the lower fuselage reportedly house auxiliary power unit generators for the laser. A large bulge on the upper back of the aircraft, which is not easily visible in photos from the ground, is apparently a sliding port for a 1-megawatt laser turret. The laser is clearly intended to fire up, at something above the plane, rather than to the sides or down, to engage ground targets or other aircraft. It apparently has an effective range of 300–600 kilometers.     Although a Russian artist has chosen to paint the Hubble on the plane, it is obvious that this is actually meant to symbolize an American spy satellite. The satellite’s path indicates a polar orbit that goes black over Russian territory—the obvious implication being that the laser is intended to blind or otherwise disable American surveillance satellites. It is likely, however, that this is somewhat fanciful and that this is a test program and not an operational laser system. The Russians are apparently open that this is an ASAT program, but at least one source indicates that the aircraft is supposed to operate with an A-50U AWACS plane for detecting airborne targets such as cruise missiles. 

Russia: Internal- Will Use

Russian military believes ASAT’s will be used in future conflicts 

Podvig and Zhang 08’(Pavel Podvig, a research associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University and former researcher at theMoscow Institute of Physics and Technology, discusses possible Russian responses, given their current capabilities and strategic outlook. Hui Zhang, a research associate at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, considers Chinese responses.) Zhang, Hui and Pavel Podvig. Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space. . Cambridge, MA: American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 2008.http://www.amacad.org/publications/militarySpace.pdf

Most Russian writings on this subject accept that military systems deployed in space would play a key role in any future conflict, regardless of the specific scenario. The most alarmist view, expressed by some Russian analysts, is that space will be used for the deployment of “strike weapons” able to attack targets on the ground. According to this view, space would give a decisive advantage to an attacker, allowing an adversary to launch a highly coordinated attack on Russia’s strategic forces.5 It should be noted that in this context, missile-defense systems are usually considered an important component of the “space strike” force even though they may not have space-based components. It is assumed that missile-defense systems would operate in coordination with the strike force to further weaken Russia’s retaliatory potential. Although “space strike” weapons have a prominent place in the ongoing discussion in Russia about the military use of space, attention is also paid to the systems that support military operations on the ground. The most important of these are the systems that provide the reconnaissance, targeting, and navigation information that allow an attack to be conducted from a distance and to use flexible and accurate targeting. The Global Positioning System (GPS) navigation system and optical and electronic reconnaissance and communication satellites are among the currently deployed systems of this kind. It is correctly assumed that the number of these systems will grow with improvements in their technical characteristics and with their increased ability to operate as part of an extensive and well-coordinated network. A capability of this kind would introduce new uses of military force, and it is not yet understood how these would affect Russia’s reliance on the strategic nuclear force that exists today. The resulting uncertainty is one of the reasons the Russian military is wary of the continued militarization of space, as it is unclear if Russia would be able to deal with the new situation. Assessment of the threats that space-based military systems might pose is only one part of the discussion of this subject within the Russian military. The discussion also addresses the question of how to respond to these threats and how the Russian military should adapt to the growing role of space systems in military operations. Because the threat is seen largely as a threat to strategic assets—strategic forces, command and control systems, and key objects of the civilian and military infrastructure—responses are inevitably discussed through the frame of strategic-defense options. This approach draws heavily on the Soviet tradition of considering strategic defense as a distinct mission; until a reform in 1997, this mission was assigned to Air Defense Forces, a separate service within the Soviet and later the Russian military. A series of reforms in recent years subordinated the air-defense component of the service to the Air Forces and transferred space-related branches— early-warning systems, space surveillance, and missile defense—to the Space Forces. This transformation remains a contentious point in Russia, and many analysts argue that defense in airspace and in outer space should be considered together and advocate an organizational reform that would facilitate integration between various defense systems.6 Defense officials express the point of view that although integration is indeed essential, it does not necessarily require further organizational changes.7 The degree to which defending airspace and defending outer space are considered to be part of a single mission varies, but most experts agree that defenses are, at the very least, united by the strategic nature of any threat that they would have to counter. As a result, some strong parallels between air and space defense are drawn, and it is in this context that experts most often mention the need to counter space-based assets of the attacker.8 In discussions of this possibility, little distinction is made between “strike weapons” in space and support systems like navigation or communication. This is understandable, as all these systems are assumed to be highly integrated.9 Overall, although its leaders rarely spell out the belief explicitly, the Russian military seems to accept the view that anti-satellite systems may have a legitimate role in future conflicts. Characteristically, while advancing a diplomatic initiative to ban space-based weapon systems, Russia also underscores that anti-satellite systems not based in space should be excluded from this ban.1

Russia: Internal- Arms Race

Russia and China Already Developing Space Weapons, US weaponization won't Start Arms Race

Oberg 08’ By James Oberg . "Sense, Nonsense, and Pretense about the Destruction of USA 193." The Space Review. March 4, 2008.

 Myth #8: Russia and China will be "forced" to respond by developing corresponding weapons.

This "blank check for the bad guys" claim seems to be a view espoused by spokesmen for DC lobby groups, for foreign governments, and for other associations who seem to favor one spin in common: any foreign action allegedly sparked by anybody's worries about US actions is excusable, while any US action sparked by activities of another nation is dangerously paranoid. But China has already "pre-responded" with its own test a year ago—a weapon with far greater capability (and leaving far worse space pollution) than the US missile. As for Russia, it's had its space-capable anti-missile defense shield deployed around Moscow for decades, and recently reopened a mothballed missile test range at Sary Shagan in Kazakhstan to test-fire upgraded missiles. They are probably launched so far only against imaginary missile or space targets, or potentially against real ones with no final impacts. Even if one of them is soon used in a demonstration against a satellite, it will represent nothing new in their arsenal, only the exercise of a latent capability that had always been there. 

Russia: Uniqueness- Operational 

Western Analysts have Underestimated Effectiveness and Duration of Russian ASAT Program

Oberg 07’ By James Oberg. James Oberg is a 22-year veteran of NASA mission control. He is now a writer and consultant in Houston."The Dozen Space Weapons Myths." The Space Review. March 17, 2007.

Myth #6. The Soviet Union opted out of the “space arms race” in 1983 by declaring—and following—a moratorium on further testing of anti-satellite weapons. “Moratorium” is the wrong word, often deliberately so, because Moscow insisted it had never done anything it now had to stop. Once it became clear that the Reagan Administration was going to respond to a decade of space-to-space combat tests of an operational Soviet “killer-satellite”, Soviet premier Andropov applied diplomatic and propaganda pressure (to encourage Western political forces) by announcing that “the USSR would never be the first to test anti-satellite weapons”—a cynically-phrased promise that belied the fact that they had already been the first many years earlier. The promise was widely described in the West as a declared cessation of acknowledged space weapons testing, but Moscow insisted it was not, since it claimed that since it had never began testing, there was nothing it was doing that it was obligated to stop. That sounds like the way space lawyers (and space propagandists) quibble. Myth #7. The Soviet “killer satellite” of the Cold War was big, clunky, and ineffective, so no US response was needed. While Western advocates of not developing space weapons could not, with a straight face (as Moscow did), proclaim there were no Soviet space weapons, they found a next-best-thing argument. Sure, the weapons existed, but they didn’t work, so they were nothing to worry about. But the widely-reported “low reliability” numbers were generated by often guessing about a test’s success, and then conflating results from operational, deployed models with research missions with more advanced and experimental guidance systems (which did fail a few times before working right, at which point tests of that variant were stopped). Following the Soviet collapse, Russian military space historians were able to release documentation that demonstrated the high reliability of the operational Soviet “killer satellite” and thus the wish-away delusions of many Western experts. Determining it was operational into the early 1990s was also easy: US spy satellites observed that the rail lines from the hangars to the launch pads were the first areas plowed of new-fallen snow.

Solvency: Best Card 

Space based missile defense can be developed within 3 years and  Brilliant Pebbles proves technological feasibility 
Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

Because space-based defenses offer the widest coverage and largest number of intercept opportunities, and little if anything has been done to take advantage of space defense technologies that were mature 15 years ago, a new initiative is required to bring that technology and its potential up to date. We recommend a streamlined technology-limited development program based on the Brilliant Pebbles program to demonstrate within three years the feasibility of a constellation of space-based interceptors to intercept ballistic missiles in all phases of flight – boost, midcourse, and terminal. To avoid conflicts with existing acquisition programs focused on ground- and sea-based defenses while moving forward as rapidly as possible, this effort should be undertaken by a special task force of competent technical personnel experienced in developing pioneering technology. Consequently, the United States should: • Fund DARPA, which specializes in the innovation of defense systems through advanced technology, to assemble a small team charged with rapidly reviving and deploying a modern space-based kinetic-energy interceptor system in the manner of past successful programs such as the development of the first ICBM and the Polaris missile. Of particular importance is a small, empowered, technically competent management and engineering team from government and industry, fully supported with needed funds. • Building on the Brilliant Pebbles technologies created in the late 1980s and early 1990s as well as advanced technologies produced since then in both the military and commercial sectors, the DARPA team should develop and rigorously test within three years a space-based system to perform boost, midcourse, and terminal interception tests against ballistic missiles of several ranges. The anticipated cost of this three-year effort, which could leave in place a space test bed with limited intercept capability, is $3 billion to $5 billion. • Direct the Air Force Space Command to work with DARPA to develop the operational concept for a constellation of space-based interceptors, with an anticipated handoff to the Air Force in three to five years of an evolving capability that can be integrated into U.S. Strategic Command’s global architecture. • Using an event-driven procurement strategy deploy a Brilliant Pebbles twenty-first century space-defense system with the goal of an initial capability in 2012. Because of the number that would be deployed, Brilliant Pebbles would have multiple opportunities for interception, increasing chances of a successful kill in either the boost or midcourse phase, or even in the early terminal phase. These characteristics stand in sharp contrast to the GMD ground-based interceptors which, in the limited numbers presently planned, may not provide more than one intercept opportunity. Moreover, Brilliant Pebbles interceptors are small (1.4-2.3 kilograms and approximately the size of a watermelon), making them difficult to detect and thus target; they also contain an inherent self-defense capability that further adds to their survivability. Brilliant Pebbles was approximately midway through engineering and manufacturing development before it was cancelled, suggesting that with the needed political will, an updated system could be developed and deployed in a timely fashion. For example, based on the fully approved Defense Acquisition Board plan from 1991, 1,000 Brilliant Pebbles interceptors could be developed, tested, deployed, and operated for 20 years in a low-to-moderate risk eventdriven acquisition program for $11 billion in 1989 dollars, or $19.1 billion in inflation-adjusted 2008 dollars

Solvency: Department of Defense 

The DoD can do the plan
DefPro, Defense Professionals, 7/19/11,  http://www.defpro.com/news/details/26417/?SID=064bffd669b84fa449554152cd452298, “Actions Needed to Improve BMDS Training Integration and Increase Transparency of Training Resources”

Since 2002, the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) has spent over $80 billion on developing and fielding a Ballistic Missile Defense System (BMDS) comprised of various land-and sea-based elements employed by multiple combatant commands and services. Since the time available to intercept a missile is short, integrating training among all organizations involved is important to connect seams where commands and elements must work together. In response to House Report 111-491 which accompanied H.R. 5136, GAO assessed the extent to which DOD has (1) developed a plan for integrating ballistic missile defense training across and among commands and multiple elements, and identified training roles, responsibilities, and commensurate authorities; and (2) identified and budgeted for the resources to support training. To do so, GAO analyzed DOD training instructions, plans, exercises, and budgets and assessed the extent to which the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and the services have agreed on training cost estimates and funding responsibilities. GAO recommends that DOD designate an entity with authority to develop a strategy for integrating training, and set a deadline to complete training cost estimates and funding agreements and report total BMDS training cost estimates. DOD generally concurred with the merits of our recommendations but did not commit to a timeframe for implementation.

Solvency: Feasible/ Better then Land

Space-based NMD is effective, fast, and comparatively better than land based NMD 

Howard Kleinberg, Prof Public and Intl. Affairs @ UNC Wilmington, April 2011, “A Global Missile Defense Network: Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors,” lexis

Nevertheless, all things considered, the best time in which to intercept aballistic missile is during its boost phase. The key to unlocking this challenge lies in finding and exploiting the best possible BMD basing medium. What is needed is a system that can somehow be or get close enough to engage a boosting missile launched from any location anywhere in the world that threatens the U. S. or its interests, and can cover any potential launch site on the earth's surface, regardless of its nature, land or sea. Such a system must also defend against submarine-launched Ballistic Missiles full, as much as ICBMs. Such a system must somehow also comply with international treaties, to legally surmount issues ofborders or sovereignty. It should further be capable of the following: achieving as high a maximum speed as possible, to reach its targets as quickly as physically possible, enough to enable repeated attempts; afford the greatest possible ranges and probabilities of success; and, be 'on duty' at all times, and positioned or within range to engage boosting missiles (especially ICBMs) anywhere on earth, with as few deployed weapons as necessary. Obviously, there is no way to cover the entire Earth with ship-based, landbased, nor even air-based limited-range boost-phase interceptor missiles; that would require thousands of weapons, far too expensive a proposition even for the U.S. This is not to say that the current generation of ground-based boost-phase BMD systems, such as KEI and ALTB are unneeded. Quite the contrary, they are vital answers as part of the layered defenses against the near to mid-term threats of rogue states with short-range, medium-range, and intermediate range ballistic missiles, with coastlines and internal territories small enough to be covered with these weapons, from one direction or another. In the longer term, they would still provide the ability to reinforce the defenses, in and around vital areas, such as major cities and military bases. However, it is for the longer term future, in which missile, especially ICBM threats, are foreseen to be growing worldwide, that an answer must be found that can defend against all such threats. There is a solution, which can only be fully provided, and fully covered, from space. Advantages of space-based weapons for missile-defense. Space-based weapons, for missile defense, have many critical advantages over terrestrial-based systems. The first and foremost of these is the old real-estate adage, 'location, location, location.' Objects in orbit circle the globe in as little as 90 minutes. According to James G. Lee, with the U.S. Air Force Air University, speeds are typically as much as 4.5 miles per second in Low Earth Orbit (LEO), granting them as much initial velocity (more, with booster motors) as is technologically possible, while still being located near the Earth. From LEO, they have as little distance as possible to reach a boosting BM, while still being in orbit proper. In fact, Lowell Wood described in "Ballistic Missile Defense in an Ideal World," they would most likely follow a downward path from their orbital altitude to effect an interception of a boost-phase missile, giving them maximum advantage in an intercept flight. Inali, Space-Based Ballistic Missile Defense weapons have an immense advantage of speed over their ballistic missile adversaries, since they are already going faster than their targets ever will, i.e., at orbital velocity, and will add even more speed (i.e., more mi/sec.) in the process of boosting and descending to intercept their targets. Second, under international law, space-based systems are legally entitled to overfly any place on Earth at any time they do so. In addition, Lee showed, objects in orbit overfly the same points and areas on Earth many times a day, every day, for spans of years or more. Even if international law prohibited space overflights, the complexity and cost of stopping objects in space would limit the possibilities of doing so to a very few states (at least at present.) Third, objects in space have the advantage of height, always a critical advantage in warfighting, and one that gives the added advantages of line of sight (range), descent, speed, and range, especially with respect to a boosting ballistic missile target as it struggles up out of its ocean of air, up out of Earth's gravity well, from far below. Space-based objects also have the advantage of persistence, since they lose speed and altitude only very marginally, enabling them to remain in orbit for years. Such devices are also necessarily automated. Thus, all of these aspects enable space-based missile defenses to remain active, in service, and always 'on duty' for several years straight. Fourth, and arguably the greatest single advantage of SB-BMD weapons, is their inherent force-multiplier effect. As Gregory Canavan observed in his article, "Estimates of Cost and Performance for Boost-Phase Intercept," any single space-based weapon can replace hundreds or even thousands of ground-based weapons to cover the same territory. This is because an object in space will sweep over the entire globe, covering a swath of ground, and air, for thousands miles on either side of its flight-path. This same effect holds true for space-based weapons when compared sea-based forces, though the latter's greater mobility and of movement reduces the advantages somewhat. However, like land-based counterparts, sea-based weapons must also climb out the earth's gravity -well and atmosphere, with zero initial and altitude, the same constrictions that apply to all surface-launched systems. Finally, SB-BMD weapons would be placed in orbiting 'bands' of interceptors in approximately the same orbits, providing both continuous coverage of target regions, and affording multiple opportunities to intercept any given ballistic missile throughout its flight, although this depends upon the interceptor's boost capabilities. Further interception opportunities are available in the missile's midcourse and even terminal phases as much as the boost-phase, according to Pfaltzgraff's and Van Cleave's 2009 report, "Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty -First Century." 

Solvency: Stops Attacks 

Only an American space missile defense system can defend against an imminent space weapon attack – ground, air and sea forces aren’t enough

Foreign Policy Analysis 09’ By an Independent Working Group (Co Chairmen: Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Dr. William R. Van Cleave Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University), 2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

Given this multiplicity of ballistic missile threats, the United States must deploy a missile defense that deters hostile states from developing or acquiring missile capabilities that could threaten the United States, its allies and coalition partners, and its forces deployed abroad. Furthermore, America’s missile defense R&D programs, together with planned deployments, must be sufficiently robust to dissuade would-be missile possessors from attempting to challenge the United States. Washington must deter future enemies from acquiring ballistic missiles, just as in the past it dissuaded them from developing strategic bombers because of America’s ability to overwhelm such systems. Finally, U.S. missile defense must be capable of defeating those ballistic missiles, whatever their range and type, that could be launched against the United States. U.S. and allied ballistic missile defense capabilities are an essential element of a broader damage limitation strat Other things being equal, it is preferable to intercept threatening ballistic missiles as far away from their intended targets and as early in their flight trajectory as possible. Best of all would be to have the capability to destroy an attacking missile shortly after it is launched, while its rockets still burn and any perturbation will lead to its destruction – with, in many cases, the debris falling back onto the area from which the attack was launched in the first place. The capability to interdict a missile and its warheads in any phases of their flight (boost, midcourse, and terminal) requires an ability to detect and intercept the attack within a very few minutes and to track and destroy the attacking missile and its warheads during their longer midcourse traverse through space before they reenter the atmosphere. Finally, the lastditch defense would be to destroy the attacking missiles as they reenter and pass through the atmosphere – and as accompanying debris and decoys burn up on reentry – in the terminal phase en route to their targets. The best defense ca- pability would be layered so that it could provide opportunities for destruction in all three phases of flight. Only space-based defenses inherently have this global capability and permanence. While sea-based defenses can move freely through the two-thirds of the earth’s surface that are oceans, their capability is limited by geography and by the specific operations of the fleet – including where the seabased missile defense happens to be deployed at any given time, and how quickly it could be redeployed to meet a crisis situation. Air-based and ground-based defenses, meanwhile, can have global capabilities, but frequently take considerable time to deploy when and where needed and are also dependent on the cooperation of U.S. friends and allies in permitting the necessary supporting activities on their territories. Thus, only a space-based missile defense will possess both constancy and global availability, irrespective of allied support and agreement. As such, space-based missile defense constitutes the only truly global system, with all the rest being either regional or local. 91

Solvency: Conventional to Space Warfare

Developing space BMD provokes a shift to space conflict—saves the budget and warfare casualties 

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

On the other hand, an attempt by any other state to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order, with the weaponizing state at the top. Such an action would challenge the status quo, rather than seek to perpetuate it. This would be disconcerting to nations that accept the current international order—including the venerable institutions of trade, finance and law that operate within it—and intolerable to the United States. As leader of the current system, the United States could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside. There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that weaponizing space would in time be less threatening to the international system than the failure to do so. The weaponization of space would decrease the likelihood of an arms race by shifting spending away from conventional weapons systems. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand better ways to spend the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, housing or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. Thus the question should be directed not at particular weapons, but at all weapons. The immediate budget impact of significant funding increases for space weapons would be to decrease funding for combat aircraft, the surface battle fleet, and ground forces. This may well set the proponents of space weaponization at odds with both proponents and opponents of increased defense spending. Space advocates must sell their ideas to fellow pro-weapons groups by making the case that the advantages they provide outweigh the capabilities forgone. This is a mighty task. The tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars needed to develop, test and deploy a minimal space weapons system with the capacity to engage a few targets around the world could displace a half-dozen or more aircraft carrier battle groups, entire aircraft procurement programs such as the F-22, and several heavy armored divisions. This is a tough sell for supporters of a strong military. It is an even more difficult dilemma for those who oppose weapons in general, and space weapons in particular. Ramifications for the most critical current function of the Army, Navy, and Marines—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory—are profound. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the U.S. ability to do all three would wane significantly. At a time when many are calling for increased capability to pacify and police foreign lands, in light [End Page 170] of the no-end-in-sight occupations of Iraq and Afghanistan, space weapons proponents must advocate reduction of these capabilities in favor of a system that will have no direct potential to do so.

Solvency: Perception

SBMD not only prevents ballistic missile attacks but enhances the perception of deterrence capability

Lt. Col. Lorinda Frederick, US Air Force, Planning Officer at STRATCOM, 9-1-2009, Air University, Air and Space Power Journal, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense,”

BMD should primarily be considered a vital part of a deterrent strategy and secondarily an effective tool to protect against ballistic missile attacks. BMD is an integral part of deterrence because it makes escalation less likely. Confidence in BMD technology may allow US decision makers to accept an increased risk of attack and allow time for other instruments of power to defuse the situation. Adversaries must consider US defensive capabilities in relation to their offensive capabilities. Confident that inbound ballistic missiles will not reach the homeland, the United States could choose not to respond in kind to such provocation. Extending BMD to friendly states bolsters deterrence because it effectively conveys to potential aggressors the US commitment to defense. Extended deterrence can keep other states out of the conflict. For example, the United States provided Israel with theater missile defense (TMD) during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm to protect the Israelis and keep them out of the broader conflict. Extended deterrence may encourage allies to “forgo indigenous development or procurement of duplicative military capabilities, thereby enhancing US counterproliferation efforts.”13 BMD is more than just a defensive measure that the United States possesses to knock down threatening missiles. Decision makers should think of it as a vital part of deterrence to help restrain rogue elements and proliferators.  

Solvency: Works

BMD works—most recent tests prove

Xinhua News Network, 4-16-2011, “U.S. conducts "most challenging" test of missile defense,” lexis 

The U.S. Department of Defense on Friday announced the military has successfully conducted the " most challenging test to date" of its ballistic missile defense system, firing an interceptor from an Aegis destroyer to blast an intermediate-range missile over the Pacific Ocean. According to the Missile Defense Agency, the test was conducted jointly by the Navy's Aegis destroyer USS O'KANE, and the 94th Army Air and Missile Defense Command. The test started at 2:52 a.m. Eastern time, when an intermediate-range ballistic missile target was launched from Kwajalein Atoll in the Republic of the Marshall Islands, approximately 2,300 miles southwest of Hawaii. According to the agency, the missile flew in a northeasterly direction toward a broad ocean area in the Pacific Ocean. Following target launch, a ground-based transportable radar located on Wake Island detected and tracked it. The radar sent trajectory information to the command system, which processed and transmitted remote target data to the USS O'KANE, which was located to the west of Hawaii. The destroyer then used the data to develop a fire control solution and launch an SM-3 Block IA missile approximately 11 minutes after the target was launched. The ship's Aegis weapon system then uplinked target track information to the interceptor, and it destroyed the threat in a "hit-to-kill" intercept using force of a direct impact. "Initial indications are that all components performed as designed," said the agency. The agency said the test was "the most challenging test to date, " as the engagement relied on remote tracking data for the first time to intercept an intermediate-range target. The agency said ability to use remote radar data to engage a threat ballistic missile greatly increases the battle space and defended area of the SM-3 missile. This test is the 21st successful intercept, in 25 attempts, for the Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense program since flight testing began in 2002. The last two intercept tests of a separate U.S. ground-based missile defense, aimed at protecting U.S. soil, have failed. 

Solvency: Boost Phase

SBL solves—especially in boost phase

Matthew Mowthorpe, writer for Air and Space Power Journal (Branch of Air Force Research Institute) 3-8-2002, 

Air and Space Power Journal, “The Revolution in Military Affairs and Directed Energy Weapons”, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/mowthorpe02.html

SBLs would be located on satellites placed in low-earth orbit. The type of orbit would depend on the nature of the threat. A satellite’s orbital altitude is an important factor since it must place the laser, as frequently as possible, in a position where it can destroy the largest number of missiles in their boost phase. The satellite needs to be at an altitude sufficient to enable it to intercept the farthest boosting missile it can see without focusing the beam in such a way that closer and more vulnerable missiles are missed. The optimal altitude depends upon the height at which the booster's engines stop firing, the capacity of the laser, and the hardness of the missiles. When the Soviet Union’s ICBMs were considered the main threat, polar orbits were chosen since they provided good coverage of the northern latitudes. However, polar orbits concentrate SBLs at the poles where there are no ballistic missiles deployed. The optimum configuration would be a number of orbital planes inclined about 70o to the equator.7 It is generally accepted that SBLs would be incapable of lasing a missile re-entry vehicle with a destructive dose of energy during its midcourse and re-entry trajectory. Re-entry vehicles are hardened to survive the launch, midcourse and thermal re-entry phases of missile flight, then successfully detonate and destroy even hard targets.8 The missile must therefore be targeted during the time when it is above the clouds and atmosphere and before it deploys re-entry vehicles. 

Solvency: Spillover

Development of SBL is key to a “layered” missile defense infrastructure

Dr. Stephen Aubin, senior exec at Boeing, director of policy and communications for the Air Force Association, research fellow of Boston University's Center for Defense Journalism, Professor at Georgetown AND Col. Arnold Streland, Commander of Space Superiority Systems Wing at LA Air Force Base, Chief of Space Based Laser Program Management Division at LA Air Force Base, October 2000, Western States Legal Foundation, “ The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase” 

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. A Layered Defense The best way to counter even a limited number of missiles is through defense in depth. Defense in depth means there will be a number of opportunities to destroy missiles as they are launched and move through the various stages of their flight paths, or trajectories. For National Missile Defense, a land-based, hit-to-kill interceptor is currently being developed to intercept warheads in the middle of their flight paths. There is also discussion and study of using sea-based missile defenses to complement the land-based system. For its part, SBL represents a potential future space-based component of a national missile defense architecture with residual capability that will enhance the planned theater missile defense architecture.

Solvency: EMP
US is susceptible to EMP attack—will cripple the infrastructure 

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

It is also known that enemies of the United States can put a nuclear weapon over U.S. territory using a ballistic missile. The detonation of this weapon at a high altitude could unleash an electromagnetic pulse that would wipe out satellite and airborne navigation, intelligence, and communications systems and impede any U.S. military response to the aggression. Such a pulse of energy would disable or destroy the unprotected technological infrastructure of a region or the nation. According to the emp Commission, "a regional or national recovery would be long and difficult and would seriously degrade the safety and overall viability of our nation. . . . [A]t some point the degradation of infrastructure could have irreversible effects on the country's ability to support its population."

Space BMD ONLY way to solve 

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

Space-based interceptors may be the only effective way to counter this threat and mitigate the effects of an electromagnetic pulse resulting from the intercept. Engaging the missile close to its launch point would release the resulting explosion of gamma rays closer to the attacker's territory. Relying on an intercept in space, in the midcourse of a missile's flight, risks damaging unprotected satellites (i.e., just about all commercial and civilian satellites), regardless of who owns them.

Solvency: Block IA

That means the Block 1A is a viable option now—it’s key to further develop missile defense

Baker Spring, senior fellow in national security policy at Heritage, specializes in missile threats, 4-18-2011, The Hawaii Reporter, posted by Heritage, “Sea-Based Missile Defense Test Success a Major Step Forward” 

In the wee hours of the morning of April 15, the U.S. Navy conducted a successful test of its Aegis ballistic missile defense system. The test marks a major milestone in U.S. missile defense capabilities because it signals that the Aegis system’s existing interceptor, the Standard Missile-3 Block IA (SM-3 IA), likely has an inherent capability to counter strategic missiles. This is because the target missile destroyed in this intercept test, which is of intermediate range, has characteristics that are not that different from strategic missiles. On this basis, the U.S. may be able to accelerate the fielding of sea-based missile defenses, as well as their land-based counterpart (called Aegis Ashore), for countering strategic missiles well in advance of the current 2020 target date. The LV-2 target missile, which has a range of between 1,864 miles and 3,418 miles, was launched from Kwajalein Atoll in the Marshall Islands. The USS O’Kane, a navy destroyer, launched the SM-3 IA interceptor from a location west of Hawaii. The interceptor was launched approximately 11 minutes after the launch of the target. The interceptor destroyed the target at a point in space over the Pacific Ocean by direct impact. The key to the success of this test was that multiple sensors—including the Space Tracking and Surveillance Satellites (STSS), the AN/TPY-2 X-ban forward-deployed ground-based radar based on Wake Island, and the O’Kane’s own radar—all contributed data to the 3.6.1 version of the Aegis Weapons System in order to develop a firing solution. This permitted the O’Kane, for the first time in a ballistic missile intercept test using this version of the Aegis Weapons System, to launch its interceptor on the basis of remote data. It is hard to overemphasize the great advancement for missile defense that this “launch on remote” capability represents. It is also important to understand the nature of the LV-2 target missile used in this test. The LV-2 target uses the first- and second-stage rocket motors of the Trident I (C4) sea-launched ballistic missile (SLBM). For the purposes of arms control, the Trident I SLBM has been categorized as a strategic missile. Until now, the Obama Administration has assumed that it would require the development and deployment of a new version of the SM-3 interceptor, called the Block IIB, to obtain the capability to use the Aegis ballistic missile defense system to counter strategic missiles. The SM-3 IIB is not projected to be available until 2020. The success of this test shows that there is an alternative path to achieving a defense against strategic missiles using the Aegis system at an earlier date. 

Solvency: FEL 

Free electron lasers solve—comparatively the most effective 

David M. Mason, Lieutenant Colonel in the United States Air Force, Masters of Strategic Studies Degree from the Air War College February 2009 Air War College Maxwell Air Force Base, “Directed Energy Weapon System for Ballistic Missile Defense,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA540023&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf )

During the past two decades, this technology has advanced considerably in areas such as power, beam control, and pointing and tracking techniques which enables the system to hit a target at great ranges.57 This energy can be used to engage satellites, aircraft, and vehicles, but the most promising aspect of this technology is the ability to destroy missiles traveling at mach or supersonic speeds. In addition to being able to being able to engage rapidly moving targets,lasers can be re-directed by mirrors to hit these targets that fall outside of line-of-sight range. This all can be donewithout compromising much of the beam’s initial power.58 The unique attributes of lasers has the potential to revolutionize missile defense operations. Those attributes include: 1. Speed of Light Capability: This represents a core significant advantage of lasers.With the potential to travel at 186,000 miles per second, directed energy offers the warfighter near-instantaneous options to destroy targets at great distances. Quite naturally, this attribute also greatly simplifies tracking and targeting of missiles while also greatly reducing target counter-measure techniques. 2. Precise and Adjustable Targeting: Directed energy offers extremely precise targeting effects, which are capable of delivering energy to a small spot on a missile. This phenomenon would cause a missile to undergo aerodynamic stress which would lead to catastrophic failure. A related feature of this characteristic is the ability to adjust the amount of energy required to successfully propagate through the atmosphere from surface locations. The free-electron laser is the only form of directed energy that has demonstrated that capability. 3. Affordability: Once deployed, lasers will be able to intercept missiles at relatively low costs per shot. Although the beam-generating system may be initially expensive to build and 15maintain, the price per engagement will be relatively cheap as compared to conventional systems.59 For example, the Missile Defense Agency conducted a missile intercept experiment back in December of 2008using a kinetic energy intercept vehicle. The total cost of the experiment ranged between $120 million and $150 million, although the Agency did employ several other defense systems to ensure a successful intercept.60 Navy surveillance ships and space-based command and control platforms provided a robust network for the experiment that assisted with launch intercept. 4. Repetitive Engagements: Laser have a great capacity for continuous engagements over an extended period of time,and are constrained only by the availability of power and the need to vent energy producing by-products such as heat. Conventional weapons, especially those firing precision-guided munitions, are constrained in the number of engagements it can execute. In additionto engaging threats,lasers can be used to detect, image, track, and illuminate targets. This process can work autonomously with the “kill laser” while also enabling the platform to lock onto a multiple number of missiles. 5. Weapon System Diversity: Directed energy systems can be placed on a variety of platforms to achieve optimum results. Airborne lasers are capable of attacking targets out to several hundred kilometers, while a ground-based platform could attack targets on a global scale. A complimentary network of space-based relay mirrors is required to extend a ground-based system to a global scale.

Solvency: Missile Prevention 

BMD eliminates the accidental, rouge state and terrorist launch of nuclear weapons

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2002, Astropolitik, pg 159

To make the last point clearer, a brief excursus on one of the more contentious policy debates of the day -ballistic missile defense or BMD -is offered for consideration. The 'most likely' area in which the United States might 'act unilaterally' to put a space-based weapons system in place is in the area of BMD.J5 The debate over where the next generation BMD system is best placed is certainly not over, and a space-based system at this time is not the front runner for deployment. But the advantages of a system that could eliminate the threat of accidental, rogue state, or terrorist launches of nuclear missiles is so compelling that it is highly likely to be attempted regardless of opposition efforts.
Solvency: Missile Prevention 

 A global layered defense capability is necessary to counter these threats. Near-term options exist for augmenting seabased defenses and deploying space-based defenses within the next decade, resulting in a comprehensive, global layered missile defense system. Layered defenses provide multiple opportunities to destroy attacking missiles in all three phases of flight from any direction regardless of their geographic starting point. Furthermore, a layered defense makes the countermeasures available to the offensive systems much less effective than would be the case if interdiction was only possible in one (or two) phase(s) of the missile’s flight. Boostphase intercepts, most efficiently conducted by components deployed in space, are particularly desirable because a missile is most vulnerable during this segment since it is relatively slow moving, presents a readily identifiable target (bright rocket plume), and has not released any of its warheads or countermeasures that would complicate interception in subsequent phases. Boost-phase interception has the added advantage that the missile’s payload may, depending on how early interdiction occurs, fall back on the attacking nation. This situation could deter the launching state if it is confronted with the likelihood of serious damage to its own territory. In addition, depending on the number of assets deployed, a space-based boost-phase defense could always be on station on a world-wide basis, unfettered by sovereignty issues of overflight and operations on another nation’s territory. Layered defenses that include space-based interceptors might also dissuade adversaries in possession of ballistic missiles, or would-be possessors, from seeking costly in-  vestments to acquire ballistic missiles that could not easily penetrate such a defensive shield. As a result, the United States would retain maximum flexibility in a crisis situation in which the threat of ballistic missile attacks would be minimized. In order to build a global layered missile defense, the United States must take several important steps in parallel. 
NATO Relations Add-On 

Missile defense is key to a perception of extended deterrence over NATO

Baker Spring, senior fellow in national security policy at Heritage, specializes in missile threats, 9-25-2008, Heritage, “Europe, Missile Defense, and the Future of Extended Deterrence”

A New Approach to Extended Deterrence The missile defense agreements between the U.S. and the Czech Republic and Poland represent a new basis for the traditional U.S. policy of extended deterrence. The new approach will place less emphasis on U.S. retaliation for an attack and more emphasis on protecting and defending the ally . It will also rely less on a single commitment to alliance security and more on concurrent commitments, for two reasons. First, the agreements with the Czech Republic and Poland are focused on fielding missile defenses. These defensive systems are designed to protect both the U.S. and its European allies against attack. During the Cold War, deploying U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe signaled to the Soviet Union that even a conventional attack in Europe carried the prospect of a nuclear response by the U.S. Defensive measures were assumed to be incompatible with deterrence. In today's multi-polar world, the U.S. and its allies are becoming less certain that unpredictable leaders will be deterred by the threat of retaliation. In today's context, they see defensive measures as compatible with deterrence and reinforcing its effectiveness. Second, the U.S. pursued its extended deterrence policy for Europe during the Cold War through NATO. (The only significant exception to this was the special relationship between the U.S. and the United Kingdom.) Today's complex multi-polar world is driving the U.S. and its allies to adopt a more flexible system of concurrent and overlapping security commitments. The Declaration of Strategic Cooperation between the U.S. and Poland in particular demonstrates that both nations will use NATO structures and a close bilateral relationship to strengthen security. These changes are timely because a retaliation-based extended deterrence policy is prone to breakdowns in today's complex and multi-polar world. This is why the agreements include steps for bilateral reinforcement of NATO commitments. The relative clarity of the bipolar world permitted carefully designed signals about which actions by a potential aggressor would result in retaliatory and escalatory steps by the U.S. The multi-polar world makes sending these signals much more difficult, because the signals must apply to multiple actors operating in different contexts and with different perceptions of the U.S and its allies. The emerging structure is better able to handle multiple potential threats and contribute to security in ways that go beyond the limited capabilities of the missile defense systems that they support. 

Naval Power Add-On 
Key to naval power- prevents wars 
 Jones England et al, Jones is a former commandant of the Marine Corps. Mr. Clark is a former chief of naval operations, 7/11/11, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303339904576406163019350934.html
Given these enduring qualities, tough choices must clearly be made, especially in light of expected tight defense budgets. The administration and the Congress need to balance the resources allocated to missions such as strategic deterrence, ballistic missile defense, and cyber warfare with the more traditional ones of sea control and power projection. The maritime capability and capacity vital to the flexible projection of U.S. power and influence around the globe must surely be preserved, especially in light of available technology. Capabilities such as the Joint Strike Fighter will provide strategic deterrence, in addition to tactical long-range strike, especially when operating from forward-deployed naval vessels. Postured to respond quickly, the Navy-Marine Corps team integrates sea, air, and land power into adaptive force packages spanning the entire spectrum of operations, from everyday cooperative security activities to unwelcome—but not impossible—wars between major powers. This is exactly what we will need to meet the challenges of the future.

Nukes Add-On

BMD is a pre-requisite to a nuclear free world 

Dean A. Wilkening is a Senior Research Scientist at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University, 29 Nov 2010, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00396338.2010.540785, Nuclear Zero and Ballistic-Missile Defence
Regardless of the degree to which a ban on ballistic missiles can be verified, ballistic-missile defences relax the requirement for verification because, in principle, they can block small attacks, reducing concerns about cheating at low numbers. The inability to verify the difference between zero and ten ballistic missiles is not militarily significant if a defence can reliably absorb 100 ballistic-missile warheads.13 Ballistic-missile defences thus provide insurance against cheating in a world without ballistic missiles just as ballistic-missile defence, air defence, border defence and so on, if sufficiently robust, provide insurance against cheating in a world without nuclear weapons.
COIN Add-on

Key to the COIN effort

Cheryl Pellerin, American Forces Press Service, 7/19/11, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=64730 , “DOD Space Program Broadens Industry, Foreign Partnerships”

WASHINGTON, July 19, 2011 – The Defense Department is expanding partnerships with spacefaring companies and nations to maintain the strategic advantage it gains in space, the deputy assistant secretary of defense for space policy said today. Speaking with reporters from the Defense Writers Group here, Ambassador Gregory L. Schulte said NASA’s final space shuttle flight this week represents “a time of transition” for the civil and military space programs. “Space,” Schulte said, “is increasingly congested, contested and competitive.” The Omaha, Neb.-based U.S. Strategic Command, whose mission now includes warning companies and countries when space debris threatens their satellites, is tracking more than 22,000 objects in space, he said. A range of countries are developing counter-space capabilities, including satellite-damaging jammers and lasers, he added, and 11 countries now operate 22 launch sites. “The United States is not the only player in space,” Schulte said, “and space is certainly not our private domain.” Space is ubiquitous in the defense establishment and in the conduct of military operations, he added, “and we’re acting to maintain our strategic advantage in space.” Space systems are critical to ground navigation, smart bomb precision, and to relay unmanned aerial vehicle feeds to troops, Schulte said. Space also is necessary for early warnings of missile launches and for keeping the president connected to U.S. nuclear forces, he said. Space is a force multiplier, Schulte added. “Without space capabilities, we’d need a lot more bombs to put on a particular target and there would be a lot more casualties and collateral damage,” he said. “Without space 

EU Relations Add-On 

Key to US-European relations

David Yost, Prof @ Naval Postgrad School, Ph.D. in IR from USC, 2009, International Affairs, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO” 

In NATO Europe (in contrast with, for example, Japan), it was generally agreed in leadership circles during the Cold War that a US nuclear weapons presence was one of the requirements for credible extended deterrence. As Alois Mertes, a Christian Democratic Union member of the Bundestag and CDU foreign policy spokesman, put it in 1981, when he argued for the deployment of land-based missiles instead of sea-based weapons, land-based nuclear forces ‘exercise a stronger deterrent impact, because they are clearly visible in a country whose protection the deterrent is intended to serve’. According to Mertes, the visibility—to Allied governments, if not to publics—of US nuclear forces in Europe ‘demonstrates the indivisibility of the territory covered by the Alliance and of Western security’. Mertes argued that relying on US nuclear forces at sea alone ‘could not adequately guarantee the linkage effect in favor of joint security for America and Europe’ and would eliminate the ‘visibility of American and European risk-sharing’. 31 This judgement continues to be shared among many of the European politicians, officials and experts in NATO countries who take an active part in defence and security affairs. The primary rationales for US nuclear forces in Europe include contributing to the robustness of the transatlantic link and enhancing the credibility of US extended deterrence guarantees, in view of the judgement that US nuclear commitments would be substantially less credible if they depended solely on US forces at sea and in North America. US nuclear weapons on European soil, in other words, offer assurance to the allies regarding the seriousness and credibility of US security commitments. In the view of many European (and American) analysts, US nuclear weapons in Europe can be considered ‘coupling mechanisms’— that is, key means (among others) to connect US security commitments to US intercontinental nuclear forces and thus underscore a tangible ‘transatlantic link’ for protection in accordance with Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. In other words, the traditional arguments for keeping US nuclear forces in Europe remain valid in the judgement of many officials and experts in the alliance. These arguments can be summed up as follows: US nuclear forces based in Europe send a more potent deterrent message about US commitments than reliance solely on US nuclear weapons at sea and in North America. With the US nuclear presence, extensive nuclear risk- and responsibility-sharing, and consultative arrangements for multinational nuclear policy deliberations and implementation, the alliance has greater confidence in its strength and cohesion than it would have without these interrelated attributes—and greater confidence that adversaries will recognize NATO’s resolve and capabilities.  

German Relations Add-On

Absent a commitment to missile defense, US-German relations will be tanked

John T. Bennett; “German official warns US against cuts to joint missile program”; 07/18/11; http://thehill.com/news-by-subject/defense-homeland-security/172059-german-official-warns-us-on-proposed-cuts-to-joint-missile-program

A top German defense official has told the Pentagon that eliminating or trimming Washington's financial contribution to a missile defense program it is developing with Berlin and Rome "is not an option." The Medium Extended Air Defense System (MEADS) is slated to become "the basis for the German air-defense architecture" and that nation's portion of an envisioned NATO missile defense system, Detlef Selhausen, the German Federal Ministry of Defense's director of armaments, wrote to Pentagon acquisition chief Ashton Carter. "This objective can be reached only if the remaining financial commitments necessary for the joint development are met as planned," Selhausen wrote in the letter dated July 2011 and obtained by The Hill. "For this reason, joint termination of the current MEADS development is not an option for Germany. It would ... be difficult to reconcile any joint termination with German budgetary law." The MEADS is a joint missile defense program between Washington and two European allies. Work on the system is done and financed by Lockheed in the United States, MBDA in Italy, and by EADS in Germany. The Pentagon announced in February that, due primarily to delays and cost breaches, it will not buy and field the system. The department decided it would continue the development phase and provide funding up to the agreed upon ceiling of $4 billion (in 2004 dollars), according to a DOD fact sheet. The German official urged Carter to uphold U.S. "contribution commitments — even beyond the development phase," however. The letter shows Berlin is closely monitoring the budget situation in Washington, where members of both parties on Capitol Hill have, as they grapple with the nation's dire finances, targeted the program for cuts. Rep. Michael Turner (R-Ohio), House Armed Services Strategic Forces subcommittee chairman, said recently that he is concerned about “authorizing over $800 million in fiscal year 2012 and 2013 for a program that the Department does not intend to procure, and whose record of performance, according to a DOD fact sheet, ‘might ordinarily make it a candidate for cancellation.’” Turner also said senior military officials have told the House panel they are not yet convinced a “MEADS proof-of-concept was viable.” The House's Pentagon appropriations measure would cut the administration’s $407 million request by $150 million. The House Appropriations Committee wrote in a report accompanying that bill that the funding cut is “based on the Army implementation of a well organized plan with close cooperation between the [three] members and a spending plan that avoids worst case funding situations.” The House-passed Defense Authorization Act for 2012 contains a section that would slap limits on federal funds for the program until it is terminated or restructured to provide technologies that could be used in other weapon programs. The authorization measure would reduce MEADS funding by $149.5 million in 2012. A version of Defense authorization legislation passed by the Senate Armed Services Committee would zero Pentagon funding for the joint U.S.-Italian-German program. Carter and other Obama administration officials have warned that zeroing or trimming U.S. funding for the MEADS program would bring new costs to the Pentagon and essentially double-cross two allies. It would be better to continue development and use that discovery for other advanced technologies to be used on other systems. What’s more, Pentagon officials say if the U.S. backs out of the three-nation pact, it will have to pay a huge bill. “At this time, our partners have no interest in a mutual termination of the MEADS program and the options open are to: (1) terminate unilaterally in accordance with our agreement, or (2) restructure the program to … a demonstration,” DOD acquisition chief Ashton Carter wrote in a May 9 letter to lawmakers. “Termination of the program would ensure the department and its international partners receive nothing for our MEADS investment while costing approximately the same amount as the department’s request for a proof of concept demonstration,” Carter wrote in a letter addressed to House Armed Services Committee Ranking Member Adam Smith (D-Wash.). “We are actively working to ensure that the remaining funds are used in a way to ensure we get something both for our prior and remaining investment,” Carter added. If congressional cuts force DOD to terminate its contract with Germany and Italy, "this would ... endanger two core aspects of our common objectives that are extremely important for Germany," Selhausen wrote, pointing to "the controlled archiving of the resulting development data ... and the preparation of European industry or multinational follow-on activities."

Accidental Launch Add-On 

Poor tech and high alert means a near instant war

Danny Nassre is a political analyst. 12-15-2008,” http://www.gcadvocate.com/2008/12/in-midnights-shadow/
The possibility of an accidental nuclear launch is not as absurd as it may sound, especially when one considers the complexity and age of the technologies involved, and the “high-alert” status of the US and Russian arsenals — one which allows for deciding how to respond to a perceived attack after as little as twenty minutes of deliberation.A 1998 article in the New England Journal of Medicine entitled “Accidental Nuclear War – A Post Cold-War Assessment,” co-authored by several nuclear security experts, notes that a number of authorities consider a launch based on a false warning to be the most likely form of an accidental attack. They are quick to point out that “this danger is not theoretical,” and mention two breakdowns in the US system in 1979 and 1980, caused by human error and computer-chip failures, which indicated that a massive Soviet strike was imminent. They also note a 1995 incident in which a US scientific research rocket launched from Norway activated Russian “nuclear suitcases,” leading to an emergency conference which decided that there was, in fact, no threat of an attack, supposedly just four minutes before standard procedure would have mandated a decision.Since this incident, Russia’s early-warning systems have become even less reliable, as its number of early-warning satellites has been reduced from nine to three. Because Russia’s deployed arsenal is especially vulnerable to surprise attack, with much of it in poorly-defended silos, mobile units, and docked submarines, it has a greater incentive to respond to perceived threats quickly. A recent report by the Federation of American Scientists says that “the next time Russia interprets a benign event as a potential nuclear attack, it is not clear that it will have enough information to decide that it can afford to wait.”
Afghanistan Add-On 
Space defense and military assets are key to the Afghanistan and Iraq wars
Agence-France Presse, French Newspaper Agency, 6-23-2006, “US using space supremacy to wage combat in Iraq, Afghanistan,” lexis

The US military is relying ever more on space satellites to help wage combat in places like Iraq and Afghanistan, though analysts say that Washington's space supremacy could be threatened by rivals in the future. The Pentagon is using sophisticated satellites that orbit Earth in a bid to track down its enemies and keep a round-the-clock watch on unfriendly foes. The technological advantage can prove lethal, as witnessed by the recent air raid that killed the long-wanted Al-Qaeda in Iraq leader Abu Musab al-Zarqawi. "Space capabilities have revolutionized the way we fight today by providing our forces with battlefield situational awareness, environmental understanding, precise weapons effects, and the ability to control and synchronize military operations on a global scale," Lieutenant General Robert Kehler, the deputy commander of US Strategic Command, told a Congressional panel. Initially satellites had been fired into space to back surveillance and reconnaissance operations, but they are now being used more and more to back "war fighting operations in real time," Michael O'Hanlon, an expert at the Washington-based Brookings Institution, told the same panel at Wednesday's hearing. Kehler highlighted the example of Zarqawi's death following a strike from "an on-called air delivered GPS guided weapon," referring to the US global positioning satellite (GPS) system. Used by the Pentagon to give an accurate position on Earth in real time, 24-hours a day, the GPS system uses a group of 28 satellites orbiting the globe to pinpoint an exact position, and is also widely used commercially. America's military satellites are also a crucial part of the US anti-missile defense system and its ongoing development, which has come into focus amid North Korea's reported plans to test a long-range missile. The system is designed to detect a potential missile launch targeting the United States and to deploy a US interceptor missile to destroy any incoming missile attack from a foreign state. 
Winning the Afghanistan War is key to prevent extremism and instability—goes nuclear
John Nagl, President of the CNAS, member of the defense policy board, Spring 2010, JFQ, Issue 56, “A Better War in Afghanistan,”

The primary objective of American efforts in Pakistan and Afghanistan remains the elimination of al Qaeda–associated sanctuaries and, if possible, top leaders who support transnational terrorist operations. Many in this shadowy alliance, which was originally based in Afghanistan but squeezed by allied military operations, have shifted to Pakistan’s cities and frontier areas beyond easy reach of the coalition. American efforts now focus on Pakistan as a launching pad for militants fighting in Afghanistan. But the problem runs both ways: a failed Afghanistan would become a base from which Taliban and al Qaeda militants could work to further destabilize the surrounding region. Al Qaeda American policy in Afghanistan over the past 8 years has suffered from the most fundamental of all strategic errors: insufficient resources to accomplish maximalist goals and the Taliban have served as an inspiration for and sometime-ally of violent extremist groups targeting the resource-rich states of Central Asia. More dangerously, they also have ties to the insurgents seeking to overthrow Pakistan, and the ultimate prize in that contest would not be another ridge or valley, but possibly access to the Pakistani nuclear arsenal. An unraveling of Pakistan in the face of the Taliban insurgency, whether gradual or unexpectedly rapid, could spark a cascading regional meltdown and lead to nuclear arms falling into the hands of a terrorist group that would use them against the United States or its allies. This is, to be sure, widely considered a low-probability event, but the security of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons is hardly clear, and U.S. visibility into events there is fairly low.
A2: Politics- Plan Popular- Republicans 

Plan popular—Republicans looking for things to increase US power 
Taylor Dinerman is a well-known space writer regarding military and civilian space activities since 1983 and a defense consultant to the DoD, July 20, 2011, http://www.hudson-ny.org/2275/obama-defense-cuts
The Obama administration is reportedly pushing for yet another $100 billion in Defense cuts, on top of the more than $500 billion in cuts to the ten-year defense spending plan the White House is already planning to enact -- ensuring that there will be few -- if any -- major Obama era defense programs left. In cutting our military so drastically, President Obama and Secretary Panetta are effectively cutting themselves and the United States off from any real future influence on US strategic policy. Republicans are, on the whole, protesting against what they see as an effort to liquidate American military power. The fight in the Congress will probably follow the traditional Washington pattern: a compromise for the 2012 Defense Department budget will eventually emerge. Plans to cut hundreds of billions in Defense spending over the next ten years, however, will remain on the books. The weakness of the administration's programs in space and missile defense will be expensive to repair. The cancellation of the advanced communications satellite program, known as T-Sat, is already creating difficulties for the men and women who must figure out how the US military will be able to operate worldwide in the later part of this decade.
A2: Politics- Plan Popular- Congress and Public

Plan popular—Congress sees it as defensive 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sponsored/russianow/opinion/8609115/Russia-US-nuclear-deterrence.html
As for the US Congress, any bill that would seek to limit American military reach – even if it is strictly verified arms reductions such as that agreed under Start – will have a hard time of it. In the case of missile defence, one cannot imagine any legislative limitations. Some US congressmen, like the majority of the public, are convinced that missile defence is a strictly defensive system, and therefore no one has the right to demand from the United States that it renounce or reduce its capacity. Others who see mutual assured destruction as the key principle of strategic stability, parity and interconnection between offensive and defensive components of strategic forces, believe that having a free hand is an inalienable right of the United States and that America should not follow Russia’s lead.

A2: International Law/ Treaties Prevent [1/2]
Now legal after demise of ABM treaty

Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, President is Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School and Tufts University, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf

With the demise of the ABM Treaty, the United States can now legally develop, test, and deploy space- as well as sea-, air-, and mobile ground-based defenses. To build a missile defense with the global capability to protect its own territory and its overseas forces, friends, and allies, as President Bush has proposed, the United States will need to include space-based defenses. They possess a global capability because they can intercept a missile regardless of launch location, provided that the constellation is large enough to keep interceptors continually within range of possible launch locations. Of all basing modes, space-based defenses would provide the widest area of coverage and greatest number of shots against enemy warheads – and it would have the very desirable feature of always being present to destroy ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the world.

Not verifiable or enforceable 

Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. President, the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Professor of International Security Studies, 6/3/09, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Pfaltzgraff_Boost-Phase.Missile.Defense_Capitol.Hill-Marshall.Inst_3.April.09.pdf, “Boost-Phase Missile Defense”

However, again to turn to the question posed at the beginning – why do we not now have a boost-phase defense, I believe that the answer lies in the belief that somehow the United states can keep space free from military activities. This gives rise to policy and programmatic recommendations that lack logical foundation and are contrary to U.S. interests. This includes the contention that the weaponization of space is, or should be, prohibited or drastically limited by international treaties. However, such treaties would be neither enforceable nor verifiable. Defining what is a space weapon is problematic. For instance, it is possible, as China demonstrated in January 2007, to launch a missile from earth designed to shoot down a satellite in space. Yet such a missile could also be used for other purposes. The problem of defining what is a space weapon is further complicated by the fact that in space any object with maneuvering capability is potentially a “weapon” because it could be directed to collide with another object, subject only to the limits of fuel and physics. As a result, the United States has long held the view that these problems render space arms control impractical, unnecessary, and counterproductive. Nevertheless, we have failed to exploit the opportunities afforded by space-based interceptors for a truly global layered missile defense that includes the boost phase. Since the reasons have little to do with technology, one can only conclude that such defenses do not exist because of conscious political choices or the unwillingness of recent administrations to expend political capital on space-based missile defense. The failure to do so has serious implications and consequences for achieving boostphase defenses. 

We withdrew from the treaty anyways 

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

In August 2006, the Bush Administration issued a major, high-profile pronouncement about space arms control. The administration rightfully reminds us that arms control is not an end in itself, but rather a tool to help the nation realize its national security strategy. Officials believed the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty posed a danger to security, impeding the development, testing, and deployment of effective missile defenses to defend the country and U.S. troops, allies, and friends. When Washington withdrew from the treaty in June 2002, the restrictions on deployment of missile defenses in the air, sea, and space environments went away. We effectively got rid of the single greatest obstacle to the deployment of non-nuclear space arms, although this was not the reason cited by officials for withdrawal.

A2: International Law/ Treaties Prevent [2/2]
OST treaty doesn’t affect the aff

a.) No prohibition 

Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, President is Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School and Tufts University, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf

Nearly two generations ago, as the United States and other nations recognized that space was becoming an important arena for national security, an effort was made to regulate the utilization of space for military purposes in the form of the Outer Space Treaty.20 This treaty contains several provisions directly related to military activities and weapons in outer space – none of which, however, would preclude the United States from deploying space-based missile defense.21 Specifically, the parties agreed not to place in earth orbit any object carrying nuclear weapons or other types of WMD, and not to install such weapons on celestial bodies or station them in outer space. The treaty further prohibits the establishment of bases, installations, and fortifications, the testing of weapons, and the conduct of military maneuvers on the moon or other celestial bodies. However, because the Treaty does not place prohibitions on the use of space for the transiting of ballistic missiles that fly part of their trajectory through space, it follows that the Treaty does not prohibit the United States from building a space-based defense against ballistic missiles. Likewise, there is nothing to suggest that the United States would be prevented by the Outer Space Treaty or by customary international law from defending itself on earth or in space so long as these activities fall within its inherent and longstanding right of self-defense. As laid out in a 1985 report by the UN Secretary General, “military activities which are consistent with the principles of international law embodied in the Charter of the United Nations, in particular with Article 2, paragraph 4, and Article 51 [the right of individual and collective defense] are not prohibited by the Convention on the Law of the Sea.”22

b.) Not WMD
Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, President is Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School and Tufts University, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf

The preamble to the Outer Space Treaty refers to “use of outer space for peaceful purposes.” This has been widely in​terpreted to mean that defensive, as opposed to aggressive, activities are permitted. “Peaceful purposes” refers to “nonag​gressive activities” undertaken in compliance with the Unit​ed Nations Charter, which clearly emphasizes the inherent right of nations to provide for their self-defense and is so not​ed in the Outer Space Treaty itself. To assert otherwise – that the term “peaceful purposes” bans defensive systems such as space-based missile defense – would be analogous to banning military vessels from the high seas based on the same princi​ple. Article 88 of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, however, states that “the high seas shall be reserved for peaceful purposes.” This may include the deployment of armed vessels whose purpose is not the conduct of aggressive warfare but for defensive purposes. As one of the most widely accepted international agreements, this Treaty does not pro​hibit navies from operating on the world’s oceans. Equally important, the Treaty does not prohibit the test​ing, development or deployment of space-based missile defens​es because such systems do not constitute weapons of mass destruction. In fact, they are the opposite: systems to provide defense against weapons of mass destruction. Instead, it was the ABM Treaty that constituted the specific legal mechanism prohibiting space-based missile defense. In turn, the with​drawal of the United States from the ABM Treaty removed any legal obstacle to building a missile defense that includes space-based elements.

A2: Rearmament

Bombers solve

Dean A. Wilkening is a Senior Research Scientist at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University, 29 Nov 2010, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00396338.2010.540785, Nuclear Zero and Ballistic-Missile Defence
The second major concern is the stability of the endpoint with respect to pressures to rearm. If the major powers eliminate ballistic missiles, they will feel pressure to rearm in a crisis if they suspect others are doing so. Even without ballistic-missile defences, this pressure could be manageable, because the continued existence of bombers and cruise missiles helps stabilise the nuclear balance in the absence of highly effective air defences. Only if the opponent's ballistic-missile arsenal becomes so large that it can threaten the survival of the other side's air-delivered nuclear force would the threat become intolerable. However, once breakout was detected (or suspected), bombers would be dispersed from their peacetime operating bases and would require a larger number of ballistic missiles to destroy. Placing them on alert so they can escape their bases upon warning that ballistic missiles have been launched would further improve their survival chances. To take advantage of the stabilising role of air-delivered nuclear weapons, all of the major nuclear powers would have to augment or recreate their strategic bomber/cruisemissile forces. Moreover, following this logic, strategic air defences should not be expanded until ballistic missiles have been eliminated and ballisticmissile defences are fully deployed.

A2: Infeasible

Their evidence doesn’t assume conditions and tech un-related to policy details 

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

The devil may very well be in the details. But when critics oppose an entire class of weapons based upon analyses that show particular weapons will not work, their arguments fail to consider the inevitable arrival of fresh concepts or new technologies that change all notions of current capabilities. Have we thought out the details enough we can say categorically that no technology will allow for a viable space weapons capability? If so, then the argument is pat; no counter is possible. But if there are technologies or [End Page 168] conditions that could allow for the successful weaponization of space, then ought we not argue the policy details first, lest we be swept away by a course of action that merely chases the technology wherever it may go?

A2: Consult

Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, President is Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School and Tufts University, 2007, 

http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf

Furthermore, the United States should reject bilateral efforts that would have the tangential effect of restricting American space activities. One example, highlighted by the Space Commission, is the December 2000 Pre- and Post-Launch Notification System (PLNS) accord signed by the United States and Russia.24 Its entirely legitimate purpose is to minimize the consequences of a false missile attack warning by requiring at least a twenty-four-hour advance notice of a planned missile launch. This agreement, however, should not be expanded to an interpretation that regulates space launches to such an extent that it is applied to systems now being designed to provide “better, faster, cheaper” access to space.

A2: Heg Impact Turns

Plan is just perceived as the enhancement of status quo hegemony

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

This reasoning does not dispute the fact that U.S. deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. Clearly this would be threatening, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so. Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although [End Page 169] there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continuation of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working toward its demise. As long as the United States does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time.



Their impact is inevitable—try or die for American space power

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

As leader of the international community, the United States finds itself in the unenviable position of having to make decisions for the good of all. On the issue of space weaponization, a single best option is elusive. No matter the choice, some parties will benefit and others will suffer. The tragedy of American power is that it must make a choice, and the worst choice is to do nothing. Fortunately, the United States has a great advantage — its people's moral ambiguity about the use of power. There is no question that corrupted power is dangerous, but perhaps only Americans are so concerned with the possibility that they themselves will be corrupted. They fear what they could become. No other state has such potential for self-restraint. It is this introspection, this self-angst that makes America the best choice to lead the world today and tomorrow. America is not perfect, but perhaps it is perfectible.

And, no risk of a turn—other nations will inevitably perceive US missile defense—it’s just a question of whether it works

Lt. Col. Mark McConkey, 4-7-2003, ed. James Oman, US Army War College, “Ballistic Missile Defense and National Defense Strategy—striking a balance between defense, cost, and risk” 

Despite international concerns and admiration for a long-standing and successful containment agreement, the U.S. withdrawal from the 1972 ABM Treaty and its subsequent actions signal a strong commitment that makes revocation or drastic alteration of the policy virtually impossible. Therefore, it is not a question of doing or not doing it. The question is how to best accomplish it. It is a matter of exploring viable and affordable alternatives or options to implement this policy while remaining compliant with defense policy goals and strategy as well as the non-provocative spirit of the former ABM Treaty.  

The US will inevitably pursue an interventionist foreign policy—the only question is whether it’s effective

Robert Kagan, Senior Fellow @ Brookings, former fellow @ Carnegie, PhD History, expert in defense policy, The Weekly Standard, January 2011, “Cutting defense spending would place the US in a greater peril than the debt crisis” 

Many don’t want to admit it, and the only thing as consistent as this pattern of American behavior has been the claim by contemporary critics that it is abnormal and a departure from American traditions. The anti-imperialists of the late 1890s, the isolationists of the 1920s and 1930s, the critics of Korea and Vietnam, and the critics of the first Persian Gulf war, the interventions in the Balkans, and the more recent wars of the Bush years have all insisted that the nation had in those instances behaved unusually or irrationally. And yet the behavior has continued. To note this consistency is not the same as justifying it. The United States may have been wrong for much of the past 112 years. Some critics would endorse the sentiment expressed by the historian Howard K. Beale in the 1950s, that “the men of 1900” had steered the United States onto a disastrous course of world power which for the subsequent half-century had done the United States and the world no end of harm. But whether one lauds or condemns this past century of American foreign policy—and one can find reasons to do both—the fact of this consistency remains. It would require not just a modest reshaping of American foreign policy priorities but a sharp departure from this tradition to bring about the kinds of changes that would allow the United States to make do with a substantially smaller force structure. Is such a sharp departure in the offing? It is no doubt true that many Americans are unhappy with the on-going warfare in Afghanistan and to a lesser extent in Iraq, and that, if asked, a majority would say the United States should intervene less frequently in foreign nations, or perhaps not at all. It may also be true that the effect of long military involvements in Iraq and Afghanistan may cause Americans and their leaders to shun further interventions at least for a few years—as they did for nine years after World War I, five years after World War II, and a decade after Vietnam. This may be further reinforced by the difficult economic times in which Americans are currently suffering. The longest period of nonintervention in the past century was during the 1930s, when unhappy memories of World War I combined with the economic catastrophe of the Great Depression to constrain American interventionism to an unusual degree and produce the first and perhaps only genuinely isolationist period in American history. So are we back to the mentality of the 1930s? It wouldn’t appear so. There is no great wave of isolationism sweeping the country. There is not even the equivalent of a Patrick Buchanan, who received 3 million votes in the 1992 Republican primaries. Any isolationist tendencies that might exist are severely tempered by continuing fears of terrorist attacks that might be launched from overseas. Nor are the vast majority of Americans suffering from economic calamity to nearly the degree that they did in the Great Depression. Even if we were to repeat the policies of the 1930s, however, it is worth recalling that the unusual restraint of those years was not sufficient to keep the United States out of war. On the contrary, the United States took actions which ultimately led to the greatest and most costly foreign intervention in its history. Even the most determined and in those years powerful isolationists could not prevent it. Today there are a number of obvious possible contingencies that might lead the United States to substantial interventions overseas, notwithstanding the preference of the public and its political leaders to avoid them. Few Americans want a war with Iran, for instance. But it is not implausible that a president—indeed, this president—might find himself in a situation where military conflict at some level is hard to avoid. The continued success of the international sanctions regime that the Obama administration has so skillfully put into place, for instance, might eventually cause the Iranian government to lash out in some way—perhaps by attempting to close the Strait of Hormuz. Recall that Japan launched its attack on Pearl Harbor in no small part as a response to oil sanctions imposed by a Roosevelt administration that had not the slightest interest or intention of fighting a war against Japan but was merely expressing moral outrage at Japanese behavior on the Chinese mainland. Perhaps in an Iranian contingency, the military actions would stay limited. But perhaps, too, they would escalate. One could well imagine an American public, now so eager to avoid intervention, suddenly demanding that their president retaliate. Then there is the possibility that a military exchange between Israel and Iran, initiated by Israel, could drag the United States into conflict with Iran. Are such scenarios so farfetched that they can be ruled out by Pentagon planners?  Other possible contingencies include a war on the Korean Peninsula, where the United States is bound by treaty to come to the aid of its South Korean ally; and possible interventions in Yemen or Somalia, should those states fail even more than they already have and become even more fertile ground for al Qaeda and other terrorist groups. And what about those “humanitarian” interventions that are first on everyone’s list to be avoided? Should another earthquake or some other natural or man-made catastrophe strike, say, Haiti and present the looming prospect of mass starvation and disease and political anarchy just a few hundred miles off U.S. shores, with the possibility of thousands if not hundreds of thousands of refugees, can anyone be confident that an American president will not feel compelled to send an intervention force to help? Some may hope that a smaller U.S. military, compelled by the necessity of budget constraints, would prevent a president from intervening. More likely, however, it would simply prevent a president from intervening effectively. This, after all, was the experience of the Bush administration in Iraq and Afghanistan. Both because of constraints and as a conscious strategic choice, the Bush administration sent too few troops to both countries. The results were lengthy, unsuccessful conflicts, burgeoning counterinsurgencies, and loss of confidence in American will and capacity, as well as large annual expenditures. Would it not have been better, and also cheaper, to have sent larger numbers of forces initially to both places and brought about a more rapid conclusion to the fighting? The point is, it may prove cheaper in the long run to have larger forces that can fight wars quickly and conclusively, as Colin Powell long ago suggested, than to have smaller forces that can’t. Would a defense planner trying to anticipate future American actions be wise to base planned force structure on the assumption that the United States is out of the intervention business? Or would that be the kind of penny-wise, pound-foolish calculation that, in matters of national security, can prove so unfortunate? The debates over whether and how the United States should respond to the world’s strategic challenges will and should continue. Armed interventions overseas should be weighed carefully, as always, with an eye to whether the risk of inaction is greater than the risks of action. And as always, these judgments will be merely that: judgments, made with inadequate information and intelligence and no certainty about the outcomes. No foreign policy doctrine can avoid errors of omission and commission. But history has provided some lessons, and for the United States the lesson has been fairly clear: The world is better off, and the United States is better off, in the kind of international system that American power has built and defended. 

A2: Arms Races 

We control uniqueness- actors have already or are attempting to obtain missiles 

Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, President is Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School and Tufts University, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf

Twenty-first-century threats to the United States, its deployed forces, and its friends and allies differ fundamentally from those of the Cold War.1 An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – missiles. These include not only states, but also non-state groups interested in obtaining missiles with nuclear or other payloads. The spectrum encompasses the missile arsenals already in the hands of Russia and China, as well as the emerging arsenals of a number of hostile states. The character of this threat has also changed. Unlike the Soviet Union, these newer missile possessors do not attempt to match U.S. systems, either in quality or in quantity. Instead, their missiles are designed to inflict major devastation without necessarily possessing the accuracy associated with the U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals of the Cold War.The warning time that the United States might have before the deployment of such capabilities by a hostile state, or even a terrorist actor, is eroding as a result of several factors, including the widespread availability of technologies to build missiles and the resulting possibility that an entire system might be acquired. Would-be possessors do not have to engage in the protracted process of designing and building a missile. They could purchase and assemble components or reverse-engineer a missile after having purchased a prototype, or immediately acquire a number of assembled missiles. Even missiles that are primitive by U.S. standards might suffice for a rogue state or terrorist organization seeking to inflict extensive damage upon the United States. As the Rumsfeld Commission pointed out in its 1998 report: Under some plausible scenarios – including re-basing or transfer of operational missiles, sea- and air-launch options, and shortened development programs that might include testing in a third country – or some combination of these – the United States might well have little or no warning before operational deployment. 

If the US gets there first, it will deter other states 

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

This logic is the causal foundation of asymmetric warfare, of course. The problem with such a view is that it suggests power is inefficient if it induces others to find new ways to engage the state. Critics often use such logic to argue against missile defenses, for example. If the defense is effective, the argument goes, the likely enemy simply will engage in another manner and in an area in which the state is still vulnerable. To which I reply, good. The threat of missile attack is now over. If the state is protected from missile attack, which was once a serious threat, this is a laudable result. Now what are the other threats? In this case, the point of domination of space by military means would be to deter other states from going there with martial aims, a point elaborated below. It also would be a crucial part of the structural transformation [End Page 167] of American military forces that ultimately would increase the capacity of the United States to influence events abroad while at the same time limiting its capacity to directly intervene in foreign affairs. To make these points clear, I offer a rebuttal to the classic arguments against the weaponization of space.

No arms race- laundry list

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

In such circumstances, America certainly would respond eventually. Conversely, if America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the necessary infrastructure is too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment needed to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the United States to entrench itself in space and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter U.S. deployments in kind. They might oppose U.S. interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the United States deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote.

Plan doesn’t affect states sovereignty—only punishes transgressor states

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is further eroded. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. But they offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of conventional weapons employed in their stead. What would be more threatening to a state in opposition to American hegemony: a dozen lasers in space with pinpoint accuracy, or (for about the same price) 15 infantry divisions massed on the border? A state employing offensive deterrence through space weapons can punish a transgressor state, but it is in a poor position to challenge that state's sovereignty. A transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives that its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons would inhibit their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states would recognize that the United States could not and would not use space weapons to threaten another country's internal self-determination. The United States still would challenge any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and it would have severely restricted its own capacity to do the latter. Judicious and non-arbitrary use of a weaponized space eventually could be seen as a net positive, an effective global police force that punishes criminal acts but does not threaten to engage in aggressive behavior.

A2: War Not Inevitable 

Catastrophe is inevitable and unpredictable- BMD key to solve

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, 2/19/ 07, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

Yet given the efficiencies space offers, and given the unpredictable, catastrophic, and global nature of threats we expect to face, it makes sense to explore the possible benefits of taking other combat missions to space. Once the benefits of active space defense programs and operations are made plain, the support of the American people will be forthcoming. There are several space combat mission areas of interest to the future defense of the United States, including space control,3 offensive strike,4 and ballistic missile defense. Each combat mission offers very different operational and strategic possibilities, and each should be evaluated separately and judged independently. Recognizing that weapons that leverage Earth orbits can make different contributions to national defense strategy, lumping them together in order to draw a general conclusion about the prudence of deploying "weapons in space" makes little sense. Our progress in this area will depend greatly on our ability to mature our rhetoric so that we can make meaningful distinctions. So I will focus here on the possible advantages of adding a space-based layer leveraging hit-to-kill interceptors to the newly deployed U.S. missile defense system. Highly effective missile defenses would appear to offer a very significant payoff over the long term when one takes threat and national vulnerability to catastrophic attack into consideration.5

A2: Defensive Weapons CP

CP is normal means 

Everett C. Dolman is Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, SAIS Review 26.1 163-175

Space weaponization is a critical and necessary component in the process of transformation well under way, a process that cannot be reversed. Now [End Page 172] that America has demonstrated the capacity to strike precisely, it would not return to the kind of indiscriminant targeting and heavy collateral damage that characterized pre-space warfare unless it were engaged in a war of national survival. Moreover, any technological, economic or social benefits to be derived from developing and deploying weapons certainly would not come from increasing the stock of current systems. They would come, if at all, only from the development of innovative, highly complex and scientifically sophisticated space, stealth, precision, and information systems.

A2: Asymmetric Weapon Shift 

No weapon shift—boost phase interceptor, loss of payload and economic infeasibility solves

Lt. Col. Lorinda Frederick, US Air Force, Planning Officer at STRATCOM, 9-1-2009, Air University, Air and Space Power Journal, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense,”

Potential adversaries may develop countermeasures in response to the US fielding of an SBMD because the latter would make their capabilities ineffective. R&D of countermeasures, which takes time and money, may result in reduced payload and/or range of the missile. These monetary and performance costs may be enough to deter an adversary from attempting countermeasures.One countermeasure against nonkinetic SBMD capabilities—hardened missiles—could have a reduced payload due to the added weight of the hardening material and additional fuel needed to reach the required distances. The adversary could also field more missiles to saturate the missile defense architecture.49 The saturation point depends upon the numbers of both space-based and terrestrially based interceptors deployed. Because decoys and countermeasures are deployed after boost phase, SBMD could lighten the load for midcourse and terminal-phase defenses.The adversary could also shift from ballistic missiles to cruise missiles but would pay a penalty in terms of speed, reach, and destructive potential. These penalties, in combination with existing cruise missile defenses, could make an attack less likely to succeed. Space sensors designed to trigger SBMD could also trigger TMD to intercept cruise missiles. SBMD could increase the effectiveness of the current BMD architecture even if the adversary employs countermeasures. Credible capabilities have the potential to deny an adversary’s objectives and therefore may deter him from employing ballistic missiles altogether. Key political decisions help explain the progress (or lack thereof) made towards exploring and developing the potential of SBMD.

A2: No Verification 

Multiple safeguards in place to allow for verification 

Dean A. Wilkening is a Senior Research Scientist at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University, 29 Nov 2010, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00396338.2010.540785, Nuclear Zero and Ballistic-Missile Defence
Verifying the absence of ballistic missiles is easier than verifying the absence of nuclear weapons, because missiles, at least those with ranges above 150km and payloads above 500kg, are large and have a more visible infrastructure. Covert ballistic-missile stockpiles would, moreover, have to be large enough to overwhelm defences, making it easier to detect violations before they became militarily significant. On-site inspection regimes and increased transparency should eliminate concerns about covert ballistic-missile production, with the exception of space-launch vehicles and scientific rockets used as ballistic missiles. To avoid accidents where defence systems shoot down space-launch vehicles, legitimate space launches would be limited to designated launch facilities and launch windows. In addition, the orbital-injection trajectory and the final orbit for all satellite launches could be announced in advance. Any space launch that took place outside the approved spatial and temporal window, or that deployed objects that followed a ballistic trajectory, would be a candidate for interception. Fractional-orbital bombardment systems, where weapons are launched into orbit and de-orbited for attack after a few revolutions, would pose a problem. (Nuclear weapons stationed on orbit for longer periods are less likely, because of reliability and vulnerability concerns.) The only way to protect against such attacks would be to ban specific radioactive payloads (such as nuclear weapons) on space launches, something that could be verified by inspection prior to launch.12 Missile defences would be less effective against fractional-orbital bombardment because they would have little time to react once de-orbiting was detected and would hence have difficulty defending large areas. This scenario is the one exception to a general conclusion that space-launch activities should not present insuperable problems for a zero-ballistic-missile regime backed up by missile defences.
A2: Taboo Solves 

Countries will still use ballistic missiles, regardless of the taboo—they can shoot down early warning systems 

Forrest E. Morgan, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Senior political scientist @ Rand, 9/15/10, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”

Conversely, since commercial satellite communication (SATCOM) platforms typically support a host of international users as well as U.S. forces, the political costs and escalatory risks of carrying out destructive attacks on those assets might deter the opponent from attempting to do so until the conflict escalated to a higher level. Satellites supplying positioning, navigation, and timing (PNT) data—i.e., GPS— would probably be relatively safe from destructive attack until very high levels of conflict, because the distributed nature of that system would make it difficult for an opponent to realize much benefit from individual attacks. The adversary would also likely be deterred from damaging U.S. satellite early-warning system (SEWS) assets to avoid risking inadvertent escalation to the nuclear threshold, but that firebreak would almost certainly collapse with the conclusion that such escalation is inevitable and that it is in the adversary’s interest to launch a preemptive nuclear strike. Alternatively, because the strategic surveillance and warning system also supports efforts to locate and destroy mobile conventional missile launchers, the adversary might risk dazzling SEWS satellites at lower levels of conflict to impede U.S. efforts to locate and destroy those launchers. (See pp. 16–21.) Weather satellites, surprisingly, might be the space assets that are safest from attack. Attacking assets supporting the highly globalized international meteorological system would result in considerable political costs, and the robust infrastructure supporting that system would limit the benefits of individual attacks against it. (See pp. 16–21.)

A2: Space Debris 

Space Debris Concerns should not Trump U.S. National Security Interests 

U.S. State Department. Study on Space Policy: Report of the International Security Advisory Board. . Washington, D.C.: U.S. State Department, April 27, 2007
The United States is party to the Convention on International Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects, the Return of Objects Launched into Outer Space and also the Agreement on the Rescue of Astronauts and the Return of Astronauts. The United States has been the world's leader in raising awareness about the dangers of man-made space debris and in developing ways of dealing with this consequence of human activity in space. The National Space Policy commits the United States to seek the minimization of space debris by government and nongovernment activities. The United States should continue to play a strong leadership role in the Inter-Agency Debris Coordination Committee, at the United Nations, and elsewhere, for the minimization of man-made space debris. At the same time, it should be recognized that space debris produced by human activity is quite low compared to that produced by nature. To minimize does not mean stopping all activities that would or might produce some debris. It is a relative not an absolute matter. U.S. national security requirements could take precedence over the goal of minimization of space debris –for example, the testing and use of ballistic missile defense interceptors against objects in space that would threaten populations, armed forces, and infrastructure. 

A2: Russian Government Doesn’t Care

Recent Russian Military Reforms Created a Separate Russian Space Force

Podvig and Zhang 08’(Pavel Podvig, a research associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University and former researcher at theMoscow Institute of Physics and Technology, discusses possible Russian responses, given their current capabilities and strategic outlook. Hui Zhang, a research associate at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, considers Chinese responses.) Zhang, Hui and Pavel Podvig. Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space. . Cambridge, MA: American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 2008.http://www.amacad.org/publications/militarySpace.pdf

A series of reforms in recent years subordinated the air-defense component of the service to the Air Forces and transferred space-related branches— early-warning systems, space surveillance, and missile defense—to the Space Forces. This transformation remains a contentious point in Russia, and many analysts argue that defense in airspace and in outer space should be considered together and advocate an organizational reform that would facilitate integration between various defense systems. Defense officials express the point of view that although integration is indeed essential, it does not necessarily require further organizational changes. The degree to which defending airspace and defending outer space are considered to be part of a single mission varies, but most experts agree that defenses are, at the very least, united by the strategic nature of any threat that they would have to counter. As a result, some strong parallels between air and space defense are drawn, and it is in this context that experts most often mention the need to counter space-based assets of the attacker. In discussions of this possibility, little distinction is made between "strike weapons" in space and support systems like navigation or communication. This is understand- able, as all these systems are assumed to be highly integrated. 

A2: Spending- Funding Allocated Already 

10 million already allocated to researching space-based missile defense

Bill Gertz is national security editor and a national security and investigative reporter for The Washington Times, 10/16/08, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/oct/16/inside-the-ring/
Congress voted recently to approve $5 million for a study of space-based missile defenses, the first time the development of space weapons will be considered since similar work was canceled in the 1990s. Appropriation of the money for the study was tucked away in a little-noticed provision of the Continuing Resolution passed recently by Congress and followed two years in which Congress rejected $10 million sought for the study. < Sen. Jon Kyl, Arizona Republican and a key supporter of missile defenses, said approval of the study highlights the need to provide comprehensive protection from the growing threat of missile attack and to limit the vulnerability of vital satellites to attack. “We have the potential to expand our space-based capabilities from mere space situational awareness to space protection,” Mr. Kyl said in a Senate floor speech. “In the past 15 years, the ballistic missile threat has substantially increased and is now undeniable
A2: Kritiks 

Debate over BMD good

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst for national security and international affairs, specializing in space power, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html,  2/19/ 07
But the country lacks a unified, coherent approach to expanding the use of space to improve combat effectiveness, a problem that is compounded by a politically charged debate over weapons in space.1 Critics contend that weapons in space would destabilize existing security relationships, precipitate an arms race, undermine U.S. foreign policy, and seed anti-American coalitions. Not only are such criticisms based on questionable assumptions,2 but they also have not persuaded the country to forgo the advantages of space weapons. The most one could say at this stage is that the American people are indifferent, noncommittal, and confused.
A2: Security K- China Threat Real [1/2]

Securitization is good in the context of China—they are actively militarizing against US space assets

Fred Stakelbeck, Senior Asia Fellow at Center for Security Policy and expert on the implications of China’s emerging regional and global strategic influence, 1-3-2007, “Red Skies,” lexis

A targeted attack in September on orbiting U.S. intelligence satellites by a ground-based laser has only added to Washington’s concern over potential EU-China technology exchanges, with sensors located at the Reagan Test Site on Kwajalein atoll in the South Pacific confirming the attacks originated from mainland China. The immediate response from the Communist Party’s Central Committee to allegations of laser attacks was not surprising. “The United States exaggeration of China’s counter-satellite technology is only an attempt to seek an excuse to justify its development of space weapons,” a public statement said. However, unconfirmed reports have noted that the U.S. has already detected “mini-Chinese satellites” placed in orbit near U.S. military communications and imaging satellites, proving once again that Beijing is gaining confidence in satellite countermeasures. Attempting to allay fears of the growing military aspects of its space program, China took a group of western reporters recently for a tour of its mission control center located on the outskirts of Beijing. Stressing the “peaceful development of space,” Col. Yang Liwei, China’s first astronaut in orbit, noted, “We hope to further our exchanges with our counterparts in foreign countries and learn from each other.” But how can China, a country known more for stealing technology than inventing it, help the West advance its various space programs? Amazingly, only a few weeks after the attack on U.S. satellites, high-level EU officials announced the creation of a strategic partnership designed to foster the exchange of information with China involving the advanced Galileo satellite navigational system. A purely civilian application for most of its history, EU officials announced the system would now be used for military purposes. “The idea of using Galileo for civilian purposes will not persist into the future because I think that our military cannot do without some sort of navigation system,” Jacques Barrot, EU Commissioner for transport, noted. A key participant in the EU’s Galileo navigational system – communist China. The U.S. Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report released in February 2006 was clear in its position that the control of space and related technologies is imperative for U.S. military supremacy and that China in particular was an obstacle to this objective. “China is the country with the greatest potential to compete militarily with the U.S. and field disruptive military technologies that could over time offset traditional U.S. military advantages absent U.S. counter strategies,” the report noted. The report went on to say that China will continue to invest in asymmetric military capabilities that include advances in “counter-space operations” and “sophisticated land and sea-based systems.” The National Defense Strategy of the United States of America released in March 2005 supported the position that U.S. dominance of space was indeed under attack from other countries. “Disruptive challenges may come from adversaries who develop and use break-through technologies to negate current U.S. advantages in key operational domains.” The report also specified that adversaries in the future such as Russia, Iran, North Korea and China could combine advanced military capabilities and future technologies to deny U.S. access to space and threaten the capacity to project power, minimizing U.S. influence throughout the world.

A2: Security K- China Threat Real [2/2]

China is already militarizing – weaponization prevents Chinese first strike

Larry Wortzel, PhD, Vice President of Foreign Policy and Defense Studies @ Heritage, 2003, Heritage, “China Waging War on Space-Based Weapons”
What is China's position on space-based weapons? Considering the gap between what officials in Beijing say and what they do on the issue, it's hard to get a straight answer. But let's look at the facts. For some time now, China has spearheaded an international movement to ban conventional weapons from space. More than a year ago, the Asian superpower -- joined by Russia, Vietnam, Indonesia, Belarus, Zimbabwe and Syria -- introduced a draft treaty at the United Nations to outlaw the deployment of space-based weapons. But even as it tries to rally multinational coalitions and public opinion to oppose "the weaponization of space," Beijing quietly continues to develop its own space-based weapons and tactics to destroy American military assets. China's strategy here is to blunt American military superiority by limiting and ultimately neutralizing its existing space-based defense assets, and to forestall deployment of new technology that many experts believe would provide the best protection from ballistic-missile attack. Chinese security experts have a keen appreciation of America's space-based assets and how the military envisions using them in future conflicts. Strategists in the People's Liberation Army have studied our campaigns in the 1991 Gulf War, Kosovo, Afghanistan and this year's war in Iraq. They have observed our overwhelming superiority in the general field of "C4ISR" (command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance). More importantly, they have noted that our superiority in communication, reconnaissance and surveillance depends on what we have up in space. These lessons have convinced PLA military planners that America's strength can become our Achilles heel. If they can neutralize or destroy our space assets, American forces will lose a critical advantage, leaving them far more vulnerable to China's larger but less-advanced military. The importance the PLA attaches to space technology was stated most succinctly in a Dec. 12, 2001, article posted on the PLA Web site: "Whoever has control [or "hegemony"] over space will also have the ability to help or hinder and affect 'ground' mobility and air, sea and space combat." The article, dramatically entitled "The Weaponization of Space -- A Call to the Danger," dutifully calls for the "peace-loving nations and peoples of the world" to oppose this weaponization. But a decade's-worth of technical articles in Chinese science digests discussing how to fight a war in space and analyzing U.S. strengths and vulnerability make it clear that Beijing has a long-running military program designed to challenge America's dominance in -- and dependence on -- space. China's Technology Research Academy, for example, has been developing an advanced anti-satellite weapon called a "piggyback satellite." The system is designed to seek out an enemy satellite (or space station or space-based laser) and attach itself like a parasite, either jamming the enemy's communications or physically destroying the unit. The PLA also is experimenting with other types of satellite killers: land-based, directed-energy weapons and "micro-satellites" that can be used as kinetic energy weapons. According to the latest (July 2003) assessment by the U.S. Defense Department, China will probably be able to field a direct-ascent anti-satellite system in the next two to six years. Such weapons would directly threaten what many believe would be America's best form of ballistic-missile defense: a system of space-based surveillance and tracking sensors, connected with land-based sensors and space-based missile interceptors. Such a system could negate any Chinese missile attack on the U.S. homeland. China may be a long way from contemplating a ballistic missile attack on the U.S. homeland. But deployment of American space-based interceptors also would negate the missiles China is refitting to threaten Taiwan and U.S. bases in Okinawa and Guam. And there's the rub, as far as the PLA is concerned. Clearly, Beijing's draft treaty to ban deployment of space-based weapons is merely a delaying tactic aimed at hampering American progress on ballistic-missile defense while its own scientists develop effective countermeasures. What Beijing hopes to gain from this approach is the ability to disrupt American battlefield awareness -- and its command and control operations -- and to deny the U.S. access to the waters around China and Taiwan should the issue of Taiwan's sovereignty lead to conflict between the two Chinas. China's military thinkers are probably correct: The weaponization of space is inevitable. And it's abundantly clear that, draft treaties and pious rhetoric notwithstanding, they're doing everything possible to position themselves for dominance in space. That's worth keeping in mind the next time they exhort "peace-loving nations" to stay grounded. 
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