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A. Funding For the Airborne Laser Has Been Cut – It Can Be Revived

Stephen Trimble, @ Flight International, 2/17/10 [Airborne Laser faces uncertain future despite historic intercept test, http://www.flightglobal.com/articles/2010/02/17/338475/airborne-laser-faces-uncertain-future-despite-historic-intercept.html]
The Airborne Laser Testbed (ALTB) faces an uncertain future as both a research project and an operational system even after its 1MW-class chemical laser successfully - and historically - destroyed a ballistic missile off the California coast on 11 February.  The long-awaited intercept test proved that the modified Boeing 747-400F's key technology - a chemical oxygen iodine laser (Coil) invented by US Air Force researchers in 1977 - is a lethal weapon against ballistic missiles.  A week before the ballistic intercept, the ALTB shot down a Terrier Black Brant, a two-stage sounding rocket that presents faster and smaller target to the Lockheed Martin-supplied beam and fire control system.  Moving the ALTB out of the research environment, however, remains an open question. Despite passing a historic milestone for a directed energy weapons syst/em, the intercept was completed in a sterile test environment.   Moreover, the Missile Defense Agency classified the range of the test and obscured the length of time required to defeat the target, making it unclear how well the Coil technology really performed.  Mike Rinn, Boeing vice-president and general manager for missile defence programmes, believes the lethal demonstration opens the door for high energy lasers to become operational weapons.  "As we show things like we did last night, decisions can be made about whether this platform or some future platform or some incarnation of the current technology can be an operational system," Rinn says.  But Rinn's top customer - Secretary of Defense Robert Gates - remains opposed to making the $6 billion programme operational. In 2009 Gates cancelled the second Airborne Laser aircraft and downgraded the programme from operational prototype to testbed status.  The programme now remains in limbo, awaiting the results of future budget decisions. The Department of Defense has requested slightly less than $100 million for the ALTB in fiscal year 2011, which Rinn says is insufficient to preserve the industrial base for such high-energy lasers.    But the programme's future will be decided in the next round of budget planning. The MDA is working on a study computing the lifecycle acquisition cost of an operational system, which requires buying up to seven aircraft.     Meanwhile, the office of DoD's director for research and engineering is analysing options for missile defences in the boost and ascent phase, Rinn says. That ALTB is a candidate in the director's ongoing analysis, which will inform the Pentagon's FY2012 budget request, he says. 
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B. Withdrawal would shift budget toward future weapons, and industry lobbyist are compensated with contracts.

New York Times 9( Christopher Drew, Covers military contracting and Pentagon spending for The New York Times. He is also the co-author of “Blind Man’s Bluff,” a best-selling book about submarine spying during the Cold War. 2/27/09“Military Contractors Await Details of Obama’s Budget”. http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/28/business/28defense.html)

The good news for big military contractors from President Obama’s budget this week was his proposal to increase the basic Pentagon budget by 4 percent, to $534 billion.  But now the companies are contending with a new question: what will the priorities of the new administration — which has made clear it wants to shift spending from futuristic weapons systems to simpler arms that troops can use now — mean for the industry?The big contractors “are sitting on the edge of their seats,” said Gordon Adams, a professor at American University in Washington and an expert on the defense budget.  The defense secretary, Robert M. Gates, said this week that he would probably not decide the fate of some marquee weapons systems — including the Air Force’s supersonic F-22 jet fighter and the Navy’s plans for a new high-tech destroyer — until April.  In an effort to blunt some of the inevitable lobbying, he has taken the extraordinary step of requiring members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to sign documents promising not to leak any details of the deliberations.  In addition to the basic budget, the Obama administration expects to spend at least $130 billion to cover the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, bringing the total defense budget to $664 billion in fiscal 2010, which begins Oct. 1.  That is slightly higher than the $654 billion the government has set aside in the current fiscal year — the most it has spent, in inflation-adjusted terms, since World War II.  Some military executives acknowledge that the spending proposal for next year remains generous given the government’s spiraling budget deficits.  “It’s a good number in this economic climate,” said Kendell Pease, a spokesman for General Dynamics, the giant military contractor.  But, he said, “There are so many contentious issues to decide, and nobody is going to do anything in Congress until they see the line-item decisions.”  Investors also seem unnerved by the uncertainty; the stocks of the leading military companies fell even harder than the general market averages Friday.  Investors were also concerned that with the plans to gradually withdraw forces from Iraq, the level of supplemental war funding will drop sharply in the future.  Ronald Epstein, an analyst at Merrill Lynch, said in a research note that this could end up “marking the end of the defense spending boom.”  But other analysts said some of the savings in Iraq could be offset by greater spending in Afghanistan. James McAleese, whose company, McAleese & Associates, advises military firms on legal and business issues, said Mr. Obama’s proposed budget could also increase next year’s spending on weapons acquisitions and research by $6 billion.  But the military contracting industry is consumed now with the parlor game of guessing which prominent programs Mr. Gates will cut back or scrap as either “gold-plated” or troubled — and whether industry lobbyists will be able to persuade Congress to overturn some of those decisions. 
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C. Congress and Contractors Will Demand ABL

Riki Ellison, Chairman and Founder of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, 2/15/10 [http://www.defpro.com/news/details/13147/]
"President Obama and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates had cut the ABL program from the FY2010 Missile Defense Budget. The FY2011 budget request released on Monday, February 1st adds $99 million into an ABL legacy program called Directed Energy Research (DER). This program calls for continued development and testing of airborne laser technologies in experiments and test bed formats taking the system out of weapon development. The United States has invested around 5 billion tax dollars since the early 1990s on the ABL to make it a defensive weapon system. The ABL is similar in some ways to the development of the Joint Stars 707 aircraft that was thrust into the Iraq war with a test bed version and has become a tremendously useful military asset that is deployed in numbers today providing sophisticated surveillance and tracking on the ground from the air."  "The ABL is initially proven and should continue to be developed, tested and even deployed if necessary. The successful test on February 12th gives weight to the release last week of the Ballistic Missile Defense Review endorsement of Missile Defense development by the President and the Secretary of Defense who have recognized the quantitative and qualitative threat to our nation, allies and deployed forces from ballistic missiles. Furthermore, in lieu of Iran's recent and continued nuclear developments, the ability of our Military to use the ABL with U.S. air superiority to engage and destroy multiple Iranian missiles in seconds over Iran could be a critical asset if in the future a situation arose between Iran and the United States. This capability would have similar relevancy for the United States in the Korean peninsula in regards to North Korean's ballistic missile threats and nuclear capability in the region."  "The ABL should be given priority, further developed and be funded to be kept a fully viable defensive weapon system as a credible hedge against ballistic missile threats. The U.S. Congress will inevitably challenge the Department of Defense and the administration to fully fund and further develop this system to have an ability to deploy this system in crisis regions providing our armed forces and allies' necessary protection." 
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D. ABL Ensures a Directed Energy Weapon Arms Race 

Paul Rogers, Professor of Government at Bradford University, ‘2 [Directed energy: a new kind of weapon, http://www.opendemocracy.net/conflict/article_153.jsp]
The United States development of directed-energy weapons – designed to advance protection of its forces, control of space, and the capacity to strike foreign targets at will – appears to be a seductive and effective route to guaranteeing US security in the 21st century. But, in the absence of any arms-control regime, the result could instead be a higher level of threat. Some time in 2003, a unique new weapon will be tested by the United States air force in an attempt to destroy a Scud missile. It is a high-energy laser known as the airborne laser (ABL), the first element of an innovative system that could end up arming a series of powerful satellites able to target anywhere on the Earth’s surface with near impunity.  The impact of directed energy weapons over the next quarter of a century could be huge, and some analysts argue that they are as potentially revolutionary as was the development of nuclear weapons sixty years ago.  For now, directed energy weapons are being seen as an answer to ballistic missile defence but, in the longer term, military planners are already viewing them as serving many other functions. The United States has a pronounced lead over all other countries, but its potential success may encourage others to follow suit, setting up a new kind of arms race; it may also lead to opponents developing new ways of retaliating. In the light of the attacks of 11 September 2001, this is not to be discounted. 

E. Extinction Ensures – Accidents and Pre-emption

Jeff Hech, M.Ed. Higher Education –MA in Electronic Engineering - Editor @ Laser Focus World, ’84 [Beam Weapons: The Next Arms Race, p. 10-11]
It’s only appropriate that the obstacles to developing beam weapons are high because the stakes involved are very high.  The science-fictional scenario of orbiting antimissile battle stations would cause nothing short of a revolution in defense strategy.  For some two decades we have been living with an uneasy balance of nuclear terror called “mutual assured destruction” or “MAD.”  That balance is based on the knowledge that there is no effective defense against nuclear attack.  It one side attacked, the other could launch a devastating counterattack – guaranteeing a nuclear holocaust.  Under these ground rules a nuclear war cannot be won.  Opponents of beam weaponry warn that their most insidious danger is that they might make a nuclear war appear “winnable.”  That is, the side with a beam weapon system able to defense against nuclear attack might decide it could launch its own attack with impunity.   Critics also warn of other dangerous scenarios in which beam weaponry could dangerously destabilize the balance of power even if the actual weapon system was ineffective.  For example, one side might attack a weapon system under construction in space to make sure it never became operational, thereby triggering an ultimate escalation to World War III.

**********Uniqueness***********
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ABL On Hold Now – Could Be Revived 

Tom ABATE, San Francisco Chronicle Staff writer, 4- 16- 10 ““Laser in limbo mirrors tech weapons decline,” http://articles.sfgate.com/2010-04-16/business/20851874_1_lockheed-workers-silicon-valley-system)
Coated with special reflective treatments, these mirrors were designed to aim the energy beam created by a massive airborne laser to destroy a missile before it could roar into space. But the Obama administration has put the Airborne Laser Test Bed on hold, turning it into an experimental project instead of buying additional systems from its three main contractors: Lockheed, which created the aiming system, Northrop Grumman, developer of the laser, and Boeing, which packaged the weapons system in a special airplane. As a result, a project that had employed 350 Lockheed workers at its peak in 2000, and roughly 200 employees before Obama, now has a staff of 110. "By the end of the year we'll be at 60 people," said Douglas Graham, a vice president at the Lockheed division running the program. "The fate of the airborne laser is somewhat emblematic of how the Pentagon views California and Silicon Valley as sources for science-based systems," said Loren Thompson, a defense analyst with the Lexington Institute, a think tank in Washington. Thompson said defense planners want high-tech contractors to keep generating ideas, but with the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq sapping the defense budget, costly weapons like the airborne laser may not get deployed. Defense critic John Pike of GlobalSecurity.org gave the same notion a different spin. "The Pentagon is famous for starting more programs than it could possibly fund," he said. Lockheed is one of the foundations of the defense sector in Silicon Valley, which took off during the Cold War by designing high-tech, high-ticket systems for the military. Lockheed opened its Sunnyvale facility in 1956 to build fleet ballistic missiles and surveillance satellites. By 1990, the division's employment had peaked at 26,500 people. But by then the Berlin Wall had fallen, and as the United States cut defense spending, employment at Sunnyvale fell. By 2000, the local division was down to 6,941 people. Employment rose in the wake of 9/11 to 7,984 by the end of the George W. Bush era. Today Lockheed Martin Space Systems employs 7,700 people in Sunnyvale. On a tour of the Sunnyvale site, Lockheed's Graham characterized the airborne laser as a success. He also cast the administration's decision to keep it in an experimental mode in a favorable light. Graham said the weapon proved itself during a test mission in February, when the airborne laser destroyed an unarmed ballistic missile as it boosted toward space. Many of the details remain classified but Graham said the laser is designed to deliver a basketball-size beam of intense heat over a distance of hundreds of kilometers. "It's kind of like 'Star Wars' except that it works," he said. But that success came too late. Last April, Defense Secretary Robert Gates cited "affordability and technology problems" as justifications for reducing the program, which has cost roughly $5 billion since its inception in the 1990s, to R&D status. Graham said the main problem was the laser. To achieve the intense energies required, the laser used massive chemical reaction chambers, roughly the size of six SUVs, parked aboard the aircraft. Graham said the Pentagon continues to fund research into more compact solid-state lasers that would be more practical to deploy.  Meanwhile, the test bed will allow Lockheed to refine and improve its aiming system. "Between five and 10 years out I believe we will have a wide range of laser weapons," he said. 

Uniqueness – No ABL Now 

Slashed Spending on Lasers

Rich Smith, staff writer, 6/23/10 [“Pentagon Suffers Death By A Trillion Cuts”, http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2010/06/23/pentagon-suffers-death-by-a-trillion-cuts.aspx, BBQ]
"Fire in the hole!" He didn't come right out and shout it, but Defense Secretary Robert Gates probably should have given investors a warning of this sort earlier this month, when he announced plans to slash the defense budget by $100 billion. Across the length and breadth of the military-industrial complex, defense contractors are hunkering down, and preparing for the worst. It's not exactly as if Gates has been shy about acting on past threats, after all. Last year we described a whole series of cuts implemented at his behest; one after another, multi-billion dollar efforts to develop Future Combat Systems, build F-22 Raptor fighter jets, and test an Airborne Laser fell to the budgetary axe.

Obama Cut Funding – Ending the Program  

George Landrith, president of Frontiers of Freedom, a Washington, DC based think tank, 2/24/10 [Obama's bipartisan outreach could start with airborne laser, http://www.humboldtbeacon.com/ci_14463197]

 So with the recent test success of the ABL and its clear importance to our ability to defend ourselves, why has Obama cut funding for the ABL by half? That effectually brings the program to a grinding halt. On a practical level, it means the ABL will progress towards final success at a snail's pace.  But it is not just the ABL that Obama is cutting. He is also slashing Ground Based Mid-course Missile Defense - reducing the number of inceptors and killing plans for the new site in Eastern Europe which would protect America's eastern coast and our European allies. 

He Cut Most the Money – Whats Left Confines it to Procurement Hell

James Carafano, senior research fellow for national security at The Heritage Foundation, 2/22/10 [James Carafano: Dumping Airborne Laser leaves America vulnerable, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Dumping-Airborne-Laser-leaves-America-vulnerable-84912847.html]

A short-range ballistic missile launched from a sea-based platform off California's Point Mugu Naval Air Warfare Center. Moments later, the Airborne Laser carried aloft in a specially modified 747 detected it.  Then it cranked up the high-energy laser. That beam struck home, burning a small hole in the missile. A split-second later, its structural integrity destroyed, the missile vaporized in a tumbling corkscrew.  Within two minutes of launch time, it was all over.  Not bad for a defensive weapon once ridiculed as science fiction. Skeptics even persuaded the Obama administration to slot the airborne laser for the ninth circle of procurement hell -- a pit for dead-end research and development programs. But this month's dramatic success has put the critics on their heels.  The Point Mugu exercise was what engineers call a "proof of principle" test. They tested it. It is proven.  But don't expect high-fiving in the White House. The administration already passed on the option to build a second test aircraft. Rather than add the ABL to the military's arsenal, the administration seems more than willing to let the project end as a successful science experiment. 
Uniqueness – No ABL Now 

They Cut Funding For the Program – They’re only keeping the already built one 

Jonathan Skillings, @ Businessweek, 2/12/10 [Airborne Laser zaps in-flight missile, http://bx.businessweek.com/aerospace/view?url=http%3A%2F%2Fnews.cnet.com%2F8301-11386_3-10452572-76.html]
In a milestone for the ambitious directed-energy project, now dramatically downsized, the Pentagon's Airborne Laser prototype weapons system destroyed a ballistic missile that was in flight. The shootdown took place February 11 off the central coast of California.  "The Airborne Laser Testbed team has made history with this experiment," said Greg Hyslop, vice president and general manager of Boeing Missile Defense Systems, in a statement released Friday. Boeing is the prime contractor for the Defense Department project.  The U.S. Missile Defense Agency was equally enthusiastic about the results. "The revolutionary use of directed energy is very attractive for missile defense," the agency said in a statement, "with the potential to attack multiple targets at the speed of light, at a range of hundreds of kilometers, and at a low cost per intercept attempt compared to current technologies. Missile in flight 2  Unfortunately for proponents, the achievement is rather bittersweet. Where the Pentagon once had plans to build as many as seven of the one-of-a-kind Airborne Laser aircraft, a modified Boeing 747-400F, the high cost and technical uncertainties of the program prompted Defense Secretary Robert Gates last spring to cancel plans to build a second plane. The Pentagon kept the existing one around as an R&D platform. 

Uniqueness – Military Spending High Now 

High Military Spending Now – Claims Of Cuts are Nonsense 
Christopher Preble and Benjamin Friedman, Benjamin Friedman is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato  Institute, where Christopher Preble is director of foreign policy studies. They are members of the Sustainable Defense Task Force, an ad hoc advisory panel created by Rep. Barney Frank,  LA Times, 6-14-10 “Defense Cuts: Stat overseas” http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-0614-preble-militarycuts-20100614,0,4297704.story

Recent reporting has claimed that the Pentagon is fighting to trim the defense budget, valiantly protecting taxpayer dollars against a wasteful Congress and tackling the ballooning federal deficit. There are two problems with that claim. For one, the fiscal year 2011 defense budget, which Congress is set to adopt, actually increases spending, though at a slightly reduced rate, which only in Washington would be considered a "cut." Second, and most critical, the latest Pentagon authorization does nothing to address the cause of U.S. military spending profligacy: overambitious and nonessential objectives overseas. The truth is that the U.S. no longer has a "defense" budget. The adjective is wrong. Our military forces' size long ago ceased to have any meaningful attachment to the requirements of protecting Americans. The Pentagon is the conduit for more than a fifth of our federal spending, and it accounts for about 65% of the $583-billion increase in annual discretionary spending since 2001. But the dirty secret of American defense politics is that we are fairly safe. We are surrounded by vast seas and friendly neighbors. But our military spending is nearly equal to half the world's, and our allies spend most of the other half. Russia, China, North Korea, Syria and Iran collectively spend about a fourth of what we do on defense, according to statistics compiled by the International Institute for Strategic Studies. Even if we cut our military in half, it would still be far bigger than that of any conceivable rival. Encouragingly, members of President Obama's bipartisan commission on the deficit and debt have said that the military ought to be among the items on the table for possible spending cuts. Sen. Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) and Reps. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), Walter B. Jones (R-N.C.) and Ron Paul (R- Texas) last month sent a joint letter to the commissioners arguing that the trims to the Pentagon budget should flow from cuts in overseas commitments. The commissioners should take that advice. The Cold War is over. While we were defending our allies in Europe and Asia, they got wealthy. The new status quo is that we offer them perpetual security subsidies — and risk being drawn into wars that do not serve our security interests. The recent trouble regarding the sinking of a South Korean naval ship by Pyongyang is illustrative. Odious as North Korea is, we have no obvious interest in fighting for South Korea, which has grown far richer and militarily capable than its northern rival. South Korea can defend itself. So can our European and Japanese friends. Nor can terrorism justify a huge military. Most of our military spending goes to conventional forces adept at destroying well-armed enemies. Terrorists are lightly armed and mostly hidden. The trick is finding them, not killing or capturing them once they are found. Counterinsurgency enthusiasts claim that we can only be safe from terrorists by using ground forces to rebuild the states where they operate. But we have learned the hard way that theory badly overestimates our ability to organize other nations' politics. Even if we could master that imperial art, it would not be worth the cost. By avoiding the occupation of failing states and shedding commitments to defend healthy ones, we could plan for far fewer wars, allowing cuts in force structure, manpower, procurement spending and operational costs. The resulting force would be more elite, less strained and far less expensive. Even if the commission calls for cutting defense commitments, the Obama administration has shown little interest in following such recommendations. When the Japanese government recently asked us to remove our Marines from Okinawa after 65 years, for example, the administration hectored Tokyo into letting us keep our base rather than wishing the Japanese well and bringing the troops home.  Instead of looking to shed missions, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates recently advocated maintaining current funding levels while cutting overhead costs by a few billion to fund frontline forces. Good idea, except that it won't offset the rapidly rising cost of the military's personnel, healthcare and operational spending. The likely result will be that these accounts will continue to take funds needed for manpower and force structure, leaving a shrinking force overburdened even in peacetime. Our deficit problem is an opportunity to surrender the pretension that we are the world's indispensable nation, preventing instability, shaping the international system and guiding history. We should be content to settle for being the big kid on the block that looks out for itself and occasionally helps friends in a bad spot. That approach would take advantage of the security we have, and save money we don't.

Uniqueness – Military Spending Now 

Obama Compensated For All of the Defense Cuts 

Winslow T. Wheeler, 31 years working on Capitol Hill with senators from both political parties and the Government Accountability Office, specializing in national security affairs. Currently, he directs the Straus Military Reform Project of the Center for Defense Information, ‘9 [July 17, How Obama Will Outspend Reagan on Defense, http://www.counterpunch.org/wheeler06172009.html]
Obama also will outspend Ronald Reagan on defense.  Obama plans to spend $2.47 tril lion on the Pentagon for the years 2010 to 2013. If he makes it into a second term, he plans to spend an other $2.58 trillion for the years 2014 to 2017. Put together for the eight years, 2010 to 2017, Obama plans to spend $5.05 trillion.  In his first four years, Reagan spent, in inflation-adjusted dollars, $2.1 trillion. In his second four years, he spent $2.11 trillion, for an eight-year total of $4.21 trillion.  Obama will out-spend Reagan in his first four years by $369 billion.  Over eight years, Obama will exceed Reagan by $840 billion.  Many Republicans are trying to accuse Obama of cutting the defense budget. They seem to have confused their plus and minus signs. According to their logic, the near-sainted Ronald Reagan was a defense budget slasher.  And what of Hale and his implied assertion that none of these numbers will mean anything until the Pentagon completes its much touted QDR? The Pentagon has been conducting these reviews since early in the Clinton administration. Each one has been greatly ballyhooed and cited as the essential precursor of big decisions to come. Each one has come and gone and done nothing to change whatever trajectory the Pentagon's leadership has pre-decided; it functions as little more than a review by the department bureaucracy of itself.  Just as the 50 program and policy decisions that Gates announced to the press on April 6 held some dramatic news, such as canceling the Air Force's F-22 fighter, the new QDR will probably contain some newsworthy decisions when it is finished later this year. Notably, however, Gates' 50 decisions were budget neutral (the 2010 budget was set at $534 billion both before and after them). We can expect the QDR to be the same.  Or, we can expect the numbers to climb a little. On May 14, Gates told the Senate Armed Services Committee that sustaining the Pentagon's current program will require 2 percent annual growth in the department's budget. That's just a little more than Obama has now in his plan.  Breathlessly, some will protest that we must wait for the results of the QDR and the big changes everyone knows are needed. However, based on Obama's performance on national security issues so far, it clearly is not going to happen. With his decisions on Afghanistan, extra-judicial military com mission trials of suspected terrorists, the public release of recorded prisoner abuse and other matters, Obama has already shown he has no stomach for major departures from conventional wisdom and the "moderate" - i.e., politically safe - thing to do on questions of national defense. 
Uniqueness – Military Spending High Now 

Defense Spending increasing now – despite recession

Higgs 4/17 (Robert Higgs Ph.D. in economics from Johns Hopkins University, Defense Spending Is Much Greater than You Think
 4/17/10) http://www.independent.org/blog/?p=5827
For fiscal 2010, which is still in progress, the president’s budget estimates that the Pentagon’s spending will run more than $50 billion above the previous year’s total. Any supplemental appropriations made before September 30 will push the total for fiscal 2010 even farther above the trillion-dollar mark.

Although I have arrived at my conclusions honestly and carefully, I may have left out items that should have been included—the federal budget is a gargantuan, complex, and confusing collection of documents. If I have done so, however, the left-out items are not likely to be relatively large ones. (I have deliberately ignored some minor items, such as outlays for the Selective Service System, the National Defense Stockpile, and the anti-terrorist activities conducted by the FBI and the Treasury.

For now, however, the conclusion seems inescapable: the government is currently spending at a rate well in excess of $1 trillion per year for all defense-related purposes. Owing to the financial debacle and the ongoing recession, millions are out of work, millions are losing their homes, and private earnings remain well below their previous peak, but in the military-industrial complex, the gravy train speeds along the track faster and faster. 

U.S. Military spending highest now – desire to be hegemon

Rusling 2/4 (Mathew Rusling, Staff Writer, Why U.S. defense spending keeps growing?, 2/4/10) http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-02/04/c_13163167.htm
U.S. military spending stands at record highs and keeps growing, although the country's once long list of enemies has shortened.  Indeed, the Cold War ended nearly two decades ago and U.S. forces are scaling down presence in Iraq and Afghanistan. Then why the U.S. defense spending keeps growing?  RECORD-HIGH SPENDING  Yet U.S. President Barack Obama on Monday requested congressional approval for 708 billion dollars in defense spending -- a record-high amount some analysts said was not only for the nation's defense but also for global dominance.  "American policymakers want the ability to intervene anywhere in the world," said Douglass Bandow, fellow at the libertarian CATO institute and outspoken critic of high military spending. "(But) America can no longer afford to play globocop."  "Offense is far more expensive than defense," he said, explaining that heightened defense spending reflects Washington's view of itself as a force for global stability.  The president's request included a 3.4-percent boost in the Pentagon's base budget and 159 billion dollars for U.S. missions in Afghanistan, Iraq and Pakistan.  The defense department said the funds are needed for a variety of costs from health care to missiles.  "This funding increase allows the DOD (Department of Defense) to address its highest priorities, such as the president's commitment to reform defense acquisition, develop a ballistic missile defense system that addresses modern threats, and continue to provide high quality healthcare to wounded service members," the department said in a statement.  Mackenzie Eaglen, fellow at the conservative Heritage Foundation, said the spending is in line with U.S. objectives since 1945 -- taking an active global role to anticipate and manage threats, protect freedom, and prevent global conflict.  "The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states, and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders' commitment to diplomacy," she said. "But rather, it rests on the foundation of a powerful military."  

Uniqueness – Military Spending High Now 

Obama will continue to spend huge amounts on the military.
Politico 7/19/10 (Time to discipline defense spending, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0710/39889.html)ZDM

The first rule in assessing a government's real strategy is to follow the money. America vastly overspends on the military compared with other areas of government. Obama's projected budgets do not change that. For the coming 2010 fiscal year, Obama's budget calls for $755bn in military spending, an amount that exceeds US budget spending in all other areas except so-called "mandatory" spending on social security, healthcare, interest payments on the national debt and a few other items. Indeed, US military spending exceeds the sum of federal budgetary outlays for education, agriculture, climate change, environmental protection, ocean protection, energy systems, homeland security, low-income housing, national parks and national land management, the judicial system, international development, diplomatic operations, highways, public transport, veterans' affairs, space exploration and science, civilian research and development, civil engineering for waterways, dams, bridges, sewerage and waste treatment, community development and many other areas. This preponderance of military spending applies to all 10 years of Obama's medium-term scenario. By 2019, total military spending is projected to be $8.2tn, exceeding by $2tn the budgeted outlays for all non-mandatory budget spending. 

Uniqueness – Military Modernziation Spending Low 

Military modernization spending continuously slashed

American Spectator, 6/24/09 [John R. Guardiano, Writer and analyst who focuses on political, military, and public-policy issue, “Modernize the Military Now”, http://spectator.org/archives/2009/06/24/modernize-the-military-now, BBQ]

The U.S. military absolutely requires new capabilities and new weapon systems to address new 21st century threats. At the same time, however, the U.S. military must retain its ability to fight and win conventional wars precisely so that it can prevent such wars from ever happening. Military weakness, after all, is itself a provocation and an invitation to war. This means that the U.S. military requires more money to modernize and more modern defense systems. Yet, for the most part, the Obama administration is subtracting, not adding, to America's military arsenal. And the Army, which is bearing the brunt of the burden in this long war, is being especially hard hit. Indeed, the Army's Fiscal Year 2010 budget request is two percent less than what the service had requested in 2009. Army procurement accounts (which include modernization) are being cut even more dramatically, by some 14 percent or $3.5 billion.

Funding redirected towards basing in squo at expense of Missile Defense

Forbes, 4/9/09 (Obama Defense Budget Hurts Contractors, http://www.forbes.com/2009/04/08/raytheon-boeing-lockheed-intelligent-investing-defense.html)ZDM
Defense dollars are being redirected from weapons to ground troops and civil service procurement people to speed new weapons to the field, with the emphasis upon counter-insurgency in forlorn trouble spots, cyberdefense, plentiful low-tech over costly whiz-bang, unmanned aerial vehicles and small ships able to send to trouble spots. The losers: legacy defense contractors supplying aircraft carriers, high-tech surface warfare, fighter aircraft, air transports and strategic missile defense. Confident we remain years ahead militarily, China and Russia are now the focus of economic cooperation, no longer military competition or deterrence. Diplomatic initiatives to Turkey, Iran and a Muslim world at large, and this is a truly revolutionary redirection of America's military. The base budget is increasing 2% this year, but contractor monies shrink as personnel costs mushroom. 
Uniqueness – AT: Iraq Withdrawal

Defense Contractors Still Making Profits During Iraq Withdrawal

Beighley, Dan, business and stock reporter, 1/28/10, Orange County Business Journal, Politics Aside Defense Contractors Expect Another Solid Year, http://www.allbusiness.com/government/government-bodies-offices/8894907-1.html
DEFENSE: Main military budget seen steady this year, through 2010 Irvine's Meggitt Defense Systems Inc., like other defense contractors, is looking to cash in on another record year. Orders for Meggitt's products, which include targets for missile training, were up 18% in 2007. The company, part of Britain's Meggitt PLC, is looking to do even better this year. "Things continue to go well for us," President Roger Brum said. Meggitt also owns Endevco Corp. in San Juan Capistrano, which is expecting strong business too, Brum said. Spending for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan has kept local defense facilities churning nicely for five years now. Though many thought we'd see a drop in defense spending by now, there's no sign of pausing, even with the political jockeying over Iraq. "There was an anticipated decline, but we're still building," said Hector Cuellar, president of investment bank RSM Equico Inc.'s capital market group in Costa Mesa, which advises on mergers and acquisitions in the defense industry. Even if troops begin to withdraw from Iraq, a cutback in military spending is unlikely, according to Cuellar. This year the government's core budget for defense, which pays for the basic costs of operating the military, will be about $475 billion, he said. That's less than the $600 billion spent last year. But another bill calling for $150 billion for Iraq still is waiting to be passed. The funding isn't in question. Instead, Democrats are pushing for a timeline for pulling out troops, something President Bush opposes.

Defense Contractors Not Likely to Lose Revenue Soon Due to Pullout

Siriwardane, Venuri, reporter, 2010, Inc. Magazine, The Business of Iraq, http://www.inc.com/inc5000/2008/articles/iraq.html
Dadetto's story is not uncommon. Since 2001, the size of the government contracting industry has exploded—more than doubling to 96,000 contractors by 2005. The Department of Defense remains the biggest federal consumer of services, accounting for more than 60 percent of total contract actions, according to a report issued by the Center for Strategic and International Studies. The defense budget is set to reach $500 billion this year and cash-flush public contractors like Lockheed Martin and Boeing have seen robust sales. Smaller privately held contractors—including more than 30 Inc. 500|5000 companies—were awarded millions of dollars in contracts of their own. As the military attempts to modernize and take advantage of new technologies, it has increasingly turned to the private sector, explains Stan Soloway, who was a deputy undersecretary of defense in the Clinton administration. "The private sector is where most of the talent to do that work resides and the war is emblematic of that trend," says Soloway, CEO of the Professional Services Council, a government services trade association. "When the war begins to wind down and a withdrawal takes place, you will see a reduction in spending on that work because that work won't exist anymore." But on the cusp of the next presidential election, industry insiders remain uneasy. If Washington pulls the troops out of Iraq, Dadetto worries that the defense boom could take a nosedive. "The political environment is more of a concern of mine than anything else," he says. "If they completely pull out, it could cause a major ripple in a lot of defense companies." Still, there is no guarantee that military spending would decline if the troops came home. "It's really hard to tell at this stage of the game," says David Berteau, director of the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. "The only way you can reduce the amount of money spent on contracts is if you either reduce the amount of work that needs to be done or build up the in-house government capability. And each of those things could happen." Even then, it could take years before the impact is felt. Defense budgeting is a three-year process, with a time lag between budget approval and actual liquidation of funds. "It's quite likely that things that would look like automatic reductions will come slower and later than predicted," says Berteau.

*************Link****************

Link – Withdrawal of Forces ( Modernization Efforts 

Land Troop Withdrawal Ensures a Shift Towards Advanced Military Modernization

Siriwardane, Venuri, reporter, 2010, Inc. Magazine, The Business of Iraq, http://www.inc.com/inc5000/2008/articles/iraq.html
Steve Sliwa, CEO of Insitu, ranked No. 236 on the Inc. 500, is closely watching for changes in federal defense spending. His company develops robotic aircraft systems that collect intelligence in conflict zones. Sliwa expects to see a decline in supplemental funds, which are set aside in the defense allocations process to prevent the military from running out of money to cover war costs. "They're expecting those supplemental appropriation bills to be reduced or maybe go away over the next three or four years," he says. "And because of that, defense spending is going to flatten out. That's going to cause some challenges." As Iraq's grip on the industry weakens, contractors like Tim McCune are scrambling to diversify their businesses. McCune is the president of Integrated Wave Technology, a company that builds hands-free translators that work in tactical situations in Iraq and Afghanistan and is ranked No. 200 on the Inc. 500. "I don't know if you have a category for the quickest shrinking company, but maybe we'll be there in a couple of years," says McCune, whose firm draws 99.9 percent of its revenue from DOD. "We hopefully would be selling stuff for medical and police applications by then." While a troop withdrawal could spell trouble for some contractors, it could potentially free up funds for others. As president of MIKEL, an undersea warfare technology company and No. 2037 on the Inc. 5000 list, Kelly Mendell is wary of mobilizing navies across the Pacific. "It's one area of defense that's not receiving a priority because this is a land war. The funding isn't as plentiful as it once was because of that," says Mendell. "So if we scale back [in Iraq] there would be additional funds available to concentrate on other areas. And I think that would overall be a good thing." Defense funding and priorities have historically shifted as wars die down. "What you'll likely see is a lot of those funds moving over to other pent up needs within the Defense Department and to other agencies whose needs have gone unmet," says Soloway. "Some individual companies may feel the effect more than others.”

Link Extension – Withdrawal of Forces ( Modernization Efforts 

Withdrawal leads to compensation of contractors

Hinton, Christopher, Staff Writer for Market Watch, 8/17/07 (Defense stocks felled over Iraq withdrawal, Market Watch, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/talk-of-iraq-withdrawal-hits-defense-stocks-but-spending-goes-on-2007817174500)ZDM

Iraq and a possible troop withdrawal will likely top Congress' agenda when it returns from recess on Sept. 3, and that's been unnerving to investors who have profited on a wave of defense funding. The government's top military contractors, such as Boeing Co. /quotes/comstock/13*!ba/quotes/nls/ba (BA 64.54, +0.66, +1.03%) , Lockheed Martin Corp. /quotes/comstock/13*!lmt/quotes/nls/lmt (LMT 73.79, -0.11, -0.15%) , Northrop Grumman Corp. /quotes/comstock/13*!noc/quotes/nls/noc (NOC 56.80, +0.48, +0.85%) , and General Dynamics Corp. /quotes/comstock/13*!gd/quotes/nls/gd (GD 59.92, +0.71, +1.20%) , have all seen their shares pull back from recent all-time highs, some by almost 10%, despite robust earnings growth over the last four years.  Since 2001, total U.S. spending for defense grew 88% to $630 billion in fiscal 2007, while supplemental spending -- primarily used to bolster operations in Iraq -- ballooned to $169.5 million, or 26.9% of the overall budget, from $14 billion, or just 4.2% of the 2001 budget.  In fact, more than half of U.S. Army vehicles damaged during the last four years of combat operations in Afghanistan in Iraq have yet to be repaired, according to numbers from the Army. Over the next several years, the Defense Department said it intends to fix up about 1,700 tracked vehicles, such as Abram tanks made by General Dynamics, and Bradley fighting vehicles, as well as some 15,000 wheeled vehicles, primarily Humvees. Since 2004, the military said it has rebuilt 2,693 tracked vehicles, 17,849 Humvees, 4,737 trucks, and 2,696 trailers.  The military is also going have to rebuild or repair more than 1,000 Blackhawk helicopters made by Sikorsky of United Technology Corp. /quotes/comstock/13*!utx/quotes/nls/utx (UTX 68.16, +0.62, +0.92%) , the army said.  "Propellers were beaten by the sand 

and the engines will have all sorts of problems that come from heavy use in very hot temperatures," JSA Research analyst Paul Nisbet said, adding the profit margin from rebuilding equipment is often better than a new sale.  "There will be oodles of business to the U.S. government," he said.  In addition to Blackhawks, the army said it will also have to repair 399 Apache attack helicopters with its General Electric Co. /quotes/comstock/13*!ge/quotes/nls/ge (GE 15.09, +0.15, +0.97%) , engines, and 272 Chinook heavy-lift helicopters with Honeywell International Inc. 
/quotes/comstock/13*!hon/quotes/nls/hon (HON 41.66, +0.46, +1.12%) engines, and 263 Kiowa helicopters built by Textron Inc.'s /quotes/comstock/13*!txt/quotes/nls/txt (TXT 19.49, +1.41, +7.80%) Bell helicopter division.  Those numbers don't include aircraft and terrain vehicles destroyed in battle, which the Army said is classified, that will have to be replaced. It also doesn't include equipment for the Marine Corps, Navy or Air Force, which weren't available. The military performs most of the labor behind repairs, while manufacturers often provide consulting and services.  Some sort of withdrawal from Iraq is likely, Jane's Intelligence Review analyst Matthew Smith said, and the reduction of Iraqi combat operations will mean a greater focus on overall military preparedness. It will also mean a reduction in supplemental spending, which has been supporting Iraq operations and has allowed rapid new procurement growth with little Congressional oversight. 

Link Extension – Withdrawal of Forces ( Modernization Efforts 

Reductions in Oversas Troop Presents boosts Military Procurement and R&D

Defense News, Kate BRANNEN, 7/8/10 “Pentagon Wants to Move $3.9B Around” (http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4700571&c=AME&s=AIR)
The Pentagon wants to shift nearly $4 billion in previously allocated funding, much of it within the Army's budget to buy arms and gear needed in Afghanistan, according to a July 2 omnibus reprogramming request. The Army's Bradley Fighting Vehicle takes a big hit: $200 million is to be moved to higher-priority items, according to the request. Earlier this year, the Army asked permission to trim Bradley funding by $154 million; Congress has yet to make a decision on that request. A similar cut moves $143 million out of research and development funding for the Army's Combat Vehicle Improvement program. The funds are available because the Pentagon has delayed its decision to upgrade the Bradley Fighting Vehicle and the Abrams tank, according to the reprogramming request. To support operations, the Pentagon wants to shift $100 million to purchase 1,500 One System Remote Video Terminal, the Army's version of the Air Force's ROVER system, which provides soldiers access to full-motion video shot by UAVs. The Pentagon would also like to shift $10 million to start developing a replacement for the M113 armored personnel carrier. "These funds will inform the Army on the current state-of-the-art M113 replacement options, potentially provide a forum for industrial teaming allowing the Army to refine its requirement document and explore current vehicles for adaptability to the M113 requirements," the document said. The Pentagon also shifts $35 million in Army funding for the Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS) to the Navy's research and development accounts for the same program. The "funds are available because the Rifleman radio is not prepared for Milestone C in fiscal year 2010 due to deficiencies found during the Limited User Test," the document said. Instead, the money will be spent on accelerating the delivery of the Handheld, Manpack, Small Form Fit (HMS) systems for test and potential deployment to theater, according to the document. The Pentagon also reduces funding for the Joint Assault Bridge by $68 million, citing a program restructuring that shifted authority for the program from the Marine Corps to the Army. Low-rate initial production has been delayed until fiscal year 2013, according to the document. For the Air Force, the Pentagon generally shifts money from procurement accounts to spending on personnel. The Pentagon would like to cut $36 million from the Air Force's Global Hawk program. "Obligations are late due to delays in the development test program, late and poor quality proposals from contractors, and reprioritization of acquisition activities to meet urgent Combatant Commander requirements," the document reads. The Pentagon cuts an additional $18 million from the program later in the request. Most of the $74 million plus-up allocated to the Navy for administration activities - $54 million - was needed for increased costs for personnel security investigations.
Zero Sum linkage Between Troop Deployment and Modernization Efforts 

Washington Post ‘9 [4/6, Gates Seeks Sharp Turn In Spending, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/04/06/AR2009040601784.html]

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates outlined sweeping changes to the defense budget Monday that would shift billions of dollars in Pentagon spending away from elaborate weapons toward programs more likely to benefit troops in today's wars. The proposal by Gates amounts to a radical change in the way the Pentagon buys weapons. For decades, the United States has spent trillions of dollars on weapons programs that strove for revolutionary leaps but often were delivered years late and billions of dollars over budget. In proposing his 2010 budget, which is likely to face stiff resistance from Congress, Gates emphasized that he wanted to change the "priorities of America's defense establishment." 

Link – Afghanistan/Iraq 

Troop withdrawals would Ensures a Funding Shift Towards Modernization 

The Hill, 6/28/10 (Levin: Troop reductions from Iraq, Afghanistan would net Defense savings, http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/106055-levin-troop-reductions-would-net-defense-savings)ZDM
As Pentagon leaders seek to free up about $100 billion in the defense budget, the leading Senate Democrat on military matters said on Monday that any savings will depend on U.S. withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan. Sen. Carl Levin (D-Mich.), the chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, said the “success of any reductions in the Pentagon budget” would depend on savings from the significant troop reductions in Iraq this year and the pace of reducing the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan starting next July.  “More than any other thing, this is going to affect the budget,” Levin said at a breakfast with defense reporters.  If the pace of the troop reduction in Afghanistan is “significant” next July, Levin said, the Pentagon could have “major savings.”  The wars are currently funded through the so-called overseas contingency funds. President Barack Obama has requested $130 billion in war funds for 2011 and an additional $33 billion for the remainder of the fiscal year.  Congress has not yet approved that war emergency-spending bill, though Defense Secretary Robert Gates has stressed that that legislation should be passed by the end of this week. The Pentagon leadership has launched a major push to free up about $100 bilion over the next five years to maintain current fighting forces and modernize weapons systems. The goal is to find more savings within the defense budget without cutting the top-line number. Pentagon leaders are eyeing 2 to 3 percent real growth in budget areas that need it most: force structure and modernization. 

Withdrawal Ensures Spending Shift Toards ABL 

SFC 10 – San Francisco Chronicle, April 16, 2010, “Laser in limbo mirrors tech weapons decline,” online: http://articles.sfgate.com/2010-04-16/business/20851874_1_lockheed-workers-silicon-valley-system

But the Obama administration has put the Airborne Laser Test Bed on hold, turning it into an experimental project instead of buying additional systems from its three main contractors: Lockheed, which created the aiming system, Northrop Grumman, developer of the laser, and Boeing, which packaged the weapons system in a special airplane. Job losses As a result, a project that had employed 350 Lockheed workers at its peak in 2000, and roughly 200 employees before Obama, now has a staff of 110. "By the end of the year we'll be at 60 people," said Douglas Graham, a vice president at the Lockheed division running the program. "The fate of the airborne laser is somewhat emblematic of how the Pentagon views California and Silicon Valley as sources for science-based systems," said Loren Thompson, a defense analyst with the Lexington Institute, a think tank in Washington. Thompson said defense planners want high-tech contractors to keep generating ideas, but with the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq sapping the defense budget, costly weapons like the airborne laser may not get deployed. 

Link – Iraq 

Iraq Withdrawal Tanks Contractors – They’d Be Compensated With Future Weapon Systems
David Bogoslaw, @ Business Week, ‘8 [August 23, A New Front for Defense Contractors, http://www.businessweek.com/print/investor/content/aug2008/pi20080822_702066.htm]
It's unclear just what might happen to the industry in the event of a phased troop withdrawal from Iraq under Obama. When past conflicts wound down, weapons spending fell. The Vietnam pullout arguably helped reduce the threat from the Soviet Union, and after the brief 1991 Gulf War, the conventional view was that the Americans' display of military might would deter future threats.  "The difference, in a post-9/11 world, is that the perception of threat isn't likely to ease just because U.S. troops are no longer actively engaged in Iraq," says Cai von Rumohr, an analyst at Cowen & Co. (COWN) in Boston. 
Recent government changes in Pakistan, a volatile U.S. ally; Russia's intervention in Georgia; and new threats in Algeria all argue for sustained, if not higher, arms spending, he says. So does the fact that U.S. military equipment is, on average, probably older than it was after prior conflicts, which bolsters the case that Armed Services officials make for bigger budgets, he adds.  More specifically, as industry lobbyists and consultants see it, Russia's invasion of Georgia will probably spur a rethinking of the Defense Dept.'s current emphasis on counterinsurgency and lead to a shift back to traditional superpower tools, such as aircraft carriers.  "The realization that the future is in traditional superpower conflicts—the pre-Afghanistan environment—and that hunting the Taliban might just be a passing fad—that's an even bigger potential sea change than the topline [revenue] issue," says Aboulafia.  Multiyear Contracts The defense industry is also more consolidated now, which means any cuts in weapons spending might well put a contractor out of business. "If you want to maintain an industrial infrastructure, you have to have people doing something," says Cowen's von Rumohr. More coordinated, effective lobbying efforts by the industry, he says, could persuade U.S. policymakers to continue generous funding of weapons systems. 

Link – Japan/South Korea 

The Aff Ensures Massive Funding Shifts 

Carpenter 9 – Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, October 23, 2009, “Stoke China’s Fears,” The National Interest, online: http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22376

The fawning U.S. promises to persist with extended deterrence not only play into the hands of Chinese leaders who want to avoid taking a hard-line toward Pyongyang, it plays into the hands of security free riders in Japan and South Korea. For decades, those two countries have woefully under-invested in their own defenses. Even as Japanese and South Korean leaders insist that North Korea poses a serious threat, they persist with anemic defense budgets. Although it shares a border with perhaps the most ruthless and unpredictable country in the world, South Korea spends less than 2.5 percent of its gross domestic product on the military. Seoul continues to rely on the United States for critical elements of its defense, especially air and naval power. Security free riding is also alive and well in Japan. Indeed, South Korea’s military effort seems robust compared to Japan’s. Despite North Korea’s repeated saber-rattling, Tokyo spends a paltry 0.9 percent of its GDP on defense, and that situation may get even worse under the new left-leaning government. 

Link – Turkey TNW’s 

The Plan Screws Military Contractors and Pro-Defense Congress Members 

Michel Chossudovsky, Prof. of Econ. @ Univ. of Ottawa, ‘4 [The US Nuclear Option, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO405A.html]

 This green light decision of the Senate Armed Services Committee was followed a few months later by a major redefinition of US policy pertaining to nuclear weapons.  On August 6, 2003, the day the first atomic bomb was dropped on Hiroshima, 58 years ago, a secret meeting was held with senior executives from the nuclear industry and the military industrial complex at Central Command Headquarters at the Offutt Air Force Base in Nebraska.          "More than 150 military contractors, scientists from the weapons labs, and other government officials gathered at the headquarters of the US Strategic Command in Omaha, Nebraska to plot and plan for the possibility of "full-scale nuclear war" calling for the production of a new generation of nuclear weapons—more "usable" so-called "mini-nukes and earth penetrating "bunker busters" armed with atomic warheads." (Alice Slater, Bush Nuclear Policy A Recipe for National Insecurity, August 2003, http://globalresearch.ca/articles/SLA308A.html )  The new nuclear policy explicitly involves the large defense contractors in decision-making. It is tantamount to the "privatization" of nuclear war. Corporations not only reap multibillion-dollar profits from the production of nuclear bombs, they also have a direct voice in setting the agenda regarding the use and deployment of nuclear weapons.  The Nuclear weapons industry, which includes the production of nuclear devices as well as the missile delivery systems, etc. is controlled by a handful of defense contractors with Lockheed Martin, General Dynamics, Northrop, Raytheon and Boeing in the lead.  

Past Nuclear Cuts Prove Obama Will Compensate For Nuclear Shifts 

Jeffrey Lewis, PhD - Director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation, 2/3/10 [NNSA's Big Budget, START and CTBT, http://www.armscontrolwonk.com/category/nuclear-weapons/]
Which brings us to the budget roll-out. I don’t have any special insight into how Vice President Biden — who is spear-heading ratification process for START and CTBT — is going about cutting a deal. But I seem to recall he is familiar with the Senate.  If the strategy is to avoid, to the greatest extent possible, politicizing either treaty, starving the nuclear weapons complex probably won’t create leverage with the Senate Minority Leader and might, in fact, backfire. If you give Republicans a choice between a well-funded nuclear weapons complex and a talking point to conflate the Prague agenda with unilateral disarmament — which is a favorite claim by Senator Kyl — most will understandably choose the latter. “Unilateral disarmament” is the “death panel” of the nuclear weapons debate. The goal, then, is to take away Kyl’s talking points, rather than to horse-trade with Senators. (That comes later.)  Frankly, this is probably the only strategy an Obama Administration would undertake. It is difficult to imagine this President taking the bare-knuckled approach that we might have gotten from, say, Lyndon Johnson. However much juice his presidency has left — and that is the popular parlor question of the moment, for people in Georgetown who can afford parlors — for better or for worse, Barack Obama has his own style.  I cannot, for example, imagine Obama, as LBJ did, holding a meeting in the buff at the White House swimming pool or dictating to poor Doris Kearns from the commode. For better, or for worse.  So, we are left with the strategy of attempting to depoliticize the treaties, recognizing that there will be some additional horse-trading at a later date. It might not always succeed, but it is probably the only strategy that will.  

Link – Turkey TNW’s 

Obama Empiralcy Will Compenate For Nuclear Shifts 

Jeffrey Lewis, PhD - Director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation, 2/3/10 [NNSA's Big Budget, START and CTBT, http://www.armscontrolwonk.com/category/nuclear-weapons/]
The purpose of announcing the massive increases in funding for the nuclear weapons enterprise — stockpile support (25 percent increase), infrastructure (5 percent) and other categories is political — is presented as the right thing to do, which it may be, but it is also intended to find votes in the Senate for ratification of the START Follow-on Treaty and, at a later date, the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. The budget release follows a major op-ed by Vice President Biden in the Wall Street Journal that makes explicit the link between funding the complex and achieving the agenda laid out in Prague:      Our budget request is just one of several closely related and equally important initiatives giving life to the president’s Prague agenda. Others include completing the New START agreement with Russia, releasing the Nuclear Posture Review on March 1, holding the Nuclear Security Summit in April, and pursuing ratification and entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.  Some of my friends are complaining that by funding the complex first and asking for START (and CTBT) ratification second, the Administration is spending is squandering its only leverage.  I worry about that, too. But I think this is the right approach, given the structure of the Senate and the President’s temperament. 

**************Internal Link************

Internal Link– Compensation Happens General

Obama and Congress Will Compensate Contractors For Cuts 

Fred Kaplan, @ Slate, 2/26/9 [The New Pentagon Budget—So New?Obama plans to spend as much on defense as Bush did, http://www.slate.com/id/2212323/pagenum/all/#p2]

Much remains unknown about the shape of President Barack Obama's debut defense budget. Details won't be announced—several key decisions won't be made—until April. But from the broad numbers released this morning, two things seem clear: First, it is larger than it appears to be at first glance. Second, not counting the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, which are projected to decline significantly—in other words, looking just at the Defense Department's base-line budget for weapons production, research and development, uniformed personnel, and so forth—Obama's estimates for military spending over the next few years are roughly the same as George W. Bush's. If huge change is in the works at the Pentagon, it will come in the form of budgets reshuffled, not reduced.

Defense Reductions Ensures Compensation In Other Areas – Obama Takes the Safe Course 
Winslow T. Wheeler, 31 years working on Capitol Hill with senators from both political parties and the Government Accountability Office, specializing in national security affairs. Currently, he directs the Straus Military Reform Project of the Center for Defense Information, ‘9 [July 17, How Obama Will Outspend Reagan on Defense, http://www.counterpunch.org/wheeler06172009.html]
Just as the 50 program and policy decisions that Gates announced to the press on April 6 held some dramatic news, such as canceling the Air Force's F-22 fighter, the new QDR will probably contain some newsworthy decisions when it is finished later this year. Notably, however, Gates' 50 decisions were budget neutral (the 2010 budget was set at $534 billion both before and after them). We can expect the QDR to be the same. Or, we can expect the numbers to climb a little. On May 14, Gates told the Senate Armed Services Committee that sustaining the Pentagon's current program will require 2 percent annual growth in the department's budget. That's just a little more than Obama has now in his plan. Breathlessly, some will protest that we must wait for the results of the QDR and the big changes everyone knows are needed. However, based on Obama's performance on national security issues so far, it clearly is not going to happen. With his decisions on Afghanistan, extra-judicial military com mission trials of suspected terrorists, the public release of recorded prisoner abuse and other matters, Obama has already shown he has no stomach for major departures from conventional wisdom and the "moderate" - i.e., politically safe - thing to do on questions of national defense. Similarly, we can expect Obama's first QDR Pentagon exercise to land on safe territory, certainly not on the stormy seas of actual reductions - or the uncharted waters of real and meaningful Pentagon reform. The spigot is pretty much stuck where it is. It would take real change for it to be otherwise. 
Internal Link Extension – Compensation Happens General

Will compensate – nuclear policy proves.
Jeffrey Lewis, PhD - Director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation, 2/3/10 [NNSA's Big Budget, START and CTBT, http://www.armscontrolwonk.com/category/nuclear-weapons/]

The purpose of announcing the massive increases in funding for the nuclear weapons enterprise — stockpile support (25 percent increase), infrastructure (5 percent) and other categories is political — is presented as the right thing to do, which it may be, but it is also intended to find votes in the Senate for ratification of the START Follow-on Treaty and, at a later date, the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. The budget release follows a major op-ed by Vice President Biden in the Wall Street Journal that makes explicit the link between funding the complex and achieving the agenda laid out in Prague: Our budget request is just one of several closely related and equally important initiatives giving life to the president’s Prague agenda. Others include completing the New START agreement with Russia, releasing the Nuclear Posture Review on March 1, holding the Nuclear Security Summit in April, and pursuing ratification and entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

The defense industry will successfully lobby to keep spending steady – jobs.

Meyer, Bill, Writer for Cleveland.com, 1/29/09 (The influence game: Defense lobby stresses jobs, http://www.cleveland.com/nation/index.ssf/2009/01/the_influence_game_defense_lob.html)ZDM
Faced with a national economic crisis and a new president, the defense industry is itself playing defense. Its latest lobbying message: Weapons systems aren't just instruments of national security, they're vital jobs programs. One big new ad features a boldly soaring bald eagle and declares, "Of course America's economy can take off again. It already has a strong pair of wings." The ad, recently run in Washington-area newspapers and journals, is sponsored by the Aerospace Industries Association, whose members include the country's top makers of aircraft and their components. And its message is one that many lobbyists and other defense-industry representatives are now emphasizing: Don't even think of cutting our programs -- and workers' jobs. With Barack Obama intent on winding down the Iraq war and eventually rolling back federal deficits, the industry is worried about bearing the brunt of budget cuts. Just Tuesday, Defense Secretary Robert Gates warned that the Pentagon won't be able to "do everything, buy everything" in more austere times. And the White House Web site warns the administration plans a review of major defense programs "in light of current needs." "There's so much uncertainty in the defense industry with what will happen with the new administration," said Pete Steffes, vice president for government policy with the National Defense Industrial Association, which represents large and small defense firms. For many in the industry and their supporters in Congress, emphasizing jobs is always a timely argument. "Right now it's particularly potent," said Lawrence J. Korb, a former Pentagon official now a senior fellow at the liberal Center for American Progress. "Our industry is ready and able to lead the way out of the economic crisis," said Fred Downey, a vice president of the Aerospace Industry Association, which says defense and aerospace manufacturers contribute $97 billion in exports a year and 2 million jobs. The message: "Don't hurt this industry" by cutting its programs to pay for stimulating other parts of the economy, he said. The defense sector spent $148 million lobbying last year, according to the Center for Responsive Politics, an independent group that monitors influence in Washington. Officials, employees and political action committees from defense companies contributed an additional $24 million to presidential and congressional candidates and political parties during the 2007-2008 campaign cycle.

Internal Link Extension – Compensation Happens General

Defense lobby will be compensated – Congressional Districts Demand Jobs 

Jackson, Herb, North Jersey WASHINGTON CORRESPONDENT, 6/4/10 (Defense contractors remember their N.J. friends in Congress, http://www.northjersey.com/news/politics/95593349_Defense_contractors_remember_their_N_J__friends_in_Congress.html?page=all)ZDM

The battle over the strike fighter engine pits some of Washington's heavy hitters against each other. The political action committee of Pratt & Whitney parent United Technologies donated more than $760,000 through April 30, according to the Center for Responsive Politics. General Electric, whose interests range from aerospace and nuclear reactors to refrigerators and light bulbs, has given more than $1.5 million, and Rolls-Royce's donations topped $245,000.  "What you're seeing now is a perfect example of how Congress can almost take a program away from the Defense Department," said Laura Peterson, national security analyst with Taxpayers for Common Sense. "It's been four years since Defense asked for money for the second engine and in that time Congress said 'keep it going.' "  A bipartisan House majority that included Rothman and Frelinghuysen voted 231-193 last week to defeat an amendment to delete the funding. Supporting the funding was a nearly even split of 116 Republicans and 115 Democrats.  The day of the vote, Frelinghuysen got a $1,000 contribution from General Electric's political action committee, and it was his second $1,000 contribution from GE in May. The day after the vote, he added another $1,000 from Rolls-Royce North America PAC, forms filed with the Federal Election Commission show.  Rothman, D-Fair Lawn, got $2,500 from GE two weeks before the vote, and $4,000 from Rolls-Royce the week before that, FEC reports show.  Previous contributions in the current election cycle from the two companies' PACs totaled $10,000 for Frelinghuysen and $3,000 for Rothman, FEC records show.  Rothman and Frelinghuysen both serve on the defense appropriations subcommittee.  The F-35 will be used by the Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps, and advocates say two engines would save money in the long term.  "The U.S. and our allies will be purchasing these aircraft for decades," Rothman said through a spokesman. "Having two manufacturers competing with each other to provide these engines, spare parts and maintenance on an annual basis is the best way to assure taxpayers get the best product and price over the life of the program."  But Gates has told Congress that even after the $485 million proposed for next year is spent, $2.4 billion more would be needed to make the extra engine viable.  "The [Defense] Department does not believe that this cost will ever be recovered in a hypothesized competition," the White House said in a statement warning the House of a veto.  Gates also wants to kill the C-17 transport built by Boeing. That plane was not funded in the House bill, but it is included in a bill moving through the Senate, creating the possibility that it and the F-35 second engine will survive in a merged conference bill sent to Obama.  "Our military does not want or need these programs being pushed by the Congress," Obama said last Friday, "and should Congress ignore this fact, I will veto any such legislation."  Boeing's PAC has given $31,500 to New Jersey lawmakers, according to the Center for Responsive Politics and FEC reports. A $1,000 donation May 17 brought Rothman's total for this cycle to $7,000, making him the leader in the delegation, followed by $6,000 each to Frelinghuysen and Rep. Bill Pascrell Jr., D-Paterson.  Along with backing up their arguments for the projects' merits with campaign contributions, the contractors are stressing the jobs the defense projects create in lawmakers' districts, especially with small subcontractors.  An Elmwood Park machinery company, Kriesler Manufacturing Corp., wrote to Rothman urging him to support the second engine, for which it makes pistons and other parts for Rolls-Royce/GE. Kriesler was also listed as a subcontractor by Pratt & Whitney for its engine, Rothman's office said.  Peterson, the analyst with the taxpayer group, said it is a growing problem that Congress sees the Defense budget as a jobs program.  "The No. 1 priority should be national security, not whether the Defense Department should stimulate the economy of New Jersey," she said.  Developing two engines for the newest military jet is vital to national security, especially if three branches of the military will be using the plane, Frelinghuysen said through a spokeswoman.  "It makes no sense to have all of our strike fighters powered by a single engine, since a problem with that engine could force the grounding of the entire F-35 fleet," Frelinghuysen said. "If [Defense] had its way years ago, we would not have unmanned drones today to fight our adversaries."  Rothman blamed the cost of fighting wars in Iraq and Afghanistan for putting "powerful short-term pressure" on the defense budget. 
Internal Link– Contractors/Congress Demand ABL

Means ABL funding gets restored – lobbies

Aviation Week 5/9/07 (ABL Team Lobbying Lawmakers For Full Funding, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=aerospacedaily&id=news/ABL050907.xml&headline=ABL%20Team%20Lobbying%20Lawmakers%20For%20Full%20Funding)ZDM

The U.S. Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and the industry team behind the Airborne Laser (ABL) program are mobilizing to try to persuade Capitol Hill to reverse the $400 million cut to ABL's $549 million fiscal 2008 budget levied by House defense authorizers. "We're working with the Hill to mitigate their concerns," MDA spokesman Chris Taylor told The DAILY. The ABL cut was part of an overall reduction of $764 million to MDA's $8.9 billion budget request authorized by the House Armed Services Strategic Forces subcommittee last week. The full House Armed Services committee is set to mark up the FY '08 defense bill May 9. Although the potential fallout of the ABL cut still is being assessed, the mark clearly would "cripple" the program and have a "significant" effect on its schedule, according to Boeing ABL Program Director Greg Hyslop. The industry team plans to emphasize ABL's recent technical accomplishments, giving lawmakers "the same message we've been carrying to the Hill consistently over the past several years," Hyslop said during a teleconference with reporters May 8.

They’d Want ABL in Return –They’re Pleading For it 

Alex Spillius, @ The Telegraph, ‘8 [December 23, US laser warplane under threat from Barack Obama, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/barackobama/3919719/US-laser-warplane-under-threat-from-Barack-Obama.html]
 One of first the first decisions of US defence that the President-elect will face in office will be whether or not to continue funding for the futuristic Airborne Laser weapons programme.  The system aims to send an invisible, ultra-powerful laser beam from aircraft hundreds of miles from their targets, and could one day alter the nature of aerial warfare.    Primarily designed to strike enemy missile silos, the US Missile Defence Agency has called the ABL the answer to "rogue states" or terror groups equipped with intercontinental ballistic missiles.  The first, very limited, test firing was staged in late November. The laser was loaded on to a Boeing 747 and fired from a stationary plane at a target on the ground just a few yards away.  But already 12 years in the making and way over budget at $4.3 billion (£2.9 billion), developers Boeing, Lockheed Martin and Northrup Grumman fear it could fall victim to the new administration as it seeks to save costs. Mr Obama has stated a preference for abandoning weapons whose efficacy is not yet proven.  Boeing is now planning to develop the weapon's planned target range to include aircraft and enemy ballistic missiles in flight.  Mike Rinn, head of Boeing's Airborne Laser programme, has indirectly pleaded for leniency from the Obama administration. "We remain on track to complete a lethal demonstration in 2009," he told the New Scientist.  "There's nothing like flaming missile wreckage to show the world the system is viable."  He added: "It's important that we keep this momentum going for this critical technology."   

 Internal Link Extension – Contractors/Congress Demand ABL

ABL is a Top Request For Defense Contractors 

Ralph Vartabedian, @ LA Times, ’95 [The Laser: Air Force's Top Gun?, http://articles.latimes.com/1995-11-30/news/mn-8786_1_air-force-officials]
However, the history of high-power military lasers is littered with embarrassing failures in which too much was promised, and false expectations were created a decade ago during the early "Star Wars" program.  So critics say it is too early to tell whether the new system, known as the airborne laser, will work any better. They caution that building the device will involve major technical hurdles.  But senior defense officials insist that the story will be different this time because the technology is in hand and the need for a weapon to protect American troops is rooted in a visceral memory of Iraq's deadly Scud attack against a U.S. barracks during the 1991 Persian Gulf War.  The aerospace industry smells big business in the future of lasers, foreseeing the day when such weapons are used for all kinds of battlefield shooting matches. 

It’s the Perfect Deal for Obama to Offer 

George Landrith, President of Frontiers of Freedom, a Washington, DC based think tank, 2/24/10 [Obama's bipartisan outreach could start with airborne laser, http://www.humboldtbeacon.com/ci_14463197]
The ABL is endorsed by soldiers in the field. Lt. Gen. Lloyd Utterback said, “... the ABL offers ... a significant capability for boost phase missile defense and other critical tactical missions. As a boost intercepter, it will take the battle to the enemy and defeat threat forces before countermeasures can be deployed. I am also excited by the ABL's potential capability to counter surface-to-air and cruise missiles.”  Even if those on the left have no interest in the ABL from a national security standpoint, couldn't they support it as a stimulus or jobs program? Obama has committed to spending hundreds of billions on stimulus, and even a tiny fraction of that could fully fund missile defense. Wouldn't that be precisely the bipartisan compromise he is looking for?  

 Internal Link Extension – Contractors/Congress Demand ABL

It’s a Huge Priority For Defense Contractors and Pro-Military Congress Folks 

Mark Thompson, @ Times, 10 [2/16, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1964310,00.html]
While that may be true, Defense Secretary Robert Gates killed plans last year to buy a fleet of lasered 747s. However, Gates has continued R&D, and that gives missile-defense backers a flickering flame of hope. There's no doubt the companies involved — and their supporters in Congress — will use the shootdown to try to resurrect the program. After all, the heart of the program isn't a lumbering fleet of airliners but the chemical-oxygen-iodine lasers within.  And so, after shooting down the missile, the three companies' p.r. shops deployed superlatives in close formation. Lockheed boasted that the test "validates the effectiveness of this revolutionary technology." Northrop declared the laser's "unprecedented mobility, precision and lethality" will lead to "game-changing technology for our military forces." Boeing said "the capability to precisely project force, in a measured way, at the speed of light, will save lives."(See a brief history of intergalactic warfare.)  Also jobs. "Today's successful test should be a wake-up call to the Administration, and I'm again calling on the President to restore full funding to the program immediately," GOP Congressman Todd Tiahrt of Kansas said within hours of the test. Many of his constituents work on the laser plane at Boeing's Wichita plant, where Tiahrt too was employed for 14 years. "We know the threat from rogue nations such as Iran and North Korea is very real, and we should be doing everything possible to counter this threat." 

Internal Link - Lasers is the Deal –AT: F-22’s
No F-22 Push

Bob Cox, @ Forth Worth Star, ‘9 [July 19, Lockheed Martin stops lobbying for F-22, http://www.thesunnews.com/2009/04/22/945608/lockheed-martin-stops-lobbying.html?storylink=mirelated]
Lockheed Martin will not spend any more time and effort trying to overturn Defense Secretary Robert Gates' decision to halt production of F-22 Raptor fighter jets, a top company official said Tuesday.  After making a vigorous case for the F-22 with Gates, other senior Pentagon officials and Congress in recent months, Lockheed plans to move on and meet its commitments for other major defense programs such as the F-35 joint strike fighter.  "We had our chance to lobby this matter," Bruce Tanner, executive vice president and chief financial officer, said in a quarterly conference call with financial analysts.  "We think we had a full hearing of that discussion," Tanner said. "We are disappointed by the decisions, but we will accept those and go on." 

Internal Link– ABL Funding Determines all Lasers 

Cutting the ABL Tanks the Entire Laser Weapon Industry 

Steven A. Hildreth,  Specialist in National Defense Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division – CRS, ‘7 [July 9, Airborne Laser (ABL): Issues for Congress, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL32123.pdf]
It is also argued that cancelling the ABL could harm the laser industry writ large, rather than just those sub-industries associated with the ABL. This is because, ABL supporters assert, the ABL program is far and away the largest of its kind, and a “pathfinder” for other laser programs. Cancelling the ABL could slow down the entire U.S. laser development industry, they say.  

ABL Linchpin of Directed Energy Weaponary 

Paul Rogers, Professor of peace studies at Bradford University, ‘2 [Directed energy: a new kind of weapon, http://www.opendemocracy.net/conflict/article_153.jsp]
The ABL is the linchpin of the current directed energy programme, being developed jointly by three of the largest arms corporations in the US – Boeing, Lockheed and TRW. The system is based on a highly modified Boeing 747 transport aircraft, which will house a three megawatt chemical oxygen–iodine laser (COIL) taking up most of the fuselage. This, along with targeting beams, will be directed at an ascending missile over a range of up to 400 miles, and will lase (i.e. irradiate) it to heat the metal casing, making it crumple and collapse. If the system works, this could be done in a matter of seconds, largely because an accelerating missile is under tremendous stress, and even a modest weakening of the structure should cause implosion.  Of course, there are possible countermeasures, such as strengthening the missile or making it spin in flight, but both are difficult, and the ABL team is convinced the system will work. The plan, within six to nine years, is to have a number of ABLs deployed, able to move to crisis areas within forty-eight hours, loaded with laser fuel and able to fire up to forty shots before refuelling. Two planes, with support, would be able to maintain continuous airborne patrols, well outside the airspace of an opposing state.  The ABL is leading-edge technology and it may well run into major problems. It could even be cancelled. At the same time, it has lagged very little in its planned development compared with other programmes of similar complexity, and its success so far has helped spawn numerous other directed-energy projects. 

ABL is Necessary to  Future Laser Weapons 

Daniel McCoy, @ Wichita Business Journal, 2/12/10 [Boeing completes airborne laser test, http://wichita.bizjournals.com/wichita/stories/2010/02/08/daily33.html]
 The Boeing Co. announced Friday that its defense division has helped successfully destroy a missile with an airborne laser.  Boeing (NYSE: BA) teamed with industry partners and the U.S. Missile Defense Agency for the test, which marked the first time an in-flight ballistic missile was destroyed using a laser.  “We’ve been saying for some time that the Airborne Laser Testbed would be a pathfinder for directed energy and would expand options for policymakers and warfighters,” Michael Rinn, Boeing vice president and ALTB program director, said in a written statement. “With this successful experiment, the Airborne Laser Testbed has blazed a path for a new generation of high-energy, ultra-precision weaponry.” 

Internal Link– ABL ( Offensive Arms Race 

ABL Causes Offensive Space Laser Weaponization  

Geov Parrish, Columnist @ Seattle Weekly & In These Times, ‘1 [July, The Pentagon's Trojan Horse, http://www.thirdworldtraveler.com/Pentagon_military/Pentagon_Trojan_Horse.html]
The U.S. Space Command's "Vision for 2020" pulls no punches about the intent or purpose of what the Pentagon is developing: "Dominating the space dimension of military operations to protect U.S. interests and investment." The Airborne Laser (ABL) system, a "boost phase" component of TMD, is envisioned as a high-altitude laser. Its technology dovetails with another project approved last December by the Department of Defense: the Space-Based Laser. Both eventually will be able not only to intercept missiles, but to attack fixed targets anywhere. A second space-based laser, the Alpha High-Energy Laser, is already under development and in testing. These are the highest expressions of Theater Missile Defense, and their clear intent is to control the world. As Sen. Bob Smith (R-New Hampshire) says: "It is our manifest destiny [to control space]. You know we went from the East Coast to the West Coast of the United States of America settling the continent and they call that manifest destiny, and the next continent, if you will, the next frontier, is space and it goes on forever." The Pentagon's focus is not on the vision sold to the public of protecting the country with NMD from attack by weapons that don't exist, from dictators who won't live long enough or ever have enough money to develop them. Instead, its goal is to enforce American preferences and provide military protection for the U.S. economic regime (i.e., to "protect U.S. interests and investment"). Institutions like the World Trade Organization, International Monetary Fund and World Bank, as well as pacts like NAFTA and the FTAA, are intended to enforce transnational corporate desires for economic and political policies; the Pentagon is planning to ensure that nobody, anywhere, steps out of line. Beyond the ABM treaty, the United States plans, with much less domestic opposition, to run roughshod over another, even more basic pact: the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, the fundamental international agreement on the use of space. On November 20, 2000, the U.N. General Assembly, in a resolution titled "Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space," reiterated that 1967 pact; 163 countries supported the resolution, and only three-the United States, Israel and Micronesia-abstained. "Our affiliates in Japan, South Korea and the Middle East understand the implications [of TMD], because that's where the United States wants to deploy it first," says Bruce Gagnon, coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space. "Developing NMD is a Trojan horse for the real Star Wars that's coming down the road." Gagnon sees TMD, not NMD, as the route to this apocalyptic long-term vision. "[Support of TMD] seems to be endemic within the Democratic Party," he adds. "They're against NMD deployment, but they think [TMD] deployment is the way to go to protect our troops and ships, when in fact it's very much part of the U.S. first-strike policy in places like the Pacific. And because Democrats like Biden enthusiastically support TMD under the guise of protecting U.S. troops aboard, Gagnon charges, even peace groups like Project Abolition, Peace Action and the Council for a Livable World-all of which oppose Bush on NMD-are refusing to take a stand against TMD or the R&D efforts that Gagnon predicts eventually will make some sort of space-based system inevitable. 

ABL Missions Will Expand – Ensures Offensive Laser Weaponization 

Doug Beason, Air Force Colonel with a PhD in physics,  ‘5 [The E-Bomb, p. 152]
The above scenario illustrates a typical nonstandard use that might be expected of the ABL.  After all, you have a multibillion-dollar weapons system that has been fielded for a primary job of shooting down intercontinental ballistic missile in the boost phase.  Since that doesn’t happen often, the United States will naturally use that national asset to solve other pressing problems.  Although ABL’s primary mission is for anti-ICBM, many predict it will experience the same innovative, unexpected use made of every new major technological device.  Once an asset has been turned over to the war fighter, it’s almost guaranteed that a new, perhaps even more important application will be realized.  History bears this out.

Internal Link Extension – ABL ( Offensive Arms Race 

ABL Ensures an Offensive Laser Weapons  

Ian, O’Neill, PhD in Solar Physics @ University of Wale Aberstwyth, ‘8 [12/10, Who Said Star Wars Was Dead? Introducing the Airborne Laser, http://www.astroengine.com/?p=2696]
With every technological advance yields a new military application. In this case, a new, high-powered (megawatt) laser has been housed inside a Boeing 747 for the first time. Although aerial tests are pending (and likely in 2009), the ABL has taken the first step on the road to realisation. At the end of November, it performed a static test, firing twice (in one second bursts) from its 747 mount. According to sources, it appears to be working well.  So, why do we need a 747 to get this thing in the air? The ABL is so big, it literally fills a customised airliner, with no room for passengers. It also enlists the help of orbiting spy satellites to seek out and detect the initial heat signature of a launching intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM). The ICBM threat was more synonymous with the Cold War, but with the degradation of the Soviet Union, defence contractors have had to be a little more “creative” with the possible uses of a flying laser. While spokespeople for the project are adamant a nuclear strike from a “rogue nation” or (very) well-funded terrorist group remains a possibility, there’s been a lot of “out of the box” thinking to justify the huge, multi-billion dollar budget the ABL has consumed.  The laughable claims by the Pentagon that the ABL could be used for non-lethal purposes (i.e. melting military convoy tires, melting satellite dishes, giving protesters excessive sunburn) have provoked anger in some quarters. The ABL is clearly a military weapon that will be used to destroy enemy units. And, it will be used with impunity as there are currently no international laws governing the lethal use of lasers in the theatre of combat (although the use of low powered blinding lasers are not allowed, as that’s deemed unfair).  The ABL’s primary function will be to destroy ballistic missile threats, and possibly, take out enemy spy satellites. Although orbital space lasers don’t appear to be a priority any more, we are starting to see some very heavy-duty airborne lasers appear.  What with the ABL and the development of the aptly named Multiple Kill Vehicle, it would seem that the ICBM threat could be on the verge of becoming obsolete. But does this mean the world will be a safer place? I doubt it. The thought of weaponized lasers destroying targets on the horizon is a worrying notion…

ABL Weaponary Ensures Space Lasers 

Paul Rogers, Professor of peace studies at Bradford University, ‘2 [Directed energy: a new kind of weapon, http://www.opendemocracy.net/conflict/article_153.jsp]
 The ultimate prize for all these research efforts is the development of a powerful space-based laser able to destroy missiles as soon as they are launched but also with the capacity to hit other targets on the Earth’s surface – anything from refineries and factories to warships and barracks.  This is a much more long-term programme than the ABL and was originally expected to be deployed towards 2020. It would form a key part of US space command’s intention to gain control of space and would utilise the extensive experience the US has gained in satellites and space launchers over half a century.  Each space-based laser would be twenty-two metres long, would weigh seventeen tons and would be equipped with an alpha laser capable of hitting missiles within ten seconds of launch and able to be re-targeted in half a second. It would also be capable of hitting other targets. At least twelve and as many as twenty-four of these satellites would be deployed in 650 mile orbits, enabling them to target any point on the Earth’s surface at very short notice. In essence, it is the ‘death ray’ of science fiction made fact.  Until recently, the space-based laser was seen as a weapon of the fairly distant future. But two things have changed that may bring deployment forward by some years: firstly, the progress made with the ABL and other directed energy weapons; secondly, the coming to power of the Bush administration, with its commitment to missile defence and the control of space.  There is strong support among many Republicans in Congress for a speeded-up programme, and US Air Force officials say the whole programme could be brought forward so that a prototype space-based laser could be launched within eight years from now, and tested a year or so later. 

**************Impact**************

Impact– AT: ABL Doesn’t Work 

Even if Its Failing Now – New R&D Would Make it Superpowerful

Kevin Spiess, @ Neo Seeker, 2/23/10 [US anti-missile laser plane needs more work, http://www.neoseeker.com/news/13204-us-anti-missile-laser-plane-needs-more-work/]
Recent tests of an experimental anti-missile Boeing 747, referred to as the ABL (airborne laser), were a success for the United States military. But they were successful in the sense that they seemed to have successfully shown that a new tack was needed, to fully realize the goal of building anti-missile planes.  The ABL has three lasers on it: one of tracking, one for beam modulation, and for exploding stuff up. Though the ABL successfully shot down multiple in-flight missiles, the US seems to have determined that the lasers used will not be of sufficient ability to shoot down targets at a range of up to 200 km, which was one of the program's primary goals.  The software and laser tracking system seems to have worked fine on the ABL -- the next step, it seems, for this platform, is the development of more powerful lasers, that do not suffer as much beam diffusion. One promising avenue seems to be using "diode-pumped" alkali lasers, which are fortified by the electrons of vaporized clouds of potassium or cesium.  One thing is for certain: lasers are a very viable weapon of war, and will be used in the future for anti-missile platforms, whether they be plane, or ground based. From the very invention of the laser the potential was seen by the military, and now, about 60 years later, we are developing the technology and engineering expertise to make bring this fancy new weapon out of the pages of science fiction and into reality. An anti-missile laser system, able to fire from long distances, would be vastly superior to existing anti-missile technology, such as Patriot missiles, which, according to some people, have an intercept rate of less than 10%.  

Impact Extension – AT: ABL Doesn’t Work 

ABL Can Become Extremely Powerful With Funding 

James Carafano, senior research fellow for national security at The Heritage Foundation, 2/22/10 [James Carafano: Dumping Airborne Laser leaves America vulnerable, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Dumping-Airborne-Laser-leaves-America-vulnerable-84912847.html]
A short-range ballistic missile launched from a sea-based platform off California's Point Mugu Naval Air Warfare Center. Moments later, the Airborne Laser carried aloft in a specially modified 747 detected it.  Then it cranked up the high-energy laser. That beam struck home, burning a small hole in the missile. A split-second later, its structural integrity destroyed, the missile vaporized in a tumbling corkscrew.  Within two minutes of launch time, it was all over.  Not bad for a defensive weapon once ridiculed as science fiction. Skeptics even persuaded the Obama administration to slot the airborne laser for the ninth circle of procurement hell -- a pit for dead-end research and development programs. But this month's dramatic success has put the critics on their heels.  The Point Mugu exercise was what engineers call a "proof of principle" test. They tested it. It is proven.  But don't expect high-fiving in the White House. The administration already passed on the option to build a second test aircraft. Rather than add the ABL to the military's arsenal, the administration seems more than willing to let the project end as a successful science experiment.   It will argue laser missile defense makes no sense because the weapon's range is limited to a few hundred kilometers. That would put the lumbering aircraft well within the range of air defense systems fielded by the likes of North Korea and Iran.  On the other hand, here is what the administration won't admit. There are other threats already out there that the Airborne Laser is well-suited to counter. One such danger is the "Scud in bucket" scenario.  Scud missiles are shorter-range weapons, originally manufactured and proliferated worldwide by the Soviets. Today, several other countries make their own versions. These missiles are so readily available -- and cheap -- that several years ago a U.S. arms collector bought one and tried to ship it home.  Iran's Shahab-3, an advanced Scud variant, seems capable of traveling 1,000 kilometers and carrying as much as a 10-kiloton warhead. It couldn't reach Washington from Tehran, but then, it wouldn't have to. Iran could easily extend the missile's reach simply by moving it to a commercial freighter and firing it from nearby using an improvised vertical launch tube disguised as cargo.  In many ways, Scud in a bucket is the ultimate weapon. It could sail close to U.S. waters without being subject to inspection by the Coast Guard or Customs. The enemy could fire the missile and scuttle the ship, leaving no record of who launched the attack.  If Iran has one missile and nuclear weapon, it might have two. It could detonate one over New York in a low-altitude air burst that would kill up to a half-million and cripple Manhattan forever.  Iran could fire a second at high altitude over the mid-Atlantic states, creating an electro-magnetic pulse that would take down a large portion of the national grid and plunge Washington, D.C., into permanent darkness.  America would be crippled in a flash, with no obvious enemy at which to shoot back.  An ABL could help neutralize this threat, and others. Advancing the technology alone will give the U.S. a dramatic advantage over potential adversaries.  But if the administration has its way, we'll see the ABL in the Smithsonian, rather than defending our coasts. 

Impact Extension – AT: ABL Doesn’t Work 

ABL is  Getting Better – It’s the Future of Military Tech

Noah Shachtman, Contributing editor at Wired magazine, ‘6 [May 15, Ray-Gun Reality: Inside Two 'Star Wars' Projects, http://www.livescience.com/technology/060515_popsci_laser.html]
For a vision of war, it was almost elegant. The smoke and stink and deafening crack of munitions would be replaced by invisible beams of focused light. Modified 747 jets, equipped with laser weapons, would blast ballistic missiles while they were still hundreds of miles from striking our soil. "Directed-energy" cannons would intercept incoming rockets at the speed of light, heating up the explosives inside and causing them to burst apart in midair.  And this wasn't some relic of Reagan-era Star Wars visionaries. These were modern plans, initiated barely a decade ago, that would be realized not in some far-off future, but soon. Out in the New Mexico desert at the White Sands Missile Range, the U.S. Army's Tactical High Energy Laser shot down dozens of Katyusha rockets and mortars. In 2004, Air Force contractors began test-firing the chemically powered beam weapon for a retrofitted 747, the Airborne Laser.  Then reality set in, and these recent efforts to wield battlefield lasers suddenly began looking as doomed as Star Wars. Generating the megawatts of laser power needed to detonate a missile required hundreds of gallons of toxic chemicals—ethylene, nitrogen trifluoride. The weapons grew bulky. Worse, after a few shots, the lasers would have to be resupplied with a fresh batch of reactants. The logistics of hauling those toxins either through the air or across a battlefield made generals shiver. And questions lingered about how effectively the beams would penetrate dust and rain. Last year, the Army canceled its Tactical High Energy Laser project, and some think the wildly overbudget beam-firing 747 may be next to go.  But don't count laser weapons out yet. The ray-gun potential of weapons that fire with precision over tremendous distances is far too militarily appealing, particularly at a time when American soldiers are fighting guerrilla foes who melt quickly into the background. "If I could reach into a crowd and take out one or two targets without a puff of dust or a crack of a rifle—if I could fire for a long time, without ever having to reload," says Marine Corps Major General Bradley Lott, "that's something the United States Marine Corps would be very, very interested in pursuing."  But if chemical lasers can't cut it, what will make beam warfare a reality? The answer is twofold. First, the Pentagon is slowly realizing that if it wants results, it has to lower its expectations. Shoot down mortars first, for example, then missiles. More important, however, is the reemergence of two technologies of the Star Wars past—solid-state and free-electron lasers—in the energized, promise-filled labs of two former colleagues who thought their dreams of laser triumph had died years ago. 

Impact - Magnitude

Outweighs the Case – It’s Magnitude SWAMPS the Strength of Nuclear Weapons 

Doug Beason, Air Force Colonel with a PhD in physics,  ‘5 [The E-Bomb, p. 9-11]
DIRECTED ENERGY (DE) WEAPONS-lasers, high-power microwaves (HPMs), and particle beams-have come of age. Over the past two decades, directed energy power has increased by nine orders of magnitude-over a billion times-from milliwat to megawatt. This is like supercharging a laser pointer used for highlighting PowerPoint slides to shooting down ballistic missiles 100 kilometers away. Directed energy is making world-changing, revolutionary advances from fighting wars to battling terrorism. And it’s doing so today. It’s happening so fast that it’s equivalent of a military “future shock.” The first DE weapons are being developed, and in the next few years, when they are unleashed on the battlefield, they’ll be more revolutionary than the longbow, machine gun, stealth airplane, cruise missile, nuclear submarine, or atomic bomb. The second Iraq War may well be the last not to depend on directed energy. National leaders will soon have the ability to instantly deter threats anywhere in the world with infinite precision at the speed of light. The dynamic changes this will make to international relations will be reverberate throughout American society. It will transform our way of life. This is because directed energy is more than a new weapon in the warrior’s arsenal. It’s about a completely new way of thinking, a new way of employing both strategic and nonlethal force, and interacting in the international community. Our large, mechanistic defense establishment, which served so well throughout the Cold War, will be transformed into a lighter, more agile, and information-centered force, shifting hundreds of thousands of people and billions of dollars from the government to the commercial marketplace. Over the next decade, the shift will result in the most profound change to the Defense Department since World War II. Just as tourism was revolutionized by the jet engine and communication was forever changed by the transistor, the next social change will be fueled by directed energy, specifically directed energy weapons (DEW). But does everyone share this view? And if directed weapons are so revolutionary, then why aren’t they being championed as “the next big thing”? On the contrary, directed energy weapons have many critics; for example, the APS (American Physical Society, the world’s premier organization of physicists) is skeptical of the benefits and capabilities of DEW and has sponsored several politically charged studies of the subject. A major APS study was conducted in 1986 in response to President Reagan’s Strategic Defense initiative (Star Wars); the latest was in the fall of 2002 on America’s ballistic missile defense, the Boost-Phase Intercept Study. This kind of criticism is not limited to strategic uses of laser weapons; high-power microwaves have their skeptics as well. Human rights advocates are up in arms about the long-term, unknown effects of Active Denial (the world’s first nonlethal directed energy weapon) and the possibility of people on the ground receiving eye damage from the airborne laser as laser light glints off ballistic missiles when they are being destroyed. Other questions swirl around directed energy weapons as they make their way to the battlefield: What happens if they proliferate? Someday other nations will surely obtain the technology; proliferation has always happened. Are there any long-term effects that might occur to those exposed to DE? The memory of soldiers marching and flying into atomic fallout clouds, unsuspecting LSD and biowarfare test subjects, and other “safe” experiments burn brightly in the public’s memory. Apart from its technical promise, directed energy’s future is clouded by political and social uncertainty. Will politicians ever allow it to be used under fear of possible unknown long-term effects?
Impact – Laser Fights

Space Weaponization Cause Global War – Outweighs Risk of Nuclear War 

Dr. Gordon R. Mitchell et. al. Assoc Prof of Communication, Teaching Fellows in Communication Dept – U Pitt, ‘1 [“Missile Defence: Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads” ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Dfence, No. 6. www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6_paper.html]

A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34  The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere.   The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict.   Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'.   It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.    
Impact. – Laser Fights 

Space Mil causes BMD Arms Race and Nuclear Conflict 

Mark Belijac, @ Foreign Policy in Focus, 3/31/’8 [Arms Race in Space, http://www.fpif.org/articles/arms_race_in_space]

As noted, China has tested an anti satellite weapon and Russia has stated that it would not allow other states to control space and threaten its own space assets. In Asia a nascent space race seems to be developing between China, Japan and India. In the far future the large deposits of Helium-3 on the moon's surface could lead to a militarized race to colonize the moon to secure Helium-3 for nuclear fusion energy technologies based on anuetronic fusion reactions in the context of depleting hydro-carbons. Washington argues that it has too much commercially riding on space to allow others to have the potential capability of disrupting U.S. space assets. In 1998 the failure of one satellite, the Galaxy IV, made some 80% of pagers in the U.S. malfunction.Though the latest Russian and Chinese space arms control proposal is flawed, because of the clumsy definition of what constitutes a “space weapon,” this doesn’t mean that space arms control is not possible in principle. A global space arms control regime would protect U.S., Russian, Chinese, and even Australian space assets. An arms race in space will eventually lead other states to catch up with the United States and thereby placing Washington's commercial satellites at risk. Space weaponization may well have cataclysmic consequences given the link between space weapons and nuclear weapons strategy. This is because Russia, and the United States, to a certain extent rely on satellites for early warning of nuclear attack. As other space nations with nuclear weapons develop their space capacity it is expected that they will follow suit. The deployment of space weapons means that the first shot in a nuclear war would be fired against these early warning satellites. Currently strategic planners in Moscow have about 10 minutes between warning of an attack and the decision to launch nuclear weapons in response before they impact. Weapons in space would lower this in certain scenarios down to seconds. This would also apply for weapons placed in space that would be considered to be defensive such as say a space based BMD interceptor or a “counter-ASAT” weapon. On occasion, ground warning radars falsely show that a nuclear attack has been launched. In the 1990s a false alarm went all the way up to President Boris Yeltsin and was terminated after approximately eight minutes. We are still here, noted analysts believe, because warning satellites would have given Moscow real time information showing the alarm to be false. Should such a false alarm coincide with an accident involving an early warning satellite when space weapons are known to exist, an accidental nuclear exchange could result. The risk would increase if the false alarm occurred during a crisis. Space weapons could lead to itchy fingers on nuclear triggers. They would therefore significantly increase the importance nuclear weapon states place upon nuclear deterrence.

Impact – ASAT

ABL has ASAT Capability

Dr. Wade Huntley et. al., PhD - & @ Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research, University of British Columbia, ‘9 [Space Security 2009, http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2009.pdf]
Several actors have demonstrated the technical ability to generate relatively high-powered laser beams. Both Israel and the United States have developed prototypes of laser systems that are capable of destroying artillery shells and rockets at short ranges. The potential of high-energy lasers to be used against satellites has been extensively explored by the US, the USSR/Russia, and China. The megawatt-class MIRACL laser system is able to dazzle and blind sensors in GEO and heat to kill electronics on satellites in LEO — a significant ASAT capability. Similarly the USAF Starfire Optical Range at Kirtland Air Force Base in New Mexico is undertaking laser experiments under the Advanced Weapons Technology program that have been characterized as “experiments for application including antisatellite weapons” and called for a demonstration of “fully compensated beam propagation to Low-Earth orbit satellites” in the FY2007 budget request. Funding was only authorized after the USAF denied any intent to test Starfire against a satellite.80 The Airborne Laser (ABL)currently under development in the US is central to plans for future Boost Phase Ballistic Missile Defense.81 This technology is assessed by some experts to have ASAT capabilities; however, ongoing technical and cost challenges mean that it is far from being an operationalweapon.82 The ABL program was initiated in 1996 and took 12 years to reach first light, at a cost of $5-billion.83 The first ballistic missile interception is planned for late 2009.84 Other US High Energy Laser projects include the Joint High Power Solid State Laser (JHPSSL),intended to accelerate the development of solid state lasers for military use.85

ASATs Ensure World War 3 – Accidents or Pre-emption

Edward Reis, Prof. @ Univ. of Bradford, ’92 [Cambridge Studies in International Relations 23, “The Strategic Defense Initiative, p. 145]

SDI’s adherents underplay the programme’s links with ASAT out of deference to the near-consensus that ASAT would be strategically destabilizing. President Bush’s national security adviser, Brent Scrowcroft, was one of many hard-liners to awknowledge that the unrestrained development  of ASATs would jeapordize US national security: ‘all scenarios involving the use of ASATs, especially those surrounding crises, increase the risks of accident, misperception and inadvertent escalation’. If both sides had an operational ASAT system, they would come under intense pressure to fire first, creating an unstable ‘hair trigger’ situation in space. Both sides would have an incentive to strike before the other.: Pre-emptive attack would be an attractive countermeasure to space-based ASAT weapons If each side feared that only a pre-emptive attack could counter the risk of being defeated by enemy pre-emption, then a crisis situation could be extremely unstable. This ‘use them or lose them’ crisis would increase the risk of accidental war. The initial report of an attack might be due to accident, computer malfunction or impact with a meteriod. A satellite might thus become the Arch-Duke Ferdinand of the Third World War. There are, therefore, organic links at nearly every level between strategic defense and ASATs. Their inherent overlap ensures that ASAT will be one of the most ‘offensive’ applications of a supposedly ‘defense’ programme.

Impact – Russian Prolif

ABL Causes Russian Arms Race 

RIA Novosti 2/16/10 [How real is the threat of laser weapons?,http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/library/news/2010/space-100216-rianovosti02.html]

Consequently, this project's current version threatens only countries such as Iran or North Korea which have a small territory and are therefore unable to deploy missile bases far from their borders.

In the next several decades, the potential for laser weapons may be enhanced, especially if it becomes possible to deploy them on hypersonic suborbital platforms operating in the upper atmosphere where laser dissipation is minimized.

However, it would be pointless to deploy such weapons aboard spacecraft, unless payload mass is increased drastically because it would otherwise prove impossible to orbit high-power laser units.

It is impossible to struggle against the development of laser weapons. Practical experience shows that legal documents seldom effectively limit technical progress. Consequently, we must start preparing for a new round of the arms race now.

It is common knowledge that Russia is currently developing new-generation ballistic missiles which will be able to breach missile-defense systems with laser weapons. This objective can be accomplished by reducing a missile's boost phase, enhancing the maneuverability along this flight leg, etc. Analysts are discussing other measures that can shield missiles from laser beams.

Naturally, Russia must conduct independent research in this area to be able to manufacture airborne laser weapons and to effectively cope with similar enemy systems. Media reports about the reinstatement of the A-60 program are particularly important in this context.

Impact – Russian Prolif

Multiple Scenarios For Nuclear War 

Lieber 06 (Keir A. Lieber, Prof. of IR @ Notre Dame, Daryl G. Press, Prof. of Government @ Dartmouth, ‘6 [International Security 30.4, The Nuclear Dimension of U.S. Primacy, p. muse]

The shift in the nuclear balance could significantly damage relations among the great powers and increase the probability of nuclear war. First, the United States’ growing offensive nuclear capabilities will pressure Russia and China to reduce the peacetime vulnerability of their forces. The steps that they may take to do this—for example, building larger nuclear arsenals, dispersing nuclear forces, predelegating launch authority to local commanders, and adopting a hair-trigger nuclear retaliatory doctrine—may signal the beginning of an intense, new nuclear arms race. Even worse, these steps may increase the danger of nuclear accidents, including unauthorized and accidental nuclear war.64 In the past, both U.S. and Russian early warning systems have sounded false alarms of incoming nuclear attacks; this record suggests that the dangers associated with accidental nuclear war are serious.65 The second implication of the United States’ emerging nuclear primacy is that it may trigger dangerous dynamics during crises and wars. If Russia and China do not sufficiently reduce their peacetime vulnerability, they will feel compelled to do so if they and themselves in a crisis with the United States. Efforts to ready and disperse nuclear forces during a crisis, however, can be perilous, especially once conventional military operations begin. For example, a Chinese nuclear alert during a Sino-U.S. war over Taiwan might appear to U.S. leaders that China was preparing to use nuclear weapons.66 Under these circumstances, U.S. leaders would face great pressure to preempt a potential Chinese attack rather than wait and see if China strikes nearby U.S. military forces, a U.S. ally, or (less likely) the American homeland. (U.S. leaders are well aware of repeated comments by Chinese military officers suggesting that China might use nuclear weapons to destroy American cities if the United States supported Taiwan in a war for independence.67) In a similar vein, during a conventional war over Taiwan, U.S. military forces would likely attack Chinese air defense radars, communications hubs, military command and control sites, mobile missile launchers, and submarines. These attacks—designed to win the conventional war—would be indistinguishable to China’s leaders from the steps the United States might take prior to attacks on China’s small strategic nuclear force. Facing a possible nuclear strike, China might alert its nuclear forces or even initiate regional nuclear war to deter further U.S. nuclear escalation.68 Third, if Russia and China do not adequately reduce the vulnerability of their nuclear forces, U.S. leaders will soon have the option of launching a disarming attack against either country. Some analysts consider this scenario unthinkable: it would, after all, entail enormous risks and horrifying costs. History and current policy trends suggest, however, that the possibility of a U.S. nuclear attack should not be entirely dismissed. Nuclear counterforce was the cornerstone of American national security strategy during the previous era of U.S. nuclear primacy (the early 1950s until the early 1960s). During this period, U.S. leaders planned to launch a massive nuclear attack on the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and China if the Soviets launched a conventional attack on Europe.69 Indeed, in 1961, at the peak of the Berlin crisis, U.S. leaders modiªed war plans to improve the odds that a disarming strike on the Soviet Union would succeed, and President John Kennedy carefully explored the option of initiating such a surprise nuclear attack.70 Moreover, both the United States and the Soviet Union considered launching attacks on China to prevent its ascension to the nuclear club.71 In a new era of U.S. nuclear primacy, U.S. policymakers may once again be tempted to consider nuclear escalation during intense crises or if nonnuclear military operations go unexpectedly badly for the United States (e.g., in Korea).72 

Impact – Russia/China Alliance
ABL Defense Causes Russia-China Alliance 

Krepon 04 (Michael Krepon, Prof. of Politics @ Univ. of Virginia, ‘4 [Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]

Even if space weapons are not used, their flight-testing or presence overhead, capable of impairing a country’s ability to see, hear, navigate, detect impending danger, and fight, would have profound implications for international relations. The medium of space is not country-specific. The placement of space weapons in low-Earth orbit will be of concern to any country over which the space weapon passes or could pass with orbital adjustments. Washington policymakers do not talk often or publicly about space warfare, and China and Russia continue to seek improved ties to the United States. There is, however, considerable awareness in Moscow and Beijing about the Pentagon’s plans and deep skepticism that the Pentagon’s interest in space warfare is directed solely at states such as North Korea and Iran. Instead, the Air Force’s new counterspace doctrine is widely viewed in the broader context of the Bush administration’s endorsement of pre-emptive strikes and preventive wars, open-ended national missile defense deployments, and the integration of improved broad-area surveillance and conventional deep-strike capabilities alongside U.S. nuclear forces, which remain on high states of alert.

If U.S. counterspace programs proceed, Russia and China can be expected to forge closer ties, pursuing joint diplomatic initiatives to prevent the weaponization of space, alongside military research and development programs to counter U.S. military options. Instead of engaging in a Cold War-like nuclear arms race with Washington, Moscow and Beijing will compete asymmetrically, using less elaborate and expensive techniques, such as by trailing expensive U.S. space weapons and satellites with cheap space mines.


Russia-China Alliance Ensures WMD War 

Menges 01 (Constantine C. Menges, a senior fellow with the Hudson Institute, served as special assistant for national security affairs to President Reagan, ‘1 [Washington Times, June 14, Ln]

The new China-Russia treaty will not only mean a significantly increased political-strategic challenge to the U.S., it will also pose additional military risks. These are illustrated by Russia's sale of advanced weapons systems to China which it is aiming at U.S. forces and by the February 2001 Russian military exercises that included mock nuclear attacks against U.S. military units viewed as opposing a Chinese invasion of Taiwan. The relationship between Russia and China went from alliance in the 1950s to deep hostility from 1960 to 1985 followed by gradual normalization during the Gorbachev years. After 1991, Boris Yeltsin continued negotiations to demarcate the disputed border but kept a political distance because China remained communist and had publicly welcomed the 1991 coup attempt by Soviet communist hard-liners and also opposed Mr. Yeltsin's democratic aspirations. Mr. Yeltsin and the first President Bush had three summit meetings in 1992 and 1993, and Russia declared its intention to move toward a "strategic partnership and in the future, toward alliance" with the U.S. The mutually positive and hopeful initial relationship with the new, post-Soviet Russia also included a signed agreement on reductions in offensive nuclear weapons and a joint decision on modifying "existing agreements" (including the ABM treaty) to permit global missile defense which both Presidents Yeltsin and Bush acknowledged were needed. Unfortunately the Clinton administration did not pursue the opportunity for Russian-U.S. agreement on missile defense. In April 1996, Mr. Yeltsin decided to agree with China on a "strategic partnership" and increased Russian weapons sales. Through a series of regular summit meetings, China moved the "partnership" with Russia toward strategic alignment marked by an ever-larger component of shared anti-U.S. political objectives (e.g. support for Iraq, opposition to missile defense) along with increased Russian military sales and military cooperation. This was ignored by the previous administration. As a result, for the first time in 40 years the U.S. faces coordinated international actions by China and Russia. This could have six principal negative implications starting, first, with the fact that Russia has accepted and repeats most of communist China's views about international politics and about the U.S., for example that the U.S. seeks to dominate the world. Second, 

Impact – Russia/China Alliance
the Chinese view of the coming July 2001 treaty emphasizes that, when one of the parties to the treaty "experiences military aggression," the other signatory state should when requested "provide political, economic, and military support and launch joint attacks against the invading forces." As the American public has learned from the April 2001 reconnaissance aircraft event, China defines not only Taiwan but also most of the international South China Sea and all its islands as its sovereign territory. If the United States should threaten or take any type of counteraction (political, economic or military) against China to uphold the rights of US aircraft or ships in that international air and sea space or to help allies or other countries defend themselves against coercion by China, which has territorial disputes with 11 neighboring countries including Japan and India, China could define this as "blackmail" and a violation of its "sovereignty". It would then hope to draw Russia in militarily, if only as a potential counter-threat as suggested by the February 2001 Russian military exercise. A third negative consequence is ever-increasing Russian military sales and other support for the buildup of Chinese advanced weapons systems specifically targeted at U.S. air, sea and electronic military capabilities and vulnerabilities in the Pacific. For example the Russian anti-ship missiles that accompany the two Russian destroyers already delivered (and the four more to come) skim the ocean at twice the speed of sound, can carry nuclear warheads and were designed to sink U.S. aircraft carriers. In the 1990s, Russia sold China about $9 billion to $20 billion in advanced weapons systems aimed at U.S. forces (jet fighters, submarines, destroyers, anti-air/missile systems) with another $20 billion to $40 billion in weapons and high-technology sales planned through 2004. The income from these sales also helps Russia further modernized its strategic nuclear forces that currently have 4,000 warheads on about 1,000 ICBMs. A fourth negative result is that Russia and China are working together and in parallel to oppose any U.S. decision to deploy national or Asian regional missile defenses; they are seeking to persuade U.S. allies to oppose this and refuse cooperation. At the same time Russia has sold China one of its most advanced weapons (S-300), originally designed to shoot down the Pershing medium range missile as well as aircraft and cruise missiles, along with a similar medium-range system (Tor-M1) in such quantity that China is now in effect already deploying its own missile/air defense system on the coast. Fifth, Russia and China have been providing weapons of mass destruction components, technology and expertise to a number of dictatorships such as North Korea, Iraq, Iran and Libya which are hostile to the United States and its allies. Russia and China have also established military supply links with Cuba and the pro-Castro Chavez regime in Venezuela. The risk of conflict increases as all these dangerous regimes become militarily stronger and also believe they are backed by both China and Russia. The sixth negative result is that the ever-closer relationship with China strengthens the authoritarian tendencies within Russia, thereby increasing the risk it will become more aggressive internationally. While the Chinese government develops relations with the Putin government and military, the Chinese Communist Party has revived direct relations with the Communist Party in Russia. 

Impact – Prolif


Space Weapon is the Biggest Risk of Prolif 
Forsberg 2k (Randall Forsberg, Director of the Institute for Defense & Disarmament Studies in Cambridge, 2k [Eliminating the Danger, http://bostonreview.net/BR25.2/forsberg.html]

This most recent incarnation of missile defense, following the ultimately banned ABM developments of the 1960s and the costly, fruitless SDI studies of the 1980s, is, more than any other single factor, likely to put a permanent end to nuclear arms control. At the same time, this program is likely to stimulate an unprecedented global proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. These dangerous possibilities took a step closer to reality in December, when China announced that, in response to the American decision to proceed with its missile defense program, China will build six nuclear-powered submarines, each carrying sixteen missiles with six nuclear warheads on each missile--that is, a total of 576 nuclear warheads. While small by United States and Russian standards, this prospective nuclear build-up in China represents another watershed event, and is an almost certain trigger to comparable nuclear buildups in India, Pakistan, and possibly other countries. Until now, China has been the only country in the world with a genuine "minimum deterrent" nuclear arsenal. Having first acquired nuclear weapons in 1964, China remained content for 35 years with an arsenal that comprised some twenty nuclear warheads and twenty missiles, kept on "de-alert" status, with the missiles stored in, and protected by, deep caves, not in position ready to fire with the warheads on them. This small force could not be assured of penetrating the proposed new US national missile defenses, and therefore China is planning to build a larger force which will be able to do so. India is likely to want to keep pace with China, and Pakistan will want to keep pace with India.

That Causes WMD War

Kadry 01 (Dr Mohamed Kadry Said, Maj. Gen. (ret.), Head of the Military Studies Unit and Technology Advisor at the Al Ahram Center for Political and Strategic Studies, 2001. Missile Proliferation. “Missile proliferation in the Middle East: a regional perspective.” www.unidir.ch/pdf/articles/pdf-art75.pdf
The growing proliferation of missiles in the Middle East increases the potential for long-range missile exchange in any future regional war. This has produced a major shift in military thinking and gives threat perceptions generated by missile acquisition new strategic dimensions. The dangers of a miscalculation leading to conflict with nuclear, biological or chemical warheads will increase. The problem of ballistic missiles and WMD in the Middle East broadly defined should be considered in the two security contexts of South-South and North-South relations. It should be also seen from its future perspective, not only in its present status. Although missiles may not decide a war today, in the future, sophisticated missiles will be far more accurate and could be directed against strategic targets. Less accurate and cheaper types will continue to be used against population centres. Any potential 

Impact – Indo-Pak


ABL Would Be Transferred to India  

Curtis 09 (Lisa Curtis, Senior Research Fellow in the Asian Studies Center, and James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Assistant Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Senior Research Fellow in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, ‘9 [January 27, U.S.–India Strategic Partnership on Laser-Based Missile Defense, http://www.heritage.org/research/asiaandthepacific/wm2250.cfm]

Another system under development in the United States is the Airborne Laser (ABL). The ABL is a system that uses a megawatt chemical laser mounted on a modified Boeing 747 to shoot down theater ballistic missiles. The megawatt-class laser was first successfully tested at full power in early 2006. The system is still under development. A Shared Security Interest The American record of military laser research and its many cooperative ventures with friendly and allied powers suggests that a joint U.S.-Indian directed energy program is certainly achievable. The shared interests of both nations in promoting security and stability in Asia also indicates they have a common cause in developing military technologies that would lessen the potential for conflict while effectively countering terrorism. The U.S. should explore opportunities for joint development of cutting edge directed energy technologies--lasers--with India as part of overall missile defense dialogue and deepening of military-to-military ties. 


US NMD Transfers to India Ensures Pakistan Nuclear First Strike or Accidental Nuclear War 

Fine 08 (Todd Fine, WSI Program Assistant, ‘8 [March 5, Missile Defense: A Wrong Turn for U.S.-India Cooperation?, http://www.cdi.org/friendlyversion/printversion.cfm?documentID=4227]

However, introducing American missile defense know-how into South Asia would create a new strategic dynamic that could be hugely destabilizing. India and Pakistan have relatively small nuclear forces with immature and unsophisticated command and control systems.[2] Although even the American technologies still face significant technical hurdles, simply the prospect of an advanced Indian missile defense, whether ultimately effective or not, could force Pakistan to re-evaluate its nuclear posture. Pakistan might feel compelled to invest in additional missile construction and countermeasure technology to ensure the ability to overwhelm and thwart the system. In particular, the Pakistanis would likely increase investment in their “Babur” (Hatf-7) cruise missile delivery program based on the Chinese DH-10 design.[3] A great deal of the needed missile technology would likely come from China, further fueling the arms race in South Asia.   Pakistan, like India, largely keeps its nuclear warheads separate from their delivery vehicles.[4]Missile defenses, however, may generate fears about the implications of India possibly altering its no-first-use policy during a crisis. In order to ensure its ability to overwhelm missile defenses in a retaliatory strike, Pakistan might shift to a more sensitive alert posture with warheads increasingly mated to their delivery systems, thereby increasing the risk of nuclear accidents. Although the details of Pakistan’s command and control system are unknown, Pakistani nuclear planners are increasingly mulling launch-on-warning options, a route which might appear even more attractive in the face of an oncoming Indian missile defense.[5] Since India is simultaneously developing both missile defense and a more survivable, triad-like force structure (underlined by India’s test of an undersea missile as Gates arrived in India[6]), in a rapidly escalating strategic crisis, Pakistan might even consider using its nuclear arsenal before it loses further viability 
Impact – Econ

Space Lasers Tank the Economy

Zhang 04 (Hui Zhang, research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, ’4 [The Challenge of Hiroshima. Alternatives to Nuclear Weapons, Missiles, Missile Defenses, and Space Weaponization in a Northeast Asian Context, http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/space-weapons/issues/zhang-chinese-perspectives.htm]

Even worse, eventually these space weapons will be used to attack satellites – this is part of the U.S. space control strategy. In addition, an adversary could use ASAT weapons to attack these space weapons. Once a satellite is destroyed and fragmented, more orbital debris would be generated. For example, at an ASAT test in September 1985, the U.S. fragmented the Solwind spacecraft with an air-launched miniature homing vehicle. More than 200 catalogued pieces of debris were produced, and most remained in orbit for several years.[21] While the fragments from SBI impacts on boost-phase missiles could not significantly increase the amount of orbital debris in LEO,[22] an SBI would fragment a satellite into hundreds of pieces of tractable debris (larger than 10 cm) and far more medium-sized orbital debris. Then, these medium-size orbital debris, with mass of several grams to tens grams, at a collision velocity about 10 km/s, could fragment another satellite of hundreds of kilograms or a few tons. Based on the mass distribution of fragments generated in hypervelocity impacts, for example, a two-ton satellite could be broken into several hundred thousands medium-size pieces, hundreds larger ones, and billions of debris smaller than 1 cm. Thus, fragments from several shattered satellites could several times the current orbital debris in LEO. Furthermore, many scientists are concerned that once a “critical density” of space debris is reached, a process called collisional cascading (or chain reaction) – collision fragments will trigger further collisions – would start. Thus, the Earth would be covered by a cloud of debris too dense to allow stationing any satellites or even passing through. It is also estimated that such a “critical density” of space debris in LEO would already be achieved when its population increases a few times.[23] Some scientists estimate that the density may already be sufficiently great at 900-1,000 km and 1,500-1,700 km that a cascade of collisions can be sustained.[24] Thus, fragmenting several satellites at LEO may lead to a chain reaction. Consequently, there would be no more satellites in LEO either for space exploration, civilian or military purpose, such as the Hubble Space Telescope (at about 600 kilometers), the Space Shuttle, the International Space Station, earth-observing satellites, photo-reconnaissance satellites, and part of the navigation satellites. As Prof. Primack (University of California at Santa Cruz) pointed out, “Weaponization of space would make the debris problem much worse, and even one war in space could encase the entire planet in a shell of whizzing debris that would thereafter make space near the Earth highly hazardous for peaceful as well as military purposes.”[25] In short, space weaponization will have a disastrous effect not only on global security but also on global economy, which is closely tied to assets in space. 
Impact – AT: ABL Deters 
ABL is fatally flawed

Mark Thompson, @ Times, 10 [2/16/10, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1964310,00.html]

It's just that cramming a powerful laser into an airplane doesn't work very well. The goal is to destroy enemy missiles above the clouds — at more than 40,000 feet — within two minutes of launch, from within 250 miles (400 km). That would require deploying several such planes near enemy launchpads and having at least one fly continuously until the missiles are fired or the crisis eases.

Gates wasn't impressed by the scheme. "After more than a decade of research and development, we have yet to achieve a laser with enough power to knock down a missile ... more than 50 miles from the launchpad — thus requiring these huge planes to loiter deep in enemy airspace to have a feasible shot at a direct hit," he noted after he axed the program. "Moreover, the 10 to 20 aircraft needed would cost about $1.5 billion each, plus tens of millions of dollars annually — each — for maintenance and operations," he added. "The program and operating concept were fatally flawed."
ABL would be a suicide mission

Joe Cirincione, President of the Ploughshares Fund,  former senior vice president for national security and international policy at the Center for American Progress and former director for nonproliferation at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 7/17/09, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-cirincione/gates-grounds-the-airborn_b_238347.html?view=screen
Independent experts have been documenting the serious flaws for years, but have been out shouted by these theologians and the major defense contractors. Victoria Samson, for example, has carefully tracked these programs at the Center for Defense Information. Four years ago she reported on the deep flaws in one: the Airborne Laser.
Forget the many technical problems that convinced many of us that this flying white elephant would never work. All you have to know is this: air crews would have to fly an unarmed 747 plane carrying the laser deep into enemy territory and circle for hours in order to even have a chance of getting a shot at an enemy missile rising from cloud cover.
If that strikes you as a suicide mission, you are right.  This is one reason why now-Undersecretary of State Ellen Tauscher tried to kill this boondoggle when she was chair of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee. She was beaten back by Boeing Company and those members whose districts benefited from the plane's contracts.

Impact – Others aren’t Getting Lasers

No One Else is Near Getting Laser Weapons 

Frank J. Gaffney, President of the Center for Security Policy, 2/17/10 [Second to none?, http://washingtontimes.com/news/2010/feb/17/second-to-none/]

The bottom line is simple: No other nation on earth capable of fielding the Airborne Laser, the F-22 and the other advanced weapons on the Obama administration's chopping block would willingly abandon them. That is especially true of those hostile to freedom, which will strive to acquire through purchase, theft and/or their own efforts similar capabilities to those we are giving up. We engage in such unilateral disarmament at our extreme peril - both to the forces who need to be second to none as they fight the nation's wars and to the rest of us whom they thereby seek to safeguard.

US is the Only One That Can Field Laser Weapons 

Rick Ellison, Chairman of Missile Defense Advocacy, 2/12/10 [Laser Shoot Down Forces Congress to Challenge Obama Missile Defense Budget, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/laser-shoot-down-forces-congress-to-challenge-obama-missile-defense-budget-84229437.html

"Late last night, the Airborne Laser (ABL) now called the Airborne Laser Test Bed (ALTB), a Boeing-747 modified to carry a chemical based mega watt laser weapon system, successfully intercepted and destroyed two short-range ballistic missiles, one liquid fueled Scud like missile and one solid fueled U.S. target, off the Ventura coast of California at Point Mugu Air Station, the first one at 12:44 A.M. EST and the second one an hour later. The ABL used the speed of light lasers with multiple beams to target, track, intercept and destroy the ballistic missiles within seconds in the boost phase of the ballistic missiles flights."  "These intercepts by a laser on an air based platform are a historic technical and engineering revolution.  It is a technology game-changer that gives the United States a real proven capability that is air mobile, can target, track and intercept multiple targets in seconds, cost efficient and reusable. There are no other proven systems in the world today or in the near future that can shoot down boosting ballistic missiles. The United States leads the world on this revolutionary technology." 

Impact – Others aren’t Getting Lasers

Moratorium on space weapons
Jeffrey Lewis, PhD - Director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation, ‘4 [Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]

Some Pentagon officials have denigrated the intelligence community for “failing” to find foreign counterspace efforts. In 1998, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Richard Myers, then commander of U.S. Space Command, which is now part of U.S. Strategic Command, warned that the intelligence community paid too little attention to foreign counterspace systems, leaving the United States “a bit naked in knowing exactly where the threat is.”[22] In his testimony, Rumsfeld qualified his assessment that “no nation” had the capability to mount a “Space Pearl Harbor” with the phrase “in so far as we know.”[23]  Similarly, the Rumsfeld Commission noted that current capabilities were inadequate to distinguish attacks on space assets from natural phenomenon. One commission member, testifying about the loss of a Galaxy IV satellite that led to widespread pager outings, warned that, “while we have no reason to believe that that was a hostile act, interestingly enough, we have no way to prove that it wasn’t.”[24]  Yet, should we be surprised by the absence of foreign counterspace programs? The most capable of potential adversaries in space—Russia and China—have called for a moratorium on the deployment of space weapons and want to negotiate a treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space, in part because they are concerned about U.S. space systems, such as space-based ballistic missile defenses. Russia recently declared that it “shall not be the first to place any weapons in outer space.”   Other countries, especially in Europe, emphasize the benefits of commercial and civil collaboration in space. These states have emphasized that current missions in space, including military missions, are consistent with the principle that space ought to be used for peaceful uses and that the priority task is consolidating the legal environment for space operations. Choices made by U.S. policymakers, not technological determinism, will be the decisive factor in determining the future of outer space.
No Space Based Laser Strike Weapons 

Dr. Wade Huntley et. al., PhD - & @ Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research, University of British Columbia, ‘9 [Space Security 2009, http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2009.pdf]

 In summary, no space-based strike systems have been tested or deployed to date, although Cold War-era programs did support considerable development and testing of key technologies. Prohibitive costs and reduced perceived needs led Russia and, to a lesser degree, the US to drastically cut funding for space-based strike programs. More recently the US has pursued the development of SBI in the context of its ballistic missile defense program, although both political and financial challenges to its completion remain. 
Impact - AT: Lasers/Space Inevitable – US Should Be First/

DECADES of Weaponization Efforts Proves US Restraint Can Stop Space Laser Prolif 

Michael Krepon, Prof. of Politics @ Univ. of Virginia, ‘4 [Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]

 During the Cold War, no weapons were deployed in space, and the last test of an ASAT weapon occurred almost two decades ago, in 1985. This record of restraint reflects international norms and widespread public sentiment to keep space free of weapons. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty calls on the exploration and use of outer space to be conducted “for the benefit and in the interests of all countries” and mandates that space may not be subject to “national appropriation” by any means. Why, then, would space warriors now seek to chart a different and far more dangerous course? If the weaponization of space were inevitable, it would have occurred decades ago when Washington and Moscow competed intensively in other domains. Indeed, the record of restraint since the Cold War ended suggests that the Outer Space Treaty’s injunctions against placing weapons of mass destruction in space could be broadened if they are championed by the United States, China, and Russia.  The prediction that warfare follows commerce and that the burgeoning of space-aided commerce will produce hostilities is also suspect.[7] To the contrary, most of the world’s strife takes place in poor regions. Space-aided commerce occurs primarily between nations with advanced commercial sectors, which generally have peaceful relations. Moreover, commercial space activities are often collaborative undertakings where risks and costs are shared. No nation that has invested heavily in space-aided commerce stands to gain if these orbital planes are endangered by space weapons debris or space mines. Any country that flight-tests, deploys, or uses space weapons threatens the activities of all other space-faring nations. 
The Administration is Cutting Funding and Pushing a Ban on Space Weaponization 

Baker Spring, F. M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, 2/22/10 [The 2011 Defense Budget: Inadequate and Full of Inconsistencies, http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/bg2375.cfm]
Obtaining these space capabilities and systems will not be cheap. It is doubtful that the Administration's core military modernization budget could accommodate these kinds of expenditures. The Administration may be recognizing this fact insofar as it plans to participate in negotiations at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament on a draft treaty that will purportedly protect U.S. military, civilian, and commercial space systems. Yet it borders on the delusional to believe that pieces of paper, in lieu of real military capabilities, will protect vital U.S. interests in space.

AT: Lasers/Space Inevitable – US Should Be First

That Multilateral Means Russia, China and Other Space Powers Would Agree to End Weaponization

Jeffrey Lewis, PhD - Director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation, ‘4 [Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]
Some Pentagon officials have denigrated the intelligence community for “failing” to find foreign counterspace efforts. In 1998, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Richard Myers, then commander of U.S. Space Command, which is now part of U.S. Strategic Command, warned that the intelligence community paid too little attention to foreign counterspace systems, leaving the United States “a bit naked in knowing exactly where the threat is.”[22] In his testimony, Rumsfeld qualified his assessment that “no nation” had the capability to mount a “Space Pearl Harbor” with the phrase “in so far as we know.”[23]  Similarly, the Rumsfeld Commission noted that current capabilities were inadequate to distinguish attacks on space assets from natural phenomenon. One commission member, testifying about the loss of a Galaxy IV satellite that led to widespread pager outings, warned that, “while we have no reason to believe that that was a hostile act, interestingly enough, we have no way to prove that it wasn’t.”[24]  Yet, should we be surprised by the absence of foreign counterspace programs? The most capable of potential adversaries in space—Russia and China—have called for a moratorium on the deployment of space weapons and want to negotiate a treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space, in part because they are concerned about U.S. space systems, such as space-based ballistic missile defenses. Russia recently declared that it “shall not be the first to place any weapons in outer space.”  Other countries, especially in Europe, emphasize the benefits of commercial and civil collaboration in space. These states have emphasized that current missions in space, including military missions, are consistent with the principle that space ought to be used for peaceful uses and that the priority task is consolidating the legal environment for space operations. Choices made by U.S. policymakers, not technological determinism, will be the decisive factor in determining the future of outer space. 

No Other Space Threat 

Hui Zhang, research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, ‘5 [U.S. Space Weaponization and China, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2005_12/DEC-CVR]
The United States clearly has legitimate concerns about its space assets, given that U.S. military operations and the U.S. economy are increasingly dependent on them. Satellites are inherently vulnerable to attacks from many different sources, including ground-based missiles, lasers, and radiation from a high-altitude nuclear explosion. However, it does not mean that the United States currently faces credible threats from states that might exploit those vulnerabilities.[8] Most analysts believe no country seriously threatens U.S. space assets.[9]  Only the United States and, in the Cold War era, the Soviet Union have explored, tested, and developed space weapons; Russia placed a moratorium on its program in the 1980s. To be sure, a number of countries, including China, are capable of attacking U.S. satellites with nuclear weapons, but such an attack would be foolhardy, as it would almost certainly be met by a deadly U.S. response. Moreover, as many experts point out, space-based weapons cannot protect satellites because these weapons are nearly as vulnerable to attack as the satellites themselves.[10] No wonder that many countries, including China and Russia, have sought multilateral negotiations on the prevention of space weaponization. 

AT: Lasers/Space Inevitable – US Should Be First
Empirics Air Neg – INCSEA’s Proves US Restraint Can Stop Space Lasers and Weapnization

Michael Krepon, Prof. of Politics @ Univ. of Virginia, ‘4 [Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]
 The development of a code of conduct establishing agreed “rules of the road” for responsible space-faring nations can expedite international efforts to prevent the weaponization of space. Many codes of conduct already exist in the form of bilateral or multilateral executive agreements. During the Cold War, the United States entered into executive agreements with the Soviet Union to prevent dangerous military practices at sea, on the ground, and in the air. The Bush administration champions codes of conduct to prevent ballistic missile proliferation and terrorism. A similar approach could reinforce space assurance.  The U.S.-Soviet Incidents at Sea (INCSEA) accord, signed in 1972, has served as a model for comparable agreements signed by more than 30 other sea-faring nations. The INCSEA agreement established important rules, including pledges to avoid collisions at sea, the use of blinding light to illuminate the bridges of passing ships, and interference in the “formations” of the other party. Washington and Moscow subsequently signed the Prevention of Dangerous Military Activities (PDMA) agreement in 1989. The PDMA agreement covers, among other dangerous military activities, “interfering with command and control networks in a manner that could cause harm to personnel or damage to equipment of the armed forces of the other Party.” It establishes procedures to deal with boundary incursions and permits the designation of “special caution areas.”  Space also deserves “rules of the road” to help prevent incidents and dangerous military activities. Such a code of conduct would include provisions against simulated attacks; the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons; dangerous maneuvers in space, except those for rescue, repair, and other peaceful purposes; and commercial interference, as well as requirements to mitigate space debris.[10]    The definitions of space warfare, the scope of agreed constraints, and the ability to monitor them have plagued every prior initiative in this field. They will also bedevil efforts to craft a code of conduct. Nonetheless, this effort is worth pursuing. The risks associated with pursuing a code of conduct for responsible space-faring nations are minimal compared to the risks of flight-testing and deploying space weapons.  The weaponization of space was avoided during the Cold War, even though both superpowers jockeyed for military advantage on virtually every other front. Space weaponry can also be avoided now, when the United States enjoys unparalleled agenda-setting powers. Existing norms against weaponizing space can be strengthened if Washington exercises restraint, adopts prudent hedges, and joins others in diplomatic efforts to pursue space assurance. The time is ripe to reinforce existing norms in space that have greatly benefited space-aided commerce, scientific exploration, and the U.S. armed forces. 
Impact– Turns Hegemony

US Biggest Loser From Space Weaponization 

Michael Krepon, Prof. of Politics @ Univ. of Virginia, ‘4 [Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]

 Rumsfeld’s transformation in U.S. military space policy is driven by worst-case assumptions that the weaponization of space is inevitable; that conflict follows commerce in space, as on the ground; and that the United States must not wait to suffer a “Space Pearl Harbor.”[3] Yet, the countries most capable of developing such weapons, such as Russia and China, have professed strong interest in avoiding the weaponization of space. The Bush administration has refused negotiations on this subject.  If Rumsfeld’s plans to weaponize space are carried to fruition, America’s armed forces, economy, and diplomacy will face far greater burdens, while controls over proliferation would be weakened further. Although everybody loses if the heavens become a shooting gallery, no nation loses more than the United States, which is the primary beneficiary of satellites for military and commercial purposes.   If the United States leads the way in flight-testing and deploying new anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, other states will surely follow suit because they have too much to lose by allowing the Pentagon sole rights to space warfare. U.S. programs will cost more and be far more sophisticated than the ASAT weapons of potential adversaries, who will opt to kill satellites cheaply and crudely. The resulting competition would endanger U.S. troops that depend on satellites to an unprecedented degree for battlefield intelligence, communication, and targeting to win quickly and with a minimum of casualties. 

Impact– Turns Hegemony

Space Weaponization Collapse Hegemony – Asymmetric Responses, Budget Trade Offs, Coallitions, and Arms Races

Lt Col Bruce M. DeBlois, BS, MS, Union College; PhD, Oxford University, 98 [Winter, Aerospace Power Journal. “Space Sanctuary : A Viable National Strategy.” www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj98/win98/debloistxt.htm]

Space-weaponization strategies lack the element of survivability. Space systems will not survive if they are targeted. Military systems in space, like all others, follow well-established, fixed orbits (orbital transfers are energy- and cost-prohibitive). This leaves space systems exposed and vulnerable. As predominantly unmanned systems, they also require data link to a controller, leaving them vulnerable to interference in the electromagnetic (EM) spectrum. For instance, a nuclear explosion in space—with force and radiation not attenuated by the atmosphere—could negate the use of vast numbers of orbits. Or direct-ascent ASATs, constructed from modified cold war ICBMs, could disperse something as simple as sand in LEO, leaving anything passing through it (17,000 MPH @ 200 km) severely damaged or destroyed. Many futuristic war games are conducted throughout DOD each year, and the play of space systems has increased. One conclusion persists: the fight for space is first and fast, and many space systems do not survive. As space access matures, the survivability issue will become obvious. Nations will not rely on space systems for crisis situations—they will rely on terrestrial systems (perhaps redundant with more efficient but more vulnerable space counterparts). Hence, the value of space weapons to deny those space systems will be moot.  2. space-weaponization strategies maintain a bogus “center of gravity.” A military theorist would recognize US space ISR/MCG/Comm assets as a vulnerable center of gravity (COG) since they are both critical to successful military operations and extremely vulnerable to adversarial attack, as noted above. But using space weapons to protect this vulnerability is a leap beyond prudence. Terrestrial-based and space-based ISR/MCG/Comm assets are assuredly a vulnerable COG, but their vulnerability is not a result of being in or related to space; rather, it is a result of a centralized architecture. Sound military judgment has often led military strategists to eliminate a COG’s vulnerability rather than require them to protect it—in this instance, perhaps a distributed architecture. A more detailed discussion of alternative means of dealing with the security-of-assets issue follows shortly. Here, one need only note that it is accurate to assume that space ISR/MCG/Comm is a COG, but the claim that “space” is the COG is awry. “Centralization” of this ISR capability is the COG, and weapons to protect it are not necessary. One can successfully protect current space ISR/MCG/Comm systems by both decentralizing and enhancing the sanctuary approach of the past 40-odd years.  3. space-weaponization strategies are provocative. Space weapons are inherently offensive, and dominant offensive weapons encourage preemption against them.33 Hence, space weapons are militarily provocative and destabilizing.  4. space-weaponization strategies are escalatory. Space weapons, by their nature, are escalatory. Because they are remote, they offer plausible deniability; because they are typically unmanned, they are easier to use. As such, the use of space weapons blurs the distinction between peace and war. They are another ambiguous step on the slippery slope to escalation.  5. space-weaponization strategies are militarily self-defeating. A space arms race threatens to negate the overwhelming military advantages we now hold in space, as well as in the air, on land, or at sea. By proving the efficacy of space weapons, the United States may provide the international community with an asymmetric approach capable of offsetting current US global dominance.  6. space-weaponization strategies are politically self-defeating. Pursuing the military advantages of space weapons will inevitably incite military coalitions against the United States.  7. space-weaponization strategies are not a panacea. As mentioned, the anticipated advantages of massive space superiority will be neutralized by symmetric reactions of major powers and offset by asymmetric responses of lesser powers.  8. space-weaponization strategies are expensive. There are significant long-term-opportunity costs within the military, particularly in these times of diminishing DOD budgets. One can meet the same requirements with cheaper alternatives, such as combat unmanned ae-rial vehicles (UAV).34 Weaponizing space will necessarily come at the expense of satisfying documented military deficiencies (strategic-lift deficiencies and the C-17, air-superiority deficiencies and the F-22 or joint strike fighter, forward-basing deficiencies and carriers, ISR deficiencies and the next generation of ISR satellites,35 etc.). 

***************Aff Answers***********

Aff- Spending Cuts Now 

Cost of Afghanistan keeps rising - Obama has huge cuts planned for defense budget 

Christian Science Monitor, 6-28-10, “Cuts to US Budget look inevitable” (http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/David-R.-Francis/2010/0628/Cuts-to-US-defense-budget-look-inevitable)

It's bigger than Wal-Mart, employs more people than the United States Post Office, and far outspends all its competitors. It's the US Department of Defense. Next year, though, budget cutters in Congress and the White House will probably begin cutting it down to size in order to slash America's outsize budget deficit. There are related reasons: The US war effort in Iraq is winding down; President Obama may start pulling out of Afghanistan; NATO allies are moving to slash their military outlays. Most of all, budget cutters can't afford to ignore an area as vast as defense. The need for serious deficit reduction and a loss of political support for high defense spending make cuts inevitable, says Gordon Adams, a defense expert at American University. If budget deficits aren't seriously tackled, US spending on interest on the national debt will exceed its defense budget by fiscal 2018, says Todd Harrison, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. He predicts large defense cuts within three years. It won't be easy. With 2.25 million full-time civilian and military personnel (not including part-time Guard and Reserve members) and thousands of contracts with firms, the Defense Department is a major economic engine for hundreds of communities and enjoys huge political clout. Nonetheless, major defense cuts have happened before. Between 1989 and 1993, the active defense force shrank from 2.2 million to 1.5 million and civilian personnel slimmed down from 1.04 million to 700,000, Mr. Adams notes. With the end of the cold war, and by congressional budget cuts, defense spending fell 26 percent in constant dollars between 1985 and 1993 – presided over by none other than Dick Cheney, then Defense secretary, who prided himself on having ended more than 100 military acquisition programs. Today, defense expenditures amount to about 4.9 percent of US gross domestic product, the nation's total output of goods and services. That's well above the less than 2 percent of GDP spent by such allies as Canada, Germany, Britain, and France. The latest news suggests more cuts by allies are ahead. Add in what Homeland Security, Veterans Affairs, and the Energy departments spend on defense and total US military spending will reach $861 billion in fiscal 2011, Mr. Harrison calculates, exceeding that of all other nations combined. Already, defense outlays in Iraq are falling. The number of American military personnel in Iraq has fallen from a peak of 170,000 a couple of years ago to 86,000 now and perhaps 50,000 by Sept. 1. The number of bases and facilities there has been cut by nearly half since peaking at 370 in 2008. Military spending in Iraq has dropped by half – from $90.6 billion in 2009 to an expected $43.4 billion in fiscal 2011. By the end of next year, the US hopes to have only a training-size force there. By contrast, operations in Afghanistan are still growing, with some 94,000 US troops expected on the ground by late August or September. Costs are climbing rapidly – from $51 billion in 2009 to $110 billion projected for fiscal 2011. But Adams suspects that before Mr. Obama faces reelection in 2012 he will move toward ending the Afghanistan mission. "The politics are devastating," Adams says. Employment at the Defense Department probably won't shrink to the levels at Wal-Mart (1.4 million) or the post office (599,000). But a difficult switch from guns to butter – or guns to deficit reduction – is about to get under way.
Overall Defense Budget Declines 
Mackenzie Eaglen, Research fellow at The Heritage Foundation, 2/5/10 [http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2010/02/05/president_obamas_2011_budget_how_congress_can_reform_defense_spending_and_address_shortfalls_97528.html]
Under the President's five and 10-year budget outlines, core defense spending will fall from 3.8 percent of GDP in 2011 to 3.4 percent in 2015 and just 3 percent in 2019. Defense spending is also set to drop as a share of the federal budget from 15.7 percent to 14.6 percent over five years.  While 1 percent real growth is important in FY 2011 for defense, this marginal increase falls short: A flat defense budget is really a declining defense budget. The costs of doing business in the military--from paying people to buying new equipment--greatly outpaces inflation by an average of 3-7 percent annually.  Congressional Research Service (CRS) analyst Stephen Daggett helps elucidate why defense dollars remain tight despite growing budgets. The high costs of paying for America's all-volunteer force--especially while engaged in protracted conflict--are growing 8 percent faster than the historical trend line.  Unsustainable growth in personnel bills is primarily driven by rapidly rising compensation and health care costs, which reflect numerous benefits and entitlements added by Congress over the past decade. The average military service member was about 45 percent more expensive, after adjusting for inflation, in FY 2009 than in FY 1998. 

Aff – Used For Defecits 

Massive Cuts Now Disprove the Link – They are being used For  Defecit Reduction 

Note: This card says Caboose!!

William Matthews, @ Defense News, ‘9 [November 2, Big Weapon Program Cuts Aren't Over, Experts Warn - Defense News, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4354390]

After years of premature predictions about the end of the defense gravy train, it looks as if the caboose is now coming into view, at least for the defense industry.  Total spending on U.S. defense will probably continue to increase gradually - from $680 billion today to $797 billion in 2019, according to the Congressional Budget Office. But despite the increase, the amount of money available for buying weapons will be dramatically cut, budget analysts predict.  Factors outside and inside the military are converging to force deep spending cuts in procurement and research and development accounts.  From the outside, defense spending is being squeezed by massive federal budget deficits, huge interest payments on the national debt and the rising cost of social programs such as health care and Social Security.  From inside the military, money for developing and buying weapons will be limited by increased spending on personnel.    Together, these factors mean that buying power in the accounts used to develop and acquire new weapons will probably be cut by 40 percent, predicts Cecil Black, a budget analyst for the annual TechAmerica Vision Conference. 

No Increase – Would Bring Down Defecit 

Brian Beutler, @ Talking Points Memo, ‘9 [April 7, Media Reports Major Defense Budget Cuts As Obama Proposes Increase In Defense Budget, http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2009/04/media-reports-major-defense-budget-cuts-as-obama-proposes-increase-in-defense-budget.php]
Here's how Politico reports it:      Now that Defense Secretary Robert Gates has rolled out major cuts to some of the Pentagon's largest weapons systems, the decision to accept or reject those changes falls on Congress....      With all the advance speculation about Gates' cuts, Rep. John P. Murtha (D-Pa.), chairman of the House Appropriations Defense Subcommittee, has already put forward a few recommendations of his own....      Rep. Barney Frank (D-Mass.) and other influential members of Congress are lining up for their turn to swing the budget ax. They may not have a lot of sway with two wars under way. But the group's strong demand to reduce spending could lay the groundwork for cuts in years to come, particularly as U.S. troops begin to redeploy home from Iraq.      Frank has been adamant in pushing for deep reductions, calling for a $100 billion cut by ending the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Aff – No Compensation General

Wont’ Deal – Obama and Gates Will Draw the Line 

Heather Ainsworth, @ USA Today ‘9 [7/25, Defense secretary scores big wins on weapons cuts, http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2009-07-25-gates-weapons_N.htm]
"You can't keep spending (money) on research and not get anything out of it," said Rep. John Murtha, D-Pa.  Gates would need at least two full terms as defense secretary to curb the influence Congress wields over the military's procurement system, said Thompson of the Lexington Institute.  "You're not going to take politics out of the way we buy weapons," Thompson said.  It may be different story inside the Pentagon, said William Nash, a retired Army general and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations in Washington.  It is significant that Gates, backed by President Obama's veto threat, didn't strike a back room deal and allow a few more planes to be built to mollify F-22 proponents in Congress, he said.  Top military leaders "saw that the secretary of defense and the president of the United States, having drawn a line, stuck with it," Nash said. "That will bring a discipline, I think, into the building."  

No Compensation

Anna Palmer, @ Roll Call, ‘9 [May 12, Firms Are Playing Defense, http://www.crewsmostcorrupt.org/node/1541]

The Obama administration has pressured House Appropriations Subcommittee on Defense Chairman John Murtha (D-Pa.) and Senate Appropriations Chairman Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii) not to add programs to the budget — and defense contractors are going to have a harder time getting lawmakers to reinstate programs, according to defense analyst Loren Thompson of the Lexington Institute.  “A sea change is upon us in the way money is appropriated in terms of military programs,” Thompson said.  “In general it is going to be difficult for Democratic appropriators to disagree with a Democratic president on whether weapons should be added when the country is facing a huge budget deficit,” he added.  The Obama administration has also vowed that this will be the last wartime supplemental spending bill, and that future spending for conflicts abroad will go through the regular Defense appropriations bill. The supplementals have been magnets for additional defense spending in years past. 

Aff – No Compensation - ABL

AT: No one Wants it 

Noah Shachtman, @ Wired, 2/12/10 [Laser Jet Blasts Ballistic Missile in Landmark Test, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/02/laser-jet-blasts-ballistic-missile-in-landmark-test/#more-22504]
But Gates did add that the concept of using laser and other speed-of-light “directed energy” weapons to knock down missiles still had promise. It might be the only way to stop missiles in “boost phase” — when they were just getting off of the ground.  That’s why many in the military will be excited about Thursday night’s test. As the MDA notes, it’s the first time a laser in the sky has successfully downed a missile. And even if this particular weapon doesn’t work out, the technology developed can be used for later systems. “The revolutionary use of directed energy is very attractive for missile defense, with the potential to attack multiple targets at the speed of light, at a range of hundreds of kilometers, and at a low cost per intercept attempt compared to current technologies,” the agency notes. 

Aff – Space Now 

Space Weaponization Now 

Catherine Lutz, Professor at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University, ‘9 [July, Obama’s empire, http://www.newstatesman.com/asia/2009/07/military-bases-world-war-iraq]
On the other hand, the pouring of money into military R&D (the Pentagon has spent more than $85bn in 2009), and the corporate profits to be made in the development and deployment of the resulting technologies, have been significant factors in the ever larger numbers of technical facilities on foreign soil. These include such things as missile early-warning radar, signals intelligence, satellite control and space-tracking telescopes. The will to gain military control of space, as well as gather intelligence, has led to the establishment of numerous new military bases in violation of arms-control agreements such as the 1967 Outer Space Treaty. In Colombia and Peru, and in secret and mobile locations elsewhere in Latin America, radar stations are primarily used for anti-trafficking operations.
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