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More is coming/I have more articles to cut, just wanted to put this out here for now.  I’ll organize it soon too

Btw, if they try to non-unique any of this by saying “ground based bmd causes the impact!” – Then they don’t solve their aff.  The scenarios are predicated off the perception of deterrence

The Russia/China will first strike us while we create the bmd is lookin good and will be up in a jiffy

Space NMD Neg
China is confident in its nuclear deterrent now – the plan jeopardizes that

Zhang, Hui and Pavel Podvig.. . Cambridge, MA: American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 08 “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space”2008. http://www.amacad.org/publications/militarySpace.aspx
Chinese analysts and policy makers are discussing whether and how to respond to U.S. missile defense and space weaponization plans. A few Chinese scholars argue that China should not respond at all because the U.S. missile defense program is not feasible and will likely be given up. However, conversations with Chinese experts and officials demonstrate that most Chinese believe that China must respond. Historically, China developed nuclear weapons for the sole purpose of guarding itself against the threat of nuclear blackmail. Many Chinese officials and scholars believe that China should maintain the effectiveness of its nuclear deterrent by every possible means, to negate the threats from missile defense and space weaponization plans.78 As one Chinese official 48 stated, “China is not in a position to conduct [an] arms race with [the] U.S. and it does not intend to do so, particularly in the field of missile defense. However, China will not sit idly by and watch its strategic interests being jeopardized without taking necessary measures. It is quite possible and natural for China to review its military doctrine and a series of policies on [its] relationship with big powers, Taiwan issues, arms control and nonproliferation, etc.”79 

That causes China to MIRV to circumvent NMD
John Newhouse 01 (Senior Fellow at the Center for Defense Information, Foreign Affairs p.97, “The Missile Defense Debate”, August 2001, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/57057/john-newhouse/the-missile-defense-debate)

Deeply conscious of its vulnerability, China believes a system such as the one Clinton put forward would wholly neutralize China's small strategic force and could therefore threaten China's survival. And since China undoubtedly thinks of North Korean strategic weapons as nonexistent and conjectural, its leadership assumes that a U.S. missile defense along those lines would actually be directed against Chinese forces. China will almost certainly hedge against the prospect by expanding its strategic forces beyond the modest upgrade now underway. China could equip them with multiple warheads, a step that missile defense makes more attractive.

That ripples throughout asia causing instability
John Newhouse 01 (Senior Fellow at the Center for Defense Information, Foreign Affairs p.97, “The Missile Defense Debate”, August 2001, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/57057/john-newhouse/the-missile-defense-debate)


A similar cycle could beget a nuclear arms buildup in South Asia. Washington tends to see Pakistan as India's major concern, even though China, which has been the main supplier of Pakistan's nuclear technology, is the abiding source of Indian insecurity. Indeed, India can deploy a more than ample retaliatory capacity against Pakistan but has almost no such ability to strike the Chinese heartland. And if China's upgrade enlarges its threat to India, as it probably will, India will expand its forces accordingly. Pakistan will follow suit. The world will indeed have become a more dangerous place. Missile defense can produce this scenario.
Asian instability goes nuclear

Dibb, 2001, (Prof – Australian National University, 2001 Paul, Strategic Trends: Asia at a Crossroads, Naval War College Review, Winter, http://www.nwc.navy.mil/press/Review/2001/Winter/art2-w01.htm)
The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia—which is the world’s fourth-largest country—faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world. Asia’s security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.

Stopping missiles in boost phase is nearly impossible.

Graham Spinardi,  Senior Research Fellow Research Centre for Social Sciences, Science Studies Unit 09

University of Edinburgh, “Technological Controversy and US Ballistic Missile Defence: Star Warriors versus the Huntsville Mafia”, 1/1/09, http://www.stis.ed.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/30600/SpinardiBMDTechControversyWP.pdf 

Boost phase interception does in theory offer great benefits in eliminating the effects of MIRVing. However, locating defensive weapons close enough to Soviet ICBM fields was problematic. The earth’s curvature meant that the early stage of a missile launch – the boost phase – would be out of the ‘line-of-sight’ of any surface based weapon. Guaranteed boost phase interception of Soviet ICBMs thus seemed to require space-basing, but even if the technology was available to achieve interception from space, there remained practical concerns. The logistics of putting sufficient defensive systems into orbit was (and still is) daunting. There is only one orbit, known as the geostationary orbit, where satellites move at the same speed as the earth rotates, and so stay above the same location. However, the geostationary orbit is 35800 kilometers above the equator and thus too far from boost phase targets for any realistic weapon to be effective.55 Satellites in orbits closer to the earth move across the face of the earth, and so maintaining a capability above a particular area, such as Soviet ICBM fields, would require a large number of satellites. In the early 1980s it was possible to be optimistic that the Space Shuttle might provide cheap transportation into orbit, but such optimism proved unfounded.56 Thus, apart from the availability or not of suitable weapons technologies, the cost of putting a constellation of battle stations into orbit led many to doubt the feasibility of the space-based approach. A further concern was that battle stations based in space would themselves be vulnerable to attack. 

The Squo is a balance of power in space - SBMD causes Russia and China to respond with cyberweapons and ASATs – that causes war and deterrence breakdown

Van Ness Peter, PhD (Berkley),  lectures on security and peace building in the Department of International Relations in the College of Asia and the Pacific at the ANU. Previously faculty at the Graduate School of International Studies, University of Denver ’10 (ASIAN PERSPECTIVE, “ THE TIME HAS COME FOR A TREATY TO BAN WEAPONS IN SPACE” Vol. 34, No. 3, 2010, pp. 215-225)

First and foremost in designing an agreement is the need to ban space-based weapons before any are deployed. Both China and Russia are adamantly opposed to these weapons, and Chinese analysts make a strong case that a U.S. space-based, boost-phase missile defense system would indeed threaten the PRC’s basic nuclear deterrent.12 Space-based weapons, if they are ever devel-oped, would be hugely expensive, difficult to deploy, and vulnera-ble to attack by China’s and Russia’s existing ASAT capabilities. What China seems to be saying to the United States, by its actions more than its words, is: If you go to the expense of devel-oping and deploying space-based weapons, we will be able to defend against them with our current ASAT, missile defense, and cyber war capabilities. If it should come to a military conflict between us, we could destroy those weapons in space or con-found their command and control by means of cyber attacks. As a result, the United States would be engaged in a one-sided arms race in space, trying to gain dominance by means of space-based weapons, while ignoring the fact that the weapons are vulnerable to asymmetrical attack. Protection of satellites is a more difficult problem. One fact that should help in their defense is that all countries are increas-ingly dependent upon the communication, surveillance, and geo-positioning functions of earth satellites, so they all have a huge stake in their defense. Secondly, attacks on satellites are likely to produce debris (as the Chinese ASAT test of January2007 did), which endangers the proper operation of everyone’s satellites. A major attack on several satellites could have a disas-trous impact on global military and commercial communica-tions. So there exists a contradictory situation in which the Unit-ed States, China, and Russia all have the capability to attack and destroy each other’s satellites, but if they did attack, they would very likely destroy as well their own use of satellites in space. In that sense, an attack would be suicidal. One answer with regard to the protection of satellites might be to use the lesson of the Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty of1963. After the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, both the United States and the USSR realized that they had weapons that could not be used, and they agreed with each other to begin to limit their use. They maintained the capacity to use them, but realized that any use would be counterproductive. If the United States and China began to think about their ASAT capabilities in these terms, it seems to me that agreement could be reached to limit the testing, deployment, and use of ASAT weapons. 

We can never stay ahead of China – avoiding an arms race is best

Bandow, 9 (Doug, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, former special assistant to President Reagan, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “First Among Equals,” The National Interest, http://nationalinterest.org/article/first-among-equals-2968, )
That doesn't mean the United States will be threatened. Other countries won't be able to defeat America or force it to terms. But the outcomes of ever more international controversies will become less certain. Other governments will be more willing in more instances to say no to Washington. Especially China. / Much will change in the coming years, but as the JOE 2008 observes, / The Sino-American relationship represents one of the great strategic question marks of the next twenty-five years. Regardless of the outcome-cooperative or coercive, or both-China will become increasingly important in the considerations and strategic perceptions of joint force commanders. / What kind of a power is Beijing likely to become? Chinese policymakers emphasize that they plan a "peaceful rise," but their ambitions loom large. Argues JOE 2008, while the People's Republic of China doesn't "emphasize the future strictly in military terms," the Chinese do calculate "that eventually their growing strength will allow them to dominate Asia and the Western Pacific." More ominously, argues the Joint Forces Command, "The Chinese are working hard to ensure that if there is a military confrontation with the United States sometime in the future, they will be ready." / Yet this assessment is far less threatening than it sounds. The PRC is not capable (nor close to being capable) of threatening vital U.S. interests-conquering American territory, threatening our liberties and constitutional system, cutting off U.S. trade with the rest of the world, dominating Eurasia and turning that rich resource base against America. After all, the United States has the world's most sophisticated and powerful nuclear arsenal; China's intercontinental delivery capabilities are quite limited. America has eleven carrier groups while Beijing has none. Washington is allied with most every other industrialized state and a gaggle of the PRC's neighbors. China is surrounded by nations with which it has been at war in recent decades: Russia, Japan, South Korea, Vietnam and India. / Indeed, today Beijing must concentrate on defending itself. In pointing to the PRC's investment in submarines, the JOE 2008 acknowledges: "The emphasis on nuclear submarines and an increasingly global Navy in particular, underlines worries that the U.S. Navy possesses the ability to shut down China's energy imports of oil-80% of which go through the straits of Malacca." The Chinese government is focused on preventing American intervention against it in its own neighborhood, not on contesting U.S. dominance elsewhere in the world, let alone in North America. / Washington almost certainly will be unable to thwart Beijing, at least at acceptable cost. China needs spend only a fraction of America's military outlays to develop a deterrent capability-nuclear sufficiency to forestall nuclear coercion, submarine and missile forces to sink U.S. carriers, and anti-satellite and cyber-warfare weapons to blind and disrupt American forces. Washington could ill afford to intervene in East Asia against the PRC so equipped. / Such a military is well within China's reach. Notes JOE 2008: "by conservative calculations it is easily possible that by the 2030s China could modernize its military to reach a level of approximately one quarter of current U.S. capabilities without any significant impact on its economy." Thus, absent the unlikely economic and social collapse of China, in not too many years Beijing will able to enforce its "no" to America. / Washington must reconsider its response. U.S. taxpayers already spend as much as everyone else on earth on the military. It's a needless burden, since promiscuous intervention overseas does not make Americans safer. To maintain today's overwhelming edge over progressively more powerful militaries in China, Russia, India and other states would require disproportionately larger military outlays in the United States. It's a game Washington cannot win. / A better alternative would be to more carefully delineate vital interests, while treating lesser issues as matters for diplomacy rather than military action. Equally important, the American government should inform its allies that their security is in the first instance their responsibility. Washington should act as an offshore balancer to prevent domination of Eurasia by a hostile hegemon. But the United States should not attempt to coercively micro-manage regional relations. / Stepping back today would reduce pressure on Beijing to engage in a sustained arms buildup to limit U.S. intervention in the future. If the PRC nevertheless moved forward, its neighbors could take note and respond accordingly. Encouraging China to keep its rise peaceful is in everyone's interest.

Space BMD would require nearly 6,000 interceptors cost hundreds of billions of dollars, and would still have numerous tech problems that make successful interception extremely unlikely

Theresa Hitchens 7/21/03 (Vice President and director of the Space Security Project at the Center for Defense Information, PROLIFERATION BRIEF, VOLUME 6, NUMBER 13, Carnegie Endowment for National Peace, Global Think Tank)

But here's the rub: The physicists themselves admit that the system described above is based on assumptions that are optimistic enough to border on unrealistic. Under more realistic technical parameters, a system to defend the continental United States against a North Korean launch would involve 3,600 orbiting interceptors, at a cost of either $99 billion, or using the lower launch cost figure, $49.5 billion. However, the study itself notes that even these "more realistic" assumptions are quite optimistic, not only in pushing the edge of what is technically feasible but also in that the space-based system described is one in which every element works perfectly 100 percent of the time --something unheard of in the annuals of U.S. weapons development.  There is more bad news. To cover Alaska, more than double the number of interceptors would be required to defend against a North Korean ICBM, thus more than doubling the cost (more than $198 billion or more than $99 billion).  To defend against a single shot from Iran (another of the countries labeled by U.S. President George W. Bush as part of the axis of evil, and a country with a ballistic missile program), the study found, is more difficult and would require more interceptors. The study found under its more realistic scenario, that 5,700 interceptors would be required, weighing 7,000 metric tons, equaling a launch cost of $154 billion (or $77 billion).  Some might say that such price-tags are not out of line for a future strategic system, given what the United States has spent on its nuclear arsenal. That may be so. But remember, these figures involve only the direct cost of launching the space-based interceptors. Such interceptors, which according to the study must be much faster and much larger than any to date, would have to be developed and built. More cost. In addition, a complex computerized system to control the interceptors would have to be developed. Yet more cost. Finally, a sophisticated new system of detecting, tracking and targeting ICBM launches and nearly instantaneously providing that data to the orbiting interceptors, would be required. Substantially more cost.  Even more troubling is the fact that the study's more realistic scenarios include assumptions that are forgiving in the extreme. For example, these scenarios include only 30 seconds of time for a decision to fire - the best-case analysis assumed an automatic shot once a potential target was detected. This is highly problematic, in that it is impossible to tell during the early boost-phase whether what just went up was an ICBM or a space-launch vehicle carrying a satellite (or, in the case of China, possibly astronauts). To put it mildly, it seems unlikely that any U.S. commander in chief would be comfortable with automating such a momentous decision.  Furthermore, as noted above, these scenarios all are based on essentially a one-shot (in some cases, two-shots), one-kill architecture. This means there is no margin for error; no redundancy in the system. If North Korea decided to launch two ICBMs (once they get them) at Alaska from nearby launch sites, the U.S. networks postulated by the study would most likely be useless. To be able to target multiple interceptors at each incoming ICBM, however, not only involves even more astronomical costs, but also raises the technical problem of ensuring that the interceptors don't become confused and mistake another of their fellow interceptors for the target.  The APS study, in its generosity, called space-based missile defense "impractical." A more realistic look at the data shows that it is wildly so.
PPWT CP

CP Text: The United States president should sign and the United States Senate should ratify The Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space.
The US should sign the PPWT- predictability, international relations, and miscalc
Vasiliev 8 [Victor, political counselor for the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, 4/1/08, “The Draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the threat or use of force against outer space objects”, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2822.pdf] AS
So, why do we need a PPWT?  First, because without such a treaty it would be difﬁcult to predict the development of the strategic situation in outer space and on Earth due to the global operating range of space weapons. It would be impossible to claim that space weapons were “not targeted” at a given nation. Moreover, space weapons will enable actors to discreetly tamper with outer space objects and disable them. Second, because the international situation would be seriously destabilized due to a possibility of unexpected, sudden use of space weapons. This alone could provoke pre-emptive acts against space weapons and, consequently, the spiral of an arms race. Third, because space weapons, unlike weapons of mass destruction, may be applied selectively and discriminately, they could become real-use weapons. Fourth, because the placement of weapons in outer space would arouse suspicions and tensions in international relations and destroy the current climate of mutual conﬁdence and cooperation in exploration of outer space. Fifth, because attaining monopoly of space weapons would be an illusionary goal, all kind of symmetrical and asymmetrical responses would inevitably follow, which in substance would constitute a new arms race, which is exactly what humankind wants to avoid.
Solves China and Russia weaponization – they pushed the treaty, and they aren’t lying
Englehart 8

Alex B Englehart, contributor to the Pacific Rim Law & Policy Journal at the University of Washington School of Law Jan 2008 “Common Ground In The Sky: Extending The 1967 Outer Space Treaty To Reconcile US and Chinese Security Interests” Pacific Rim Law & Policy Journal ProQuest Asian Business and Reference pg. 133 <http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?did=1429810431&Fmt=7&clientId=4347&RQT=309&VName=PQD>//DoeS
China and Russia have been pushing very hard in recent years for negotiations on the space weapons issue, and they have given the United States no reason to doubt their sincerity. The 2002 working paper jointly submitted by the two countries to the Conference on Disarmament called "not to place in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying any kinds of weapons, not to install such weapons on celestial bodies, or not to station such weapons in outer space in any other manner" and "not to resort to the threat or use of force against outer space objects."151 This language was too broad and sweeping, because instead of proposing to ban only the specific types of offensive weapons currently being planned for deployment in the next few decades—kinetic kill vehicles and lasers—it simply proposes to ban "all types of weapons." China and Russia almost certainly understood that such a comprehensive ban on all space weapons would be unacceptable to the United States, which has already invested heavily in various types of military support satellites152 that could arguably fall within such a broad prohibition. China and Russia mainly want to avoid the major impending threats posed by kinetic kill vehicles and space-based lasers—they are not nearly as concerned about U.S. military support satellites.153 It is therefore very likely that this general language was intended only to be a starting point for negotiations, and not by any means the "final offer" from the two countries. A ban on "all types of weapons" is a complete non-starter to the United States because it has already invested significantly in various military support satellites that could technically fall within that language, and it would be unwilling to turn back the clock in favor of its potential adversaries. But banning only kinetic kill vehicles and space-based laser weapons (and ASATs) through the amendment to Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty proposed above would be a very different matter. If the language in the amended treaty is made sufficiently clear so that only these weapons, and not any other types of satellites, are banned, the United States is much more likely to at least come to the table and discuss amending the Treaty.
Cruise Missile Stuff

1NC [Bioweaps]
Plan spurs rogue nations to develop cruise missiles
Dutra 4 (Michael Dutra, Associate, White & Case LLP, 2004, “Strategic Myopia: The United States, Cruise Missiles, and the Missile Technology Control Regime,” Journal of Transnational Law & Policy, Vol. 14, No. 1)

Cruise missiles represent a way for Third World states to offset the technological superiority of the United States and exploit the weaknesses of extant U.S. systems. The U.S. focus on building theater anti-ballistic missile systems such as the Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) program will only push nations such as North Korea and Iran, which have long sought to acquire long-range means to threaten U.S. interests, to look for an alternative to ballistic missiles. As the effectiveness of U.S. antiballistic missile defenses increases, potential foes are likely to turn to LACMs as an alternative. 54 In the 2003 war in Iraq, the effectiveness of U.S. Patriot SAMs at shooting down approximately fifty percent of Iraqi Scud ballistic missiles launched at U.S. forces should be contrasted with the failure of U.S. missile defenses to intercept any of the antiquated Iraqi Seersucker cruise missiles fired at U.S. forces. 55 David Tanks, an analyst with the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, notes that “[i]f we start fielding ballistic missile defense, other countries will start developing more cruise missiles. It is cheap and relatively easy.” 56 The logical choice for such nations is to start a cruise missile program, which is increasingly technologically feasible, or to try to obtain LACMs from another source. As cruise missiles are more accurate than firstgeneration ballistic missiles like the Scud, less technologically complex, and less expensive to develop, they are the most attractive choice for a state seeking long-range strike capability as the technology required for indigenous LACM development becomes easier to obtain. 57

It’s unique: rogues are focused on ballistic missiles now; switch to cruise missiles causes nuclear war and CBW attacks

Gormley 8 (Dennis M. Gormley, senior fellow in the Washington office of the Monterey Institute of International Studies’ James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, faculty member at the University of Pittsburgh’s Graduate School of Public and International Affairs, September 2008, “The Risks and Challenges of a Cruise Missile Tipping Point,” http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_missile_tipping_point.html)

Ballistic missiles have dominated the missile proliferation scene thus far. They emblematized ultimate military power during the Cold War. Iraq's use of modified Scud ballistic missiles during the 1991 Gulf War mesmerized the public with lasting images of duels between Iraqi ballistic Scuds and U.S. Patriot missile defenses. Ballistic missiles based on Scud technology have spread widely to potential American adversaries and, as a potential means of WMD delivery, they represent significant impediments to U.S. force projection and a potent means of future coercive diplomacy. An epidemic of cruise missile proliferation would aggravate matters gravely. If the use of large numbers of LACMs becomes a major feature of military operations in the next decade, a combination of cruise and ballistic missile attacks, even with conventional payloads, could make early entry into regional bases of operation increasingly problematic. Nuclear, and possibly biological, payloads would produce catastrophic consequences.
Bioweapons cause extinction

Steinbruner 97 (John Steinbruner, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, chair of the committee on international security and arms control of the National Academy of Sciences, December 22, 1997, Foreign Policy)

That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be. decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens - ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use -the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit.

Turns Heg [Casualty Aversion]

North Korean cruise missiles deter U.S. intervention and magnifies casualty aversion
Dutra 4 (Michael Dutra, Associate, White & Case LLP, 2004, “Strategic Myopia: The United States, Cruise Missiles, and the Missile Technology Control Regime,” Journal of Transnational Law & Policy, Vol. 14, No. 1)

The threat of cruise missile attack is most significant for the United States in the context of regional intervention. Although it is unlikely that any potential U.S. adversaries will develop intercontinental strategic cruise missiles anytime in the near future, U.S. forces will be vulnerable to cruise missile attacks when deployed in smaller theaters of operation, such as the Middle East or Taiwan. 128 National Intelligence Estimate 95-19, on missile proliferation, predicted that certain U.S. regional adversaries such as Iran and North Korea would be able to deploy short-range cruise missiles by 2005, 129 and that the cruise missile threat would increase over time from there as more and more states obtained cruise missiles. 130 Even short-range cruise missiles used in relatively small theaters of operation could pose serious threats to U.S. forces. The threat of a cruise missile attack could deter U.S. intervention and alter foreign policy objectives because of the increased risk of casualties. As the opening scenario to this article suggests, the RAND Corporation has simulated Iranian ballistic and cruise missile strikes against U.S. air bases in the Middle East. 131 The results of the simulated attack suggested that up to 90% of all exposed aircraft would be destroyed on the ground and that there would be a significant loss of American lives and destruction of equipment. 132

That’s makes sustained primacy impossible

Jeffrey Record, Professor of International Security Studies at the Air War College and former professional staff member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Ph.D. from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, senior fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation, 2k, “FAILED STATES AND CASUALTY PHOBIA,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/occppr18.htm 
If small wars within failing or failed states have dominated demands on U.S. military power since the Cold War’s demise, a mounting aversion to incurring American casualties—and to inflicting enemy civilian and even military casualties—has come to dominate use-of-force decision-making in the United States. This aversion has been especially pronounced with respect to intervention in small wars, because such wars rarely involve direct threats to manifestly vital U.S. interests. Intervention is usually conducted in the general interest of global order and stability and often involves politically messy military enforcement of "peace" on those who have no vested interest in it. As such, public tolerance for such interventions and their potential for casualties is dramatically lower—or at least believed to be so by political and military elites—than for war on behalf of "real" interests. Even those committed to the use of force on behalf of promoting American values as opposed to protecting U.S. strategic interests take the pessimistic view that the American people are unwilling to accept significant casualties on behalf of toppling dictators, terminating genocide, and restoring civil order. This pessimism in turn has bred an American military timidity traditionally uncharacteristic of great power behavior and ultimately injurious to protection of U.S. strategic interests.

Casualty Aversion Bad

That causes aggression and kills diplomacy

Lieutenant Colonel Richard A. Lacquement, Jr., U.S. Army, Director of Military Strategy at the U.S. Army War College, professor of strategy and policy on the faculty of the Naval War College, M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, M.A. in Strategic Studies from the U.S. Army War College, M.P.A., Ph.D. in International Relations from Princeton University, strategist in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2004, “THE CASUALTY-AVERSION MYTH,” Naval War College Review, Winter 2004, Vol. LVII, No. 1, http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/82192134-8122-404a-a139-2fcc2de2fe38/Casualty-Aversion-Myth,-The---Lacquement,-Richard- //vkoneru

Another negative effect of embracing the unsupported conventional wisdomon casualty aversion is that it needlessly encourages American adversaries. With respect to the 1999 war in Kosovo, the NATO commander, General Wesley Clark, observed, There was continuous commentary on the fear of NATO to accept military casualties. This, unfortunately, is unlikely to be unique to this operation. Of course, using friendly personnel on the ground risks friendly casualties. Neither political nor military leaders will want to take these risks. But our adversaries will exploit our reluctance by facing us with the dilemma of either inflicting accidental injuries to civilians or risking our own people on their territory.31 There are numerous examples of the perception by foreigners that the United States is unwilling to risk casualties.32 This perception has been a factor in the considerations of the nation’s enemies. Saddam Hussein before the 1991 Gulf War, SlobodanMilosevic before the KosovoWar in 1999, and Osama Bin Laden and al-Qa‘ida generally in 2001 all appear to have had great confidence that the United States lacked the moral courage to face a deadly military confrontation. This assurance made them less susceptible to diplomatic maneuvers or military threats. They seem to have considered the prospect of U.S. military action, particularly the use of ground troops, a bluff.

Casualty aversion turns tech development

Lieutenant Colonel Richard A. Lacquement, Jr., U.S. Army, Director of Military Strategy at the U.S. Army War College, professor of strategy and policy on the faculty of the Naval War College, M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, M.A. in Strategic Studies from the U.S. Army War College, M.P.A., Ph.D. in International Relations from Princeton University, strategist in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2004, “THE CASUALTY-AVERSION MYTH,” Naval War College Review, Winter 2004, Vol. LVII, No. 1, http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/82192134-8122-404a-a139-2fcc2de2fe38/Casualty-Aversion-Myth,-The---Lacquement,-Richard- //vkoneru

Another example was opposition to STREETFIGHTER, a prospective naval weapon system, on the premise that it posed a casualty risk. The concept was to complement the small number of high-cost large warships that currently dominate the Navy force structure with more numerous, smaller ships. Like the PT boats of World War II, these boats would provide flexibility and a capability to attack close to shore. Larger numbers and smaller crews make individual STREETFIGHTER ships less indispensable to the overall force.Unlike the PT boats ofWorldWar II, however, they would not be expendable—because of the potential effect of the loss of even their small crews.43 Exaggerated concern about casualties can inhibit the selection and development of new systems that can add important capabilities and improve the effectiveness of the armed forces. It may also impede the progress of transformational tactics and approaches—swarming, dispersed operations, network-centric warfare—that by their nature would not provide the degree of force protection afforded by large platforms and massed formations.
Turns Deterrence [Withdrawal]

Adversaries will use cruise missiles early in a conflict, when the U.S. is still deploying- causes withdrawal
Dutra 4 (Michael Dutra, Associate, White & Case LLP, 2004, “Strategic Myopia: The United States, Cruise Missiles, and the Missile Technology Control Regime,” Journal of Transnational Law & Policy, Vol. 14, No. 1)

Liddell Hart argues that the most important aspect of the “indirect approach” is destroying an adversary’s capabilities before an effective defense can be mounted. 50 A potential Third-World opponent could do exactly that with LACM attacks against U.S. bases or logistical facilities during a military build-up or deployment. Missile defenses will likely not be in place immediately to defend U.S. forces and require time and effort to set up and deploy. 51 For instance, more than 16 C-5 transport aircraft sorties are required to move a single Patriot SAM battalion into a theater of operations. 52 Cruise missile attacks against vulnerable targets with limited air defenses early in a campaign could be so catastrophic as to cause the United States to end its involvement or withdraw to safer, albeit less convenient, bases. 53

That destroys the foundation of U.S. deterrence
Lind 7 (Michael Lind, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, May-June 2007, “Beyond American hegemony,” The National Interest,http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_89/ai_n27268888/pg_2/?tag=content;col1)

Finally, the global hegemony strategy insists that America’s safety depends not on the absence of a hostile hegemon in Europe, Asia and the Middle East -- the traditional American approach -- but on the permanent presence of the United States itself as the military hegemon of Europe, the military hegemon of Asia and the military hegemon of the Middle East. In each of these areas, the regional powers would consent to perpetual U.S. domination either voluntarily, because the United States assumed their defense burdens (reassurance), or involuntarily, because the superior U.S. military intimidated them into acquiescence (dissuasion). American military hegemony in Europe, Asia and the Middle East depends on the ability of the U.S. military to threaten and, if necessary, to use military force to defeat any regional challenge-but at a relatively low cost. This is because the American public is not prepared to pay the costs necessary if the United States is to be a "hyperpower."
Cruise Missile Prolif O/W

1.) Checks- plenty of factors mitigate the impact to ballistic missiles-nothing checks cruise missiles

Gormley 9 (Dennis M. Gormley, senior fellow in the Washington office of the Monterey Institute of International Studies’ James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, faculty member at the University of Pittsburgh’s Graduate School of Public and International Affairs, December 2009, “Winning on Ballistic Missiles but Losing on Cruise: The Missile Proliferation Battle,” Arms Control Today, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_12/Gormley)

The Obama decision also provides an opportunity to reflect on how the ballistic missile threat has evolved over the last 25 years. There is reason to believe that missile nonproliferation policies have contributed to preventing the flow of specialized skills and technologies that are critical to enabling the leap from medium- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles to intercontinental ones. This success has been reinforced by U.S. ballistic missile defenses, which have kept pace with the way the ballistic missile threat from Iran and North Korea has emerged thus far. Yet, the situation with regard to cruise missile proliferation is different. Cruise missile nonproliferation policies are less potent, and defenses are woefully inadequate, which may explain the sudden outbreak of cruise missile proliferation in the Middle East, Northeast Asia, and South Asia. Unless the Obama administration focuses on making missile controls, which are the primary focus of this article, and missile defenses function in tandem to address the threats from both ballistic and cruise missiles, the overall missile threat to U.S. interests could severely worsen in the years ahead. 

2.) Opacity- makes cruise missiles particularly dangerous

Dutra 4 (Michael Dutra, Associate, White & Case LLP, 2004, “Strategic Myopia: The United States, Cruise Missiles, and the Missile Technology Control Regime,” Journal of Transnational Law & Policy, Vol. 14, No. 1)

The United States will have little advance warning as to the sale of complete LACM systems to any particular state, other than the sales announcement or intelligence regarding the transfer. The United States may hear rumors that a state is seeking to purchase cruise missile strike capability, but as the sale of the Black Shaheen to the UAE demonstrates, there is often little that can be done except make angry protests. 216 The United States may not discover the LACM capability of a state until the missiles are fully integrated into that nation’s force structure. 217 This lack of advance warning and powerlessness to affect the sale make the direct acquisition pathway for obtaining LACMs particularly troubling for the United States.
3.) Beneath the radar – SBMD cannot detect cruise missiles

IBN News 07 http://ibnlive.in.com/news/india-set-to-answer-pakistans-cruise-missiles/54298-3.html

Pakistan's declaration that its cruise …says Dr VK Saraswat, Chief, Missile Programme.

Pakistan's declaration that its cruise missiles will be nuclear capable have muddied the waters. Cruise missiles are more difficult to detect than ballistic missiles, which are the traditional delivery systems for nuclear weapons. Cruise missiles thus create the possibility of a stealth nuclear attack, which complicates the business of deterrence. India is acquiring airborne radars like AWACS to ensure detection of cruise missiles in order to stay on top of the threat. "Cruise missiles fly at low altitudes. Ground-based radars are not able to detect it. So, you need airborne sensors," says Dr VK Saraswat, Chief, Missile Programme.
4.) Timeframe- ballistic missile prolif is glacially slow- Iran and North Korea are nowhere near a capability after 25 years

Gormley 9 (Dennis M. Gormley, senior fellow in the Washington office of the Monterey Institute of International Studies’ James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, faculty member at the University of Pittsburgh’s Graduate School of Public and International Affairs, December 2009, “Winning on Ballistic Missiles but Losing on Cruise: The Missile Proliferation Battle,” Arms Control Today, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_12/Gormley)

What accounts for the fact that neither North Korea nor Iran has achieved ICBM ranges more than 10 years after the Rumsfeld Commission issued its report and nearly 25 years after they achieved Scud production capability? In light of North Korea’s pursuit of three-stage ballistic missiles and a space-launch vehicle (SLV) and Iran’s progress in two-stage missiles and an SLV program, both states are presumably seeking such a capability. Their slow progress attests to the difficult challenges associated with moving from medium-range ballistic missiles to intermediate- and intercontinental-range ones.

The critical variable is the availability of external technical assistance. The Rumsfeld Commission assumed the existence of such help but did not specify that such assistance comes in various forms. In ascending order of importance, these include explicit representations of missile technology embodied in engineering drawings and blueprints; component technologies, such as light alloys to replace steel-bodied air frames; missile production equipment; and sustained and direct help from systems integration and systems engineering specialists who can furnish the specialized know-how needed to grapple with advances in propulsion systems, thermally protected re-entry bodies, and the complex staging needed to achieve intercontinental range.

Because of the MTCR’s expanding export control guidelines and technical annex, the ways and means of acquiring a ballistic missile have become much more complex since the creation of the regime in 1987. Prior to that time, the Soviet Union and secondary proliferators such as Libya and North Korea had directly provided Scud ballistic missiles to client states. Today, largely due to the MTCR, states seeking a ballistic missile capability are forced to take a different, more complicated approach, often including multiple front companies, intermediaries, transshipment means, and diversionary routing of subsystems and materials, all often supported by money-laundering transactions, designed to work around MTCR controls.

5.) Cruise missile prolif’s faster

Dutra 4 (Michael Dutra, Associate, White & Case LLP, 2004, “Strategic Myopia: The United States, Cruise Missiles, and the Missile Technology Control Regime,” Journal of Transnational Law & Policy, Vol. 14, No. 1)

Unlike ballistic missile development, which is sequential and cannot be kept completely covert, 211 the timeframe and sequence for developing and testing cruise missiles is not linear and can be conducted under the guise of domestic aircraft production or maintenance programs. 212 LACMs are significantly easier than ballistic missiles to develop because of the general availability of the technology to build first-generation LACMs; a state committed to developing an indigenous production capability could do so in a far shorter span than developing ballistic missiles. 213 Cruise missile systems could conceivably spread fairly quickly, with states deploying relatively crude LACMs based on modified ASCMs or more sophisticated LACMs incorporating more sophisticated guidance systems and stealth technology. 214 The level of foreign assistance and access to technology are key determinants in how quickly a state can obtain LACMs. 215
Russia DA

SBMD  is perceived as a means to first strike Russia – it’s too ineffective to block a Russian first strike and could only serve to minimize damage from retaliation measures
Gwynne Dyer 3/7/05 (A military historian, columnist, and lecturer on international affairs for more than 20 years, authoring over 175 papers in over 40 countries, Salt Lake Tribune, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1358703/posts)
Writing in the Globe and Mail, Hellyer said bluntly that "BMD . . . has about as much to do with rogue missiles as the war on Iraq had to do with weapons of mass destruction." The notion that North Korea might fire one or two ballistic missiles at the U.S., even if it had a few long-range missiles and nuclear warheads to put on them, is ludicrous. The entire leadership and most of the country would instantly be destroyed by a massive U.S. retaliation. Pyongyang is a very nasty regime, but it hasn't attacked anybody in the past 50 years, it isn't suicidal, and it can be deterred by the threat of retaliation just like Russia or China. So what is BMD really about? In practice, any system designed to destroy incoming ballistic missiles that depends on ground-based interceptors can easily be overwhelmed just by building more missiles. The cost to the Soviet Union of building more ICBMs would always have been far less than the cost of the interceptors needed to shoot them down and their supporting systems, so the Soviet Union could always have saturated U.S. defenses in an all-out attack. But what if it were the victim of a U.S. surprise attack that destroyed most of its missiles on the ground? Then a good American BMD system might be able to deal with the ragged retaliation that was all the Soviets could manage. Such a BMD system is not a technological reality even now, 20 years later, but that's what it was always about: giving the United States the ability to launch a first strike against the Soviet Union and to survive the inevitable retaliation with "acceptable" losses. It seemed less urgent when the Soviet Union collapsed, but it was never abandoned - and in the later '90s the neo-conservatives revived it as part of a scheme for establishing permanent U.S. military dominance over the planet. Paul Hellyer quoted their own document, published by the Project for a New American Century in late 2000: "Building an effective, robust, layered, global system of missile defenses is a prerequisite for maintaining American pre-eminence. Unrestricted use of space has become a major strategic interest of the United States." By "layered" they meant not just ground-based interceptors, but space-based systems that can also destroy space stations and surveillance satellites belonging to any rival power. They intend to militarize space, and they still dream of gaining the ability to carry out nuclear first strikes against other countries with impunity.

Its unique: Deterrence is stable now – the plan only increases the likelihood of miscalc and Russian first strike in the time it takes to implement the plan
Charles Glaser and Steve Fetter, Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago and  Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, 01
International Security, “National Missile Defense and the Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, Summer, 2001, Vol. 26, No. 1, P. 40-92 [Marcus]

We argue that the United States should reject full-scale NMD against Russia and China because the prospects for achieving an effective defense are small (even if NMD becomes feasible against small rogue forces) and because the political costs would be large. Turning to effective limited NMD, we find that on balance the expected benfits are small, and possibly negative. Rogue states should be deterred by the United States’ massive conventional and nuclear retaliatory capabilities. There is, however, some chance that deterrence might fail, in which case NMD might then reduce the attack’s damage. Contrary to the hopes of many proponents, effective NMD is unlikely to provide other benefits. Limited NMD would not bolster deterrence of a rogue attack, nor would it restore much leeway to U.S. foreign policy, because its effectiveness would be uncertain and U.S. leaders would still be concerned about the vulnerability of U.S. cities. Still worse, limited NMD could bring military dangers of its own: Russian reactions to U.S. NMD could increase the probability of accidental Russian missile launches, and NMD is unlikely to afford protection against such attacks. 

2NC

That causes the US to launch nuclear strikes globally
Paul Hellyer 4/15/03 (a Canadian engineer, politician, writer and commentator who has had a long and varied career. He is the longest serving current member of the Privy Council, just ahead of Prince Philip, Common Dreams, humanity think tank, http://www.commondreams.org/views03/0515-10.htm)

The notion that NMD will save Canadian lives is unquestionably the most far-fetched of all the arguments. We have no enemies with a long-range missile capability. In fact, the stated reasons for NMD -- protection from "rogue states" -- is a cover story for its real function, which is far more sinister. Finally, the warning from our military that if we don't sign on soon the U.S. will proceed on its own is quite correct. That is exactly what it will do because the Bush administration is committed to it. Our participation would undoubtedly be welcome, especially if it meant easier access to our territory, if required, and some contribution toward the cost. But it doesn't really matter. We went through the same ritual with the Bomarc missiles in the Diefenbaker era. Years later, we learned that it was our air force that wanted to play with the big boys' toys and keep their cushy jobs at Colorado Springs. This time, the stakes are higher and the consequences far more serious. For the first time in my memory, the U.S. administration is dominated by a small group from the Pentagon. Vice-President Dick Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, deputy defense secretary Paul Wolfowitz and a handful of their close associates were all involved in a 1992 Pentagon document, Defense Planning Guidance, on post-Cold War strategy. One of its key sections read: "Our first objective is to prevent the re-emergence of a new rival, either on the territory of the former Soviet Union or elsewhere, that poses a threat on the order of that posed formerly by the Soviet Union.” When a copy was leaked to the press, its belligerent tone caused such a furor that it had to be withdrawn and rewritten. The language of the revised version, signed by Mr. Cheney when he was secretary of defense, was more diplomatic, but the intent remain unchanged. The U.S. would build up its forces to the point where it could attack any country on Earth without fear of significant retaliation. The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty had to be abrogated. The U.S. had to develop a multilayered anti-missile system on a global basis to protect not only the continental United States but also military operations anywhere. The 2000 copy of the document makes very clear that NMD is just one step in the direction of a system that will involve "interceptors" and weapons of mass destruction in space. It will be designed to pulverize any military or civilian installation on Earth and have the capacity to zap any person in their garden.

Extinction

BBC, 06 (“North Korean paper decries US pursuit of ‘preemptive nuclear strike’,” April 11, originally published by Minju Choson on February 15, Lexis)

In the "Review Report," the US Department of Defence decided to target "terrorist groups and rouge countries" as its basic goal of defence strategies and military operations. It is a well-known fact to the world that those called "rogue countries" by the United States is actually the anti-imperialist independent countries, which stand in the way of the US realization of world domination. The United States has unreasonably stigmatized the anti-imperialist independent countries as "rogue countries" and manifested its attempt for preemptive strike. From this perspective, it is very clear what the purposes of the military operation against "rouge countries" are, which have been raved by the United States. In one word, the cunning purpose is that the United States desires to achieve international hegemony by putting in place its attempt for preemptive strike against the anti-imperialist independent countries. Without minding global peace and stability at all, the United States is crazy about a nuclear war with blood-shot eyes, and this is bringing a new nuclear threat to the earth minute by minute. If this is left untreated, the peace and stability of the world as well as the existence of humanity itself will be put at risk.
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