***SMD AFF***
Notes:

If you plan to read this in the future, there is a good amount of literature about what the mechanism should be.  Most of it revolves around using all of the mechanisms in a potpourri attempt at SMD, but there are good cards that compare the benefits of each.  This is good CP ground and something aff’s must be ready for.

There’s only one Hege impact in the 1ac as is, and you are welcome to add another as you see fit.

Weaknesses to the aff are that it would probably not solve the any of the advantages in the next three years,(maybe the economy impact is the exception), but the rest are based on the actual functioning space missile defense.  The likelihood that it would piss off Russia and China immediately are high.

The main CP in the file is to create sophistication of our ground based MD.  You should be able to win a fairly large solvency deficit about not solving the ASAT internal link to the China impact, and it won’t solve the Space Power adv.  It’ll solve an internal link to hegemony.  
Other teams will run a BAN all NMD systems aff to get out of your uniqueness trick.  In this instance, it’s important to win that MAD is failing now.

The evidence for this aff is very high quality, even though I imagine it’s from soom crazies.
It’s also important to note that the aff solves ASATS, though that wasn’t what we focused on because of the other existing ASAT affs.
Good Luck.  The MPEC(W) Lab worked really hard on this and I hope it gives you a good start on your SMD aff for the year.

Josh
***1AC***
Plan
Plan: The United States federal government should deploy the ‘Brilliant Pebbles’ application of Space Missile Defense in low earth orbit for the purpose of ballistic missile defense.

US is committed to missile defense, already spending hundreds of millions in the status quo

UPI 11 (UPI.com, March 14 2011, “Companies given missile defense contracts”, http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2011/03/14/Companies-given-missile-defense-contracts/UPI-67901300112987/)

WASHINGTON, March 14 (UPI) -- The U.S. Missile Defense Agency says it is granting competitive awards to five small U.S. businesses for advisory and assistance services. The businesses named are COLSA Corp., Huntsville, Ala.; Engineering Research and Consulting, Inc., Huntsville, Ala.; Millennium Engineering and Integration Co., Arlington, Va.; Torch Technologies, Inc., Huntsville, Ala.; and DCS Corp. of Alexandria, Va. The indefinite-delivery/indefinite-quantity awards are being made under a Small Business Set-Aside Request for Proposal, the MDA said. Each contract has a not-to-exceed ordering ceiling of $861 million with a performance period through March 2016. Under the awards the companies will provide advisory and assistance services to the Directorates for Engineering, Test, Advanced Technology and Information Management and Technology Operations. The contractors will assist the directorates in providing engineering, technical analysis and support, scientific, systems engineering, test planning and test execution activities in support of the Ballistic Missile Defense System. The MDA Engineering and Support Services Program Office will centrally manage these contracts through competitive task orders for which the companies will have an opportunity to bid. The MDA said it will enter obligations with the companies using research, development, test and evaluation funds.

The US is constructing hundreds of BMD systems domestically and abroad, but all will be circumvented without a Space Based anchor
Mooney, 08 (Kevin, staff writer for CNS News. “Space-Based Missile Defense Needed to Counter Global Threats, Experts Say” http://www.cnsnews.com/public/Content/Article.aspx?rsrcid=36145)
Only a space-based missile defense system capable of intercepting and destroying incoming warheads in the “boost phase” (shortly after they are launched) can adequately protect America from emerging global threats, national security experts told a forum hosted the Heritage Foundation on Tuesday, Sept. 16, 2008.   The ground- and sea-based systems deployed by the U.S. over the past few years are a promising start that can help guard against limited strikes from rogue powers such as North Korea and Iran, the Bush administration maintains.   However, the existing system is not equipped to handle the more sophisticated weaponry and countermeasures that Russia and China are now developing, warned Amb. Hank Cooper, chairman of the missile defense research organization High Frontier.    Moreover, rogue states like Iran “who know how to play the game” also are testing new missile technology that could be deployed against the U.S. in unconventional ways, Cooper suggested. One nightmare scenario involves a ship-borne Scud missile that could be used to launch and explode a nuclear weapon in the atmosphere over the U.S., creating an electromagnetic pulse that would fry electronics, he warned.    The most compelling program design to date stems from President Reagan’s “Strategic Defense Initiative” (SDI), which was first spelled out in a March 1983 address, Cooper noted. Going back to the late 1980s and early 1990s, plans called for small, highly mobile, space-based interceptors called “brilliant pebbles” that would be housed in protective cylinders and armed with the ability to intercept and destroy incoming missiles.   Former President George H.W. Bush endorsed the idea, although it ultimately was discontinued under the Clinton administration and has not been reactivated since that time, Cooper lamented.     “We lost a generation of the best that came out of the SDI era in the early ‘90s and this has not been restored,” Cooper said. “This was an effective, affordable defense [concept] that could be used to stay ahead of countermeasures.”   While the idea of missile defense remains controversial inside the United States, the spread of missile technology and heightened availability of destructive weaponry has not gone unnoticed in parts of Asia and Europe, where policymakers now seem keen on the idea of employing a protective shield, Jeff Kueter, president of the George Marshall Institute, observed in response to a question from CNSNews.com.   “What we can see is a remarkable change in attitudes, particularly among some of our international partners, in recognizing the threat they face from ballistic missiles in their willingness to work with the U.S. to develop these capabilities,” he said.   Kueter credited Japan for working in close cooperation with the U.S. to help build up sea-based anti-missile systems on the U.S. Navy’s Aegis Vessels. He also said America’s European partners have been moving in a positive direction. As CNSNews.com previously reported, there are now 26 NATO countries expressing formal support for missile defense.   The multi-layered anti-missile system now in place includes a mix of ground- and sea-based systems that have the ability to attack incoming ballistic weapons in their mid-course and terminal phases, Kueter noted.   Currently, the U.S. has 24 ground-based mid-course interceptors stationed in Alaska and California, with 30 planned for the end of this year, according to the U.S. Defense Department’s Missile Defense Agency (MDA). There also are 12 Aegis ships equipped with the surveillance and tracking systems needed to perform mid-course missile defense missions at the present time, and an additional six are scheduled to become a part of the fleet over the next few months, the MDA reports.   Additional missile interceptors also will be installed as part of the Aegis system on 18 vessels in 2009, according to the MDA. The goal is to have 100 interceptors capable of engaging missiles in their terminal phase operating on Aegis before the end of next year, Kueter pointed out.   The European Site Initiative also has gained momentum recently. Current plans call for 10 U.S. ground-based interceptors to be installed in Poland where they will operate in conjunction with a radar system in the Czech Republic. The missile interceptors will be placed at the Redzikovo Polish military base close to the Baltic Sea in the northern part of the country.   Also on deck and ready for deployment in 2010 is the U.S. Army’s Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system. It can protect against both short- and medium-range missiles and can do so at longer ranges and higher altitudes than the interceptors now in use.   The THAAD system will complement existing anti-missile defenses – not replace them – adding another layer to America’s present multi-layered, anti-missile defense blanket.   These additional steps are effective as far as they go -- but, ultimately, there is no substitute for a space-based defensive layer that can target enemy warheads in their most vulnerable, earliest stages, Cooper argued.   “A space-interceptor system is actually multi-layered, in and of itself, because it has a global presence and is capable of intercepting a missile in the boost phase, or mid-course phase, or even in the high endo-atmosphere before the re-entry phase,” he said.   The boost phase is a “great time” to hit the target because the rocket is still burning, is easy to see, and can be destroyed before any decoys are deployed, Cooper observed.   In the absence of a space-based defense, there are two systems with boost phase implications currently in development: the Airborne Laser System and Multiple Kill Vehicles. The Airborne Laser is housed inside a modified 747, where it would target moving missiles. Multiple Kill Vehicles, which are much smaller versions of the current crop of anti-missile interceptors, are capable of launching several kill vehicles at one time.   “Neither system gets us where we need to be,” Kueter acknowledged in his talk. Still, he does see value in pursuing both systems as a way of sharpening and honing technology that can be more effectively applied as part of a larger missile-defense architecture over the long term.

New Deterrence Adv
BMD is inevitable - just a question of effectiveness

IFPA 9 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Sponsored by the American Foreign Policy Council, the Marshall Institute, Heritage, Claremont, Missouri State University, et al, “Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century’s 2009 Report,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)

Missile defense has entered a new era. With the initial missile defense deployments, the decades-long debate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack was settled – and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. What remains an open question is how the American missile defense system will evolve in the years ahead to take maximum advantage of technological opportunities to meet present and emerging dangers. 

Midcourse defense control systems are vulnerable – rogue states can attack defenses with chemical weapons 

Canavan 1 – Scientific Advisor, Physics Division at the Los Alamos National  Laboratory

 (Gregory, “Space-Based Missile Defense and Stability”, http://www.jstor.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stable/pdfplus/1558109.pdf)

Submunitions are used to increase the area coverage and effective- ness of conventional theater weapons. While chemical weapons are generally not useful over strategic distances, it has been argued that biological weapons could be effective because of their greater lethality. Properly dispersed, biological agents are roughly as deadly as nuclear explosives per unit mass. If submunitions were deployed immediately after the boost phase, midcourse defenses might not see them, probably would not intercept them, and could be overwhelmed by them. Biolog- ical submunitions hardened to survive the heating of reentry have masses of about 10 kg. A missile with a 1,000 kg payload might deploy 50-100 submunitions, which could exhaust the full interceptor inven- tory of initial defenses; thus, even rogue states could mount threats that could challenge or overwhelm planned NMD midcourse defenses. Biological agents are widely available. Submunitions are derivative of tactical dispensers in commerce; thus, they could be available as early as planned defenses. While biological submunitions are a recent concern, work on defenses has gone on for a decade due to concerns about chemical and biological weapons in theater engagements. That work has led to the development of miniaturized infrared homing hit- to-kill interceptors with masses on the order of 1 kg.7 Dispensed from a defensive interceptor with a payload of -100 kg, the 50-100 inter- ceptors would be well matched to the like number of 10 kg submuni- tions per missile, over which they would have roughly an order of magnitude advantage in mass exchanged. The refinement of these rough estimates of exchange effectiveness is a matter of some priority. Decoys, nuclear effects, and submunitions are highly uncertain; their uncertainties are additive. Any one of them could cause mid- course defenses to fail catastrophically. Their uncertainties produce pressure for escalation, which provides an incentive to examining addi- tional approaches and phases that could reduce these uncertainties. 

Without capabilities, multi-layered BMD systems will be insufficient to deal with rapidly increasing arsenals of Iran and North Korea

Klinger 11 (Bruce, Senior Research Fellow @ Heritage, “ The Case for Comprehensive Missile Defense in Asia,” Jan 7, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/01/the-case-for-comprehensive-missile-defense-in-asia, EMM)
To deter and defend against ballistic missile attacks, the United States and its allies need a com­prehensive, integrated, multilayered ballistic missile defense (BMD) system. Regrettably, the United States military cannot currently protect all Ameri­can citizens or all of the homeland—much less its troops, allies, and friends abroad—from ballistic missile attacks. Despite recent deployments and technological advances, the United States still does not have sufficient defenses. U.S. missile defense capabilities “exist in numbers that are only modest in view of the expanding regional missile threat.”[2]

The United States has 30 ground-based intercep­tors stationed in Alaska and California to defend against long-range missile attacks. The U.S. Navy has equipped 18 Aegis warships with sea-based interceptors and 21 Aegis warships with long-range surveillance and tracking systems. These sea-based interceptors can defeat short-range and medium-range missiles in mid-flight.

Many of these ships are stationed in the Pacific and the Sea of Japan. Equipping additional Aegis cruisers would provide an ability to patrol America’s coasts as well. Additional destroyers are needed to perform the new phased-adaptive approach mission in Europe to replace the planned “third site” in Poland and the Czech Republic.

The United States currently has the capability to shoot down approximately 10 ballistic missiles launched from North Korea or Iran, but not if Iran and North Korea continued to develop their nuclear capabilities and coordinated an attack. U.S. missile defense systems cannot protect against Russian or Chinese ballistic missiles or against short-range or medium-range missiles launched from ships off the U.S. coast.

A comprehensive missile defense system would not only protect the American homeland, but also reassure U.S. friends and allies of Washington’s commitment to their security against steadily rising military risks and threats of coercion or aggression. Missile defense contributes to regional peace and stability and supports international nonprolifera­tion efforts by reducing other nations’ perceived need to acquire nuclear weapons.

Conversely, the absence of sufficient missile defenses leaves the U.S. and its allies “limited in their actions and pursuit of their interests if they are vulnerable to North Korean or Iranian missiles.” 

And mutually assured destruction is failing now because of new emerging threats – SMD “brilliant pebbles” will protect US interests at home and abroad
May 7/7 (Clifford D. May is the President of the Foundation for Defense of Democracies. He also is the chairman of the policy committee of the Committee on the Present Danger (CPD), an international, non-partisan organization based in Washington D.C. A veteran news reporter, foreign correspondent and editor (at The New York Times and other publications), he has covered stories in more than two dozen countries,  In 2006 he was appointed an advisor to the Iraq Study Group (Baker-Hamilton Commission) of the United States Institute of Peace, “MAD not a 21st century answer”  July 7, 2011 Thursday, Lexis Nexis)

On June 28, Iran's rulers test-fired 14 ballistic missiles, including long- and medium-range Shahab missiles and short-range Zelzal missiles. Also, their new and improved centrifuges are turning out more enriched uranium for nuclear weapons. In addition, departing Defense Secretary Robert Gates noted last month that North Korea's nuclear weapons and missile development "now constitutes a direct threat to the United States " They are developing a road-mobile ICBM (intercontinental ballistic missile) " It's a huge problem." For national security experts, these developments raise a list of questions. For the rest of us, they should raise just two: Do Iran and North Korea represent threats we should take seriously? The answer, clearly, is yes. Are we building the missile defense system we need to protect America against these threats? The answer, just as clearly, is no. To understand how this situation has come, recall a little history. During the Cold War, the U.S. adopted a strategic doctrine called MAD, for Mutually Assured Destruction. The logic behind it: So long as we were vulnerable to missile attack by the Soviets, and so long as the Soviets were vulnerable to missile attack by us, neither side would benefit by attacking first. Veterans of the Cold War, still influential in the Obama administration, believe that if this kind of deterrence worked then, it can work now. The current occupants of the Kremlin go further. They claim it is insulting for Americans and Europeans to attempt to protect themselves from the possibility of an Iranian or North Korean missile attack by building a missile defense system that one day may be robust enough also to thwart a Russian missile attack. "If NATO wants to reduce tension with Russia," Dmitry Rogozin, Russia's ambassador to NATO recently said, "it should cancel the missile defense project. We have always criticized these plans as deeply anti-Russian." Missile defense advocates counter that MAD is an idea whose time has come and gone. The regime that rules Iran appears to view nuclear weapons and missile development as its highest priority, worth the pain being inflicted by a growing catalogue of international sanctions. It proclaims that "a world without American ... is attainable." More than a few of Iran's rulers hold the theological conviction that the return of the Mahdi, the savior, can be brought about only by an apocalypse. As scholar Bernard Lewis has phrased it, for those share the views of Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, "mutually assured destruction is not a deterrent. It's an inducement." Two years ago, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said that the U.S. should create a missile defense "umbrella" that would protect not only American citizens at home and American forces abroad but also America's allies. But such a project is not in development. And some say, given the state of the economy, we can't afford it now. Three reasons I disagree: - 1. If just one American city should be hit by just one missile, the cost - not merely in dollars - will be far greater than that any missile defense system being contemplated. - 2. The rationale for building nuclear-armed ballistic missiles disappears if it is clear the U.S. has both the will and a way to prevent those weapons from reaching their targets. - 3. The cost need not be exorbitant. Our missile defense architecture is made up of various systems. Some can be cut. My top candidate is MEADS, the Medium Extended Air Defense System, now a decade behind schedule and more than a billion dollars over budget. The Pentagon recently concluded that MEADS "will not meet U.S. requirements or address the current and emerging threat without extensive and costly modifications." MEADS is being built in cooperation with the Germans and the Italians - neither still sees it as good value. But count me among those who strongly support developing a layer of missile defense in space utilizing "brilliant pebbles," space-based interceptors the size of watermelons that would be fired into the orbital path of a long-range missile causing a collision that would destroy the missile. The President's advisors oppose space-based missile defense. They charge that deploying such a system would "militarize" space. I think they have it backwards: Such a system would prevent missiles from passing through space on their way to their intended victims. Shouldn't that be the definition of de-militarizing space? 

It’s not just domestic defense - space weaponization is critical to conflict stabilization in India/Pakistan, Iran, Taiwan, and Korea

Miller ‘2 – writer for the free republic and national review online (John J., the free republic, “Our 'Next Manifest Destiny': America should move to control space -- now, and decisively.” http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/714383/posts) CMR 


That may sound like 21st-century imperialism, which, in essence, it would be. But is that so bad? Imagine that the United States currently maintained a battery of space-based lasers. India and Pakistan could inch toward nuclear war over Kashmir, only to be told that any attempt by either side to launch a missile would result in a boost-phase blast from outer space. Without taking sides, the United States would immediately defuse a tense situation and keep the skies above Bombay and Karachi free of mushroom clouds. Moreover, Israel would receive protection from Iran and Iraq, Taiwan from China, and Japan and South Korea from the mad dictator north of the DMZ. The United States would be covered as well, able not merely to deter aggression, but also to defend against it.

National security always has been an expensive proposition, and there is no getting around the enormous costs posed by a robust system of space-based weaponry. It would take a supreme act of national will to make it a reality. We've done it before: Winning the Cold War required laying out trillions of dollars, much of it on machines, missiles, and warheads that never saw live combat. Seizing control of space also would cost trillions, but it would lead to a world made immeasurably safer for America and what it values.

Several scenarios

First is Korea

North Korea’s nuclear missiles are a threat - past provocations prove

Pomfret 11 (John, Washington Post Writer Citing Robert Gates, “ Defense secretary Gates says North Korean ballistic missiles pose 'direct threat' to U.S.,” Jan 11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/01/11/AR2011011103260.html, EMM) 

BEIJING --U.S. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates warned North Korea Tuesday that its nuclear and intercontinental ballistic missile programs are "becoming a direct threat to the United States." 

Gates, who is in China on the second leg of a four-country Asia tour, predicted that North Korea's reclusive government would succeed in developing an intercontinental ballistic missile within five years. 

But, in a first for a U.S. senior official, Gates also gave North Korea some concrete suggestions about what the United States wants it to do in order to restart stalled talks over its nuclear weapons program: declare a moratorium on both missile and nuclear tests.

His blunt comments came after a meeting with Chinese president Hu Jintao, an ally of North Korean leader Kim Jong Il. Earlier Tuesday, China's military staged a test of its new stealth aircraft--an aggressive move that could be interpreted as a snub of both the United States and of China's civilian leadership.

Stopping North Korea's nuclear program has long been a top goal for the United States, and one that has proved elusive.

North Korea has threatened to test intercontinental ballistic missiles, and has already conducted underground nuclear tests that prove it has manufactured at least rudimentary nuclear weapons.

"With the North Koreans' continuing development of nuclear weapons and their development of intercontinental ballistic missiles, North Korea is becoming a direct threat to the United States, and we have to take that into account," Gates said.

The defense secretary also said the United States is renewing its efforts to find a way to curtail North Korea's erratic and provocative behavior.

"We consider this a situation of real concern and we think there is some urgency to proceeding down the track of negotiations and engagement," he said.

Tensions have skyrocketed on the Korean peninsula since March, when North Korea sank a South Korean warship killing 46 sailors and then in November shelled a South Korean island, killing two civilians and two soldiers. 

North Korea nuclear use destroys the global environment and economy - risks extinction

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

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

Second is Indo/Pak War

Only space based weapons can destabilize India/Pakistan conflict - the risk is high

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

Today, a massive exchange is less likely than at any period of the Cold War, in part because of significant reductions in the primary nations' nuclear arsenals. The most likely and most dangerous threat comes from a single or limited missile launch, and from sources that are unlikely to be either rational or predictable. The first is an accidental launch, a threat we avoided making protections against due to the potentially destabilizing effect on the precarious Cold War balance. That an accidental launch, by definition undeterrable, would today hit its target is almost incomprehensible. More likely than an accidental launch is the intentional launch of one or a few missiles, either by a nonstate actor (a terrorist or "rogue boat captain" as the scenario was described in the early 1980s) or a rogue state attempting to maximize damage as a prelude to broader conflict. This is especially likely in the underdeveloped theories pertaining to deterring third-party states. The United States can do nothing today to prevent India from launching a nuclear attack against Pakistan (or vice versa) except threaten retaliation. If Iran should launch a nuclear missile at Israel, or in a preemptory strike Israel should attempt the reverse, America and the world could only sit back and watch, hoping that a potentially world-destroying conflict did not spin out of control. When President Reagan announced his desire for a missile shield in 1983, critics pointed out that even if a 99-percent-reliable defense from space could be achieved, a 10,000warhead salvo by the Soviet Union still allowed for the detonation of 100 nuclear bombs in American cities—and both we and the Soviets had enough missiles to make such an attack plausible. But if a single missile were launched out of the blue from deep within the Asian landmass today, for whatever reason, a space-based missile defense system with 99-percent reliability would be a godsend. And if a U.S. space defense could intercept a single Scud missile launched by terrorists from a ship near America's coasts before it detonated a nuclear warhead 100 miles up—creating an electromagnetic pulse that shuts down America's powergrid, halts America's banking and commerce, and reduces the battlefield for America's military to third world status8—it might provide for the very survival of our way of life.

Indo-Pak war causes extinction
Robock and Toon 10 - Dr. Alan Robock is a professor of climatology in the Department of Environmental Sciences at Rutgers University and the associate director of its Center for Environmental Prediction. Prof. Robock has been a researcher in the area of climate change for more than 30 years. His current research focuses on soil moisture variations, the effects of volcanic eruptions on climate, effects of nuclear war on climate, and regional atmosphere/hydrology modeling. He has served as Editor of climate journals, including the Journal of Climate and Applied Meteorology and the Journal of Geophysical Research-Atmospheres. He has published more than 250 articles on his research, including more than 150 peer-reviewed papers and Owen Brian Toon is professor of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences and a fellow at the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics (LASP) at the University of Colorado, received his Ph.D. from Cornell University – From the January 20 10 Scientific American Magazine –http://climate.envsci.rutgers.edu/pdf/RobockToonSciAmJan2010.pdf )

By deploying modern computers and modern cli​mate models, the two of us and our colleagues have shown that not only were the ideas of the 1980s correct but the effects would last for at least 10 years, much longer than previously thought. And by doing calculations that assess decades of time, only now possible with fast, current computers, and by including in our cal​culations the oceans and the entire atmosphere— also only now possible—we have found that the smoke from even a regional war would be heat​ed and lofted by the sun and remain suspended in the upper atmosphere for years, continuing to block sunlight and to cool the earth.
India and Pakistan, which together have more than 100 nuclear weapons, may be the most worrisome adversaries capable of a regional nu​clear conflict today. But other countries besides the U.S. and Russia (which have thousands) are well endowed: China, France and the U.K. have hundreds of nuclear warheads; Israel has more than 80, North Korea has about 10 and Iran may well be trying to make its own. In 2004 this situation prompted one of us (Toon) and later

Rich Turco of the University of California, Los Angeles, both veterans of the 1980s investiga​tions, to begin evaluating what the global envi​ronmental effects of a regional nuclear war would be and to take as our test case an engage​ment between India and Pakistan.

The latest estimates by David Albright of the Institute for Science and International Security and by Robert S. Norris of the Natural Resourc​es Defense Council are that India has 50 to 60 assembled weapons (with enough plutonium for 100) and that Pakistan has 60 weapons. Both countries continue to increase their arsenals. In​dian and Pakistani nuclear weapons tests indi​cate that the yield of the warheads would be sim​ilar to the 15-kiloton explosive yield (equivalent to 15,000 tons of TNT) of the bomb the U.S. used on Hiroshima.

Toon and Turco, along with Charles Bardeen, now at the National Center for Atmospheric Re​search, modeled what would happen if 50 Hiro​shima-size bombs were dropped across the high​est population-density targets in Pakistan and if 50 similar bombs were also dropped across In​dia. Some people maintain that nuclear weapons would be used in only a measured way. But in the wake of chaos, fear and broken communications that would occur once a nuclear war began, we doubt leaders would limit attacksin any rational manner. This likelihood is particularly true for Pakistan, which is small and could be quickly overrun in a conventional conflict. Peter R. La​ voy of the Naval Postgraduate School, for exam​ple, has analyzed the ways in which a conflict be​tween India and Pakistan might occur and ar​gues that Pakistan could face a decision to use all its nuclear arsenal quickly before India swamps its military bases with traditional forces.
Obviously, we hope the number of nuclear targets in any future war will be zero, but policy makers and voters should know what is possible. Toon and Turco found that more than 20 million people in the two countries could die from the blasts, fires and radioactivity—a horrible slaugh​ter. But the investigators were shocked to discov​er that a tremendous amount of smoke would be generated, given the megacities in the two coun​tries, assuming each fire would burn the same area that actually did burn in Hiroshima and as​suming an amount of burnable material per per​son based on various studies. They calculated that the 50 bombs exploded in Pakistan would produce three teragrams of smoke, and the 50 bombs hitting India would generate four (one teragram equals a million metric tons).

Satellite observations of actual forest fires have shown that smoke can be lofted up through the troposphere (the bottom layer of the atmosphere) and sometimes then into the lower stratosphere (the layer just above, extending to about 30 miles). Toon and Turco also did some “back of the en​velope” calculations of the possible climate im​pact of the smoke should it enter the stratosphere. The large magnitude of such effects made them realize they needed help from a climate modeler.

It turned out that one of us (Robock) was already working with Luke Oman, now at the NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, who was finishing his Ph.D. at Rutgers University on the climatic effects of volcanic eruptions, and with Georgiy L. Stenchikov, also at Rutgers and an author of the first Russian work on nuclear winter. They developed a climate model that could be used fairly easily for the nuclear blast calculations.

Robock and his colleagues, being conserva​tive, put five teragrams of smoke into their mod​eled upper troposphere over India and Pakistan on an imaginary May 15. The model calculated how winds would blow the smoke around the world and how the smoke particles would settle out from the atmosphere. The smoke covered all the continents within two weeks. The black, sooty smoke absorbed sunlight, warmed and rose into the stratosphere. Rain never falls there, so the air is never cleansed by precipitation; par​ticles very slowly settle out by falling, with air resisting them. Soot particles are small, with an average diameter of only 0.1 micron (μm), and so drift down very slowly. They also rise during the daytime as they are heated by the sun, re​peatedly delaying their elimination. The calcu​lations showed that the smoke would reach far higher into the upper stratosphere than the sul​fate particles that are produced by episodic vol​canic eruptions. Sulfate particles are transparent and absorb much less sunlight than soot and are also bigger, typically 0.5 μm. The volcanic par​ticles remain airborne for about two years, but smoke from nuclear fires would last a decade.

Killing Frosts in Summer

The climatic response to the smoke was surpris​ing. Sunlight was immediately reduced, cooling the planet to temperatures lower than any expe​rienced for the past 1,000 years. The global aver​age cooling, of about 1.25 degrees Celsius (2.3 degrees Fahrenheit), lasted for several years, and even after 10 years the temperature was still 0.5 degree C colder than normal. The models also showed a 10 percent reduction in precipitation worldwide. Precipitation, river flow and soil moisture all decreased because blocking sun​light reduces evaporation and weakens the hydrologic cycle. Drought was largely concen​trated in the lower latitudes, however, because global cooling would retard the Hadley air cir​culation pattern in the tropics, which produces a large fraction of global precipitation. In criti​cal areas such as the Asian monsoon regions, rainfall dropped by as much as 40 percent.

The cooling might not seem like much, but even a small dip can cause severe consequences. Cooling and diminished sunlight would, for ex​ample, shorten growing seasons in the midlati​tudes. More insight into the effects of cooling came from analyses of the aftermaths of massive volcanic eruptions. Every once in a while such eruptions produce temporary cooling for a year or two. The largest of the past 500 years, the 1815 Tambora eruption in Indonesia, blotted the sun and produced global cooling of about 0.5 de​gree C for a year; 1816 became known as “The Year without a Summer” or “Eighteen Hundred and Froze to Death.” In New England, although the average summer temperature was lowered only a few degrees, crop-killing frosts occurred in every month. After the first frost, farmers re​planted crops, only to see them killed by the next frost. The price of grain skyrocketed, the price of livestock plummeted as farmers sold the animals they could not feed, and a mass migration began from New England to the Midwest, as people fol​lowed reports of fertile land there. In Europe the weather was so cold and gloomy that the stock market collapsed, widespread famines occurred and 18-year-old Mary Shelley was inspired to write Frankenstein.
Certain strains of crops, such as winter wheat, can withstand lower temperatures, but a lack of sunlight inhibits their ability to grow. In our scenario, daylight would filter through the high smoky haze, but on the ground every day would seem to be fully overcast. Agronomists and farmers could not develop the necessaryseeds or adjust agricultural practices for the rad​ically different conditions unless they knew ahead of time what to expect.
In addition to the cooling, drying and dark​ness, extensive ozone depletion would result as the smoke heated the stratosphere; reactions that create and destroy ozone are temperature-depen​dent. Michael J. Mills of the University of Colo​rado at Boulder ran a completely separate climate model from Robock’s but found similar results for smoke lofting and stratospheric temperature changes. He concluded that although surface temperatures would cool by a small amount, the stratosphere would be heated by more than 50 degrees C, because the black smoke particles ab​sorb sunlight. This heating, in turn, would mod​ify winds in the stratosphere, which would carry ozone-destroying nitrogen oxides into its upper reaches. Together the high temperatures and ni​trogen oxides would reduce ozone to the same dangerous levels we now experience below the ozone hole above Antarctica every spring. Ultra​violet radiation on the ground would increase significantly because of the diminished ozone.
Less sunlight and precipitation, cold spells, shorter growing seasons and more ultraviolet ra​diation would all reduce or eliminate agricultur​al production. Notably, cooling and ozone loss would be most profound in middle and high lat​itudes in both hemispheres, whereas precipita​tion declines would be greatest in the tropics.

The specific damage inflicted by each of these environmental changes would depend on partic​ular crops, soils, agricultural practices and re​gional weather patterns, and no researchers have completed detailed analyses of such agricultural responses. Even in normal times, however, feed​ing the growing human population depends on transferring food across the globe to make up for regional farming deficiencies caused by drought and seasonal weather changes. The total amount of grain stored on the planet today would feed the earth’s population for only about two months [see “Could Food Shortages Bring Down Civiliza​tion?” by Lester R. Brown; Scientific Ameri​can, May]. Most cities and countries have stock​piled food supplies for just a very short period, and food shortages (as well as rising prices) have increased in recent years. A nuclear war could trigger declines in yield nearly everywhere at once, and a worldwide panic could bring the glob​al agricultural trading system to a halt, with se​vere shortages in many places. Around one billion people worldwide who now live on marginal food supplies would be directly threatened with star​vation by a nuclear war between India and Paki​stan or between other regional nuclear powers.
Independent Evidence Needed

Typically scientists test models and theories by doing experiments, but we obviously cannot experiment in this case. Thus, we look for ana​logues that can verify our models.

Burned cities. Unfortunately, firestorms cre​ated by intense releases of energy have pumped vast quantities of smoke into the upper atmo​sphere. San Francisco burned as a result of the 1906 earthquake, and whole cities were incin​erated during World War II, including Dresden, Hamburg, Tokyo, Hiroshima and Nagasaki. These events confirm that smoke from intense urban fires rises into the upper atmosphere.

The seasonal cycle. In actual winter the cli​mate is cooler because the days are shorter and sunlight is less intense; the simple change of sea​sons helps us quantify the effects of less solar ra​diation. Our climate models re-create the sea​sonal cycle well, confirming that they properly reflect changes in sunlight.

Eruptions. Explosive volcanic eruptions, such as those of Tambora in 1815, Krakatau in 1883 and Pinatubo in 1991 provide several lessons. The resulting sulfate aerosol clouds that formed in the stratosphere were transported around the world by winds. The surface temperature plum​meted after each eruption in proportion to the thickness of the particulate cloud. After the Pi​natubo eruption, the global average surface tem​perature dropped by about 0.25 degree C. Glob​al precipitation, river flow and soil moisture all decreased. Our models reproduce these effects.

Forest fires. Smoke from large forest fires sometimes is injected into the troposphere and lower stratosphere and is transported great dis​tances, producing cooling. Our models perform well against these effects, too.

Extinction of the dinosaurs. An asteroid smashed into Mexico’s Yucatán Peninsula 65 million years ago. The resulting dust cloud, mixed with smoke from fires, blocked the Sun, killing the dinosaurs. Massive volcanism in India at the same time may have exacerbated the ef​fects. The events teach us that large amounts of aerosols in the earth’s atmosphere can change cli​mate drastically enough to kill robust species.
Third is Israel/Iran

Space based missile defense is key to prevent Israel and Iran strikes

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

Today, a massive exchange is less likely than at any period of the Cold War, in part because of significant reductions in the primary nations' nuclear arsenals. The most likely and most dangerous threat comes from a single or limited missile launch, and from sources that are unlikely to be either rational or predictable. The first is an accidental launch, a threat we avoided making protections against due to the potentially destabilizing effect on the precarious Cold War balance. That an accidental launch, by definition undeterrable, would today hit its target is almost incomprehensible. More likely than an accidental launch is the intentional launch of one or a few missiles, either by a nonstate actor (a terrorist or "rogue boat captain" as the scenario was described in the early 1980s) or a rogue state attempting to maximize damage as a prelude to broader conflict. This is especially likely in the underdeveloped theories pertaining to deterring third-party states. The United States can do nothing today to prevent India from launching a nuclear attack against Pakistan (or vice versa) except threaten retaliation. If Iran should launch a nuclear missile at Israel, or in a preemptory strike Israel should attempt the reverse, America and the world could only sit back and watch, hoping that a potentially world-destroying conflict did not spin out of control. When President Reagan announced his desire for a missile shield in 1983, critics pointed out that even if a 99-percent-reliable defense from space could be achieved, a 10,000warhead salvo by the Soviet Union still allowed for the detonation of 100 nuclear bombs in American cities—and both we and the Soviets had enough missiles to make such an attack plausible. But if a single missile were launched out of the blue from deep within the Asian landmass today, for whatever reason, a space-based missile defense system with 99-percent reliability would be a godsend. And if a U.S. space defense could intercept a single Scud missile launched by terrorists from a ship near America's coasts before it detonated a nuclear warhead 100 miles up—creating an electromagnetic pulse that shuts down America's powergrid, halts America's banking and commerce, and reduces the battlefield for America's military to third world status8—it might provide for the very survival of our way of life.

Iran will use its nukes against Israel and Europe when it develops them - causes global warfare

Cohen 10 (Dudi, IDF Officer, “ Iranian fighter turned US spy: Tehran will attack Israel,”  7/10, http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3917748,00.html, EMM)

A former fighter in Iran's Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) turned US spy offered a rare glance into one of the most complex countries in the Middle East.

During a conference held at The Washington Institute for Near East Policy on Friday, Reza Kahlili (pseudonym) estimated that Iran will eventually attack Israel, Europe and the Persian Gulf states. He called for a preemptive strike on the regime in Tehran, but not on the Iranian people or the country's infrastructure. 

Kahlili accused the Obama Administration of being naïve. According to him, the American overtures are viewed by the Iranian regime as a sign of weakness, while the Iranian people consider the efforts to engage the regime an act of betrayal against their struggle for freedom.
"This is a messianic regime. There should be no doubt – they are going to commit the most horrendous suicide bombing in human history. They will attack Israel, European capitals, and (the) Persian Gulf region at the same time," said Kahlili in one of his first public appearances to promote his new book "A Time To Betray: The Astonishing Double Life of a CIA Agent inside the Revolutionary Guards of Iran".

Iran Israel war causes extinction

Hirsch 5 - Professor @ UC San Diego (Jorge, “Can a nuclear strike on Iran be averted,” November 21st, EMM)

The Bush administration has put together all the elements it needs to justify the impending military action against Iran. Unlike in the case of Iraq, it will happen without warning, and most of the justifications will be issued after the fact. We will wake up one day to learn that facilities in Iran have been bombed in a joint U.S.-Israeli attack. It may even take another couple of days for the revelation that some of the U.S. bombs were nuclear. Why a Nuclear Attack on Iran Is a Bad Idea Now that we have outlined what is very close to happening, let us discuss briefly why everything possible should be done to prevent it.  In a worst-case scenario, the attack will cause a violent reaction from Iran. Millions of "human wave" Iranian militias will storm into Iraq, and just as Saddam stopped them with chemical weapons, the U.S. will stop them with nuclear weapons, resulting potentially in hundreds of thousands of casualties. The Middle East will explode, and popular uprisings in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and other countries with pro-Western governments could be overtaken by radical regimes. Pakistan already has nuclear weapons, and a nuclear conflict could even lead to Russia's and Israel's involvement using nuclear weapons.  In a best-case scenario, the U.S. will destroy all nuclear, chemical, and missile facilities in Iran with conventional and low-yield nuclear weapons in a lightning surprise attack, and Iran will be paralyzed and decide not to retaliate for fear of a vastly more devastating nuclear attack. In the short term, the U.S. will succeed, leaving no Iranian nuclear program, civilian or otherwise. Iran will no longer threaten Israel, a regime change will ensue, and a pro-Western government will emerge. However, even in the best-case scenario, the long-term consequences are dire. The nuclear threshold will have been crossed by a nuclear superpower against a non-nuclear country. Many more countries will rush to get their own nuclear weapons as a deterrent. With no taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, they will certainly be used again. Nuclear conflicts will occur within the next 10 to 20 years, and will escalate until much of the world is destroyed. Let us remember that the destructive power of existing nuclear arsenals is approximately one million times that of the Hiroshima bomb, enough to erase Earth's population many times over. 

Fourth is China-

China is modernizing now, and it’s perceived as a militaristic mission 

Adams 10 (Jonathan Adams, October 28 2010, Asia writer from the Christian Science Monitor, “China is on path to ‘militarization of space’”, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space, Manchester)
Compared with the American and Soviet mad dashes into space in the late 1950s and '60s, Asia is taking its time – running a marathon, not a sprint. "All of these countries witnessed the cold war, and what led to the destruction of the USSR," says Ajey Lele, an expert on Asian space programs at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in New Delhi, referring to the military and space spending that helped hasten the decline of the Soviet regime. "They understand the value of money and investment, and they are going as per the pace which they can go." But he acknowledged China's edge over India. "They started earlier, and they're ahead of us at this time," he says. India put the Chandrayaan 1 spacecraft into lunar orbit in 2008, a mission with a NASA payload that helped confirm the presence of water on the moon. It plans a moon landing in a few years' time, and a manned mission as early as 2020 – roughly the same timetable as China. Japan is also mulling a moonshot, and has branched out into other space exploration, such as the recent Hayabusa mission to an asteroid. Its last lunar orbiter shared the moon with China's first in 2007. Both Japan's and India's recent missions have been plagued by glitches and technical problems, however, while China's have gone relatively smoothly. Mr. Lele said the most significant aspect of the Chang'e 2 mission was the attempt at a 9.5-mile-high orbit, a difficult feat. India's own lunar orbiter descended to about 60 miles in 2008, he said, but was forced to return to a more stable, 125-mile-high orbit. A low orbit will allow for better scouting of future landing sites, said Lele. "They [the Chinese] will require huge amounts of data on landing grounds," said Lele. "A moon landing hasn't been attempted since the cold war." During the famed 1969 Apollo 11 manned mission to the moon, astronaut Neil Armstrong had to take control of the lander in the last moments of descent to avoid large moon boulders strewn around the landing site. China hopes to avoid any such last-minute surprises with better reconnaissance photos, which would allow them to see moon features such as rocks as small as one-meter across, according to Chinese media. Is China's space exploration a military strategy? Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2. The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States. The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan. "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' " More broadly, some in the US see China's moon program as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington. The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon. With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space."

Space War between China and the US is inevitable in the Squo   














    
 Clark 09 (Colin Clark, November 4 2009, editor of DoDBuzz and Pentagon correspondent for Military.com, “China Declares Space War Inevitable”, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2009/11/04/ Manchester) 











 “How will the US react to Chinese diplomatic efforts in light of the PLA’s blunt statements on space warfare? This is something the Obama administration has to take into account,” said Dean Cheng, China specialist at Washington’s Heritage Foundation. “Are we going to see outrage, any meaningful reactions to the Chinese statements or again that it was someone speaking out of school and we just aren’t sure.” Cheng was referring to what appears to mark a major shift in Chinese military and arms control strategy. The head of the PRC’s air force has said in an official interview that military operations in space are an “historical inevitability.” “As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space… this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back,” said air force commander Xu Qiliang in an interview with the official People’s Liberation Army Daily. “Only power can protect peace,” the commander said in an interview celebrating the 60th anniversary of the founding of the PRC’s air force. For years, Chinese diplomats and military leaders have hewn to the line that the PRC pursued only peaceful uses of outer space. Chinese diplomats, working with Russia, pushed their own version of peaceful agreements on the uses of space, submitting a draft treaty in 2008 at the UN Conference on Disarmament that would have prohibited space-based missile defenses, among other things. Joan Johnson Freese, professor at the Naval War College and one of the top experts on Chinese miltiary space policy and capabilities, bemoaned the general’s comments, saying they sound “eerily like documents and statements from USAF Space Command.” Freese said the only difference between the two sides is that “the Chinese are still calling for superiority rather than dominance.” The Bush administration’s National Space Policy, released in October 2006, rejected new space arms control agreements if they would “limit” U.S. options in space. Some analysts believe China was reacting to this policy when it performed its January 11, 2007 anti-satellite test. However, Cheng of the Heritage Foundation said he does not think the general’s statement “is really much of a departure from what the PLA has been thinking for some time.… What you have is the PLA making that statement publicly.” Cheng thinks the most significant fact about the general’s declaration is that it came from an Air Force official. Unlike the United States, where the Air Force is inextricably linked to space policy and operations, “until three or four years ago the [Chinese] Air Force did not have an overt role in space issues. What does this suggest about who actually runs China’s space policy and military issues?” he wondered. Cheng said the policy declaration did not necessarily indicate that the PLA was making new policy. After all, there have been clear indications that the PLA was leaning this way. After the Chinese anti-satellite test, Senior Colonel Yao Yunzhu of the PLA’s Academy of Military Sciences said that “outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime” and that “if there is a space superpower, it’s not going to be alone, and China is not going to be the only one.” But Cheng said, “the PLA has never said they would not do military space operations. They just haven’t been quoted at all. Now the silence has ended,” he said. As an example of how the PLA sometimes makes policy — something the Foreign Ministry can rarely do since it does not have direct access to the PRC president, as does the military — without public declarations having been made, he pointed to the anti-satellite test. While China’s Foreign Ministry hemmed and hawed about just why China performed the test, some of the people who designed the missile’s seeker later received awards. 
US-China space war goes nuclear
Forden 8 (Geoffrey, PhD and Research Associate at MIT, “How China Loses the Coming Space War (Pt. 2),” 1/10, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-ch-1/,)

The United States has five satellites in geostationary orbit that detect missile launches using the heat released from their exhaust plumes.  These satellites are primarily used to alert US nuclear forces to massive nuclear attacks on the homeland.  However, in recent years, they have played an increasing role in conventional conflicts, such as both Gulf Wars, by cueing tactical missile defenses like the Patriot missile defense systems that gained fame in their engagements with Saddam’s SCUD missiles.  Because of this new use, China might find it useful to attack them with ASATs.  Since there are only five of them, China could destroy the entire constellation but at the cost of diverting some of the few available deep-space ASATs from other targets.  Of course, China would not have to attack all five but could limit its attack to the three that simultaneously view the Taiwan Straits area.  If China did decide to destroy these early warning satellites, it would greatly reduce the area covered by US missile defenses in Taiwan against SCUD and longer range missiles.  This is because the area covered by a theater missile defense system is highly dependent on the warning time it has; the greater the warning time, the more effective the missile defense system’s radar is.  Thus a Patriot battery, which might ordinarily cover the capital of Taiwan, could be reduced to just defending the military base it was stationed at.  Some analysts believe that China would gain a tremendous propaganda coup by having a single missile make it through US defenses and thus might consider this use of its deep-space ASATs highly worthwhile even if it could not increase the probability of destroying military targets.  On the other hand, China would run a tremendous risk of the US believing it was under a more general nuclear attack if China did destroy these early warning satellites.  Throughout the history of the Cold War, the US has had a policy of only launching a “retaliatory” nuclear strike if an incoming attack is detected by both early warning satellites and radars.  Without the space leg of the early warning system, the odds of the US misinterpreting some missile launch that it detected with radar as a nuclear attack would be greatly increased even if the US did not view the satellite destruction as a sufficiently threatening attack all by themselves.  Such a misinterpretation is not without precedent.  In 1995, Russia’s early warning radars viewed a NASA sounding rocket launch off the coast of Norway and flagged it as a possible Trident missile launch.  Many analysts believe that Russia was able to not respond only because it had a constellation of functioning early warning satellites.  Any Chinese attacks on US early warning satellites would risk both intentional and mistaken escalation of the conflict into a nuclear war without a clear military goal. 

Extinction

Cheong 2k (Ching, Senior Writer at the Strait Times, “No one gains in a war over Taiwan,” June 25th, Lexis)
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China, 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization.

Protecting satellites is a key part of SMD

IFPA 9 (The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc., IFPA’s products and services help government policy-makers, military and industry leaders, and the broader public policy communities make informed decisions in a complex and dynamic global environmentSpace and US Security: A Net Assessment, January 2009, pdf)

Lastly, as noted earlier, Dr. Pfaltzgraff is a member of the Department of State’s International Security Advisory Board (ISAB). The ISAB, which meets on a regular basis in Washington, D.C., provides the Secretary of State and other senior Department officials with insights/advice on vital national security challenges encompassing topics such as WMD terrorism, proliferation, and U.S. space policy. In this capacity, Dr. Pfaltzgraff helped draft the ISAB’s Report on Space Policy. It examines the 2006 U.S. National Space Policy, emerging threats from space, the role of space in U.S. national security, the defense of satellites from threats such as the January 2007 Chinese direct-ascent anti-satellite weapon, as requirements for space-based missile defense.
Space missile defense is key to effective BMD - it’s the only way to counter the nuclear threat from North Korea, Iran, Russia, China, terrorists, and general nuclear proliferation

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)
There is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War era. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, place a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and these states are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals at a time when the United States debates deep reductions in its strategic nuclear forces beyond those already made since the end of the Cold War and has no current modernization program. With a new administration, furthermore, the future development of even our limited missile defense system is in question. Furthermore, a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the devastation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct challenge to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. 

 In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must move well beyond the initial missile defense deployments of recent years to deploy a system capable of comprehensively protecting the American homeland as well as U.S. overseas forces and allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. America’s strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail based on the threat to use such capabilities. 

These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – can provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology, and national security. Space-based missile defense affords maximum opportunities for interception in boost phase before rocket boosters have released warheads and decoys or penetration aids.

The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of offensive ballistic missile technologies needed to overcome it. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. 

Space based BMD is key - it’s the only system with enough range and flexibility to counter all global ICBM threats

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Given this multiplicity of ballistic missile threats, the United States must deploy a missile defense that deters hostile states from developing or acquiring missile capabilities that could threaten the United States, its allies and coalition partners, and its forces deployed abroad. Furthermore, America’s missile defense R&D programs, together with planned deployments, must be sufficiently robust to dissuade would-be missile possessors from attempting to challenge the United States. Washington must deter future enemies from acquiring ballistic missiles, just as in the past it dissuaded them from developing strategic bombers because of America’s ability to overwhelm such systems. Finally, U.S. missile defense must be capable of defeating those ballistic missiles, whatever their range and type, that could be launched against the United States. U.S. and allied ballistic missile defense capabilities are an essential element of a broader damage limitation strategy. The purpose of this strategy is to protect and defend the people, territory, infrastructure, and institutions of the United States and its allies to the greatest extent possible. This strategy is a marked departure from the retaliation based deterrence strategy of the Cold War. It is a strategy specifically tailored to meeting the security demands resulting from the emerging multi-polar world, which has been brought about, at least in part, by the proliferation of ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons. A mix of offensive and defensive strategic forces, which are modernized to meet the new and challenging requirements of this strategy, will be necessary. Thus, a global and layered ballistic missile defense system must be intricately linked to other strategic forces, where the broader strategic posture of the U.S. and its allies results in security benefits that are greater than the sum of its parts. As the United States dissuades future potential possessors, it must recognize that threats are increasing at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times within which a missile defense could be developed and deployed. Therefore, the United States must develop and rapidly field a missile defense with global reach, capable of coping with threats against the United States and its forces and allies from any direction. At the same time, America must attempt to dissuade hostile actors from acquiring missiles by rendering such investments a poor use of limited resources. Additionally, given the uncertainty in predicting where, when, and by whom missiles might be launched – and what their targets may be – constant defenses are called for that are capable of intercepting missiles irrespective of their geographic origin. Other things being equal, it is preferable to intercept threatening ballistic missiles as far away from their intended targets and as early in their flight trajectory as possible. Best of all would be to have the capability to destroy an attacking missile shortly after it is launched, while its rockets still burn and any perturbation will lead to its destruction – with, in many cases, the debris falling back onto the area from which the attack was launched in the first place. The capability to interdict a missile and its warheads in any phases of their flight (boost, midcourse, and terminal) requires an ability to detect and intercept the attack within a very few minutes and to track and destroy the attacking missile and its warheads during their longer midcourse traverse through space before they reenter the atmosphere. Finally, the last ditch defense would be to destroy the attacking missiles as they reenter and pass through the atmosphere – and as accompanying debris and decoys burn up on reentry – in the terminal phase en route to their targets. The best defense capability would be layered so that it could provide opportunities for destruction in all three phases of flight. Only space-based defenses inherently have this global capability and permanence. While sea-based defenses can move freely through the two-thirds of the earth’s surface that are oceans, their capability is limited by geography and by the specific operations of the fleet – including where the seabased missile defense happens to be deployed at any given time, and how quickly it could be redeployed to meet a crisis situation. Air-based and ground-based defenses, meanwhile, can have global capabilities, but frequently take considerable time to deploy when and where needed and are also dependent on the cooperation of U.S. friends and allies in permitting the necessary supporting activities on their territories. Thus, only a space-based missile defense will possess both constancy and global availability, irrespective of allied support and agreement. As such, space-based missile defense constitutes the only truly global system, with all the rest being either regional or local. 91 In the case of sea-based systems, namely the Aegis program discussed in section 2, we have a regional system capable of boost-phase, midcourse, and terminal intercept depending on where and how it is positioned, or vectored. It has a near-global application for regional operations, because it is sea-based and theoretically it can be deployed over any portion of the earth’s surface covered by oceans. A land-based system can theoretically be deployed anywhere over about one-third of the world’s surface and, depending on how it is vectored, under some limited conditions would also be capable of boost-phase, midcourse, and terminal interception. Yet space-based missile defense alone is truly global in reach because of the medium in which it operates, unconstrained by overflight or territorial restrictions. It also offers inherent interdiction advantages, described in greater detail below. Like military transformation itself, considered to be a journey rather than a destination, deployment of a missile defense is not an end state. It is instead part of a process that must both anticipate emerging threats and take the fullest advantage of technologies that are, or could be made, available before such threats materialize. The missile defense that is deployed over time should benefit to the extent possible from the opportunities afforded by kinetic energy (hit-to-kill) technologies. Such a missile defense should anticipate and be capable of rendering obsolete the missile systems of potential enemies, even before such missiles are deployed. 91 By “regional” or “local,” we mean systems that can be vectored to cover different regions such as the Mediterranean or the Pacific, or parts of countries – such as Alaska or California in the United States.
Space missile defense solves emerging missile threats and boost-phase intercept

Pfaltzgraf, 07 (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, June 20 2007, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis. “Space and Missile Defense”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/FedSoc_062007.pdf, Manchester)

One set of threats that we face emanates from the proliferation of missiles. These include missiles having intercontinental range launched from distant locations or short-range missiles that could be deployed aboard submarines or surface ships near our coasts. What this all adds up to is uncertainty about the rate at which missile threats are increasing as well as uncertainty in predicting where and when missiles might be launched and what their targets might be. If this strategic analysis is correct, it argues for the development and deployment of missile defenses that are ever present and capable of intercepting missiles launched from essentially anywhere at targets anywhere else, whether the launch point is several hundred miles away or several thousand miles away. In other words, the future missile defense that will be needed must be global in nature. Only space-based defenses inherently have a global, ever present capability that can be quickly moved where they are needed during or in advance of a crisis. Prepositioning missile defense assets in space, including interceptors, could provide not only a truly global capability to defend against ballistic missiles, drastically reducing the time needed to respond to a missile attack, but also a space-based missile defense could furnish the most effective basis for defense in the event of a surprise missile launch such as a missile designed to launch an EMP attack or to destroy a satellite. I would argue that it has been the politics of missile defense, more than technical obstacles, that have limited or reversed and eliminated the most promising missile defenses that would help us address such threats. Among its advantages, a space-based missile defense could be in and of itself a layered defense or certainly a key part of a multi-tiered defense because it can be built with the capability to intercept attacking missiles in all their phases of flight – from boost-phase through midcourse and into the high endoatmospheric portion of the terminal phase. Such a defense could give us multiple shots at a missile and its warheads from boost to terminal phase. Space-based missile defense would enable us to hit a ballistic missile in its boost phase, when the warhead has not yet separated from the missile and is most vulnerable but also designed to provide the opportunity for interception in subsequent phases of the trajectory as well. Interceptors would be placed in low-earth orbit, where they would remain until a hostile missile launch was detected. The interceptor would accelerate out of orbit toward the missile, which could be destroyed by direct impact. Such a concept is not new.
Space Power Adv

SMD is inevitable, the US must lead the way, or hegemony will be crushed

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 

Missile defense has entered a new era. The decades-long debate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack has been settled – and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. The rigid constraints of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which made the construction of effective anti-missile capabilities impossible during the decades of the Cold War, are now a thing of the past. What remains an open question is what shape the American missile defense system will take in the years ahead. Yet there is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, have placed a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals. And a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the decimation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct threat to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must deploy a system that is capable of comprehensive protection of the American homeland as well as its overseas forces and its allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Over the long term, U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. Our strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision-making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – would provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology and national security. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of technologies needed to overcome it, particularly with regard to ballistic missiles. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has emerged since President Bush’s historic December 2002 announcement of an “initial set” of missile defense capabilities provides extremely limited coverage, and no global capability. Instead, by the administration’s own admission, it is intended as a limited defense against a small, rogue state threat scenario. Left unaddressed are the evolving missile arsenals of – and potential missile threats from – strategic competitors such as Russia and China as well as terrorists launching short-range missiles such as Scuds from off-shore vessels. The key impediments to the development of a more robust layered system that includes space-based interdiction assets have been more political than technological. A small but vocal minority has so far succeeded in driving the debate against both space-based defense and missile defense writ large. The outcome has been that political considerations have by and large dictated technical behavior, with the goal of developing the most technologically-sound and cost-effective defenses subordinated to other interests. A symptom of this problem is the fact that, for all of its commitment to protecting the United States from ballistic missile attack, the administration has so far done little to revive the cutting-edge technologies developed under the administrations of Presidents Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush – technologies that produced the most effective, least-costly ways to defend the U.S. homeland, its deployed troops and its international partners from the threat of ballistic missile attack. The most impressive of these initiatives was undoubtedly Brilliant Pebbles. By 1992, that system – entailing the deployment of a constellation of small, advanced kill-vehicles in space – had developed a cheap, effective means of destroying enemy ballistic missiles in all modes of flight. Yet in the early 1990s, along with a number of other promising programs, it fell victim to a systematic eradication of space based technologies that marked the closing years of the 20th century and still plagues the opening years of the 21st century. The current state of affairs surrounding missile defense carries profound implications for the safety and security of the United States, and its role on the world stage in the decades to come. Without the means to dissuade, deter and defeat the growing number of strategic adversaries now arrayed against it, the United States will be unable to maintain its status of global leadership. The creation of effective defenses against ballistic missile attack remains central to this task. Historically, it is evident that the major geopolitical options that become available have been exploited by one nation or another. Those nations that are most successful in recognizing and acting on such options have become dominant. Others who have failed or have consciously decided not to do so are relegated to inferior political status. A salient case-in-point is ocean navigation and exploration. The Chinese were the first to become preeminent in this retrospectively pivotal area during the early Ming dynasty. However, domestic politics – strongly reminiscent of missile defense politics in the United States of the past several decades – induced this great national lead to be dissipated, with historic consequences felt until the present day, a full half millennium later. The subsequent assumption by Portugal of this leading maritime role resulted in geopolitical preeminence that was eventually lost to other European powers. In the twenty-first-century maintenance of its present lead in space may indeed be pivotal to the basic geopolitical, military, and economic status of the United States. Consolidation of the preeminent U.S. position in space akin to Britain’s dominance of the oceans in the nineteenth century is not an option, but rather a necessity, for if not the United States, some other nation, or nations, will aspire to this role, as several others already do. For the United States space is a crucially important twenty-first-century geopolitical setting that includes a global missile defense. As American policymakers look ahead, new momentum and direction is needed in the pursuit of a truly global missile defense capability that incorporates both sea- and space-based interdiction capabilities and addresses the current and expected threats of the early twenty-first-century security setting
Space power critical to the US economy 

Fredriksson 2003 – Lt Col Fredriksson is a graduate of Squadron Officers’ School, Air Command and Staff College, and the Defense Systems Management College, Advanced Program Management Course. He holds the B.S. and M.S. degrees in mechanical engineering from Lehigh University and an M.S. in management from Troy State University. Following graduation from the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Lt Col Fredriksson will serve as Chief of Plans for 14th Air Force at Vandenberg AFB, CA. Masters thesis for graduation at school of advanced air and space studies (Brian E., “GLOBALNESS: TOWARD A SPACE POWER THEORY.” A THESIS PRESENTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIES FOR COMPLETION OF GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS. June) 

Space factors prominently into all of the instruments of national power—diplomatic, economic, and military. Space expert Stephen Whiting describes how the US can use space power to exert diplomatic leverage. His model uses David Baldwin’s taxonomy of coercion (prestige, technology partnerships, access to services, legal precedent, objective information, presence, threat of punishment) across a spectrum of crises from Military Operations Other than War through Crisis Response to War. Whiting avers that space significantly contributes to all the levels of coercion except the ability to threaten punishment and is applicable across the entire spectrum of conflict. Perhaps the most obvious example of space influencing diplomacy was Secretary of State Colin Powell’s use of satellite imagery to demonstrate to the UN Security Council Iraq’s failure to comply with UN resolutions prohibiting weapons of mass destruction. In addition to diplomatic leverage, the economic impact of space is significant, though disagreement exists on whether it is an economic center of gravity. In 1999, commercial space transportation and space-enabled industries generated over $61.3 billion in economic activity in the US alone, including $16.4 billion in direct employee earnings and 497,000 jobs. Optimistic projections of future growth peg cumulative American investments in space will reach $500 billion by 2010 and as much as 10%-15% of the gross domestic product by 2020.However, today, the direct economic impact of space is but a fraction of the world economic activity. Despite the recent decline in the commercial satellite and launch industry, space remains a center of gravity because of indirect effects. For example, the precise timing provided by Global Positioning Satellites (GPS) cesium clocks is used by a number of communications and financial services. The timing signal synchronizes the electronic switching and transmission of voice, data and video links. Television, radio and Internet traffic also require accurate time transfer, as well as automated teller machines, banking systems, and wireless communications. A case in point: An errant command to a GPS satellite on 17 March 1997, resulting in one satellite broadcasting a incorrect timing signal for six seconds, caused 110 of 800 cellular phone sites in the eastern United states to fail, crashing the entire system for a number of hours. Even if it is not an economic center of gravity, the increasing military investment in space testifies to its growing military significance. The Pentagon’s 2004 budget requested $8.5 billion for unclassified space programs, an increase of about $600 million over 2003. While increasing, the military space budget represents only about 2.2% of the Department of Defense budget request of $379.9B. Expenditures for classified intelligence satellites, estimated at $6-7 billion per year, increase the total slightly. 
Economic decline guarantees multiple scenarios for nuclear war 

Harris and Burrows 9 - PhD in European History @ Cambridge and Counselor of the US National Intelligence Council AND Member of the National Intelligence Council’s Long Range Analysis Unit (Mathew J. and Jennifer, “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Burrows.pdf, EMM)

Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world. 

New Global Threats are emerging that challenge on hegemony -- the US must develop a more advanced SMD system

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 

 As the United States dissuades future potential possessors, it must recognize that threats are increasing at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times within which a missile defense could be developed and deployed. Therefore, the United States must develop and rapidly field a missile defense with global reach, capable of coping with threats against the United States and its forces and allies from any direction. At the same time, America must attempt to dissuade hostile actors from acquiring missiles by rendering such investments a poor use of limited resources. Additionally, given the uncertainty in predicting where, when, and by whom missiles might be launched – and what their targets may be – constant defenses are called for that are capable of intercepting missiles irrespective of their geographic origin. Other things being equal, it is preferable to intercept threatening ballistic missiles as far away from their intended targets and as early in their flight trajectory as possible. Best of all would be to have the capability to destroy an attacking missile shortly after it is launched, while its rockets still burn and any perturbation will lead to its destruction – with, in many cases, the debris falling back onto the area from which the attack was launched in the first place. The capability to interdict a missile and its warheads in any phases of their flight (boost, midcourse, and terminal) requires an ability to detect and intercept the attack within a very few minutes and to track and destroy the attacking missile and its warheads during their longer midcourse traverse through space before they reenter the atmosphere. Finally, the lastditch defense would be to destroy the attacking missiles as they reenter and pass through the atmosphere – and as accompanying debris and decoys burn up on reentry – in the terminal phase en route to their targets. The best defense capability would be layered so that it could provide opportunities for destruction in all three phases of flight. Only space-based defenses inherently have this global capability and permanence. While sea-based defenses can move freely through the two-thirds of the earth’s surface that are oceans, their capability is limited by geography and by the specific operations of the fleet – including where the seabased missile defense happens to be deployed at any given time, and how quickly it could be redeployed to meet a crisis situation. Air-based and ground-based defenses, meanwhile, can have global capabilities, but frequently take considerable time to deploy when and where needed and are also dependent on the cooperation of U.S. friends and allies in permitting the necessary supporting activities on their territories. Thus, only a space-based missile defense will possess both constancy and global availability, irrespective of allied support and agreement. As such, space-based missile defense constitutes the only truly global system, with all the rest being either regional or local. 91 

SMD crushes our enemies morale by shooting down missiles while they are in their boost-phase

Dinerman, 08 (Taylor, September 8 2008, staff writer for The Space Review. “Space-based missile defense and the psychology of warfare” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1205/1,)RF
Tyrannical regimes and terrorist movements share the need to excite people with dramatic and violent events. The more spectacular the attack, the better. Firing long-range missiles at an enemy, even if you only hit an empty parking lot, can provide followers with a level of emotional satisfaction. This in turn can motivate them to continue to fight even in a seemingly hopeless battle.  In future wars, those who are fighting against the West—today Iran or North Korea, tomorrow, who knows?—will use ballistic missiles not only to terrorize enemy civilian populations but to build morale among their own forces and people. Missile defense is the key to winning this critical psychological battle. As long as their missiles are being shot out of the sky, claims that they are hurting the enemy and thus filling people’s need for revenge can be shown to be utterly empty. This, however, cannot be done with terminal phase defense weapons. To hit a missile or a warhead that is descending towards its target may be a feat of technological skill, but it does nothing to decrease the emotional satisfaction that comes from striking a hated enemy. Midcourse interceptors such as the US GBI or the Israeli Arrow are better, but the best way to publicly humiliate those who are launching Scud-type missiles is to shoot them down as soon after they leave the launch pad as possible. The only weapon now in development that will—in theory—be able to do this is the Airborne Laser (ABL), which the Missile Defense Agency plans to test next year.  This is indeed a promising system, but it has its limits. Its range is, according to unclassified reports, about 300 kilometers, and the US only plans to build, at most, seven aircraft. If the goal is to prevent the enemy from using its missile attacks to build its own side’s morale and thus lengthen the war, another solution must be found. Space-based interceptors, such as a new version of the Brilliant Pebbles program that was canceled in 1993, could, in combination with space- and ground-based sensors, knock down missiles of this type in the boost phase. Significantly, they would do so over the launching country’s own territory and at least some of the citizens would witness the destruction of their leader’s vengeance weapons. This news would spread through word of mouth. This might be one of the keys to undermining their will to make war and help shorten the conflict.
Space based defense sustains US hegemony-crucial to military capabilities and dissuading potential adversaries

Graham 01 (Dr. William-has had a distinguished career of government service in matters relating to the security of the United States and our allies, He was a member of the Rumsfeld Commission on Space and served as Science Advisor to President Reagan and Chairman of the General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament, “The Challenge of Missile Defense”, March 20, 2001---Marshall Institute)np

The bottom line is that it is important to have a military capability in space and if necessary, to have weapons in space. Lest you think me a completely unreconstructed hawk, I would point out that we have also “militarized” the oceans and international airspace, yet few would argue that the world is worse off because we have a blue-water navy and other forces capable of suppressing hostile actions across the reaches of the oceans and throughout international airspace. If you read history, you will find there was an era when we didn’t have a navy that could work across the oceans, and the world was a much less peaceful and more dangerous place. So, going forward, we must think like a global power. At the same time, this is a peaceloving country; we don’t like spending money on the military and weapons and national security. We need a way of viewing threats to the United States that is consistent both with our wish to be as frugal as possible and still have a global perspective. In recent times, the Defense Department and other national security agencies have worked on the premise that what we need to do is respond to threats. Weapons-system development and configuration tend to be driven by system threats and analysis reports. That is a bad idea, because by the time you can write the report, it is late in the process, at a point when potentially hostile forces are developing or have developed weapons. A far more economical and more effective approach is to look far enough into the future to see what capabilities could be developed, within the bounds of physics and economics, and then to try to respond early on, at modest levels. In this way, you don’t just deter the use of existing forces against you, but you dissuade the development of those forces in the first place. Consider how after World War II, the manned bomber that had been a mainstay of World War II basically became a minor issue. Today, as far as I know, no countries are pursuing new mannedbomber capabilities. The reason is that they are not a productive way to threaten the United States. We have built such an effective capability against manned bombers that using them against us would be ineffective. Dissuading regional powers from developing hostile capabilities would be a very effective and, I believe, a very economical use of our national security resources. Although we are the only global power, many other countries have regional interests – some of them peaceful and constructive, some of them hostile and threatening. In most cases, a country that wishes to extend its power by force must first calculate, not how a neighbor will respond, but how the United States will respond – whether we will inject ourselves into the situation or not. For example, we may have misled Saddam Hussein when our ambassador told him that the United States had no interest in territorial disputes between Arab nations; it turned out we did have an interest, and we injected ourselves into the situation in a major way. Had Saddam Hussein known that, he might have chosen not to go into Kuwait – not because of Kuwaiti capability, or even Saudi Arabian capability, but because of U.S. capability.

Heg key to solve conflict escalation, solves every impact

Kagan 7 – senior associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, July, End of Dreams, Return of History, 

http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html, AG/JMP)

Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in t’heir own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements.

Solvency

Contention _____ is Solvency
SMD allows for all other aspects of missile defense to be more effective creating an effective global missile defense system

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 

The sequences of inquiry and application would thus demand looking at the feasibility of striking hostile missile launches in their boost phase through the development of space-based systems. While other elements involving theater and terminal (last resort) missile defenses already were being looked at by the Army (land-based) and the Navy (seabased), these by their nature were limited in both range and scope; so that – even by 1983 with massive nuclear proliferation going on – there was no coherent, overarching global system being considered to which sea and land assets could be linked, so as to develop a robust, layered defense against any launch point in the world. Conceptually, these linkages can be described in terms of a logic pyramid. The base of the pyramid is comprised of space-based systems, because they are global and, thus, can do the most; they can see farther and strike farther. Seabased systems are next best, because they are flexible for surface deployment (theoretically over two-thirds of the Earth) and, therefore, superb for sophisticated regional operations. Finally, at top of the pyramid – supported by space- and sea-based capabilities to maximize their effectiveness – are the fixed and vectored land-based terminal defenses systems. Each component (space, sea, land) is important in its own way, but without space at the base, the other systems are limited in what they can do. In this pyramid, there is no “best” any more than an aircraft carrier is “best” over a cruiser, which is “better” than a destroyer. All are equally important, but only in terms of their particular functions. When they act together, they can provide a formidable defense. When they are forced to act alone, they can be overwhelmed. Space allows them to act together. 

Brilliant pebbles is the most practical solution- it’s feasible and limits international backlash
Denny 10 (Bart Denny, April 29 2010,  has an Associate's Degree in Nuclear Technology, a Bachelor's Degree in Economics and Political Science, and a Master of Science in Space Studies, and Master of Arts in National Security Studies, and a retired naval officer  “Time to revisit space-based missile defense”, http://www.bartdenny.com/time-for-space-based.html)
Back to the Future: A Practical Solution President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) imagined the capability to defeat a massive Soviet attack, with space-based elements forming a core element of the system. While the administration of the elder President Bush scaled the system down, the Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) system would have been able to intercept ballistic missiles in the ballistic phase of flight using small space-based interceptors known as "Brilliant Pebbles." Much of GPALS, notably minus the space-based interceptors, evolved into today's BMDS. In fact, it is striking how much the BMDS looks like GPALS, given the 20 years since the first Bush Administration rolled out the concept. As with the current BMDS, the idea behind GPALS was not to overcome a massive Soviet strike, but instead to defeat an "accidental launch" or an attack from a rogue state. Only space-based missile defenses can provide the coverage and on-station time required of a practical boost phase interceptor. Space-based lasers could provide such a defense, but only chemically fuelled lasers have the power to do so effectively. However, a chemical-laser satellite would be an enormous spacecraft, capable of only a few shots without refueling (look at the ABL, a modified Boeing 747). Given the pluses of space-based defenses and the minuses of lasers, the U.S. should revisit Brilliant Pebbles or similar space-based missile defense concepts. Just what was Brilliant Pebbles? Essentially, the concept envisioned a system of low-orbiting interceptors, each "Pebble" a kill vehicle contained in a spacecraft that would provide electrical power, communications, and an infrared-sensor. These small vehicles (described as a "watermelon in a jacket"), would have had a total spacecraft and kill vehicle mass of around 220 pounds. GPALS envisioned a satellite constellation of around 750 to 1,000 Pebbles, capable of engaging up to 200 targets. Brilliant Pebbles could engage both theater and strategic missiles not only in the boost phase, but in the mid-course and terminal phases as well. Ambassador Henry F. Cooper, former SDIO chief, says that when the Clinton Administration cancelled Brilliant Pebbles in 1994, the system was, in fact, the most mature of any missile defense concept. In fact, many of the technologies for Pebbles have been demonstrated in space (such as in the Clementine moon mission) and utilized in current missile defense systems. The Motorola Iridium communications satellites have further proved Brilliant Pebbles' concept of a large constellation of networked satellites designed to operate as an integrated system. In fact, no Brilliant Pebbles technology remained untested at the end of 1994, and many have since been refined. If the goal is to defend against the ballistic missile threat posed by such states as Iran or North Korea, a substantially downsized Pebbles constellation could provide a viable boost-phase defense. A 2004 Congressional Budget Office (CBO) study suggested that as few as 70 satellites, orbiting in a belt from 45 degrees north latitude to 45 degrees south latitude, could provide a two-shot capability against liquid-fuelled ballistic missiles. (Liquid-fuelled missiles ascend more slowly than solid rocket-propelled missiles, requiring more interceptors to defend against them, as interceptors would have to be closer to their targets). Less than ten light-lift launch vehicles such as the Minotaur or Falcon 1 could orbit such a constellation. Studies suggest that the full system of 1,000 Pebbles--with a replacement for each Pebble over 20 years--could cost under $19 billion in 2008 dollars. Although the relationship is not linear, a system of perhaps 200 Pebbles would be significantly cheaper. In considering the number of Pebbles to place in the constellation, planners should also consider that the revived Brilliant Pebbles would operate as part of an integrated, layered defense in conjunction with existing and planned sea and land-based systems, not as their replacement. Blunting the Critics The hurdles to placing a revived Brilliant Pebbles-like system in orbit are predominantly political, not technical, in nature. Originally, space-based missile defenses faced stiff opposition because of their prohibition by the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972. The U.S., of course, withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002, but there remains continued unfriendliness, in the U.S. and abroad, to deploying weapons in space. Some mistakenly claim that such weapons are a violation of the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, although that treaty actually prohibits placing weapons of mass destruction, in space, not weapons en bloc. From a practical standpoint, weapons have already travelled into space. The then-Soviet Union, the U.S., and China have all demonstrated anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, and admittedly, even the current surface-based U.S. BMDS provides a displayed dual-use--if not originally purposed--capability as an ASAT weapon. Boost and mid-course missile defenses should have little trouble in downing space launches, as well. The potential for the wide use of missile defenses as a space denial platform rightly puts many people, in many nations, ill at ease. The Russians know the U.S. BMDS presents little danger to their strategic arsenal and that a small constellation of space-based interceptors would not either. Still, the potential for the U.S. BMDS to expand into one that can defeat Russian strategic weapons--even as the Russians and the U.S. draw down their nuclear arsenals--while remote, nonetheless exists. The U.S. could field space-based missile defenses while assuaging the concerns of Russia, and others. Ideally, a multinational coalition, of which Russia would be part, might build and operate the system, sharing the costs and enjoying the protection. The U.S. should work to overcome the legal and political obstacles to such a multinational system, not the least of which is the concern surrounding technology transfer. The U.S. should entreat Russia to become a fully integrated partner in the BMDS, just as have nations such as Japan. However, the U.S. must be prepared to go it alone on space-based missile defenses. Even then, the U.S. should operate the system transparently, perhaps with the permanent presence of multinational (particularly Russian and perhaps even Chinese) observers in the system's operations center. The U.S. could further show good faith by reducing its nuclear arsenal below even the thresholds set in the new START treaty, while still maintaining a viable nuclear deterrent for as long as other nations have such weapons. The cost savings achieved by reducing the U.S. nuclear deterrent to the minimum credible level might even offset the expenditures required to field space-based missile defenses, and to enhance surface-based interceptors, as well. Conclusion Space-based missile defenses represent no threat to the strategic arsenals of Russia or other major nuclear weapons states. Surface and, if built, space-based missile defenses will not be destabilizing factors in the relationship between nuclear-armed states, if the U.S. constructively engages the international community as to their purpose and convincingly shows their benefit to all who seek the protection of these systems. Rather, missile defenses will be a key factor--along with diplomacy, counter-proliferation and non-proliferation activities, and verifiable disarmament--in ushering in a world without nuclear weapons. A space-based interceptor system, similar in concept to Brilliant Pebbles, would at last provide a viable boost-phase defense, greatly enhancing the layered defense against ballistic missiles. For all of the protection they could provide, missile defenses alone do not represent a panacea in eliminating the nuclear threat. The U.S. and its partners in peace must continue actions designed to secure nuclear and fissile materials and prevent their use by rogue states and non-state actors in delivery systems other than missiles (e.g. the "suitcase nuke"), and must continue the full range of arms control activities designed to put the nuclear genie fully back in the bottle. Still, the U.S. and its friends would be foolish to forgo the full range of options available to defend themselves while waiting for that great day to arrive. 
Brilliant pebbles is ready to go, no technological barriers

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 

A space-based KEI is designed to hit a ballistic missile in its boost phase, when the warhead(s) has not yet separated from the missile and is most vulnerable, as well as in the midcourseand high-terminal phases. Kinetic kill vehicles would be placed in low-earth orbit, where they would remain until a hostile missile launch was detected. For intercepts in the boost or terminal phases, a kinetic kill vehicle would accelerate out of orbit toward the missile which would be destroyed by direct impact. Midcourse intercepts would occur in space. Over a decade ago, the United States had developed technology for light-weight propulsion units, sensors, computers, and other components of an advanced kill vehicle. This concept, Brilliant Pebbles, consisted of a constellation of about 1000 satellites that combined its own early-warning and tracking capability with high maneuverability to engage attacking ballistic missiles in all phases of their flight trajectory. Each pebble was designed to identify the nature of the attack, which might include up to 200 ballistic missiles; and since it knew its own location and that of all other pebbles, each could calculate an optimum attack strategy from its own perspective and execute an intercept maneuver, while simultaneously informing the other pebbles of its action. This operational concept enabled a robustly viable, testable, operational capability that survived numerous scientific and engineering peer reviews in the 1989-90 time period, including by some groups that were hostile to the idea of missile defense in general, and space-based defenses But the technology was clearly established, supporting the Pentagon’s approved acquisition plan that each of the pebbles would operate autonomously because each carried the equivalent of a Cray-1 computer and could do its own calculations for trajectory and targeting analysis. Each also had its own navigation sensors, allowing it to determine its location and the location of its neighbors – as well as to detect and track the target ballistic missiles and calculate a good approximation of what its neighbors saw.12 These pebbles would act as sensor platforms until all or part of the constellation was authorized to intercept hostile missiles. In fact, their infrared sensors provided the warning and tracking capability needed to alert the Brilliant Pebbles constellation enabling it to intercept ballistic missiles in the boost and subsequent phases of flight. The constellation would provide a redundant, and for some applications, superior capability than the geosynchronous Defense Support Program satellites used since the early 1970s as a key element of the U.S. Early Warning and Tactical Assessment system. Their small size, meanwhile, made them difficult to target, while their relatively low cost made them easy to replace. The autonomy of Brilliant Pebbles in detecting launch and undertaking interception complicated the use of countermeasures against their command and control. And because of the number of Brilliant Pebbles deployed in space, these defenses would have multiple opportunities for interception, thus increasing their chances of a successful intercept in either the boost or midcourse phases, or even high in the earth’s atmosphere during reentry in the terminal phase. These characteristics stand in contrast to the current GMD interceptors which, in the limited numbers presently planned, may not provide more than one independent intercept opportunity. Although there has been no formal program to develop the key technologies further, advances in the commercial, civil and other defense sectors over the past decade will now permit even lighter mass, lower cost, and higher performance than would have been achieved by the 1990-era Brilliant Pebbles technology base. Thus, lighter weight and smarter components can now empower a Brilliant Pebbles interceptor with greater acceleration/velocity making possible boost-phase intercept of even short- and medium-range ballistic missiles. If the necessary investments are made to upgrade Brilliant Pebbles- type technology for the twenty-first century, boost-phase intercept from space will also be feasible against high acceleration ICBMs that would have exceeded the capabilities of the 1990 Brilliant Pebbles.13 And as noted above, the same sensor and kill-vehicle technology can be used for ground- and sea-based interceptors – notably on the VLS-compatible, high-velocity Navy SM-3 interceptor. Reviving and building on the Brilliant Pebbles concept and related technologies is essential for the deployment of effective SBIs, as well as improved interceptors for use in other basing modes, especially at sea. To move forward the United States must identify and exploit programs that were under development more than a decade ago. In other words, we should “go back to the future” as the point of departure for the increasingly robust missile defense that will be needed beyond what was initially planned for deployment in 2004-2005. Our engineers did it before, and can do it again to defeat the growing ballistic missile threat. One feasible option for testing and initial deployment of a revived space-based interceptor system based on Brilliant Pebbles would be to deploy, say, 40 to 120 interceptors for a space-system test bed analogous to the ground- and sea-based test beds. After demonstrating feasibility by testing against missiles of all ranges in all possible phases of their flight, this test bed would have a limited capability and could be expanded to become a fully capable defensive constellation. Based on the fully approved Defense Acquisition Board plan from 1991, an SBI system with as many as 1000 Brilliant Pebbles could be developed, tested, deployed and operated for twenty years with a low-to-moderate risk, event-driven acquisition program for $11 billion in 1990 dollars, or $16 billion when inflated to 2005 dollars.

***Solvency Mechanisms***
BP Mechanism

Brilliant pebble technology is the best- allows for boost-phase as well as mid-course intercept
Dinerman 5 (Taylor Dinerman, September 8 2008, staff writer for The Space Review, “The Bush Administration and Space weapons”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/368/1)
The missile defense problem is generally split into three parts—four, if you count the sensors and command and control separately. Boost phase begins when the enemy missile takes off and ends when it reaches near orbital speed (in the case of an ICBM) or maximum altitude (in the case of shorter range weapons). This is followed by what is termed the mid-course phase, when the warheads are traveling through space towards the target, accompanied in almost every case by decoys. Terminal phase happens when the warheads begin their decent towards the target. At this time, the decoys will have burnt up. The more advanced ones are able to maneuver within certain limits in order to confuse the defenses. It has long be recognized that hitting the missiles in the boost phase, before decoys have been deployed and while the rocket engines are spewing out large amounts of easily detected heat, is ideal. Brilliant Pebbles was the logical evolution of the “Smart Rocks” which was one of the original ideas on which Ronald Reagan’s 1983 “Star Wars” initiative was based. Since Brilliant Pebbles (BP) was canceled in 1993, the Department of Defense has made some limited progress on technology that is directly applicable to space-based boost phase systems. More important has been the ongoing improvements in computer processing power and in the ability of uncooked thermal imagers to detect targets. A 2005 model of a Brilliant Pebble would be smaller and have a better electronic brain than the 1993 one. Not only that, but there are now cheaper and more reliable in-space propulsion systems, such as pulsed plasma thrusters, which would keep the BPs in orbit and operation for far longer than the older version. The 1993, BP had some limited ability to carry out a mid-course intercept and to discriminate between warheads and decoys. In 2005, such capability would be more reliable and the BP spacecraft could actually be networked together to provide far more situational awareness of the space battlefield than is possible using conventional surveillance techniques. The ability to detect and track what is going on in orbit is now the key to space dominance. In the future, it will be necessary to keep an eye on everything inside the Moon’s orbit but, for the moment, militarily useful space goes out to just beyond geosynchronous orbit.  Today, the Bush Administration is pushing forward a missile defense project, variously known as National Missile Defense or Ground-based Missile Defense (GMD). This relies principally on a number of mid-course interceptors, based in Alaska and California, which will use a mixed set of ground, sea, and space-based sensors. It is commanded, at least for now, from NORAD in Colorado, but because Canada has decided to reject cooperation, NORAD, as it is currently structured, is obviously not going to be involved. The GMD system was originally proposed by the Clinton Administration—under pressure from the Republican Congress—to fulfill the hardest part of the mission while, at least nominally, keeping within the limits of the now-defunct ABM Treaty. If the Administration had been holding off on BP-type weapons in the hope that Canada would join the missile defense system, that hope was obviously in vain. The US is now completely free to deploy anything it wants in space, without fear that such acts would offend a close ally. By rejecting cooperation with the US, they have rejected any possible influence on US space operations. Missile defense is just one aspect of a wider issue—that of “space control”, also referred to as “space dominance” or “space supremacy.” This can roughly be defined as “the unhampered ability to use one’s orbiting assets, such as communications, navigation and spy satellites of different types and to prevent the enemy from using his spacecraft, or any ones, he may gain access to, either covertly or commercially.” In practice, this means that the US wants to have the capability of protecting its own satellites and their associated ground systems from attack, and to be able to deny the enemy any advantages he might gain from the use of space. 
Brilliant Pebbles is the most practical solution for effective boost-phase intercept
Hackett 4 ( James Hackett, April 29 2004,  contributing writer to The Washington Times and is based in San Diego, “Missile Defense going astray?”, lexis) 
When it comes to defending the nation, the Bush administration has properly focused on first things first - getting defenses into the field as soon as possible. But now it is spending money on a new program known as KEI - Kinetic Energy Interceptor, under a deeply flawed concept led by a program director who calls himself a missile defense skeptic. For the past three years the Missile Defense Agency has avoided unproven technologies and concentrated on fielding ground-based interceptors - the technology most ready for deployment. That approach has paid off. The first national missile defense interceptors will begin protecting the country in a few months, and sea-based interceptors will be operational on Navy ships next year. These defenses will be improved with block upgrades every two years. But now the Missile Defense Agency is reallocating funds to a new program to develop a high-speed interceptor that is very risky, may not work, will cost an estimated $22 billion and will draw badly needed funds from planned improvements in the initial system. Worst of all, the KEI program is under Terry Little, a former Air Force official who allegedly said at a conference last year he is proud to be a liberal Democrat, missile defense skeptic, and opponent of weapons in space. The KEI program originally was called "boost phase defense," since its goal was to develop an interceptor so fast it can stop a missile in the boost phase. But now the program aspires to use its planned high-speed rocket for all phases of missile defense, replacing two brand-new rockets that have just been developed at considerable expense. The best way to stop a missile is in its boost phase, the first 3 to 5 minutes after launch, when it is burning white hot and moving slowly. Hitting a hot, slow missile is much easier than a fast, cold one. Also, intercepting in the boost phase eliminates any multiple warheads and decoys before they can be released. But boost-phase defense is also the most difficult. Because boost phase lasts only a few minutes, intercepting in that brief time requires being very close to the launch site, instantaneous reactions and a very fast interceptor that can catch its target in seconds. This requires an interceptor twice as fast as any now in existence. But even if such a high-speed rocket can be built, the severe timelines make a boost phase intercept a very formidable task. There is no easy way to reach inland launch sites, except from space. Chinese and Russian sites are unreachable. Iran is a large country, with distant locations. The KEI concept seems to assume North Korea is the only potential threat, and even there a boost phase defense is challenging. The plan is to develop a rocket for use on mobile land launchers or ships. Yet the planned rocket is more than 36 feet tall and would not fit in the Navy's Aegis warships. A main argument for sea-based defense has been to take advantage of the existing fleet of nearly 70 Aegis cruisers and destroyers. The current plan to put SM-3 standard missiles on up to 18 Aegis ships is on schedule. Designing a new interceptor that will not fit on them makes no sense. On the other hand, Japan has offered to share the cost of increasing the size and power of the SM-3 rocket by 50 percent, but not to make it so big it will not fit on Japan's Aegis destroyers. The real danger of the KEI program is the large amount of money it will drain from planned improvements to the national missile defense. A budget spreadsheet by the Missile Defense Agency shows the overall cost of the KEI program at more than $22 billion over 10 years. That leaves little to upgrade the SM-3 interceptor, or for space-based interceptors. Probably the best solution to the challenge of boost phase defense is the "brilliant pebbles" concept developed 17 years ago by Lowell Wood of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. The idea was to put small interceptors in orbit, where some always would be near any launch site. Under Mr. Bush's father, this concept was studied extensively, was found feasible, and much development work was done. Last year, that program was expected to receive $6 billion for further development over the next five years. That amount now has been cut to $843 million, with only $11 million for 2005. At the same time, more than $4.5 billion has been reallocated to the KEI program. This is deja vu. For years, billions were spent on farfetched missile defense schemes that produced no useful results. Now, after finally getting its priorities straight, the Missile Defense Agency is going backward, planning to spend much of its future budget on a badly flawed concept. With the White House and Pentagon preoccupied with Iraq and Afghanistan,Congress must cut spending on this Rube Goldberg scheme, press the Pentagon to reassess its priorities, and use the funds to improve defenses that actually work. 
Brilliant pebbles is the most cost-effective system ever tried—empirics prove our estimates are true

High Frontier 6—the nation's leading non-government authority on missile defense issues including missile defense, arms control, nuclear weapons, and strategic systems (8/14/2006, “Space-Based Missile Defense,” http://highfrontier.org/Archive/hf/, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART) **Diagrams not included
Below is an assessment by one of the Brilliant Pebbles contractors (TRW, now part of Northrop Grumman) of technological capabilities at the beginning of the George W. Bush administration. Thus, today’s technology is several generations more advanced that that flown on Clementine, and could empower even more capable space-based interceptors – which could reach even further into the Earth’s atmosphere to intercept even relatively short-range missiles in their boost phase. Such a modern version of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles constellation would be expected to cost about $16 billion in today’s dollars for development, acquisition and 10-years operation, including the cost of replacing each of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles once. This system could operate autonomously. Its sensors would pick-up the threat rocket as it cleared the clouds after lift-off – independent of DSP or SBIRS-High. And it would independently track the flight trajectory of the boosting rocket and its payload after burnout – and provide this information to other “shooters” in the layered defense, independent of SBIRS-Low. Thus, Brilliant Pebbles would not only provide a capability to intercept attacking ballistic missiles in all their phases of flight, they would support other layers by providing critical tracking information. If these cost estimates could be realized, such a space-based defense system would be the most cost-effective layered defense concept yet considered – by far. The associated timelines for this development activity would be approximately five (5) years, as it was for the original Brilliant Pebbles program. Given the intense 1989 reviews performed by the entire technical community, there is good confidence in these cost estimates and timelines, provided the program is managed effectively. 

Brilliant Pebble tech is already ready to go and with new advances is more cost effective than ever
Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 
A space-based KEI is designed to hit a ballistic missile in its boost or ascent phase, when the warhead(s) has not yet separated from the missile and is most vulnerable. It is also capable of midcourse and high-terminal phase intercepts. Kinetic kill vehicles would be placed in low-earth orbit, where they would remain until a hostile missile launch was detected. For intercepts in the boost or terminal phases, a kinetic kill vehicle would accelerate out of orbit toward the missile which would be destroyed by direct impact. Midcourse intercepts would occur in space. By the early 1990s, the United States had developed technology for lightweight propulsion units, sensors, computers, and other components of an advanced kill vehicle. This concept, Brilliant Pebbles, consisted of a constellation of about 1,000 interceptors that combined their own early-warning and tracking capability with high maneuverability to engage attacking ballistic missiles in all phases of their flight trajectory. Each interceptor, or “pebble,” was designed to identify the nature of the attack, which might include up to 200 ballistic missile warheads, based on a defense that included 1,000 “brilliant pebbles;” and since it knew its own location and that of all other pebbles, each could calculate an optimum attack strategy from its own perspective and execute an intercept maneuver, while simultaneously informing the other pebbles of its action. This operational concept enabled a robustly viable, testable, operational capability that survived numerous scientific and engineering peer reviews in the 1989-90 time period, including by some groups that were hostile to the idea of missile defense in general, and spacebased defenses in particular. Still, because of persistent policy preferences, the opposition eventually gained the upper hand politically, and the program, which had been formally approved by the Pentagon’s acquisition authorities, was curtailed by Congress in 1991 and 1992 and then cancelled by the Clinton administration. 14 But the technology was clearly established, supporting the Pentagon’s approved acquisition plan that each of the pebbles would operate autonomously because each carried the equivalent of a Cray-1 computer and could perform its own calculations for trajectory and targeting analysis. Each also had its own navigation sensors, allowing it to determine its location and the location of its neighbors – as well as to detect and track the target ballistic missiles and calculate a good approximation of what its neighbors saw. 15 These pebbles would act as sensor platforms until all or part of the constellation was authorized to intercept hostile missiles. In fact, their infrared sensors provided the warning and tracking capability needed to alert the Brilliant Pebbles constellation, enabling it to intercept ballistic missiles in the boost and subsequent phases of flight. The constellation would provide a redundant and, for some applications, superior capability to the geosynchronous Defense Support Program satellites used since the early 1970s as a key element of the U.S. Early Warning and Tactical Assessment system. Their small size, meanwhile, made them difficult to target, while their relatively low cost made them easy to replace  The autonomy of Brilliant Pebbles interceptors in detecting launch and undertaking interception complicated the use of countermeasures against their command and control. And because of the number of interceptors deployed in space, these defenses would have multiple opportunities for interception, thus increasing their chances of a successful intercept in either the boost or midcourse phase, or even high in the Earth’s atmosphere during reentry in the terminal phase. These characteristics stand in contrast to the current GMD interceptors, which may not provide more than one independent intercept opportunity. Although the Brilliant Pebbles program was terminated in the early 1990s, advances in the commercial, civil, and other defense sectors since that time would now permit even lighter mass, lower cost, and higher performance than would have been achieved by the 1990-era technology base. Thus, lighter weight and smarter components could now empower a Brilliant Pebbles interceptor with greater acceleration/velocity, making possible boost-phase intercept of even short- and medium-range ballistic missiles as well as high-acceleration ICBMs, thus surpassing the capabilities of the 1990 Brilliant Pebbles. 16 As noted above, the same sensor and kill-vehicle technology can be used for ground- and sea-based interceptors – notably on the VLS-compatible, high-velocity Navy SM-3 interceptor. Reviving and building on the Brilliant Pebbles concept and related technologies is essential for the deployment of effective SBIs, as well as improved interceptors for use in other basing modes, especially at sea. One feasible option for testing and initial deployment of a revived space-based interceptor system based on Brilliant Pebbles would be to deploy approximately 40 to 120 interceptors for a space-system test bed analogous to the ground- and sea-based test beds. After demonstrating feasibility by testing against missiles of all ranges in all possible phases of their flight, this test bed would have a limited capability and could be expanded to become part of a fully capable defensive constellation. 

The Timeframe for effective Brilliant Pebble tech is three to five years 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
 Several missile defense implications and recommendations were discussed by the members of Panel II. They include the testing and deployment of sea-based, space-based, and airbased defenses in a missile defense architecture that includes, but moves beyond, the initial deployment of the ground-based missile defense (GMD) presently under way. This encompasses the updating of Brilliant Pebbles technology that was successfully demonstrated in the early 1990s to create a space-based kinetic energy missile defense that could be deployed in the next three to five years. It also includes continued research of directed-energy weapons technologies for applications in space and on aircraft. A robust missile defense based on the requirements set forth in the Cornerstone Paper would place increased emphasis on the deployment of sea-based defenses utilizing current technology as quickly as possible, together with ongoing improvements in revived Brilliant Pebbles technology. 
MAD Fails in the 21st century – The US needs brilliant pebbles to protect itself
May 7/7 (Clifford D. May is the President of the Foundation for Defense of Democracies. He also is the chairman of the policy committee of the Committee on the Present Danger (CPD), an international, non-partisan organization based in Washington D.C. A veteran news reporter, foreign correspondent and editor (at The New York Times and other publications), he has covered stories in more than two dozen countries,  In 2006 he was appointed an advisor to the Iraq Study Group (Baker-Hamilton Commission) of the United States Institute of Peace, “MAD not a 21st century answer”  July 7, 2011 Thursday, Lexis Nexis)

On June 28, Iran's rulers test-fired 14 ballistic missiles, including long- and medium-range Shahab missiles and short-range Zelzal missiles. Also, their new and improved centrifuges are turning out more enriched uranium for nuclear weapons. In addition, departing Defense Secretary Robert Gates noted last month that North Korea's nuclear weapons and missile development "now constitutes a direct threat to the United States " They are developing a road-mobile ICBM (intercontinental ballistic missile) " It's a huge problem." For national security experts, these developments raise a list of questions. For the rest of us, they should raise just two: Do Iran and North Korea represent threats we should take seriously? The answer, clearly, is yes. Are we building the missile defense system we need to protect America against these threats? The answer, just as clearly, is no. To understand how this situation has come, recall a little history. During the Cold War, the U.S. adopted a strategic doctrine called MAD, for Mutually Assured Destruction. The logic behind it: So long as we were vulnerable to missile attack by the Soviets, and so long as the Soviets were vulnerable to missile attack by us, neither side would benefit by attacking first. Veterans of the Cold War, still influential in the Obama administration, believe that if this kind of deterrence worked then, it can work now. The current occupants of the Kremlin go further. They claim it is insulting for Americans and Europeans to attempt to protect themselves from the possibility of an Iranian or North Korean missile attack by building a missile defense system that one day may be robust enough also to thwart a Russian missile attack. "If NATO wants to reduce tension with Russia," Dmitry Rogozin, Russia's ambassador to NATO recently said, "it should cancel the missile defense project. We have always criticized these plans as deeply anti-Russian." Missile defense advocates counter that MAD is an idea whose time has come and gone. The regime that rules Iran appears to view nuclear weapons and missile development as its highest priority, worth the pain being inflicted by a growing catalogue of international sanctions. It proclaims that "a world without American ... is attainable." More than a few of Iran's rulers hold the theological conviction that the return of the Mahdi, the savior, can be brought about only by an apocalypse. As scholar Bernard Lewis has phrased it, for those share the views of Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, "mutually assured destruction is not a deterrent. It's an inducement." Two years ago, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said that the U.S. should create a missile defense "umbrella" that would protect not only American citizens at home and American forces abroad but also America's allies. But such a project is not in development. And some say, given the state of the economy, we can't afford it now. Three reasons I disagree: - 1. If just one American city should be hit by just one missile, the cost - not merely in dollars - will be far greater than that any missile defense system being contemplated. - 2. The rationale for building nuclear-armed ballistic missiles disappears if it is clear the U.S. has both the will and a way to prevent those weapons from reaching their targets. - 3. The cost need not be exorbitant. Our missile defense architecture is made up of various systems. Some can be cut. My top candidate is MEADS, the Medium Extended Air Defense System, now a decade behind schedule and more than a billion dollars over budget. The Pentagon recently concluded that MEADS "will not meet U.S. requirements or address the current and emerging threat without extensive and costly modifications." MEADS is being built in cooperation with the Germans and the Italians - neither still sees it as good value. But count me among those who strongly support developing a layer of missile defense in space utilizing "brilliant pebbles," space-based interceptors the size of watermelons that would be fired into the orbital path of a long-range missile causing a collision that would destroy the missile. The President's advisors oppose space-based missile defense. They charge that deploying such a system would "militarize" space. I think they have it backwards: Such a system would prevent missiles from passing through space on their way to their intended victims. Shouldn't that be the definition of de-militarizing space? 
BP was viable in the 90’s, and would be the optimal starting point for SMD
Kleinberg 11 (Howard Kleinberg, March 1 2011, formerly a Research Analyst at the George C. Marshall Institute, “A Global Missile Defense ‘Network’: terrestrial High-Energy Lasers And Aerospace mirrors Part 1 of 2”, http://www.faqs.org/periodicals/201103/2305177921.html) 
Brilliant Pebbles. The original space-based kinetic -energykill weapon, Brilliant Pebbles was a critical component of the Reagan administration's strategic defense initiative program in the 1980s. Indeed, Brilliant Pebbles was by far the most mature of all the SDI weapon programs, and was ready for RDT&E as a déployable weapon system, back in that era. It was to have been deployed in large numbers in LEO to defend against Soviet ICBMs in their boost and midcourse flight phases, with some terminal phase capability inherent in the system, as well. Contrary to popular misconceptions both then and now, the technologies underlying BP were entirely viable at that time, as was proven in the Clementine I lunar-orbiter and ASTRID flight test programs of the early 1990s. The original cost to deploy 1,000 interceptors was slated to be $11 billion in 1989 dollars; this figure would be $16.4 billion today. A constellation of this size is estimated large-scale ICBM attack from Russia. The salient point of the Brilliant Pebbles legacy is that all of the relevant technologies for kinetic -energy SB-BMD were viable and fly able in the 1990s, some 20 years ago, and were ready for several years before that. The debate over the viability of a space-based BMD system was also effectively ended in the affirmative, that long ago. As Brilliant Pebbles' creators point out, producing such a defense today would only require the 'resurrection' of itstechnologies. Indeed, the relevant avionics, sensors and guidance algorithms have leapt ahead by some 5 generations or more since the original development work in the early 1 990s, at least in the form of the current generation of U.S. ground-based KE BMD weapons. Brilliant Pebbles-like weapons would form the optimal basis for a first generation of U.S. space-based missile-defense systems, according to Pfaltzgraff and Van Cleave. 

BP is the best solution, can take out missiles in all three flight phases, it also is more cost effective than other alternatives and current MD
IFPA 9 (IFPA, 2009,  Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Frequently Asked Questions about Ballistic Missile Defense”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/FAQ-bmd.pdf) 
Developed twenty years ago, Brilliant Pebbles is a space-based missile defense system that was designed to consist of 1,000 small satellites in low-Earth orbit, capable of destroying as many as 200 nuclear warheads. Weighing only 45 kilograms, each Brilliant Pebble platform would detect, track and intercept hostile missiles within its field of view. Sensors on the Brilliant Pebble would detect and locate the origin of a ballistic missile(s) launch and immediately begin tracking it. Each Pebble platform would know the location of all the other Pebbles, and calculate which was in the optimal position to intercept a given missile—and that Pebble would engage the missile, informing the rest of the constellation of this action. Thus, no potentially vulnerable central, single-point failure command post would be needed in order to attain high effectiveness. The Pebbles would follow the entire path of attacking missiles, employing this battle management approach. Intercepts could occur in the boost phase, as the missile was rising from its launch pad, or later as the warhead was in midcourse flight in space, or as it was re-entering the atmosphere and approaching the target during the terminal phase. Thus, the Brilliant Pebbles constellation was actually a layered defense affording multiple opportunities for missile/warhead interception and destruction in all three phases of a missile/warhead’s flight. It was determined in thorough reviews, both inside and out of government, in 1989 and 1990 that the Brilliant Pebbles concept was the most efficient and reliable method of intercepting ballistic missiles/warheads. For example, Brilliant Pebbles survived numerous scientific and engineering peer reviews, including analyses by some groups hostile to space-based missile defenses, and intensive “red team” study against advanced offensive countermeasures. These reviews concluded that there were “no show shoppers” to developing and deploying Brilliant Pebbles. Utilizing off-the-shelf commercial technology, the production, launch, and operational costs of a Brilliant Pebbles constellation would have been much lower compared to alternative means of missile defense against a similar size threat (i.e., 200 warheads). The 1989 formal Department of Defense (DOD) cost estimate to develop, test, deploy, and operate a 1,000 Brilliant Pebbles was $11 billion—or $19 billion in 2010 dollars. This figure should be compared to the total expenditure of $30.7 billion for the current Ground-based Midcourse Defense system (described in Question 3), which has the capability to intercept only a few hostile missiles. Deployment of a 21st-century version of 1,000 Brilliant Pebbles would pose no major cost or other issues with regard to launch capabilities. Launch costs in 1989 were estimated to be approximately $1 billion. The United States would not need to use rockets especially designed for the launch of Brilliant Pebbles. Instead, we could utilize existing Delta or Atlas rockets to boost 1,000 Brilliant Pebbles platforms into orbit. A single rocket of either type would be capable of launching over a hundred individual question Brilliant Pebble platforms. It is important to point this out because there have been erroneous assessments of launch costs based on incorrect data about the weight of Brilliant Pebbles platforms and the number of Brilliant Pebbles that would be placed in space. These faulty data points led to mistaken launch cost estimates and the inaccurate conclusion that we would need to increase our annual space launch capacity by five to ten times in order to deploy Brilliant Pebbles. A 21st-century version of Brilliant Pebbles would be much more capable and possibly weigh even less—hence lowering launch costs—given the considerable technological and miniaturization advances of the last two decades that would be available today. 
Brilliant pebbles are the most efficient way to defend against nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons

Canavan et al. 09 ( 2009 Report, Gregory H. Canavan Ph.D director of the Office of Inertial Fusion and special assistant to the chief of staff at the Department of Energy, Missilethreat.com- Project of the Claremont Institute “ Brilliant Pebbles” http://www.missilethreat.com/missiledefensesystems/id.13/system_detail.asp SG)

Brilliant Pebbles, the top anti-missile program of the Reagan and the first Bush administrations, was an attempt to deploy a 4,000-satellite constellation in low-Earth orbit that would fire high-velocity, watermelon-sized projectiles at long-range ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the world. Although the program was eliminated by the Clinton Administration, the concept of Brilliant Pebbles remains among the most effective means of ballistic missile defense.   In the early 1980s, scientists Edward Teller, Lowell Wood, and Gregory Canavan began gaming out a new missile defense concept known as “Smart Rocks” at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in California. Smart Rocks involved deploying thousands of tiny rocket-propelled canisters in orbit, each capable of ramming itself into an incoming ballistic missile. Following their initial war games, Teller, Wood, and Canavan successfully persuaded President Ronald Reagan that a robust constellation of Smart Rocks interceptors would provide a strong defense against nuclear attack.   On March 23, 1983, Reagan announced his bold vision for an impenetrable missile defense shield that would render nuclear warheads impotent and obsolete: “I call upon the scientific community in this country, who gave us nuclear weapons, to turn their great talents to the cause of mankind and world peace.” From the very beginning, Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) viewed space-based weapons such as X-ray lasers, chemical lasers, particle-beam weapons, and kinetic kill vehicles as the best way to destroy large numbers of incoming Soviet warheads.   Smart Rocks was upgraded in 1988 and renamed “Brilliant Pebbles.” In addition to eliminating incoming nuclear warheads, each component of the 4,000-satellite constellation was designed to protect U.S. space-based assets, attack its Soviet counterparts, or sacrifice itself in a one-time spy mission. The interceptor satellites would be controlled from the ground, but would also have the ability to communicate among themselves and attack their targets autonomously. At a projected cost of $11 billion for the first 1,000 interceptors, Brilliant Pebbles presented a cost-efficient means of countering the Soviet menace.   Brilliant Pebbles made significant progress between 1988 and 1990, and received enthusiastic support from the Bush I Administration. Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney referred to Brilliant Pebbles as the White House’s “number one project,” and the program received generous funding even as other SDI initiatives were phased out. In March 1990, George Monahan, Director of SDI, announced that Brilliant Pebbles would be the first-deployed U.S. missile defense system. His successor, Henry F. Cooper, streamlined the Brilliant Pebbles contractor team to two companies, TRW-Hughes and Martin Marietta, and lobbied aggressively on Capitol Hill for more funding and support.   In 1991, following several years of inner turmoil, the Soviet Union imploded. Despite the end of the Cold War, Brilliant Pebbles remained an essential part of the U.S. missile defense architecture. That same year, computer simulations demonstrated that, if it had been deployed during the Persian Gulf War, Brilliant Pebbles would have shot down every Scud missile launched by Saddam Hussein, including the salvo attack on Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. Following the Middle East crisis, Brilliant Pebbles was enhanced to give its interceptors the ability to swoop down into the atmosphere, thus improving its overall effectiveness against Scuds and cruise missiles.   In 1993, however, the Clinton Administration delivered a severe blow to U.S. missile defense by systematically eliminating Brilliant Pebbles through a series of budget cuts. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin stated his objective as “taking the star out of Star Wars.” The Administration did more than just that: it slashed missile defense funding across the board and replaced SDI with the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO). Yet the technology itself would continue to be tested, for a short time: one year later, NASA launched a deep-space probe known as “Clementine,” which had been built using first-generation Brilliant Pebbles technology. Clementine successfully mapped the entire surface of the Moon. The mission, which cost $80 million, effectively “space qualified” Brilliant Pebbles’ hardware. All the same, no steps were taken by the Clinton Administration to resurrect the program.   Brilliant Pebbles remained on the shelf and out of the public eye until 2002, when President George W. Bush withdrew the U.S. from the 1972 ABM Treaty. At first, many believed that Bush II planned to resurrect Brilliant Pebbles, which had been the focus of his father’s anti-missile program. Instead, the Missile Defense Agency (BMDO’s successor) concentrated its efforts on “hit-to-kill” ground-based defenses, such as the 20 interceptors that will be deployed at Fort Greely in Alaska and Vandenberg Air Force Base in California in late 2004. Little attention was paid to space-based defenses, although MDA’s Near Field Infrared Experiment (NFIRE), scheduled for launch in the summer of 2004, recently shifted the national debate back to Brilliant Pebbles-like interceptors.   In any event, the concept of Brilliant Pebbles remains among the most efficient and cost-effective means of defending the U.S. against nuclear, chemical, and biological warheads.  
Brilliant pebbles are the most effective way to strike down missiles and also kill Scuds or act as spies

Hoffman 2 (September 10 2002, Ian Hoffman staff writer for Oakland Tribune “Another Version of Star Wars Looms” http://users.erols.com/hifront/OaklandTribune9-10-02.htm SG)
The scientific fathers of Brilliant Pebbles say the Bush administration is considering revival of their Cold War-era plan for sending swarms of missile-killing minisatellites into Earth orbit -- and perhaps sharing control of the defense with Russia and the rest of the free world. Lawrence Livermore lab's Lowell Wood and Los Alamos lab's Gregory Canavan, the missile-defense theorists who with H-bomb father Edward Teller conceived Brilliant Pebbles in a series of 1986 war games, say their invention is ready for engineering into a prototype for tests in space.  "At the present time," Wood told missile-defense critics in late spring, "it's an option laying in front of the national leadership with respect to ballistic missile defense applications."  Senate Democratic leaders have signaled profound unease at the notion of posting weapons in orbit.  Canavan suggests the Bush administration is waiting for a more sympathetic political environment. "I think it all turns on the (midterm) elections," Canavan said. "If the Republicans can regain the Senate, then they'll see an opening. The guy who's seen all the ins and outs and who's ready to move as soon as he sees light of day is (Defense Secretary Donald) Rumsfeld."  Brilliant Pebbles originally was designed for the Armageddon scenario of a Soviet strike with thousands of nuclear warheads, perhaps preceded by a disabling assault on any American defenses. After the Scud attacks of the Gulf War, however, Wood told scientists and students at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, pebbles were modified so they now can swoop down into the atmosphere and kill Scuds, perhaps even cruise missiles.  Pebbles, Wood said, also can act as bodyguards for high-value U.S. satellites, inspect or attack other satellites and sacrifice themselves in one-time spy missions.  Arrayed by the hundreds in two layers of space, the pebbles were hardened against nuclear blasts and lesser assaults. All or part of the constellation would be activated on human command, then the satellites would talk among themselves, size up likely targets and autonomously fire themselves one by one, like self-directed bullets, at enemy missiles. When tensions eased, U.S. military commanders would rescind "weapons release," and the pebbles would cease their attack.  Brilliant Pebbles is so effective, Wood said, that he and Teller, his mentor at Livermore, endorse internationalizing control of the entire anti-missile constellation, or at least handing the encrypted control keys to the Russian Federation and any country with a democratically elected legislature. Senior national-security aides in the Bush administration are weighing the idea, Wood said.  If so, the deliberations are closely held at the Pentagon. "I haven't heard anything about Brilliant Pebbles coming back, ever," said Maj. Cathy Reardon, a spokeswoman for the U.S. Missile Defense Agency.  Despite withdrawing from a 1972 Soviet-U.S. treaty that forbids such a defense system, President George W. Bush and the Pentagon haven't shown discernible public enthusiasm for Brilliant Pebbles.  The Missile Defense Agency proposes to spend $54 million next year on unspecified "kinetic-energy kill vehicles" for space, out of more than $6.7 billion for missile defense. The budget for space-based interceptors is projected to nearly double by 2005, when the Pentagon plans a first flight test. By comparison, MDA is seeking $634 million for competing directed-energy weapons, predominantly the Airborne Laser mounted on an airliner and a less-defined Space-Based Laser.  Longtime admirers of Brilliant Pebbles say they expected a warmer embrace by the new administration. In the early 1990s, after all, then-Defense Secretary Dick Cheney called Brilliant Pebbles the "No. 1 project" for the first Bush administration, and it was funded generously even as more exotic schemes from President Ronald Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative, or Star Wars program, were dropped.  But Brilliant Pebbles hasn't received any money since Clinton Defense Secretary Les Aspin announced in 1993 that he was "taking the star out of Star Wars." The Bush administration in effect has continued on the same course as the Clinton administration, by keeping its primary missile-defense thrust in "hit-to-kill" interceptors mounted on fast ground-based rockets, to be deployed initially in Alaska.  "The decision was to go with hit-to-kill technology in the last administration and to go on with that now," said Pam Bain of the Missile Defense Agency. "There are only so much resources."  Despite the optimism of Brilliant Pebbles' inventors, Bain added, putting hundreds of interceptors in space "is a decision for the secretary of defense and the president, but there has not been a decision to do that."  One of Brilliant Pebbles' leading promoters in Washington, D.C., confesses to frustration. "I haven't seen anyone in the administration speak out for Pebbles yet," said a wistful Henry Cooper, chairman of High Frontier, a Washington, D.C., nonprofit devoted to missile defenses, particularly in space.  "If there is a serious program to revive Brilliant Pebbles, I know nothing about it, and I'm doing everything I can to revive such a program," he said. At a cost of roughly $10 billion, Cooper said, Brilliant Pebbles remains the most mature, economical global defense for knocking down missiles while their rockets are still aflame and their warheads are most vulnerable.   

No technical difficulties- study proves we’ve had them since the 90’s

Baucom 4 (Summer 2004, Donal R. Baucom is the historian of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, popularly known as “Star Wars, he taught history and strategy at the Academy and the Air War College and has directed the Air Power Research Institute “The Rise and Fall of Brilliant Pebbles” The Journal of Social, Political, and Economic Studies Volume 29 Number 2 SG)
As these presidential instructions were being formulated, General  Monahan was developing his own plans to evaluate Brilliant Pebbles. By  May 1989, these plans included two technical feasibility studies by  outside advisers, a Red/Blue evaluation to judge how well BP would deal  with Soviet countermeasures, and a “bottom up” cost estimate.25  Monahan had also developed a plan for getting his acquisition strat-  egy approved by the DAB. Central to this plan was integrating the work  being done on Brilliant Pebbles with “the on-going and planned  activities of other SDI elements, especially SSTS and SBI.” This would  be accomplished through a fifth evaluation of the space-based compo-  nent of the SDI architecture that would get under way in September  1989. By this time, the other evaluations of BP were to be completed;  and their results would be assimilated into the September study. Then,  in the late fall, SDIO would present the results of the September  evaluation for approval by the DAB. Once the DAB accepted SDIO’s  plans, the Air Force would execute the approved space-based program  in conjunction with Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. Monahan  had hoped to win approval for this approach during an 8 May 1989 DAB  review,26 which never occurred. Nevertheless, Monahan forged ahead  with his plans.  One of the technical feasibility studies was conducted by JASON, a  group of America’s top scientists, who worked under the aegis of  MITRE Corporation and advised government agencies on defense and  other technical issues. This study was conducted during June and July of  1989 and focused on the technical feasibility of BP’s component  technology and of the battle management command, control and  communications (BMC3) system that was to be used with BP. In the  process, the JASONs examined other interceptor concepts for compari-  son purposes.27 In the Pentagon, it is common for the leader of a major study or his  surrogate to brief the sponsoring agency on the findings of that study.  On 23 August 1989, Dr. John M. Cornwall, a physicist from Cornell  University and leader of the JASON BP review, briefed General  Monahan and key members of missile defense community. He reviewed  the strong points of the BP concept, which included the proliferation of  the interceptors and their autonomous operation. He also noted that the  concept was based on conservative technologies that had already been  developed in large measure through the work of the military services,  SDIO, and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. The bottom line  in the JASONs findings was that there were no technological “show-  stoppers” or fatal flaws in the BP concept. Moreover, he continued, the  Brilliant Pebbles interceptor could probably be produced using current  technology, although a better BP interceptor could be produced with  technologies that were just a couple of years downstream.28  The general points Cornwall made in his briefing were detailed in  the written report filed by the JASONs on 3 October 1989. This report  stated that  research on lightweight proliferated, autonomous kinetic-kill intercep-  tors using near-term and maturing technology deserves continuing  support. It will be essential to avoid either excessive conservatism or  excessive optimism in choosing which technologies to support; near-  term but not off-the-shelf technologies may be mission-critical. 
Only cost up to 4 billion dollars

Canavan 1 ( 2001, Gregory H. Canavan Ph.D director of the Office of Inertial Fusion and special assistant to the chief of staff at the Department of Energy,  “Space-Based Missile Defense: Has It’s Time Come?” SG)

Let me say a word about constellation-size versus time-delay.  The time delay is  the delay for the release of the interceptor (ground-based or space-based) after you detect  liftoff of the missile. With current missile defense systems, that release time is at a  minimum – some tens of seconds. In actual point of fact, it would be more like a minute;  with future faster-cycling missile defense systems, that time could be much shorter.    The point is that while constellations might be in the range of 50 or 100, you  could get off without being degraded too badly if you could get release-delay times on  the order of a minute.  If, on the other hand, your delay times are on the order of two  minutes or three minutes, you waste too much of the time before you release your  interceptor and there is not enough time left to fly out. Make no bones about it, if you  want to operate in the boost phase, you have to operate fast.  You cannot tolerate big  delays.  The other sensitive issue is range versus interceptor maximum velocity.  If the  interceptor maximum velocity gets up to about 6 km per second, as we did with the first  Brilliant Pebbles, you can only get missiles out to an effective range of about 700 km,  because you can’t accelerate and take advantage of higher velocities.  For higher-  acceleration interceptors, you can take advantage of much higher velocities. Recently, the  use of solid engines will get you an average of 20 Gs, although you don’t really need  anything like that for ICBMs.  You need that for very short-run theater rockets but not  necessarily for ICBMs.    Finally, there is the question of cost. Taking the average cost per interceptor and  multiplying it times the constellation size, you can get the total cost to handle a single  shot and a single launch.  For a system that is what I would call “current performance”  and velocities on the order of 6 km per second or so, one would pay somewhere in the  range of .05 to .1 billion dollars.  That sounds like such a wonderful deal, but you do have  to take into account the fact that you don’t shoot just one interceptor; you’d probably  shoot two, so that you have a 99% rather than a 90% probability of intercept.  And in  order to have a margin against expected threats, you should probably be in a position to  go against five missiles simultaneously launched.  That moves things up by a factor of  ten, and you wind up with a boost-phase layer which would cost on the order of four  billion dollars for stuff in orbit.  This actually still seems sort of cheap.  Theater defense  is only cheaper by a factor of three or four than the strategic systems and its much larger  absentee ratios take away much of the advantage of the smaller launch.  A word about the Kinetic Kill Vehicle (KKV).  The lightweight KKV that was  developed back during the Brilliant Pebble program had attributes that would be very  useful for other phases of engagement.  It had all the sensors needed to do intercepts, and  it had Lidar (light detecting and ranging) on board, which makes the endgame much less  noisy (in terms of signal-to-noise) than the optical systems in theatre and ground-based  interceptors.   The BP actually had a very nice front end.  Part of the reason that it got in trouble  was that they found it very difficult to build a booster that could throw the 100 kg EKV  (exo-atmospheric kill vehicle).  Having a lighter EKV would enable you to get more  performance out of the given booster, and would also enable you to throw multiple  interceptors on each booster.  Then you don’t have to turn yourself inside out trying to  precisely discriminate decoys that have very little signature, or differential signature.   Because you can either go to infinite precision and cost trying to do that; or you can say,  if I can come up with a kill package that weighs four or five kilograms, I can afford to kill  10, 20, 30 and forget all this subtle discrimination stuff. I have worked on this discrimination for forty years and I am very good at the  math and I dearly love it. But at the same time, there’s a lot to be said for putting yourself  in a position where you can kill everything.  Elegance has its limits.  If you want to kill everything, then the lighter your kill vehicle, the smaller the  decoy you can engage on a cost-efficient basis – say, four or five kilograms. Lower than  that, you don’t care that much:  the benefits of going to zero are not that impressive just  for a space-based interceptor.  If instead of having a five kilogram BP, you have a one  kilogram BP, then you can start killing balloons at that rate. 
Brilliant pebbles handle rogue states and accidental launch all in one

Canavan 1 ( 2001, Gregory H. Canavan Ph.D director of the Office of Inertial Fusion and special assistant to the chief of staff at the Department of Energy,  “Space-Based Missile Defense: Has It’s Time Come?” SG)

Q: How do these issues relate to limited defense against rogue states and accidental  launches?  Canavan: An ICBM is an ICBM.  Whether you’re going after a rogue state or an  accidental Chinese or Russian launch, it’s still the same set of space-based interceptors or  Brilliant Pebbles to do the job.  You don’t have to develop a different set of interceptors  for rogue and for strategic launches, which I think is an important advantage.    
We have the tech- its only a question of commitment

Canavan 1 ( 2001, Gregory H. Canavan Ph.D director of the Office of Inertial Fusion and special assistant to the chief of staff at the Department of Energy,  “Space-Based Missile Defense: Has It’s Time Come?” SG)

Q:  I get the impression that the Brilliant Pebble technology is more mature than I had  realized.   Canavan: In 1992 we were arguably two years from the end of engineering and  manufacturing development. Today, if you wanted to deploy the system in four years,  you could do that comfortably.  There is nothing magic here.  If we wanted to deploy  land-based or sea-based NMD in four years, we could do it.  It’s not a matter of can or  can’t, as my old coach said – it’s a matter of will or won’t.
We have the tech- its only a question of commitment

Canavan 9 ( January 29, 2009 Gregory H. Canavan Ph.D director of the Office of Inertial Fusion and special assistant to the chief of staff at the Department of Energy,  “The Technical Feasibility of Missile Defense” http://ezinearticles.com/?The-Technical-Feasibility-of-Missile-Defense&id=1937518 SG)
In the 1980s, the goal was to show that a new technology-non-nuclear kinetic space-based interceptors, often called Brilliant Pebbles-could defeat an armada of Soviet missiles, decoys, and other enemy countermeasures. Brilliant Pebbles showed great promise. On June 10, 1984, in a flight test that was part of the Homing Overlay Experiment, a kinetic kill vehicle successfully intercepted a reentry vehicle (warhead) from an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM). Because Brilliant Pebbles would intercept missiles in boost phase, they were relatively insensitive to decoys. However, Brilliant Pebbles was not developed. The fundamental opposition to the technology was philosophical and political, not based on technical feasibility. The challenge of the 1990s, after the Iraqi short-range Scud missile attacks during Operation Desert Storm, was to show that interceptors on trucks and ships could defend troops in the field. This was demonstrated by the successful development of land-based and seabased interceptors. In addition, the Aegis Standard Missile intercept of a decaying surveillance satellite in 2008 showed that interceptors are not sensitive to target altitude or speed, so it is valid to combine theater and strategic missile intercepts in determining the overall effectiveness of missile defense systems. Interceptors have been tested successfully more than 30 times. In the mid-1990s, National Missile Defense (NMD) was stimulated by North Korea's launch of an intercontinental range missile. NMD was based on deployments of the ground-based interceptors, in compliance with the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, that had been designed to complement Brilliant Pebbles. National Missile Defense, however, could not meet projected threats, so it was not deployed. The challenge of this decade has been to show that these systems can negate rogue intercontinental missiles. This led to the groundbased missile defense program. The ground-based system has been successful in six of seven tests, not including two non-launches and a target missile failure. The test in September 2007 used largely operational components in other systems that would actually be used to shoot down real missile threats. Indeed, the current deployment of 30 interceptors in Alaska could effectively engage a few missiles out of North Korea. With more interceptors, it could address larger numbers of missiles from that area. With extensions of its sensors, it could protect troops and allies in other regions as well. There are questions about whether ground-based defenses can deal with the threat of multiple decoys. There are effective defenses against current decoys, but these threats are unlikely to remain static. However, potential defensive developments in advanced concepts for discrimination offer more robust means of sorting real reentry vehicles from the decoys. Such defensive concepts have not been a priority in this decade's programs, so they are still immature, but they could mature by the time enemies try to field more sophisticated decoys. Each of these systems has proved to be technically feasible, but only about half were successful relative to their threats. Nike and Safeguard could not handle the large threats for which they were designed. Next-generation interceptors demonstrated the ability to hit but not the desired ability to discriminate between warheads and decoys. Brilliant Pebbles appeared to be the one system with the ability to address large attacks, but it lacked political support. Theater missile defense systems ultimately achieved good performance against the limited threats.  Article Source: http://EzineArticles.com/1937518  
The industry can produce, deploy, and operate brilliant pebbles technology

Cooper 01-(Henry F. a Ph.D. engineer, was the director of the Strategic Defense Initiative during the Bush administration, “Why Not Space-Based Missile Defense?” The Wall Street Journal, 7 May 2001. http://www.highfrontier.org/Highfrontier/main/about/WSJ-Why%20Not%20Space-Based%20MIssile%20Defense.htm
The undeniable scientific fact is that the Pebbles technology was mature in 1991 -- as the Clementine mission to the moon so clearly demonstrated in 1994. We formulated this demonstration in my office immediately after a Senate floor debate in 1992 made abundantly clear congressional leaders were bent on destroying the Pebbles program, and not allowing its testing in Earth orbit. Barely two years later, and for just $80 million, the Clementine deep-space probe successfully space-qualified nearly the entire suite of first-generation Brilliant Pebbles hardware (scavenged from the then-defunct Pebbles program, scuttled by the Clinton administration) and software. The small Clementine team received NASA decorations for mapping the entire surface of the moon for the first time (1.7 million frames of data from 15 miniature sensors) and discovering water at its south pole. NASA Administrator Dan Golden, who had led the TRW Brilliant Pebbles team, premised the U.S. deep-space program on the "faster, cheaper, better" approach pioneered by Clementine. Clementine didn't test the Pebbles propulsion system. But another wing of the Brilliant Pebbles team launched the Astrid rocket system in February 1994 and demonstrated the miniaturized rocket propulsion technology that would enable the extraordinary performance of the Pebbles spacecraft. In the end, all first-generation Pebbles technologies were proven in 1994. Space defense technology has continued to mature without help from the Pentagon's missile-defense programs. For example, industry has demonstrated the wide set of skills necessary to economically produce, deploy and operate large numbers of low-altitude Earth satellites. The $5 billion Iridium satellite telephony system was built upon Brilliant Pebbles technology. It was a financial disaster for its investors, but a fine technical achievement that is now being exploited at low costs by the Pentagon for world-wide communications -- with operating costs comparable to those predicted for the defensive Pebbles constellation.

Brilliant Pebbles is the most effective defense system
Claremont Institue 04-Brilliant Pebbles, http://www.missilethreat.com/missiledefensesystems/id.13/system_detail.asp
Brilliant Pebbles, the top anti-missile program of the Reagan and the first Bush administrations, was an attempt to deploy a 4,000-satellite constellation in low-Earth orbit that would fire high-velocity, watermelon-sized projectiles at long-range ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the world. Although the program was eliminated by the Clinton Administration, the concept of Brilliant Pebbles remains among the most effective means of ballistic missile defense. In the early 1980s, scientists Edward Teller, Lowell Wood, and Gregory Canavan began gaming out a new missile defense concept known as “Smart Rocks” at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in California. Smart Rocks involved deploying thousands of tiny rocket-propelled canisters in orbit, each capable of ramming itself into an incoming ballistic missile. Following their initial war games, Teller, Wood, and Canavan successfully persuaded President Ronald Reagan that a robust constellation of Smart Rocks interceptors would provide a strong defense against nuclear attack. On March 23, 1983, Reagan announced his bold vision for an impenetrable missile defense shield that would render nuclear warheads impotent and obsolete: “I call upon the scientific community in this country, who gave us nuclear weapons, to turn their great talents to the cause of mankind and world peace.” From the very beginning, Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) viewed space-based weapons such as X-ray lasers, chemical lasers, particle-beam weapons, and kinetic kill vehicles as the best way to destroy large numbers of incoming Soviet warheads. Smart Rocks was upgraded in 1988 and renamed “Brilliant Pebbles.” In addition to eliminating incoming nuclear warheads, each component of the 4,000-satellite constellation was designed to protect U.S. space-based assets, attack its Soviet counterparts, or sacrifice itself in a one-time spy mission. The interceptor satellites would be controlled from the ground, but would also have the ability to communicate among themselves and attack their targets autonomously. At a projected cost of $11 billion for the first 1,000 interceptors, Brilliant Pebbles presented a cost-efficient means of countering the Soviet menace. Brilliant Pebbles made significant progress between 1988 and 1990, and received enthusiastic support from the Bush I Administration. Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney referred to Brilliant Pebbles as the White House’s “number one project,” and the program received generous funding even as other SDI initiatives were phased out. In March 1990, George Monahan, Director of SDI, announced that Brilliant Pebbles would be the first-deployed U.S. missile defense system. His successor, Henry F. Cooper, streamlined the Brilliant Pebbles contractor team to two companies, TRW-Hughes and Martin Marietta, and lobbied aggressively on Capitol Hill for more funding and support. In 1991, following several years of inner turmoil, the Soviet Union imploded. Despite the end of the Cold War, Brilliant Pebbles remained an essential part of the U.S. missile defense architecture. That same year, computer simulations demonstrated that, if it had been deployed during the Persian Gulf War, Brilliant Pebbles would have shot down every Scud missile launched by Saddam Hussein, including the salvo attack on Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. Following the Middle East crisis, Brilliant Pebbles was enhanced to give its interceptors the ability to swoop down into the atmosphere, thus improving its overall effectiveness against Scuds and cruise missiles. In 1993, however, the Clinton Administration delivered a severe blow to U.S. missile defense by systematically eliminating Brilliant Pebbles through a series of budget cuts. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin stated his objective as “taking the star out of Star Wars.” The Administration did more than just that: it slashed missile defense funding across the board and replaced SDI with the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO). Yet the technology itself would continue to be tested, for a short time: one year later, NASA launched a deep-space probe known as “Clementine,” which had been built using first-generation Brilliant Pebbles technology. Clementine successfully mapped the entire surface of the Moon. The mission, which cost $80 million, effectively “space qualified” Brilliant Pebbles’ hardware. All the same, no steps were taken by the Clinton Administration to resurrect the program. Brilliant Pebbles remained on the shelf and out of the public eye until 2002, when President George W. Bush withdrew the U.S. from the 1972 ABM Treaty. At first, many believed that Bush II planned to resurrect Brilliant Pebbles, which had been the focus of his father’s anti-missile program. Instead, the Missile Defense Agency (BMDO’s successor) concentrated its efforts on “hit-to-kill” ground-based defenses, such as the 20 interceptors that will be deployed at Fort Greely in Alaska and Vandenberg Air Force Base in California in late 2004. Little attention was paid to space-based defenses, although MDA’s Near Field Infrared Experiment (NFIRE), scheduled for launch in the summer of 2004, recently shifted the national debate back to Brilliant Pebbles-like interceptors. In any event, the concept of Brilliant Pebbles remains among the most efficient and cost-effective means of defending the U.S. against nuclear, chemical, and biological warheads.

Brilliant Pebbles is key for effective missile defense 

Cooper 01-(Henry F. a Ph.D. engineer, was the director of the Strategic Defense Initiative during the Bush administration, “Why Not Space-Based Missile Defense?” The Wall Street Journal, 7 May 2001. http://www.highfrontier.org/Highfrontier/main/about/WSJ-Why%20Not%20Space-Based%20MIssile%20Defense.htm)
This is surprising because a space-based interceptor concept called Brilliant Pebbles was the most effective global-defense concept produced by the $30 billion Reagan-Bush Strategic Defense Initiative. Inherently a layered defense, thousands of small, highly maneuverable satellites were designed to provide multiple shots at attacking missiles in all phases of their flight -- from early in their boost phase when they rise into space, to when they re-enter the atmosphere and approach their targets. Edward Teller first introduced me to this concept in 1988, and my subsequent all-day visit to Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory persuaded me of the potential of the hardware under development. Others also became excited about the first space-based interceptor concept that could more than match an attacker's reactive countermeasures -- a problem that plagues most of today's missile-defense concepts. So promising was the technology that Ronald Reagan used Brilliant Pebbles to justify his veto of the 1989 Defense Authorization Act, because it slashed funding for space-based interceptors. Pebbles received favorable critical reviews from the Pentagon's Defense Science Board, by JASON (a group of physicists who regularly advise the Pentagon), and by other technical groups. These 1988-90 reviews also recommended that other defense concepts exploit Pebbles technology. 
Brilliant Pebbles Technology is here, Clementine mission proves

 Miller 04-(JOHN J. MILLER is the national political reporter for National Review and wall street journal, MAY 24, 2004. The High Ground, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/210768/high-ground/john-j-miller) 

The technical aspects of space may not be as difficult as Kadish suggests. In the first Bush administration, the Pentagon drew up plans for hundreds of mini-satellites, sometimes called “Brilliant Pebbles.” During an ICBM strike, they would shift their orbits into enemy flight paths. The ensuing collision would destroy both the interceptors and their targets. Best of all, say advocates like Cooper, the technology behind Brilliant Pebbles was proven during NASA’s Clementine mission to the moon several years ago. The system would not require starting from scratch.
Status Quo defense fails, brilliant pebbles are the only method to stop missiles in the boost phase

Hackett 04- (James T., Washington Times, April 29, 2004)
The best way to stop a missile is in its boost phase, the first 3 to 5 minutes after launch, when it is burning white hot and moving slowly. Hitting a hot, slow missile is much easier than a fast, cold one. Also, intercepting in the boost phase eliminates any multiple warheads and decoys before they can be released. But boost-phase defense is also the most difficult. Because boost phase lasts only a few minutes, intercepting in that brief time requires being very close to the launch site, instantaneous reactions and a very fast interceptor that can catch its target in seconds. This requires an interceptor twice as fast as any now in existence. But even if such a high-speed rocket can be built, the severe timelines make a boost phase intercept a very formidable task. There is no easy way to reach inland launch sites, except from space. Chinese and Russian sites are unreachable. Iran is a large country, with distant locations. The KEI concept seems to assume North Korea is the only potential threat, and even there a boost phase defense is challenging. The plan is to develop a rocket for use on mobile land launchers or ships. Yet the planned rocket is more than 36 feet tall and would not fit in the Navy's Aegis warships. A main argument for sea-based defense has been to take advantage of the existing fleet of nearly 70 Aegis cruisers and destroyers. The current plan to put SM-3 standard missiles on up to 18 Aegis ships is on schedule. Designing a new interceptor that will not fit on them makes no sense. On the other hand, Japan has offered to share the cost of increasing the size and power of the SM-3 rocket by 50 percent, but not to make it so big it will not fit on Japan's Aegis destroyers. The real danger of the KEI program is the large amount of money it will drain from planned improvements to the national missile defense. A budget spreadsheet by the Missile Defense Agency shows the overall cost of the KEI program at more than $22 billion over 10 years. That leaves little to upgrade the SM-3 interceptor, or for space-based interceptors. Probably the best solution to the challenge of boost phase defense is the "brilliant pebbles" concept developed 17 years ago by Lowell Wood of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. The idea was to put small interceptors in orbit, where some always would be near any launch site. Under Mr. Bush's father, this concept was studied extensively, was found feasible, and much development work was done. Last year, that program was expected to receive $6 billion for further development over the next five years. That amount now has been cut to $843 million, with only $11 million for 2005. At the same time, more than $4.5 billion has been reallocated to the KEI program. This is deja vu. For years, billions were spent on farfetched missile defense schemes that produced no useful results. Now, after finally getting its priorities straight, the Missile Defense Agency is going backward, planning to spend much of its future budget on a badly flawed concept. With the White House and Pentagon preoccupied with Iraq and Afghanistan,Congress must cut spending on this Rube Goldberg scheme, press the Pentagon to reassess its priorities, and use the funds to improve defenses that actually work.
Brilliant Pebbles work and are cost affective

Claremont Institute 06-(Coyle Takes Aim at Brillian Pebbles, July 26,2006, http://www.missilethreat.com/archives/id.406/detail.asp)

Would Brilliant Pebbles work? Coyle does not mention that Brilliant Pebbles had successfully completed its simulation stage and was ready to move to the proof-of-concept, prototype, and performance testing stages when it was effectively starved of funding as the Clinton administration came to power. Nor does he mention that in 1994 NASA launched a deep-space probe mission known as “Clementine,” constructed with first-generation Brilliant Pebbles hardware. The mission, which cost $80 million, effectively “space-qualified” Brilliant Pebbles technology, even though the missile defense program had already been eliminated. Would Brilliant Pebbles be too expensive? The newly released report by the Independent Working Group entitled Missile Defense, the Space Relationship and the Twenty-First Century—the report cited by the UPI piece—puts the total cost of a 1,000-satellite constellation of Brilliant Pebbles at $16 billion, based on the fully approved Defense Acquisition Board plan from 1991. The figure includes the costs of developing, testing, deploying, and operating Brilliant Pebbles over a 20-year period using a low-to-moderate risk, event-driven acquisition schedule. Many would agree that $16 billion dollars is a small price to pay for the protection of the U.S. and its allies from ballistic missile attack and nuclear devastation.
Brilliant Pebbles have low cost and feasibility  

Abrahamson and Cooper 07-(James, Abrahamson and Henry F. Cooper, two of the three SDI Directors from the Reagan and Bush administrations, Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty-First Century,  ttp://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf)

What made the concept of Brilliant Pebbles so convincingly feasible as a workable SBI was that each pebble would be completely autonomous, small, agile, and positioned in orbit 290 kilometers above the earth and hundreds of kilometers apart from neighboring pebbles, thus hard to hit. Each would be about the 8 Donald R. Baucom, “The Rise and Fall of Brilliant Pebbles,” The Journal of Social, Political and Economic Studies, Vol. 29, no. 2 (Summer 200
): 

6-

9. Also, the reference to “smart rocks” is significant in explaining that there was nothing really exotic or mysterious or technically impossible about Brilliant Pebbles, which missile defense opponents kept suggesting, because the military already was far along in developing bombs and cruise missiles that, through sophisticated electronics, could unerringly find and hit targets. By the time of Desert Storm in 
99
, “smart rocks” had become a pop culture term. Brilliant Pebbles was simply another application of proved technology. See Appendix D for the full text of this well-documented history that merits close attention. size of a traditional South Carolina watermelon and weigh between 1.4 and 2.3 kilograms. Each would be housed in a modestsized protective cylinder or “life jacket” providing solar power, communications, surveillance, thermal and altitude controls, navigation and survivability (in all about 102 centimeters long with a total weight about 45 kilograms) until such time as a missile attack. Then the pebble (watermelon) would be armed for combat and shed its covering to go after the attacking missile for a kinetic kill. The pebbles could be so deployed in a powered-up mode for ten to twenty years. Costs would be relatively low because of the use of off-the-shelf commercial technology and mass production techniques.

Laser defense fails, Brilliant pebbles are key

Denny 10- (Bart Denny, Analyst at Camber Corporation, Space Systems Analyst at U.S. Air Force (Civilian), Naval Missile Defense Operations Officer, April 29, 2010, time to revisit space-based missile defense, http://www.bartdenny.com/time-for-space-based.html)
President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) imagined the capability to defeat a massive Soviet attack, with space-based elements forming a core element of the system. While the administration of the elder President Bush scaled the system down, the Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) system would have been able to intercept ballistic missiles in the ballistic phase of flight using small space-based interceptors known as "Brilliant Pebbles." Much of GPALS, notably minus the space-based interceptors, evolved into today's BMDS. In fact, it is striking how much the BMDS looks like GPALS, given the 20 years since the first Bush Administration rolled out the concept. As with the current BMDS, the idea behind GPALS was not to overcome a massive Soviet strike, but instead to defeat an "accidental launch" or an attack from a rogue state. Only space-based missile defenses can provide the coverage and on-station time required of a practical boost phase interceptor. Space-based lasers could provide such a defense, but only chemically fuelled lasers have the power to do so effectively. However, a chemical-laser satellite would be an enormous spacecraft, capable of only a few shots without refueling (look at the ABL, a modified Boeing 747). Given the pluses of space-based defenses and the minuses of lasers, the U.S. should revisit Brilliant Pebbles or similar space-based missile defense concepts. Just what was Brilliant Pebbles? Essentially, the concept envisioned a system of low-orbiting interceptors, each "Pebble" a kill vehicle contained in a spacecraft that would provide electrical power, communications, and an infrared-sensor. These small vehicles (described as a "watermelon in a jacket"), would have had a total spacecraft and kill vehicle mass of around 220 pounds. GPALS envisioned a satellite constellation of around 750 to 1,000 Pebbles, capable of engaging up to 200 targets. Brilliant Pebbles could engage both theater and strategic missiles not only in the boost phase, but in the mid-course and terminal phases as well. Ambassador Henry F. Cooper, former SDIO chief, says that when the Clinton Administration cancelled Brilliant Pebbles in 1994, the system was, in fact, the most mature of any missile defense concept. In fact, many of the technologies for Pebbles have been demonstrated in space (such as in the Clementine moon mission) and utilized in current missile defense systems. The Motorola Iridium communications satellites have further proved Brilliant Pebbles' concept of a large constellation of networked satellites designed to operate as an integrated system. In fact, no Brilliant Pebbles technology remained untested at the end of 1994, and many have since been refined. 

Brilliant Pebbles solve Iran and North Korea threat

Denny 10- (Bart Denny, Analyst at Camber Corporation, Space Systems Analyst at U.S. Air Force (Civilian), Naval Missile Defense Operations Officer, April 29, 2010, time to revisit space-based missile defense, http://www.bartdenny.com/time-for-space-based.html)
If the goal is to defend against the ballistic missile threat posed by such states as Iran or North Korea, a substantially downsized Pebbles constellation could provide a viable boost-phase defense. A 2004 Congressional Budget Office (CBO) study suggested that as few as 70 satellites, orbiting in a belt from 45 degrees north latitude to 45 degrees south latitude, could provide a two-shot capability against liquid-fuelled ballistic missiles. (Liquid-fuelled missiles ascend more slowly than solid rocket-propelled missiles, requiring more interceptors to defend against them, as interceptors would have to be closer to their targets). Less than ten light-lift launch vehicles such as the Minotaur or Falcon 1 could orbit such a constellation. Studies suggest that the full system of 1,000 Pebbles--with a replacement for each Pebble over 20 years--could cost under $19 billion in 2008 dollars. Although the relationship is not linear, a system of perhaps 200 Pebbles would be significantly cheaper. In considering the number of Pebbles to place in the constellation, planners should also consider that the revived Brilliant Pebbles would operate as part of an integrated, layered defense in conjunction with existing and planned sea and land-based systems, not as their replacement. 
SBLRM Mechanism 

Space-Based Laser Relay Mirrors are comparatively better than SBL and solve all the reasons why SBL’s fail and avoids politics

Klienberg 11 (Howard, member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and  a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada.  He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile: Terrestrial High Energy. Part 2 of 2” pg. 71 From the journal May-June Edition of Fires) RF
The answer to providing the Space Element of the Space-Based  Laser ‘system’ lies not in deploying large numbers of prohibitively  challenging SBLs into orbit, but rather, replacing them entirely with  space-based mirrors. (See Figure 1 on page 30.) Space-Based Laser Relay Mirrors may well prove to be the ‘unsung  heroes’ of future BMD systems of any kind, regardless of the latter’s  basing modes. In principle, SBLRMs would enable all deployed  HELs to be brought to bear in any theater of operations in the world  at any time, eliminating their otherwise-limited line-of-sight ranges.  Indeed, SBLRMs have a multitude of advantages over SBLs. First,  given their much greater simplicity and much lighter weight, they  would be far less expensive to build, launch and operate than SBLs,  especially in large numbers. The nearest cost and operations model for  a constellation of SBLRMs is that of the IRIDIUM communications  satellite constellation (66), or  that of Brilliant Pebbles weapons  themselves, (from as few as 70,  to as many as 295, or more.)  Second, SBLRMs would be almost  infinitely reusable and have de facto  ‘unlimited-ammunition’, unlike  the expendable, single-shot-perunit kinetic-kill interceptors, or even the 75-shots-per-unit SBLs,  since they would essentially be “just” mirrors, not emitters, sans  expendable missiles or laser-fuel. Even their attitude control can be  achieved via electrically-powered momentum wheels, which need  no expendable fuel. Third, SBLRMs could also use reflected laserenergy for self-defense, provided either the SBLRMs themselves  possessed sufficiently sophisticated sensors and avionics (which  they would have to possess, in order to fulfill their BMD targeting  mission,) or that the command and control infrastructure possessed  sufficient situation awareness, and that HELs of any basing mode  were available when needed. Fourth, SBLRMs could themselves  provide additional ‘eyes and ears’ for the global missile defense  surveillance and warning network. Fifth, SBLRMs could also provide  ‘escort’ duty for SBI constellations, protecting them from ASATs,  something no SBLs could afford to provide. Sixth, SBLRMs’ vastly  lower unit costs lend them to be producible in large numbers, and  so, able to further benefit from economies of scale. Sixth, assuming  SBLRMs comprise sufficiently compact launch-packages, they would  be mass-deployable using Operationally Responsive Space launch systems, for easy bolstering and replacement on orbit, especially  during wartime. Finally, given that SBLRMs would be ‘unarmed’  and relatively ‘cheap’ satellites (especially compared with SBLs),  their development and deployment would be far less politically  controversial than any SBL. 

SBLRM effective—bounces the lasers to the desired location
Klienberg 11 (Howard, member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and  a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada.  He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile: Terrestrial High Energy. Part 2 of 2” pg. 71 From the journal May-June Edition of Fires) RF

Realizing the potential of HELs.  As ballistic missiles and  nuclear weapons proliferate into the hands of rogue and  increasingly hostile states (and possibly non-state actors), and the  world becomes a correspondingly more dangerous place, the need  for missile defenses that can maximize the chances of intercepting  ballistic missiles grows apace. Space is the optimal ‘basing mode’  for boost-phase missile defenses, which is the best phase to do so.  Most importantly, space basing is the only way to provide affordable,  achievable, global missile-defense coverage.  The foundations for space-based BMD were laid decades ago,  during the Reagan administration’s SDI program. Brilliant Pebbles  was cancelled for political reasons, not for any real-world reasons  of technical viability or affordability. Furthermore, SDI yielded a  number of critical technologies that laid the foundation not only for  today’s missile defense systems, but also for the future. The decades  since SDI are opening up new possibilities for technologies that can  not only make space-based kinetic-energy BMD weapons possible,  but most importantly, directed-energy-based ones, as well. Space-based, ballistic missile defense weapons can take many  forms, from kinetic-energy interceptors, to high-energy lasers, to  mirrors that can literally bounce the beams from any source to any  point around the world, instantaneously.  This paper argues that the SBL mission can best be accomplished,  not by placing HELs in space, but only the mirrors, with the actual  megawatt-class emitters based on mobile terrestrial platforms, on  land, at sea, and in air, working as power-sources to floating or  orbiting mirror arrays, to reach around the world. TBLs can provide  both theater-level and global-level defense against ballistic missiles  launched from anywhere in the world, at U.S. or friendly targets.  The true potential of HELs can thus be realized, and their reach and  effectiveness multiplied many times over, by using networks of  airship- and space-based laser relay mirrors, high above the Earth. It’s time for America to shed its ‘fear of heights’ by deploying missile defense systems into space, the highest frontier, to make  it our first, and best, stand against annihilation by nuclear-armed  ballistic missiles. 

SBLRM’s are feasible—the tech exists and has already been tested—it’s only a question of getting it into space
Klienberg 11 (Howard, member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and  a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada.  He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile: Terrestrial High Energy. Part 1 of 2” pg. 33-34 From the journal Fires) RF
Laser energy travels at the speed of light,  the maximum speed possible for anything in the universe; and, it  also travels in a straight line. These factors vastly simplify the aiming  process needed to strike even the fastest-moving material targets with  a laser, according to Douglas Beason’s book, “The E-Bomb – How  America’s New Directed Energy Weapons will Change the Way Future  Wars Will be Fought.” A system that can generate and accurately  aim a beam of laser light of sufficient power (High-Energy Laser, or  HEL) would be highly capable of shooting down ballistic missiles,  particularly in their vulnerable, ‘lucrative’ boost phase, as discussed  above. The problem then becomes one of basing, and of placing the weapon within line-of-sight range of the missile’s launch-point or  flight path, without exposing the laser-source itself to attack.  However, ground-based lasers are the least viable weapon system  for boost phase interceptions, since they would face the same political  contentiousness and range limitations that ground-based interceptormissiles would face. Worse, the range of the GBL would be limited  by the Earth’s horizon. And finally, their locations would be fixed,  known and easily targeted. The other two options for basing a laser weapon considered during  the SDI era were air- and space-based laser platforms. The now proven Airborne Laser Test Bed (Left) is the airliner-based platform  currently under full-up flight testing by the Missile Defense Agency.  Indeed, its recent successful test (See above) ushers in a new era of  defense against ballistic missiles. However, even the ALTB’s directline-of-sight range of ‘hundreds of kilometers’ limits its usefulness to  such geographically-smaller (and less politically contentious) threat  states as North Korea and Iran, according to Wilkening’s research.  By contrast, a Space-Based Laser (as depicted in Figure 4) would  have the effectiveness-multiplying advantages of greatest-possible  altitude and speed of an orbiting spacecraft, in addition to the optical  clarity of the vacuum of space, all boosting its reach and operating  range considerably. This concept, shown in “An Illustrated Guide to  Space Warfare – ‘Star Wars’ Technology Diagrammed and Explained,”  by David Hobbs, was also part of the strategic defense initiative.  However, unlike Brilliant Pebbles, the necessary high-energy-laser  beam-generation technologies never matured sufficiently to achieve  any flight testing.  Space -Based Laser Relay Mirrors are another technology that  was flight-tested proven during  the SDI era. Its purpose was to  provide a means of extending  the range and reach of laser  weapons, far beyond their  physical direct-line-of-sight  limitations. The plan was  to place a constellation of  SBLRMs in orbit to provide a  series of reflection-relay-points  from any laser-source to any  required area of coverage, at  all times, anywhere around  the world, in a schema later  utilized in the IRIDIUM  communication satellite  constellations. With a sufficient number of mirrors in orbit,  one laser source could be used  to engage targets anywhere  around the world, and to do so virtually instantaneously. The high-energy laser emitter could also be located anywhere in the world, from  the ground, to the air, to up in space, or all of these. This methodology  would also give redundancy to the intended area of coverage if one  or more laser sources are lost. All of these advantages, as Beason  showed, lend enormous flexibility and robustness to an array of  HELs and SBLRMs. Importantly, this technology is the most mature of all the DE  systems proposed and tested as a result of the SDI program. The first  Space-Based Laser Relay Mirror was flight-tested on February 1990,  in the Relay Mirror Experiment. In this experiment, a satellite bearing  a specially-built mirror was orbited, and successfully and accurately  reflected an Earth-based laser’s beam back down to the ground and  onto a nearby stationary ground-target, all while the satellite was  passing overhead in LEO at an altitude of over a hundred miles, and  travelling at a speed of 4.5 miles a second. The RME used adaptive optics to compensate for atmospheric distortions in the laser beam,  and produced a reflected laser beam that arrived in essentially coherent  form on the ground (See Figure #). As Clementine I and ASTRID  vindicated Brilliant Pebbles, so too did RME prove this element of  SDI’s proposed directed-energy technologies; arguably, even more  so. Contemporary revalidation of the laser-relay-mirror methodology  lies in its more resurrection and successful testing of the Aerospace  Relay Mirror System for tactical battlefield applications. In this July  2006 test, two balloon-lofted mirrors were used to reflect a laser  from a ground-based emitter to a ground target, two miles away.  The system was intended to draw upon the power of a 15- to 25kW  ground-based Solid-State-Laser to detect and destroy improvised  explosive devices at extended distance, and was to be deployed in  Iraq by 2007. An SBL loses much of its combat effectiveness in isolation, since  its orbital flight-path is more likely than not to put it out of position to  achieve a line-of-sight engagement of a ballistic missile. Orbiting at  an altitude of 800 miles, an SBL is estimated to have only 20 minutes  of in-theater line-of-sight combat coverage time out of a 90-minute  orbit. This, of course, necessitates placing a constellation of SBLs in orbit, as well, but these would be very expensive to produce, limiting  its numbers, according to the article “Airborne and Space-Based  Lasers,” by Kenneth Barker.  However, Beason describes in his research that combining a series  of HELs with a much greater number of the less-expensive Space  Based Laser Relay Mirrors would give each and every single SBL  instantaneous global reach and range. Space-based mirrors are critical  force-multiplying components of any global-reach High Energy  Lasers fleet, since they can not only extend every single HEL’s range  out to distances far beyond the current hundreds of kilometers, e.g.  for an ALTB, but would further enable the straight-line-following  laser beam to ‘bend’ around the Earth itself, to reach any boosting  ballistic missile target around the world.  The concept of space-based relays to reach any point on Earth  using electromagnetic energy dates back to the late science- and  science-fiction writer, Arthur C. Clarke, who first envisioned the  ability to reach any point on earth instantaneously with radio signals  (a form of EM) via three orbiting ‘relay stations’ in his article, ExtraTerrestrial Relays,” back in 1945.
SBLRM are better than SBL—stops ASATs, more difficult to destroy, can destroy multiple missiles rapidly, and solves space debris
Klienberg 11 (Howard, member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and  a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada.  He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile: Terrestrial High Energy. Part 2 of 2” pg. 70-71 From the journal May-June edition of Fires) RF
The ‘BMD Laser World-Wide Web.’  Any  terrestrially based high-energy laser, whether on  land, at sea, or in the air, is by its very nature a tactical  weapon; but give it some air- and space-based mirrors  with which to reach around the curvature of the Earth,  and it becomes a weapon of global significance, to  defend against the greatest military threats on Earth. A ‘BMD-Laser World-Wide Web’ can readily  supplant any proposed constellation of SBLs to provide  a far more affordable, powerful, effective, robust, and  flexible BMD force, for many reasons. First, a small  number of TBLs, combined with a fleet of HAALRMs,  could provide CONUS-wide ballistic and cruise-missile  defenses. Second, a larger array of TBL ‘emitters’ could  either fire directly at line-of-sight targets, or feed an array  of HAALRMs and SBLRMs to defend against virtually  any ballistic missile around the world, especially in  their Boost Phase. Third, the array could also be used  to intercept ASATs before they can reach their satellite  targets; after all, during the ascent phase, an ASAT  is just another boosting ballistic missile; and even in  its terminal phase, an ASAT is similarly just another  midcourse warhead. Fourth, the array could itself be used  for ASAT operations, to dazzle, blind, disable, or destroy  enemy satellites, as part of a greater war effort against  a fully space-capable adversary. Fifth, a large, widelydistributed system of emitters and reflectors is a much  more difficult force to attack, degrade, or disable. Sixth,  such a force could also engage a multitude of missile  targets, both concurrently and in rapid order. Finally,  TBLs could also be used for space-debris mitigation,  particularly in cleanup operations in the aftermath  of an intensive ASAT war, especially if adversaries  used debris-generation tactics or blast-fragmentation weapons, according to Ivan Bekey’s 1997 article in Aerospace  America, “Orion’s Laser: Hunting Space Debris.” TBLs’ effectiveness could be constricted by the availability of  orbiting relay mirrors to achieve global reach, and could also suffer  from line-of-sight-to-mirror and weather limitations, all restricting  their global-range potential. Nevertheless, with a sufficient number  of terrestrial sources arrayed throughout CONUS and worldwide,  neither weather nor location would be a critical limitation to the  availability of at least some emitters and relays at any time. (See  Figure 5, 6 and Table 1) 

Lasers mechanism 

SBL’s are the fastest option – Destroying enemies missiles in seconds

IGW, 9 – (2009, Independent Working Group Report, Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and The Twenty-First Century, “Space-Based Laser”, http://www.missilethreat.com/missiledefensesystems/id.57/system_detail.asp) MH 

The Space-Based Laser (SBL) is one of the United States’s most daring and sophisticated anti-missile projects. As envisioned, it would consist of a 20-satellite constellation orbiting the globe at altitudes of 1,300 kilometers, each satellite equipped with a high-energy chemical laser that would detect, track, target, and destroy hostile ballistic missiles at the speed of light.   SBLs would be capable of destroying enemy missiles of all sizes just after they have been launched, i.e. during the vulnerable boost phase when missiles are large and slow moving. By eliminating large numbers of incoming warheads quickly and efficiently, SBL would significantly reduce the burden on midcourse and terminal phase defenses. If completed, the SBL constellation would be the most important “layer” of the broader Ballistic Missile Defense System.   The project began in the early 1980s under the auspices of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, and was transferred to the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization in 1984. In 1999, the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and the U.S. Air Force created a joint venture—the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX)—that included Boeing, Lockheed Martin, and TRW. SBL-IFX initially planned to perform a complete demonstration of SBL’s capabilities by 2012, although MDA recently canceled this test date.   Progress on SBL has been challenged by the sheer complexity of the laser mechanism and tracking system, as well as the obstacle of creating a beam strong enough to travel through space and destroy an enemy missile. As currently envisioned, however, each SBL would consist of five main components: a satellite, a tracker, a laser beam, a beam control system, and a beam director.   Each SBL would be located on a satellite roughly 20 meters long and weighing about 17,500 kilograms. The acquisition and tracking system, the “eyes” of each SBL, would detect the bright plume of a liquid-fueled missile as it rises above the clouds. The tracker would then lock on to the missile, compute its position and velocity, and predict how far it would have to travel in the amount of time the laser beam takes to cover the distance.   Once locked on to the enemy missile, the SBL would then fire its megawatt-class high power beam. Within a three-meter long cylinder, hydrogen and fluorine gas would react and produce HF molecules in an excited state. An optical resonator would extract energy from the HF molecules and produce the actual beam. The beam control system would then aim the laser at the enemy missile, correct any aberrations in the beam itself, and transfer it to the beam director—a large mirror designed to focus the laser on the enemy missile.   Once released, the high-powered beam would rush into the vacuum of space at the speed of light, penetrate the earth’s atmosphere, and destroy the missile just above the clouds. The entire process, from detection to elimination, would take seconds. Each SBL would carry enough fuel for about one hundred shots.   Technical challenges aside, a fully operational 20-satellite constellation of SBLs would provide the United States with an effective means of eliminating large quantities of enemy missiles. In addition to providing continuous global coverage, SBL would take between one and ten seconds to destroy each missile and as low as 0.5 seconds to lock on to its next target (depending on the range). In other words, SBL would be able to respond instantaneously and comprehensively to missiles launched from anywhere on the globe. It is estimated that a 20-satellite constellation would destroy almost all threats, while a 12-satellite constellation would eliminate 94 percent.   An added benefit of SBL is that it would force aggressors to think twice before launching nuclear, chemical, and biological warheads, since the destruction of a ballistic missile in its boost phase would cause payload debris to rain down on its launcher’s own territory.   Despite its manifest advantages, the future of SBL remains uncertain. In 2002, MDA suspended research and development in order to concentrate on other components of the Ballistic Missile Defense System. At present, no decision has been made to deploy an operational SBL as part of a nationwide missile shield. Yet the fact remains that SBL’s potential to instantaneously destroy almost all missiles launched against the United States would force terrorists and aggressive nations to abandon their ballistic missile programs—since SBL would render them essentially useless.  
SBL is the only missile defensive weapon being pursued by the DOD – surveillance, reconnaissance, defensive and offensive benefits outweigh anything else

Aubin, 2k - director of Strategy Execution in the Raytheon Company’s Corporate Strategy group, former  director of policy and communications for the Air Force Association (10/00,  Team SLB-IFX,  “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase” http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf)MH
The Space-Based Laser (SBL) is the only ballistic-missile, boost-phase intercept system being pursued by the Department of Defense to provide global defense coverage to counter ICBM attacks against the United States or its allies. Like ABL, it will rely on directed energy to destroy missiles shortly after launch. An operational SBL would be the first line of defense against ICBMs launched by an aggressor, and it would complement the capability of the land-based interceptors currently being developed under the National Missile Defense program. An SBL system could provide a robust additional layer to the currently planned missile defense architecture in response to the expected growth of ICBM threats now projected by the intelligence community. If the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX) is successful, it will provide the technological path for the development of a prototype SBL and, eventually, an operational system sometime around 2020. An operational SBL could also provide strategically significant ancillary capabilities in the area of space control, surveillance and reconnaissance, strike and interdiction, and defensive and offensive counter air missions. 

SBL’s uniquely weaken the skin of the missile and make the explosive more effective
Aubin, 2k - director of Strategy Execution in the Raytheon Company’s Corporate Strategy group, former  director of policy and communications for the Air Force Association (10/00,  Team SLB-IFX,  “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase” http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf)MH
Both the Airborne Laser, which is being developed to address short- and medium-range theater ballistic missiles, and the Space-Based Laser (SBL), which is being designed to counter ICBMs deep in the aggressor’s territory, can detect and intercept missiles almost instantaneously. Each works by acquiring the infrared signature of the boosting missile, tracking its course with a low-power laser, and then focusing a high-power laser on the body of the boosting missile. The heat of the laser weakens the missile’s skin, and the internal pressures and supersonic aerodynamic flight stresses cause it to explode. Currently, the Airborne Laser is scheduled to attempt a lethal intercept of a theater missile in 2003. The SBL’s flight experiment will attempt its first intercept ten years later in 2013. If both systems were to become operational in the future, they would afford the United States a robust first line of defense during the boost phase. 

Lasers are the most effective ASATs - we need them for effective weaponization

Summers 2k (Thomas, Major of the USAF, “ HOW IS U.S. SPACE POWER JEOPARDIZED BY AN ADVERSARY’S EXPLOITATION, TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS, EMPLOYMENT AND ENGAGEMENT OF LASER ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS?,” Air Command and Staff College @ Airforce University, April, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/acsc/00-172.pdf, EMM)

The laser is an excellent ASAT weapon candidate for adversaries to use against space assets. Appendix A gives an in-depth explanation and comparison of why lasers are the most likely ASAT weapons of choice when compared to several other types of directed energy weapon systems. In addition, Appendix B briefly defines and describes a laser and its basic operations. However, for our purposes, after introducing the exploitable, attractive ASAT weapon characteristics of a laser system, this chapter will focus on key laser lethality factors and advanced enabling laser technology developments.

Let’s first consider the laser’s ASAT weapons advantages of directionality, wavelength, modulation, output and speed of delivery.

Coherence and Directionality

Lasers have the key property that their output beam is coherent (extremely consistent) and highly directional. The high coherence of the laser is a manifestation of the regularity—the great predictability in time and space—of the light waves the laser produces. As for directionality, typical laser beams have beam divergences of less than a milliradian.2 For example, a laser system with a one-meter output beam diameter and a 0.05 milliradian beam divergence would only expand to 25 meters after traveling 500 kilometers (311 miles). Thus, the laser’s advantage as a satellite weapon is that coherence and directionality allows the highly accurate placement of energy on distant targets. Additionally, the beam, whether or not emitting in the visible range of the electromagnetic (EM) spectrum, is difficult to see or detect unless in the line of sight of the beam. The disadvantage is that accurately pointing the beam requires a high degree of control and precision.

Wavelength, Bandwidth and Tunability

Since today’s lasers operate from the ultraviolet to the infrared regions of the EM spectrum, they offer great adaptability for various applications. Lasers are typically described by their wavelength (λ) in microns (μm or 10-6 meters) or nanometers (nm or 10-9 meters). Many lasers produce light of a very narrow band, called bandwidth, around a single, central wavelength that appears as a single, very pure color. For example, the neodymium yttrium aluminum garnet (Nd:YAG) laser, often used as a laser target designator, has a 1064 nm output beam with typical bandwidth of 0.45 nm.3 Some lasers simultaneously operate and emit light on several different wavelengths, such as argon lasers that can emit light at 488 and 514 nm.4 Depending on the application, multi-wavelength discrete emissions may or may not be beneficial to get maximum laser power on target. 

Laser tunability, the ability to tune some lasers to flexibly operate over a range of wavelengths, adds great versatility and agility to laser weapons. For example, the tunable solid state titanium sapphire (Ti:S) laser has a tunable wavelength range from 660 to 1180 nm.5 Since laser lethality is strongly wavelength dependent, tunability gives adversaries a great laser weapon advantage in that it is more difficult for the US to employ countermeasures to negate an adversary’s laser ASAT weapons operating over a range of wavelengths rather than at discrete values. 
Temporal (Time) Modulation

Laser systems can be designed to operate either continuously (called “continuous wave” or CW) or pulsed. By convention, a laser is usually called CW if the output beam lasts more than 0.25 seconds.6 A pulsed laser is usually characterized by the time of its pulse duration. If a laser is pulsed repeatedly, the pulse repetition frequency (called prf and measured in Hertz) is the period from the beginning of one pulse to the beginning of the next pulse.7 The duty cycle of the laser expresses the percent of the time the laser is emitting and is defined as the product of the pulse duration and prf. For example, a laser with a 25 percent duty cycle means the laser is emitting its beam a quarter of the time it operates. Most military operations use lasers operating CW or with very short, nanosecond pulses. For instance, the Air Force’s Airborne Laser is a CW laser capable of 20 laser “shots” before needing laser fuel resupply, while laser target designators typically emit pulses of 10 nanoseconds in duration and 10 Hertz prfs.8 By carrying their own laser fuel supplies, CW or pulsed lasers can “shoot” many times giving them the advantage of a “deep magazine.”9

Output Power and Energy

As discussed in Appendix B, the laser beam contains energy in the form of electromagnetic radiation delivered by photons. Lasers operating with CW output are usually characterized by the power of the beam measured in Watts (W), while pulsed laser output is characterized by the energy in each pulse measured in Joules (J).10 In addition, pulsed laser output is often characterized by average power for comparison purposes to CW lasers. The output power from CW lasers range from milliwatts (mW) to megawatts (MW). For example, the Mid-Infrared Advance Chemical Laser (MIRACL) is a US megawatt-class, CW, deuterium-fluoride (DF) chemical laser and is routinely used for static and dynamic target vulnerability studies.11 The ability to adjust the power or energy output of a laser system on a target is also an advantage of using lasers to attack satellites due to increased flexibility and versatility. 

All of the output power or energy of a laser is concentrated in a small solid angle (area/radius2) due to the narrow beam. A high-power, or weapons-class, laser is a system that attempts to inflict damage on a target or aerospace vehicle by placing a large amount of energy on a small area. The result is a thermal kill, such as weakening and eventual rupture of structural components, ignition or combustion of flammable materials or destruction of thermally sensitive items in critical components.12

Weapons-class lasers operating CW are often preferred over pulsed lasers for military applications, such as laser ASAT weapons, due to the phenomenon known as laser supported combustion (LSC) that occurs when high-powered laser beams strike a target surface.13 As the high-power laser vaporizes surface material from the target, the hot gas can absorb more laser energy. If enough energy is directed onto a target on a short time scale, the hot gas is rapidly ionized, producing a hot, dense plasma. The plasma then absorbs the incident light and virtually shields the target from the beam. LSC is a disadvantage for high-power pulsed lasers and the upper limit for putting laser energy on a target. If incident beam powers above the LSC point are used, then the effect of the laser is further degraded as the LSC develops into a detonation wave and travels up the laser beam to further decouple, or disengage, the laser from the target.14

Speed of Light Delivery

Since all laser beams are electromagnetic radiation, they travel at the speed of light, 3.0 x 108 m/sec. To help put this speed in perspective, light travels about one foot in one nanosecond. Therefore a “laser could attack an object 1,000 kilometers [622 miles] away in 3 thousandths of a second, while a high-speed rifle-bullet, for example, would have to be shot 16 minutes before impact with such a distant target.”15 Since lasers can attack targets at the speed of light, laser beams can engage a single target and then move on to engage other targets almost instantaneously, even if targets are relatively far away. If the target can be detected and tracked visually, then the laser beam can be placed on target and, if sufficient energy is delivered, the desired damage effect can be achieved. This key characteristic is very useful during operations where time is critical and the engagement range of the target, such as a satellite, is very long. 

Lasers solve debris

Cooper 11 (Charles, Writer @ CBS, “ Space laser proposed to zap space junk,” 3/16, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-501465_162-20043819-501465.html, EMM)

What to do with all the space junk now in orbit around the Earth? Each year, that question grabs a headline or two before disappearing.. But that doesn't mean the problem is getting any closer to resolution. In fact, just the opposite: scientists warn that the risk of a collision between debris objects in low-Earth orbit and a space craft remains a real risk. In 2009, Hugh Lewis, a lecturer in Aerospace Engineering at the University of Southampton, predicted that the threat posed by space debris would climb by 50 percent in this decade..Perhaps the most high-profile incident occurred in Feb. 2009 when an Iridium satellite smashed into a defunct Russian satellite above northern Siberia, creating an estimating 1,700 pieces of debris in the process. Also, last year the International Space Station had to fire its thrusters to dodge an old NASA satellite that's floating around up there. All told, NASA estimates there are more than 500,000 pieces of debris in orbit around the Earth, traveling at speeds up to 17,500 mph. Now some scientists are proposing a solution: they say a medium-powered ground-based laser combined with a ground-based telescope could reduce the risk of collision by nudging potentially dangerous debris out of the way. In a recent paper, James Mason, a NASA contractor at the Universities Space Research Association in Moffett Field, California, and his colleagues argue that such a system is feasible. Although they say more study is required before actual implementation of a laser collision avoidance system, they report that lab simulations suggest that the idea would work in practice. The idea would center around the deployment of a medium-powered laser of 5 to 10 kilowatts to essentially nudge debris off potential collision course. "Our simulation results suggest that such a system would be able to prevent a significant proportion of debris-debris conjunctions," they write, adding that the system could "substantially perturb" the orbits of debris fragments through the applications of photon pressure. 

SBL is effective - all the prerequisite tech has been created and tests have been done

Global Security 8 (“Space Based Laser,” Aug 3, http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/systems/sbl.htm, EMM)

The SBL program could develop the technology to provide the U. S. with an advanced BMD system for both theater and national missile defense. BMDO believes that an SBL system has the potential to make other contributions to U. S. security and world security as a whole. BMDO hopes that the fielding of a space based missile defense system would induce potential aggressors to abandon ballistic missile programs, as they would be rendered useless. Failing that, BMDO believes that the creation of such a universal defense system would provide the impetus for other nations to expand their security agreements with the United States, bringing them under a U. S. sponsored missile defense umbrella.

An SBL platform would achieve missile interception by focusing and maintaining a high powered laser on a target until it achieves catastrophic destruction. Energy for the sustained laser burst is generated by the chemical reaction of the hydrogen fluoride (HF) molecule. The HF molecules are created in an excited state from which the subsequent optical energy is drawn by an optical resonator surrounding the gain generator.

Lasers have been investigated for their usefulness in air defense since 1973, when the Mid Infrared Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL) was first tested against tactical missiles and drone aircraft. Work on such systems continued through the 1980s, with the Airborne Laser Laboratory, which completed the first test laser intercepts above the earth. Initial work on laser based defense systems was overseen by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), but transferred to the newly created Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) in 1984. Work continues today under the auspices of the BMDO, the successor to the SDIO.

Over the past three decades, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), the Air Force and the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), formerly the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO), have developed the technologies essential for a Space-Based Laser (SBL) system. The Alpha LAMP Integration (ALI) program performed integrated high energy ground testing of the laser and beam expander to demonstrate the critical system elements. The next step was an integrated space vehicle ground test with a space demonstration to conclusively prove the feasibility of deploying an operational SBL system.
Space BMD is technologically viable
Graham et al 6 – Founder of High Frontier and Lt General on Missile Defense (Daniel, Founder - The Late Lt. General Daniel O. Graham Director, Missile Defense - Ambassador Henry Cooper Founding Member/Director, Space Exploration and Moon Base - Dr. Klaus P. Heiss Director - Lt. Colonel Stephen J. McCormick Founding Member/Director - Brigadier General Robert C. Richardson Director - Major General (Ret.) J. Milnor Roberts, Jr. August 14th, “Space-Based Missile Defense”, http://www.highfrontier.org/Archive/hf/Space%20Based%20Missile%20Defense.doc//ts)
 

Because of the 1972 ABM Treaty, the role space-based systems could play in a viable ballistic missile defense system was severely limited for 30-years – to providing early warning and gathering tracking information. These constraints have been removed when President Bush withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002; and, from a legal perspective, the best space technology and designs now can be used to build effective space-based ballistic missile defenses. However, the legacy of the ABM Treaty continues to restrain actual development of such systems. So far, only space-based sensors are actually part of the administration’s plans for a global defense of the United States and its overseas troops, allies and friends. However, as discussed below, space-based interceptors would actually be far more effective and less costly that all other ballistic missile concepts. Sensors – All missile defense system concepts are supported by space-based sensors, which provide attack warning and assessment information. For example, since the 1960s, the Defense Support Program (DSP), a constellation of satellites that detect missile launches, space launches and nuclear detonations, has served as the nation’s primary early-warning capability. These satellites are equipped with infrared sensing technologies developed in the 1960s and early 1970s, but since their deployment, have provided uninterrupted coverage. They detected Iraqi Scud launches during the Gulf War, allowing US forces to evacuate civilians and deploy PAC-2 missiles against the Scuds, saving countless lives. The DSP satellites are operated by the 21st and 50th Space Wings, stationed at Peterson AFB in Colorado and Schriever AFB, also in Colorado. The Space-Based Infrared System is divided into two components, SBIRS-High and SBIRS-Low. SBIRS-High, intended to replace the DSP satellites, will eventually consist of 4 satellites in geostationary orbit over the earth, along with 2 more in highly elliptical orbits. SBIRS-Low satellites will employ some 20 satellites deployed in low earth orbit to track missiles over their entire flight path from launch to re-entry, and provide reliable identification and classification of threats. The will provide the crucial midcourse tracking component, vital to any missile defense program. Both programs have been plagued with cost over-runs and delays – and are years behind schedule. Interceptors – The most cost-effective way to defend against all but short-range ballistic missiles is from space. This was clearly shown to be the case over 15 years ago, based on $30 billion invested by the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) during the administrations of Ronald Reagan and George H.W. Bush. However, for political rather than technical reasons, that important work was cancelled by the Bill Clinton administration in 1993 and has not yet be revived by the George W. Bush administration. Except for Ronald Reagan’s personal interest and active support for building truly effective defenses, the SDI would never have developed a serious space system concept. However, because of his support, numerous architectural studies – buoyed by investments in developing the needed technology – examined the full range of possible system concepts; and the SDI finally concluded that a constellation of autonomous, light-weight, highly maneuverable satellites could compose a very cost-effective space-based interceptor system, called “Brilliant Pebbles.” In 1990 after a full gamut of reviews by the scientific community in and out of government, Brilliant Pebbles was the first SDI program to pass the full review of the Pentagon’s Defense Acquisition Board and achieve the status of a Major Defense Acquisition Program (MDAP). Independent cost estimates during this formal review estimate that a full constellation of 1000 Brilliant Pebbles would cost $11 billion in 1989 dollars – for research, development, acquisition and operations for 20 years, including the cost of replacing each satellite once during that period. Except for the ABM Treaty and political resistance, this full constellation could have been built in the 1990s and would be far more effective as a global defense than the combination of all the other basing mode systems being developed today (and for less than 5-percent of the subsequent investment). But that was not to be. The Clinton administration killed this novel and promising program in early 1993 – Clinton’s Defense Secretary Les Aspin opined that they were “Taking the stars out of Star Wars.” And as of August 2006, the George W. Bush administration has done nothing to revive it or its supporting technology, which could advance the capabilities of other basing modes. It should not be forgotten that all the pertinent technology was space-qualified in 1994. Clementine, employing scavenged Brilliant Pebbles sensors and software, returned to the Moon for the first time in 25 years; provided over 1.3 million frames of data in 13 spectral bands – more than achieved by the Apollo program and inferring the existence of water (ice) in the polar regions of the Moon; and won for the small team awards from the National Academy of Sciences and NASA. The entire mission cost about $80 million and “lifted-off” in 2 years from its go-ahead as an SDI project intended to space-qualify essential Brilliant Pebbles components. A model now hangs in the Smithsonian next to the Lunar Lander. A later 1994 Astrid mission flew Brilliant Pebbles miniature propulsion components, space-qualifying them. Below is an assessment by one of the Brilliant Pebbles contractors (TRW, now part of Northrop Grumman) of technological capabilities at the beginning of the George W. Bush administration. Thus, today’s technology is several generations more advanced that that flown on Clementine, and could empower even more capable space-based interceptors – which could reach even further into the Earth’s atmosphere to intercept even relatively short-range missiles in their boost phase. Such a modern version of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles constellation would be expected to cost about $16 billion in today’s dollars for development, acquisition and 10-years operation, including the cost of replacing each of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles once. This system could operate autonomously. Its sensors would pick-up the threat rocket as it cleared the clouds after lift-off – independent of DSP or SBIRS-High. And it would independently track the flight trajectory of the boosting rocket and its payload after burnout – and provide this information to other “shooters” in the layered defense, independent of SBIRS-Low. Thus, Brilliant Pebbles would not only provide a capability to intercept attacking ballistic missiles in all their phases of flight, they would support other layers by providing critical tracking information. If these cost estimates could be realized, such a space-based defense system would be the most cost-effective layered defense concept yet considered – by far. The associated timelines for this development activity would be approximately five (5) years, as it was for the original Brilliant Pebbles program. Given the intense 1989 reviews performed by the entire technical community, there is good confidence in these cost estimates and timelines, provided the program is managed effectively.
Space based laser are vital to global US missile defense effectiveness - it’s the only way to prevent nuclear war in hotspots like India/Pakistan, North Korea, and a strike on the US homeland

Aubin and Streland 2k (Stephen, PhD and Director of Strategy Execution @ Raytheon and Director of Policy and Communications @ Air Force Association, Arnold, USAF Major, “ The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment:

Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase,” Team SBL-IFX, October, http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf, EMM)

Why Missile Defense Is Needed: Ballistic missiles have represented one of the greatest vulnerabilities for all the nations of the world ever since the Nazis first launched the V-2 rocket near the end of World War II. One of the tragic reminders of the real and increasing threat to U.S. forces deployed abroad was the death of 28 U.S. soldiers caused by a Scud missile that struck a barracks in Dhahran during the Gulf War. More than five decades after the V-2 first appeared and nearly a decade after the Gulf War, U.S. forward-deployed troops, allies, and even the U.S. mainland remain vulnerable to missile attack and the potential delivery of weapons of mass destruction. In his February 2000 testimony on the Worldwide Threat, CIA Director George Tenet said that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction had “become even more stark and worrisome” than just a year before. “Transfers of enabling technologies to countries of proliferation concern have not abated,” he said. “Many states in the next ten years will find it easier to obtain weapons of mass destruction and the means to deliver them.”1 Tenet added that “the missile threat to the United States from states other than Russia and China is steadily emerging. The threat to US interests and forces overseas is here and now.” Tenet pointed out that, over the next 15 years, U.S. cities will face ICBM threats from a wider variety of nations, including North Korea, Iran, and possibly Iraq. He also expressed concern about the security of nuclear weapons and materials in Russia.2 In its unclassified version of its 1999 National Intelligence Estimate, the intelligence community reiterated that “the proliferation of medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) – driven primarily by North Korean No Dong sales – has created an immediate, serious, and growing threat to US forces, interests and allies, and has significantly altered the strategic balances in the Middle East and Asia.”3 In South Asia, Pakistan and India are locked in a nuclear rivalry, and the intelligence community has assessed that both countries’ short-range and medium-range ballistic missiles may have nuclear roles.4 Foreign assistance has played a key role in the increasing proliferation of missile technology, with Russia, China, and North Korea as the principal suppliers. And, Tenet warns, the recipients of missile-related technology, such as Syria and Iraq, “may emerge in the next few years as suppliers. Where SBL Fits In: The United States is currently pursuing a limited National Missile Defense program that will employ “hit-to-kill” interceptors to shoot down a small number of missiles that could be launched by a rogue regime or by accident. Hit-to-kill, or kinetic kill, occurs when a defensive interceptor missile collides with and destroys an incoming warhead by force of impact as it travels through space or the atmosphere. In addition to the National Missile Defense program, there is a family of theater missile defense systems under development to protect forward-based troops, allies, other countries, and areas of vital interest. They include the Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), Navy Theater Wide, Navy Area, the Airborne Laser (ABL), Patriot Advanced Capability-3, and the multi-national Medium Extended Area Defense systems. All of these except Navy Area and the Airborne Laser use hit-to-kill technology to destroy ballistic missiles. Navy Area uses a proximity-explosion, in which an interceptor flies close to an incoming theater missile and then explodes, destroying the missile. And ABL, which consists of a laser mounted on a modified 747 aircraft, uses directed energy to achieve destruction of aggressor missiles during the boost phase, soon after they launch. The Space-Based Laser is the only ballistic-missile, boost-phase intercept system being pursued by the Department of Defense to provide global defense coverage to counter ICBM attacks against the United States or its allies. Like ABL, it will rely on directed energy to destroy missiles shortly after launch. An operational SBL would be the first line of defense against ICBMs launched by an aggressor, and it would complement the capability of the land-based interceptors currently being developed under the National Missile Defense program. An SBL system could provide a robust additional layer to the currently planned missile defense architecture in response to the expected growth of ICBM threats now projected by the intelligence community. If the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX) is successful, it will provide the technological path for the development of a prototype SBL and, eventually, an operational system sometime around 2020. An operational SBL could also provide strategically significant ancillary capabilities in the area of space control, surveillance and reconnaissance, strike and interdiction, and defensive and offensive counter air missions. 

Lasers solve - causes overall US low-earth orbit dominance and doesn’t prevent economic activity- best mechanism for solvency. 

Space weapons are technologically viable—feasibility objections are based on current budgets and other factors that are easily changed.

Dolman 5 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14th, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf, EMM)

Space Weapons Are Possible: Arguments in the first category spill the most ink in opposition, but are relatively easy to dispose of, especially the more radical variants. History is littered with prophesies of technical and scientific inadequacy, such as Lord Kelvin’s famous retort, ‘Heavier-than air flying machines are impossible.’ Kelvin, a leading physicist and then president of the Royal Society, made this boast in 1895, and no less an inventor than Thomas Edison concurred. The possibility of spaceflight prompted even more gloomy pessimism. A New York Times editorial in 1921 (an opinion it has since retracted), excoriated Robert Goddard for his silly notions of rocket-propelled space exploration. ‘Goddard does not know the relation between action and reaction and the need to have something better than a vacuum against which to react. He seems to lack the basic knowledge ladled out daily in high schools.’ Compounding its error in judgment, in 1936, the Times stated flatly, “A rocket will never be able to leave the Earth’s atmosphere.” We have learned much, it would seem, or else bluntly negative scientific opinion on space weapons has been weeded out over time. Less encompassing arguments are now the rule. As the debate moved completely away from the impossibility of weapons and wars in space to more subtle and scientifically sustainable arguments that a particular space weapon is not feasible, mountains of mathematical formulae are piled high in an effort, one by one, simply to bury the concept. But these limitations on specific systems are less due to theoretical analysis than to assumptions about future funding and available technology. The real objection, too often hidden from view, is that a particular weapons system or capability cannot be developed and deployed within the planned budget, or within narrowly specified means. When one relaxes those assumptions, opposition on technical grounds falls away. The devil may very well be in the details, but if one’s stance opposing an entire class of weapons is premised upon analyses that show particular weapons will not work … what happens when a fresh concept or new technology cannot be disproved? If one bases policy decisions on discrediting the particulars of proposed operations, what happens when technology X, the unexpected (perhaps unforeseeable) scientific breakthrough that changes all notions of current capabilities, inevitably arrives? Have we thought out the details enough we can say categorically that no technology will allow for a viable space weapons capability? If so, then the argument is pat; no counter is possible. But, if there are technologies or conditions that could allow for the successful weaponization of space, then ought we not argue the policy details first, lest we be swept away by a course of action that merely chases the technology wherever it may go? 

Space weapons are technologically viable—feasibility objections are based on current budgets and other factors that are easily changed.

Dolman 3 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Space Weapons: Are They Needed?,” From Chapter 2: Space Power and US Hegemony: Maintaining a Liberal World Order in the 21st Century, October, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf, EMM)

By using its current and near-term capacities, the United States should endeavor at once to seize military control of low-earth orbit. From that high ground vantage, near the top of the Earth’s gravity well, space-based laser or kinetic energy weapons could prevent any other state from deploying assets there, and could most effectively engage and destroy terrestrial enemy ASAT facilities. Other states should still be able to enter space relatively freely for the purpose of engaging in commerce, in keeping with the capitalist principles of the new regime. Just as in the sea dominance eras of the Athenians and British before them, the military space forces of the United States would have to create and maintain a safe operating environment (from pirates and other interlopers, perhaps from debris) to enhance trade and exploration. Only those spacecraft that provide advance notice of their mission and flight plan would be permitted in space, however. The military control of low Earth orbit would be for all practical purposes a police blockade of all current spaceports, monitoring and controlling all traffic both in and out. 

SBL is a pre-requisite to every other type of SMD—key to boost phase intercept and targeting for Brilliant Pebbles—our evidence is comparative
Klienberg 11 (Howard, member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and  a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada.  He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile: Terrestrial High Energy. Part 1 of 2” pg. 36 From the journal March-April Edition of Fires) RF

KE BMD is a valid, viable, highly capable weapon system.  However, its primary function, and greatest capability, is to defend  against boost-phase missiles, with limited midcourse or later phase defense capability. Further, given the world-circumferential  distribution of a constellation of orbiting interceptors, only a fraction  of the KE BMD constellation would be overhead or in a position to  intercept boosting missiles, especially ICBMs. The best solution to the  boost-phase BMD problem is thus Space-Based High-Energy Lasers,  or SBLs. As the IWG states, a space-based laser system “…would  complement it [KE-BMD(Ed.)] in two ways: (1) lasers operating at  the speed of light assure the earliest possible boost-phase intercept  capability, maximizing the likelihood that debris from the intercept  would fall back on the launcher’s territory; and (2) while lasers would  not be effective in destroying nuclear warheads in space, they would  be capable of the active discrimination of warheads from decoys, thus  enabling intercept by Brilliant Pebbles or other midcourse defense  systems,” according to Pfaltzgraff and Van Cleave. As a result,  maximizing our best chance to defend against ballistic missiles, in  their boost phase demands a space-based laser weapons capability. 

Solid-state electrically-powered lasers solve all of your chemical laser bad arguments—SSL is technologically feasible and power issues are solved with nuclear energy
Klienberg 11 (Howard, member of the graduate faculty of the Department of Public & International Affairs at University of North Carolina Wilmington. The author has a Master of Arts in the Security Studies Program from Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. and  a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Toronto, Canada.  He also has 25 years of experience in the U.S. Defense Sector, the Space Industry, and software engineering, “A Global Missile: Terrestrial High Energy. Part 2 of 2” pg. 66-67 From the journal May-June Edition of Fires) RF

Space-based lasers. SBLs are another missiledefense technology and basing concept that  originated in the SDI era. While no systems were  ever readied for testing, the ‘HEL-aloft’ concept also  has the advantage of an additional 20 to 30 years’  worth of research and development since that time, a time-span that  has brought the High Energy Lasers missile defense weapon to the  brink of fruition, as illustrated by the first successful double-shoot  down test of the megawatt-class airborne laser test bed, to date. Breakthrough technologies typically take three to four decades  to mature; for example, the silicon semiconducting transistor was  first invented in the 1940s, but didn’t reach mainstream applications  until the early 1980s, some 40 years later. This is also proving to  be the case with laser weapons. The first successful tests proving  the viability of a laser weapon were achieved with the Airborne  Laser Laboratory in the 1970s and 1980s. With the more recent,  and numerous, test successes of the joint U.S.-Israeli laser weapon  prototype, alongside the latest successful ballistic missile shoot-down  test of the ALTB to date, the advent of high-energy laser weapons  for air and space applications is near. While development of SBLs  have been on hold for many years, development of its Airborne  Laser Test Bed counterpart will prove highly beneficial in enabling  highly-mobile, BMD-capable High Energy Laser generation, aiming  and beam-control technologies, and also gain much-needed political  credibility to this oftentimes virulently-opposed approach.  However, while chemical lasers represent the most achievable  near-term technology, they suffer from a great many  problems, such  as limited amounts of onboard laser-fuel ‘ammunition,’ a problem  that severely limits the overall effectiveness of SBLs. In addition,  these chemicals are oftentimes toxic, and burn or react at very high  temperatures to generate their high-energy beams of laser light. These reactions also generate immense amounts of heat, requiring  long cool-down times for the laser generation system. Further, unlike  the ALTB, which can be rearmed on the ground (by replenishing its  laser-fuel) for multiple missions, the useful service life of a spacebased chemical-laser weapon system would be limited to the single  laser-fuel load it can carry within it into space, a limitation as few  as 75 shots. This problem could be alleviated with the development of  an autonomous on-orbit replenishment system, as proposed for  development in DARPA’s Orbital Express on-orbit replenishment  program. However, even with this orbital replenishment/repair  system in place (i.e. orbit) it would still take time (weeks or months)  to prepare and launch missions to refuel the SBLs, time-scales that a  large-scale attack might preclude. It would also require launching large  quantities of laser fuel into orbit, an extremely expensive operation to  maintain, though this would still be far less expensive than replacing  the SBLs themselves outright, given the relative masses involved Finally, the replenishment spacecraft themselves would become  targets of enemy ground-attack and ASAT operations in wartime,  since they would constitute critical supply lines of communication  to the SBLs. Ideally, then, an easily-replenished, cheaply-operated,  easily-replaced, and somehow unlimited-ammunition SBL is desired;  the question then becomes how to achieve this level of capability. The answer to the problem of self-replenishing, lower-cost, High  Energy Laser weapons in space may well start with rapidly-maturing  solid-state lasers. SSLs are superior to chemical lasers in that they  draw upon electricity for power. Their chief drawbacks are twofold:  firstly, no such high-powered device can yet operate for sustained  periods without overheating or cracking; and secondly, SSLs’ power  outputs have been much lower than their chemical-laser counterparts.  However, solutions to these problems are being found. One such  example is Northrop-Grumman’s joint high-power solid-state laser  test-bed program, which ran for a sustained 350 seconds at 27kW of  power, in November 2005. Another, and even more promising new  technology is DARPA’s High-Energy Liquid Laser Defense Systems   program, which represents a profound potential breakthrough in  SSLs, and with it, laser-weapon technology overall:  “For years, DARPA, the Pentagon’s… research arm, has been  bankrolling a project to cool a high-energy laser with a liquid that  has the same angle of refraction as the mirrors inside the blaster. That  way, the ray gun can fire away, even while it’s being cooled. The  weapon should take up a whole lot less room. And that could pave  the way to putting a [weapon] “on a ground vehicle, a helicopter, a  jet,” according to Charles Manor, a spokesman for Lockheed Martin,  which was recently named the weapon system integrator for this High  Energy Liquid Laser Area Defense System project. A scaled-up production version of HELLADS with an output on  the order of megawatts could solve all of a HEL’s limited-ammunition  problems. Indeed, the ongoing rapid rates of improvement in SSL  technology has led the U.S. DOD to consider reviving the High  Energy Laser program based upon SSL technology, rather than the  more problematic, limited-shots chemical weapon system previously  tested; the very reasons for which it was ultimately cancelled. The other challenge to implementing SSLs as the basis for  SBLs returns to the problem of power; namely, where an equallyunlimited-supply of megawatt-levels of electrical power can be  found for development into a space-based weapon platform. One  potential solution is space-nuclear power: according to the University  of Texas at Austin’s Spacecraft Design Archive, by Talia Jurgens,  “…solar dynamic generation is generally most attractive for power  requirements between 20 kW and 100 kW. Larger needs are best met  by large scale nuclear systems, and smaller needs are best met by  solar photovoltaics, RTGs [Radioisotope Thermoelectric Generators  – Ed.] or fuel cells.”  Based on this evaluation, only space-based nuclear-power reactors  would be capable generating electrical energy on the order of the  megawatts needed to power an ‘unlimited-ammunition’ SSL-based  SBL. NASA has proposed developing just such a space-capable nuclear  power plant for its PROMETHEUS interplanetary-exploration vehicle.  However, this program was cancelled due to its sheer complexity,  putting off the prospects for a  megawatt-level space-based  nuclear power source for the  foreseeable future. Indeed,  the sheer size, complexity and  cost for megawatt-class spacebased energy sources of any  kind, effectively preclude their  deployment. For the foreseeable future, then, neither chemical nor solid-state  HELs are practicable for space-based platforms. As cited previously,  the IWG recommends that a force of 12 SBLs be deployed as part  of an effective space-based BMD network. Interestingly, this is even  less that the number originally proposed as the initial deployment  for SDI’s ultimate force of 20 SBLs to defend the CONUS against  ballistic missile attacks. However, the projected cost for a deployed  force of 20 SBLs is $81 billion, in FY2000 dollars. 

SBL Plus architecture is feasible and effective—mirrors reduce the size of the laser and allow existing launch vehicles to take it up

Possel 98 (William H., Lt Colonel, USAF, has directed space system acquisitions and operations throughout his military career was Director of Production for the Titan IV space booster. tours with the Secretary of the Air Force for Special Projects, with responsibility for managing classified satellite technology programs and directing satellite operations at two mission ground stations served as a project officer for ground-based high-energy laser experiments as well as experiments on the Space Shuttle, “Lasers and Missile Defense: New concepts for Space-Based and Ground-Based Laser Weapons” pg. 21-22 http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/csat5.pdf) RF
The most intriguing of these concepts is space-based laser weapons that are deployed in conjunction with large orbiting mirrors. This “space-based laser plus” (SBL Plus) option potentially could reduce the number of space-based laser platforms, reduce on-orbit weight, and overall costs, and do so while providing a more robust constellation. The concept behind this architecture is to decrease the number of platforms and insert bifocal mirrors into the same orbit as the laser weapons.  As with the first concept, placing the weapon in orbit takes advantage of the unique aspects of space. But unlike ground-based laser systems, the space-based laser is able to cover a large theater of operations directly, and is limited only by the platform's orbital altitude and the range to the missile. As the laser platform's altitude increases, the size of the area it sees increases, and the number of platforms that are required for global coverage decreases. Yet, the farther the laser weapon is from the missile, the more energy is required to destroy it, since the laser beam's spot size increases with the distance between the laser and the target. In addition, the platform's mechanical pumps and cooling systems create vibrations that cause the beam to jitter, and in turn, spread the laser's energy. To maintain the same intensity on a missile, a higher-altitude orbit would require a more powerful laser or a primary mirror with a larger aperture.  A more attractive alternative to compensate for this loss in intensity from a higher orbit and beam jitter is to fire the laser platform at space mirrors. This concept, which was explored briefly in the 1980s, combines the strengths of both previously described architectures to produce an effective and technologically achievable system at lower cost.115  Operational Concept  One of the more significant costs of the space-based laser-only architecture is the laser platform. If the number of these large platforms could be reduced and if the architecture could still maintain its operational effectiveness, then the overall cost would decrease. In the space-based laser “plus” architecture, mirrors are placed in orbit between the laser platforms and positioned so that they are always in view of a laser. These mirrors allow the laser platform to fire directly at the missile or relay the laser beam through the mirror depending on the location from which the missile is launched.  For example, if a missile is launched directly in the laser platform's field-of-view, then the laser fires directly at the missile. If, instead, the missile is fired in the mirror's field-of-view, then the laser platform closest to the mirror would direct the laser beam towards that mirror. The mirror would “catch” the laser beam, refocus, and direct it against the missile. This concept requires fewer laser platforms because the space-based mirrors provide the global coverage, while the laser's intensity remains sufficient because the mirrors attenuate the jitter and refocus the beam. One concept for these mirrors is the bifocal design discussed in the previous section. With this dual telescope design, one telescope would always be pointed in the direction of a laser platform, while the other telescope would be aimed at the earth's surface.116  The exact number of laser platforms, the size of the laser platforms and mission mirrors, and orbits for each system requires a detailed architecture analysis. One possible configuration consists of ten bifocal mission mirrors and ten space-based laser platforms. The space-based laser platforms would have a hydrogen fluoride laser with a power of eight megawatts and a primary mirror aperture of eight meters. The mission mirrors would consist of an eight-meter aperture for each telescope.  An analysis in the mid-1980s considered a large ICBM threat environment against two different space-based laser constellations. One constellation included space-based laser platforms only, while the other was a mix of space-based laser platforms and orbiting mirrors. The report concluded that the space-based laser with orbiting mirrors had several advantages: a lower overall weight of the payloads that must be placed in orbit, a reduced aperture, a less stringent constraint on laser beam jitter, and a reduction in the overall vulnerability of the system.117 Although this study assumed the earlier-cited SDI-type missile scenario, the results for today's theater ballistic missile threat will be similar. In comparison with the previous two concepts, the technological requirements for this architecture are far less demanding.  Technology Assessment. One distinct advantage of this architecture is the possibility of reducing the weight and expense of the system. Instead of twenty laser platforms, the concept requires roughly ten platforms and ten orbiting mission mirrors. The combined weight of the space-based lasers and mission mirrors is approximately forty percent less than that of the space-based laser-only architecture. Lightweight mirror technology, which is being developed independently by NASA and the Air Force Phillips Research Site, would reduce the weight of the mission mirror and permit this technology to fit on existing launch vehicles. With this improved technology, the eight-meter bifocal mirror systems would weigh 8,500 kilograms each.118  Another benefit of the SBL “Plus” architecture is that it decreases the size of the space-based laser so that the system would not require the development of a new launch vehicle for placing these systems into orbit. The addition of space-based mirrors in the architecture creates a wide range of options for reducing the weight of the laser platforms. One approach is to make the laser platform's aperture smaller and increase the number of mission mirrors in orbit. This system maintains the same effectiveness because the range between the laser and the mirror is less and the mission mirrors refocus the laser beam while attenuating the jitter of the laser platform.  A particularly intriguing option is to build the laser platform without the large beam director. The laser device, with its chemical fuels, is positioned close enough to a mission mirror to perform the function of the beam expander. One drawback of this concept is that the laser cannot fire directly at a missile, but must always be fired at a space-based mirror before striking the target. Yet, the advantage is that the laser platform's weight is significantly less than the SBL-only design, and offers the benefit of fitting on an existing launch vehicle.  A third alternative is to reduce the output power of the laser and increase the transmitting aperture of the bifocal mirror. The larger aperture of the mission mirror compensates for the lower laser power, but provides the same laser intensity on the target. These three examples illustrate the increased flexibility that is derived from adding mission mirrors to the architecture. The broad observation is that any tradeoffs must balance the size and cost of laser platforms and mission mirrors with increasing the technological feasibility of the weapon system and allowing each platform to fit on an Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle. The space-based laser “plus” architecture draws on components from both the space-based laser and the ground-based laser concepts. As with the space-based laser-only architecture, the SBL Readiness Demonstrator (SBLRD) is essential. This technical assessment is based on the assumption that the demonstrator is successfully funded, built, and tested. In addition, this architecture also relies on using the concept of bifocal mission mirrors. It consists of two connected telescopes that are coupled by smaller mirrors to transfer the beam from the receiving telescope to the transmitting telescope. The receiver telescope is pointed directly at the space-based laser platform so that it receives the laser beam directly into its primary mirror, transfers the beam to the second telescope, the outgoing transmitter, and then sends it to the missile. 

Space-based lasers combined with a system of mirrors are superior to ground based lasers—cheap and technologically viable—prefer, our evidence is comparative

Possel 98 (William H., Lt Colonel, USAF, has directed space system acquisitions and operations throughout his military career was Director of Production for the Titan IV space booster. tours with the Secretary of the Air Force for Special Projects, with responsibility for managing classified satellite technology programs and directing satellite operations at two mission ground stations served as a project officer for ground-based high-energy laser experiments as well as experiments on the Space Shuttle, “Lasers and Missile Defense: New concepts for Space-Based and Ground-Based Laser Weapons” pg. 24-25 http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/csat5.pdf) RF
The main purpose of this study is to explain three alternative architectures for high-energy laser space systems. Lasers such as MIRACL and Alpha have demonstrated that the technology for achieving the necessary power levels for the lasers is within the reach of the U.S. defense establishment. Other programs, including the Large Optics Demonstration Experiment and the Large Advanced Mirror Program, validated the design and manufacturing concepts for large optical systems. Programs such as the Rapid Retargeting/Precision Pointing Simulator and Structure and Pointing Integrated Control Experiment confirmed the feasibility of technologies for controlling and stabilizing large space structures. Finally, the Space-Based Laser Readiness Demonstrator will bring the individually tested systems into an integrated package in order to demonstrate that the system works in space.  While the second alternative, the ground-based laser system architecture, is attractive in some aspects, it is far less mature and potentially far more expensive than the space-based laser concept. The ground-based high-energy laser is the most technically challenging and costly system to develop. The first reason is that this system must be capable of producing laser power up to twenty-five times greater than that which has been demonstrated to date. Although it is technologically feasible to develop this system, the costs are likely to be significantly greater than the space-based laser system. Furthermore, the 20-meter diameter relay mirrors for this concept push the envelope of technology significantly further than competing concepts, which increases the technical risk and cost of this laser system. The principal recommendation of this study is that the Air Force, in conjunction with the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, should give serious consideration to the SBL Plus option, which is a combination of space-based lasers with orbiting mirrors. When bifocal mirrors are positioned in orbit between the laser platforms, it will reduce the number of the heavy space-based lasers that must be put into space, and hence it will reduce the overall weight and cost of the weapon system. In this concept the space-based lasers would either fire directly at the missile or relay the laser energy to a mission mirror, and the bifocal mission mirrors would “catch” the laser beam from the laser platform, refocus, and direct it against the target. In addition to reducing the number of laser platforms, this configuration of mission mirrors would attenuate some of the laser jitter. In comparison with the space-and ground-based laser concepts, this is a far less technologically demanding approach, for several reasons.  The first is that size of the mission mirror is approximately the same as NASA's NGST, which is already under development. Second, the size of the primary mirror or the output power of the laser could be reduced from that envisioned in the original concept for the space-based laser. Finally, with a smaller laser platform, the system could fit on the proposed Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle and therefore not require a new launch vehicle. If the SBL Plus architecture were selected, the best demonstration of its feasibility would be a jointly funded (AF, NASA, and NRO) bifocal space mirror that is conducted concurrently with the space-based laser demonstrator. Recommendations. The Department of Defense should incorporate space mirrors into the space-based laser architecture and pursue a number of other steps.  First, it is necessary to conduct a detailed architecture study for a space-based laser system with mission mirrors. This study must examine the tradeoffs between laser power, laser jitter, aperture size, mission mirror size, orbits, weight, and total life-cycle cost.  Second, the Department of Defense, in conjunction with the Air Force, should fund a bifocal mirror program that could be launched before, or concurrently with, the Space-Based Laser Readiness Demonstrator. This effort should focus on the development of a sub-scale, rather than full-size, mirror, and address the key acquisition, tracking, and pointing issues. The BMDO and Air Force should encourage a combined program with NASA and the NRO to test the mirror technology in space, and these organizations should invest along with NASA and the NRO in the mirror technology that is under development for the NGST.  Third, it is essential to investigate the ancillary missions that could be conducted with bifocal space mirrors, including high-resolution ground imaging, high-resolution space imaging, and remote sensing. It is equally important to continue the development of real-time holography at the Phillips Research Site as a way to improve the ability to correct the wavefront errors that will distort lasers and hence reduce their operational effectiveness. In a time of declining defense budgets, American policy makers must select the laser weapon architecture that is the most technologically achievable and cost-effective. Despite the fact that ground-based lasers have some advantages, the optimum path for the United States at the beginning of the twenty-first century is to develop a space-based laser with orbiting mirrors as part of a long-range strategy for using high-energy laser weapons to enhance the capability of the United States to defend itself against ballistic missiles. 
SBL Plus is comparatively the most feasible type of laser missile defense—it could be ready in under five years, and certain components already exist—we’ll insert this chart into the record of the debate

Possel 98 (William H., Lt Colonel, USAF, has directed space system acquisitions and operations throughout his military career was Director of Production for the Titan IV space booster. tours with the Secretary of the Air Force for Special Projects, with responsibility for managing classified satellite technology programs and directing satellite operations at two mission ground stations served as a project officer for ground-based high-energy laser experiments as well as experiments on the Space Shuttle, “Lasers and Missile Defense: New concepts for Space-Based and Ground-Based Laser Weapons” pg. 22 http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/csat5.pdf) RF
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SBL feasible and key to defending against ballistic missile threats—first test launch and test will take place within two years

Aubin and Streland 2000 (Stephen P,  director of Strategy Execution in the Raytheon Company’s Corporate Strategy group, served in a number of senior-level business development roles in The Boeing Company’s Missile Defense Systems Division and C3 Networks Division, director of external affairs for the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment Program director of policy and communications for the Air Force Association, research fellow and deputy director of Boston University's Center for Defense Journalism, and Arnold, Commander, Space Superiority Systems Wing at Los Angeles Air Force Base, California Bachelor's Degree in Aerospace Engineering from Boston University, “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase” pg. 1-2 http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf) RF

The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase The Space-Based Laser (SBL) is a next-generation directed energy missile defense system being  explored today to provide global, boost-phase intercept of ballistic missiles tomorrow. SBL is being pursued in a technology demonstration program aimed at launching an experimental laser into space in 2012 to shoot down a ballistic missile in 2013.  The technology demonstration will be conducted  in full compliance with all relevant international treaties, including the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972.   Known as an Integrated Flight Experiment, or IFX, the program will help Department of Defense policymakers decide whether to pursue an operational SBL system designed to protect the United States and its  allies from ballistic missiles as part of a layered defense.  In the future, an operational SBL would be integrated within the National Missile Defense architecture  and the family of theater missile defense programs. Why Missile Defense Is Needed Ballistic missiles have represented one of the greatest vulnerabilities for all the nations of the world ever  since the Nazis first launched the V-2 rocket near the end of World War II.  One of the tragic reminders of the  real and increasing threat to U.S. forces deployed abroad was the death of 28 U.S. soldiers caused by a Scud  missile that struck a barracks in Dhahran during the Gulf War.  More than five decades after the V-2 first  appeared and nearly a decade after the Gulf War, U.S. forward-deployed troops, allies, and even the U.S.  mainland remain vulnerable to missile attack and the potential delivery of weapons of mass destruction.   In his February 2000 testimony on the Worldwide Threat, CIA Director George Tenet said that the  proliferation of weapons of mass destruction had “become even more stark and worrisome” than just a year  before.  “Transfers of enabling technologies to countries of proliferation concern have not abated,” he said.   “Many states in the next ten years will find it easier to obtain weapons of mass destruction and the means tos deliver them.” 1 Tenet added that “the missile threat to the United States from states other than Russia and China is  steadily emerging.  The threat to US interests and forces overseas is here and now.”  Tenet pointed out that,  over the next 15 years, U.S. cities will face ICBM threats from a wider variety of nations, including North  Korea, Iran, and possibly Iraq.  He also expressed concern about the security of nuclear weapons and  materials in Russia. 2 In its unclassified version of its 1999 National Intelligence Estimate, the intelligence community  reiterated that “the proliferation of medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) – driven primarily by North  Korean No Dong sales – has created an immediate, serious, and growing threat to US forces, interests and  allies, and has significantly altered the strategic balances in the Middle East and Asia.” 3 In South Asia, Pakistan and India are locked in a nuclear rivalry, and the intelligence community has  assessed that both countries’ short-range and medium-range ballistic missiles may have nuclear roles. 4 Foreign assistance has played a key role in the increasing proliferation of missile technology, with  Russia, China, and North Korea as the principal suppliers.  And, Tenet warns, the recipients of missile-related  technology, such as Syria and Iraq, “may emerge in the next few years as suppliers.” 5 Where SBL Fits In The United States is currently pursuing a limited National Missile Defense program that will employ  “hit-to-kill” interceptors to shoot down a small number of missiles that could be launched by a rogue regime  or by accident.  Hit-to-kill, or kinetic kill, occurs when a defensive interceptor missile collides with and  destroys an incoming warhead by force of impact as it travels through space or the atmosphere. In addition to the National Missile Defense program, there is a family of theater missile defense systems  under development to protect forward-based troops, allies, other countries, and areas of vital interest.  They  include the Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), Navy Theater Wide, Navy Area, the Airborne  Laser (ABL), Patriot Advanced Capability-3, and the multi-national Medium Extended Area Defense systems.   All of these except Navy Area and the Airborne Laser use hit-to-kill technology to destroy ballistic missiles.   Navy Area uses a proximity-explosion, in which an interceptor flies close to an incoming theater missile and  then explodes, destroying the missile.  And ABL, which consists of a laser mounted on a modified 747  aircraft, uses directed energy to achieve destruction of aggressor missiles during the boost phase, soon after  they launch. The Space-Based Laser is the only ballistic-missile, boost-phase intercept system being pursued by the  Department of Defense to provide global defense coverage to counter ICBM attacks against the United States  or its allies.  Like ABL, it will rely on directed energy to destroy missiles shortly after launch.  An operational  SBL would be the first line of defense against ICBMs launched by an aggressor, and it would complement the  capability of the land-based interceptors currently being developed under the National Missile Defense  program.  An SBL system could provide a robust additional layer to the currently planned missile defense  architecture in response to the expected growth of ICBM threats now projected by the intelligence  community.  If the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX) is successful, it will provide  the technological path for the development of a prototype SBL and, eventually, an operational system  sometime around 2020. An operational SBL could also provide strategically significant ancillary capabilities in the area of space  control, surveillance and reconnaissance, strike and interdiction, and defensive and offensive counter air  missions. A Layered Defense The best way to counter even a limited number of missiles is through defense in depth.  Defense in depth means there will be a number of opportunities to destroy missiles as they are launched and move through the  various stages of their flight paths, or trajectories.  For National Missile Defense, a land-based, hit-to-kill  interceptor is currently being developed to intercept warheads in the middle of their flight paths.  There is also  discussion and study of using sea-based missile defenses to complement the land-based system.  For its part,  SBL represents a potential future space-based component of a national missile defense architecture with  residual capability that will enhance the planned theater missile defense architecture.  Today, theater missile defense is already being pursued in the form of a layered defense.  A family of  defensive systems will be able to attack short- and medium-range missiles in various stages of their flight.   The boost phase, which occurs shortly after a missile is launched, is the first shot defensive systems have at  destroying a hostile missile. Presently, the Airborne Laser is the only theater system being developed that will  be capable of attacking and destroying a ballistic missile in the boost phase.  The boost phase lasts only a few  minutes, after which the launcher burns out.  The warhead then continues to ascend and travels outside the  atmosphere into space during the middle, or mid-course phase, of its trajectory.  A typical trajectory looks like  an arc.  The mid-course comes after boost phase and before the descent phase.  It is during the mid-course  phase that decoys might be deployed, complicating the defending nation’s ability to intercept the actual  warhead.

SBL’s are key to boot-phase intercept—comparatively the best phase to destroy missiles

Aubin and Streland 2000 (Stephen P,  director of Strategy Execution in the Raytheon Company’s Corporate Strategy group, served in a number of senior-level business development roles in The Boeing Company’s Missile Defense Systems Division and C3 Networks Division, director of external affairs for the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment Program director of policy and communications for the Air Force Association, research fellow and deputy director of Boston University's Center for Defense Journalism, and Arnold, Commander, Space Superiority Systems Wing at Los Angeles Air Force Base, California Bachelor's Degree in Aerospace Engineering from Boston University, “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase” pg. 3-4 http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf) RF

There are a number of advantages to intercepting an aggressor’s missile in the boost phase.  The first is  that the missile is most vulnerable during its launch.  There is a large infrared signature, thanks to the burning  fuel; the missile maintains a slowly changing attitude, making it easier to track; and the rocket body is  relatively fragile and under great aerodynamic stress. Additionally, because the warhead has not separated  from the launcher, there is a relatively large lethal-hit area when attempting to destroy the missile. The boost phase also occurs before any decoys or countermeasures can be initiated by an aggressor.   One of the greatest challenges for hit-to-kill kinetic interceptors attempting to destroy warheads in the midcourse or descent phases is the ability to distinguish between the warheads and the decoys.  In the descent phase, advanced warheads may also maneuver and be less predictable in terms of their flight paths. The combination of using directed energy intercept in the boost phase and kinetic intercept in the midcourse and terminal phases would increase the likelihood of successfully defeating countermeasures aimed at thwarting missile defense systems.  In fact, countermeasures, like deploying decoys and maneuvering outside of the projected target track, which may be effective against kinetic interceptors, are ineffective against directed energy attack during boost phase.  Likewise, countermeasures that are aimed at reducing the effectiveness of directed energy systems, like hardening of missiles to prevent laser penetration and fast burn to shorten the boost phase, are ineffective against mid-course and terminal phase kinetic interceptors. Another key advantage and potential deterrent to a would-be aggressor is the fact that ballistic missiles  destroyed early in the boost phase usually explode and fall over the aggressor’s own territory, forcing the  aggressor to confront the risk of nuclear, chemical or biological debris. The greatest challenge of boost phase intercept is the speed required to catch an aggressor’s missile in the first few minutes of flight.  Although the United States has the capability to detect missile launches very early in flight, the speed limitations of interceptor missiles being developed make it unlikely that they could  destroy the aggressor missile before its launcher burns out.   This challenge, however, can be overcome by using directed energy, which moves at the speed of light ​ 186,000 miles per second (or 300,000 kilometers per second).  To illustrate this advantage, consider the speed of the ground-based interceptor being developed for National Missile Defense, which is in the vicinity of 7 kilometers per second.  (This is faster than today’s theater interceptors under development, which were capped at 5.5 kilometers per second in the September 1997 Agreed Statement to the ABM Treaty of 1972.)   Even if the interceptor were positioned close enough to achieve intercept, it is a very challenging task and not nearly as efficient as directed energy, which travels about 43,000 times faster than the most capable groundbased interceptors.  Given its speed, directed energy should be seen as complementing the critical role kinetic interceptors play in the mid-course and terminal phases of a missile attack. Both the Airborne Laser, which is being developed to address short- and medium-range theater ballistic missiles, and the Space-Based Laser, which is being designed to counter ICBMs deep in the aggressor’s territory, can detect and intercept missiles almost instantaneously.  Each works by acquiring the infrared signature of the boosting missile, tracking its course with a low-power laser, and then focusing a high-power laser on the body of the boosting missile.  The heat of the laser weakens the missile’s skin, and the internal  pressures and supersonic aerodynamic flight stresses cause it to explode. Currently, the Airborne Laser is scheduled to attempt a lethal intercept of a theater missile in 2003.  The SBL’s flight experiment will attempt its first intercept ten years later in 2013.  If both systems were to become operational in the future, they would afford the United States a robust first line of defense during the boost  phase. 

Sufficient laser technology exists—it’s only a question of getting it into space
Aubin and Streland 2000 (Stephen P,  director of Strategy Execution in the Raytheon Company’s Corporate Strategy group, served in a number of senior-level business development roles in The Boeing Company’s Missile Defense Systems Division and C3 Networks Division, director of external affairs for the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment Program director of policy and communications for the Air Force Association, research fellow and deputy director of Boston University's Center for Defense Journalism, and Arnold, Commander, Space Superiority Systems Wing at Los Angeles Air Force Base, California Bachelor's Degree in Aerospace Engineering from Boston University, “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase” pg. 4 http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf) RF

In June 2000, the Tactical High Energy Laser, or THEL, successfully shot down a Katyusha rocket at  the White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico.  On several occasions in August and September, THEL  managed another feat by engaging and destroying two-missile salvos of Katyusha rockets.  To date, THEL has  negated a total of 13 Katyusha rockets. Although THEL is being designed for tactical use by the U.S. Army  and the Israeli Army, its success demonstrates how far directed energy research and development have  progressed in recent years.  The SBL-IFX program builds on more than twenty years of research and investment by the nation in the  development of directed energy weapon systems, technologies and related facilities. The Defense Advanced  Research Projects Agency initiated the SBL program in 1977.  It was later transferred to the Strategic Defense  Initiative Organization (SDIO) in 1984. In May 1997, a Memorandum of Agreement was signed transferring  execution of the SBL-IFX from the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, SDIO’s successor, to the Air  Force.  Over the years, the members of Team SBL-IFX have played central roles in several directed energy  programs that have advanced the nation’s understanding of a space-based laser missile defense option,  including Zenith Star, Mid-InfraRed Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL), Alpha, the Airborne Laser  (ABL), the Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL), the High Energy Laser Systems Test Facility (HELSTF), and  the Alpha-LAMP Integration  (ALI) program. This heritage of success provides the foundation for a  successful Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment ​ a critical step toward providing the nation and  its allies with a global, boost-phase defense against the evolving threat of ballistic missiles. 

SBL not feasible—lack of power supply, budget cutbacks prevented tech development, and ABL’s more effective

Hagen and Scheffran 3 (Regina, Coordinator of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation (INESAP), located at Darmstadt University of Technology. She is also on the board of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, and Jurgen, a physicist by training, is chair of the INESAP Project ‘Moving Beyond Missile Defense’. He is co-author of the 1984 Göttingen proposal on limiting the military uses of outer space, “Is a Space Weapons ban feasible? Thoughts on Technology and Verification of Arms Control in Space” pg. 48) RF

A space-based laser would be a very powerful weapon, as it could be used at any time against any target in space, in the air or on the ground. Similar to an airborne laser, a space-based laser would destroy an object by focusing and maintaining a high-powered laser beam until it causes destruction of the target. In preparation for a first strike attack, a few laser weapons deployed high enough in space could attempt ‘sky sweeping’ to destroy another nation’s command, control, communication and intelligence (C 3 I) to reduce the adversary’s second strike capability. The development of space-based lasers is hindered by significant technical problems, such as power supply. The United States Space-Based Laser project (SBL), originally scheduled for in-flight test in 2012, is troubled with delays and has recently suffered budget cutbacks. It seems that as yet, no laser weapon has been developed that could actually be used in an ASAT mode. In all likelihood, development of the ABL that could be used against satellites is far ahead of ground-based and space-based lasers. At this stage of development, the most effective means to prevent lasers from being used as ASAT weapons is a ban on testing laser weapons. Any tests under realistic conditions—be it on the ground, in the air or in space—would be detected by existing systems. The heat dissipation can be observed by space-based infrared sensors. In addition, high-energy lasers are huge systems that could be detected by reconnaissance satellites or—if they are deployed in space— by tracking systems.  

SBL’s fail—divergence of the beam causes a loss of energy, rendering it useless
Rose 8 (Lars, Department of Materials Engineering, University of British Columbia, “Review and assessment of US space security technology proposals” p. 214 from Science Direct) RF
The idea of having space-based energy weapons is interesting as their time to target is short. Unfortunately energy efficiency and precision are similarly low. Energy beam divergence reduces the energy per unit area that arrives on target to a degree that makes them useless for the distances involved. Beam divergence can be and has been reduced by research, but there is a physical limit to this reduction. Divergence can never be totally removed. Size and weight of the system is further increased by the cooling system for the high-energy beam emitter, possibly to a point at which the systems have to be assembled on orbit. All on-board systems from power and beam generation to cooling introduce certain vibrational frequencies that can cause substantial oscillation distances on target. This is especially true for space systems, which are drifting without any solid support that could reduce the effect of vibration on beam deterioration. While ground systems are still subject to the same physical limits described above, they are less subject to vibration, power is more readily available and the heavy, complex system does not have to be lifted into space. On the other hand, the beam traverses longer distances in a distorting atmosphere. This can be dealt with today by using mathematical models for pre-distortion of the beam. Blimps in general offer a great carrier capability and the usage of suspended mirrors would alleviate the need for space-based beam relay stations. The sustainability of the reflective properties of relay mirrors during radiation and the effectiveness of any reflected ray on-target would still have to be demonstrated but do not seem to be forth- coming. Energy beam research for the military has produced a large variety of interesting technological advances for the scientific community, but seems unusable for high-precision weapons in the foreseeable future. Spreading of the beam over several thousand kilometers and the consequent loss of specific energy is probably the most severe physical limitation of energy beam weapons, rendering the systems practically useless over large distances. For these reasons, while space lasers were at some point an actual research program, most of the research into these systems has been largely discontinued.

Space based lasers funding cut, not a viable option for defense

Hughes, 02- writer for the journal of economic, social, and political studies ( James H., spring 2002, “China’s ballistic missile threat”, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdweb?did=128366811&Fmt=7&clientId=17822&RQT=309&VName=PQD). ee
Rather than build the most effective defense possible, taking advantage of defenses such as the Brilliant Pebbles space-based interceptor and Space-Based Laser developed under his father's administration, President George W. Bush is continuing the Clinton administration's program for ground-based interceptors. In legislation adopted in 2001 for Fiscal Year 2002, for example, funding for the Space-Based Laser was cut from an administration request of $170 million to $50 million (the program had been well run - this was not a case of poor management, but apparently of political opposition to a space-based defense)."' While this action was initiated by Congress as part of a compromise measure, it seems to show a lack of understanding of the advantages of a space-based defense.91
Space based lasers and kinetic energy can stop missiles in their boost phase. 

Smith, 3- writer for spacepolicy.com (Marcia S., april 22, 2003, “U.S. Space Programs: Civilian, Military, and Commercial”, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/19957.pdf). ee
Space-based lasers (SBL) and space-based kinetic energy (KE) “hit-to-kill”weapons have been of interest in the context of missile defense since President Reagan announced the Strategic Defense Initiative (“Star Wars”) program in 1983. Conceptually, these weapons would be able to attack missiles while they are still in their boost phase (from launch until burnout), prior to when warheads or decoys are deployed. Funding for research on SBL has waxed and waned over the years. From 1995-2001, Congress added funds to the DOD request for SBL ($50 million in FY1996, $70 million in FY1997, $98 million in FY1998, and $74 million in FY1999). Congress directed DOD in the FY1999 DOD authorization conference report to release promptly a request for proposals (RFP) for a space based laser readiness demonstrator, but the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board concluded that technology was not sufficiently advanced to proceed with it. A Boeing-Lockheed Martin-TRW team jointly began work on the demonstrator, called the Integrated Flight Experiment (IFX), and Congress approved $148.8 million for FY2000, and $148 million for FY2001. In FY2002, SBL was transferred from the Air Force to the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO, now the Missile Defense Agency). BMDO requested $165 million for IFX, plus $5 million for SBL optics, but Congress cut $120 million in the FY2002 DOD appropriations act (H.R. 3338, P.L. 107-117), effectively killing IFX. Funding for technology work continued in FY2002 and FY2003 ($49 million and $25 million respectively). In the FY2004 budget, SBL work has been folded into the Missile Defense Agency’s (MDA’s) technology budget and is not identified separately. The FY2002 budget also included funds for BMDO to resume work on space-based kinetic energy (KE) weapons: $5 million for experiment design and $15 million for concept definition. The FY2002 DOD appropriations act (P.L. 107-117) cut $10 million. The FY2003 request was $54 million, which was approved in the FY2003 DOD appropriations act (P.L. 107-248), but cut by $21.3 million in the authorization act (P.L. 107-314). In FY2004, the space-based KE interceptor effort has been folded into the overall BMD interceptors line and is not identified separately.
Laser technology possible in space. 

Ansmelo, 96- writer for aviation week and space technology ( Joseph C., Oct 14, “New funding spurs space laser efforts”, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=New+funding+spurs+space+laser+efforts&rft.jtitle=AVIATION+WEEK+%26+SPACE+TECHNOLOGY&rft.au=Anselmo%2C+JC&rft.date=1996-10-14&rft.pub=MCGRAW+HILL+INC&rft.issn=0005-2175&rft.volume=145&rft.issue=16&rft.spage=67&rft.epage=67&rft.externalDBID=AWS&rft.externalDocID=A1996VM03300032). ee
Congressional increase in funding for the Space-Based Laser has allowed TRW to resume testing of a high energy chemical laser that was put on hold by the Pentagon two years ago. The Alpha hydrogen-fluoride laser is one of three key components scheduled to be brought together next year as part of a Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) effort to demonstrate the viability of high-power, space-based chemical lasers. Proponents say such lasers could play a key role in ballistic missile defenses, firing upon enemy missiles from satellites to destroy them during the initial ''boost phase'' of firing. But it is questionable whether such a system could be deployed without violating the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty between the U.S. and Russia. TRW began work on the megawatt-class Alpha laser in 1980 and conducted its first test firing in 1989 (AW&ST Apr. 17, 1989, p. 23). The Alpha was fired 10 more times through August, 1994, then placed in ''preservation mode'' storage after BMDO scaled back funding for its Space-Based Laser program. But the Republican-controlled Congress reversed those cuts, most recently adding $ 70 million to the $ 30 million BMDO had budgeted for space-based laser activities in Fiscal 1997. The added funding headed off a potential delay in the Alpha/LAMP Integration (ALI) program, a BMDO effort to demonstrate critical space-based laser technologies in a series of ground tests next year. TRW resumed testing of the Alpha laser on Sept. 18, successfully firing it for 5 sec. at its Capistrano test facility near San Clemente, Calif. BMDO is currently considering whether to conduct one or two additional tests before the laser's scheduled integration with two other ALI subsystems that were also developed in the 1980s. Those systems are a projection telescope with a 13-ft. (4-meter) aperture known as the Large Advanced Mirror Program (LAMP) that is built by Hughes' Itek operation, and the Large Optics Demonstration Experiment, a Lockheed Martin-built beam control system. Lockheed Martin is also the prime contractor for the overall ALI effort. The ALI components are scheduled to be tested in a simulated space environment next spring and summer at TRW's Capistrano facility. Program managers say all three could later be built on a larger scale to generate the power needed for an operational platform that could defend against ballistic missiles. The technologies for all three subsystems have been developed, according to Dan Wildt, TRW's space-based laser integration program manager. ''These tests will demonstrate that they work together end-to-end.'' In addition to the ALI program, BMDO is working on several advanced technology efforts aimed at making space-based laser platforms lighter, more capable, and less costly. Wildt said a space-based chemical laser would operate at an altitude of 1,300 km. and would have a ''lethal range'' of 4,000-5,000 km. A single satellite could cover as much as 10% of the Earth's surface, he said. An operational space-based laser would be capable of intercepting missiles as they reached 9-11 km. altitude, a region above the cloud tops, Wildt said. If the laser missed a target, its operational wavelength of 2.7 microns would ensure that the beam would be absorbed by water vapor before it reached the surface of the Earth. Wildt said the next logical step after the ALI tests would be to build a laser system that could be tested in space. But it is highly questionable whether such a system could be deployed -- or even tested -- without violating the ABM treaty. 
	Diode-pumped vapor lasers, newest form and have funding- ABLs have been cut- vapor lasors best potion for boost phase defense. 

Hecht, 10- technology expert on military lasers and writer (Jeff, April 2010, “A new generation of laser weapons is born”, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-25-2016&FMT=7&DID=2013258241&RQT=309). ee 
Diode-pumped solid-state is in for short-range defense; diode-pumped alkali vapor lasers are in the running for boost-phase missile defense.


	


 Plans are changing for laser weapons development following three crucial demonstrations. Early in 2009, a diode-pumped solid-state slab laser from Northrop Grumman (Redondo Beach, CA) emitted 100 kW continuously for five minutes. This February, Textron Defense Systems (Wilmington, MA) also exceeded average power of 100 kW with a different diode-pumped solidstare laser design. The same month, the megawatt-class Airborne Laser (ABL) successfully completed the long-shot shoot-down of a liquid-fueled SCUD ballistic missile, representative of potential enemy threats (see Fig. 1). On the surface, all three demonstrations sound like welcome good news. The ABL became the first laser to destroy a foreign-built ballistic missile in flight, a key milestone for missile defense. The Northrop Grumman and Textron demonstrations met milestones for development of solid-state laser weapons established by the Joint High-Power SolidState Laser (JHPSSL) project managed by the Pentagon's Joint Technology Office. Yet the fiscal 2011 budget puts the brakes on further development of the chemical oxygen/iodine iaser (COIL) technology used in ABL, while including money to develop new laser technology and convert the 747-mounted laser into a testbed to study high-energy laser effects. In contrast, the budget does include plans for field trials to test potential of electrically powered 1 00-kW class lasers for battlefield use against rockets, mortars, artillery, and small boats. Missile defense problems The Airborne Laser is the latest in a series of laser missile-defense projects that began in the Carter Administration. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency's (DARPA) Space Laser Triad included construction of a 5 MW hydrogen-fluoride (HF) chemical laser on the ground, called Alpha, to show feasibility of orbiting laser battle stations to block a massive Soviet nuclear attack. Ronald Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative expanded on the idea, proposing a layered defense and alternatives including pop-up bomb-driven x-ray lasers. Alpha eventually reached megawatt-class power in 1991, but the end of the Cold War and formidable problems with laser and space technology led to shifts in plans. The ABL program was born in 1993 to defend against a more manageable missile threat - launch of a handful of missiles by "rogue states" such as North Korea. The plan was to install a megawatt laser in a plane that could fly close enough to potential launch sites that it could destroy missiles during their vulnerable boost phase. Developers hoped that use of a 1.3 pm COIL laser would help overcome beam-propagation problems, as well as allow smaller beam-direction optics than needed for HF/DF chemical lasers. In 1996, the Pentagon issued Boeing a $1.1 billion contract to build the ABL, with lethality tests starting in the early 200Os. The Bush Administration designated ABL (see Fig. 2) as the boost phase element of a multilayer missile defense system, but the planned missile shoot-down fell years behind schedule and ran billions of dollars over budget. Last Spring, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates pulled the plug on plans to build a fleet of ABLs before completing tests. He told Congress that the laser's projected lethal range was only 85 miles (135 km), well short of the 200 km sought for boost-phase missile defense. Next year's proposed budget, unveiled in February, calls for converting the ABL into a testbed to study laser effects in the air and on the ground. A new "Directed Energy Research" budget line will split $95 million between ABL tests and development of new types of lasers, but a Missile Defense Agency (MDA) spokesperson did not know how the money will be divided. The MDA did not disclose the laser's range in its February tests, but it had planned to start with close-in targets and move to more distant targets and more difficult missions. The first successful shoot-down was of a sounding rocket on February 3. The ABL shot down the SCUD on February 11, locking onto it within seconds after launch, then measuring atmospheric distortion and compensating for it before firing the COIL, which caused structural failure of the missile within two minutes of launch. Within an hour, ABL tracked and engaged a boosting solid rocket, showing it could be fired repeatedly. The second missile was not destroyed because of a "beam misalignment," according to Aviation Week.1 The MDA plans further tests into the summer, which may include countermeasures and multiple missiles to assess system response. Important issues yet to be addressed in public include the laser's ability to operate at full power in flight and how well the optics can withstand full-power operation. Diode-pumped alkali lasers The MDA's fiscal 2011 budget proposal identifies diode-pumped alkali lasers as the leading candidate for missile defense. Their big attractions include thermal management in a vapor phase rather than a solid, potentially extremely high optical to optical conversion efficiency, a good march to near-infrared pump diodes, very high power per unit volume, and running on electrical power instead of requiring special chemical fuels. William Krupke, a long-time deputy associate director of the laser program at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (Livermore, CA), proposed and patented diode-pumped alkali vapor lasers after retiring ro become a consultant. He focused on three-level laser systems based on transitions of the single valence electron see Fig. 3). The diodes pump an absorption line of the neutralatom ^sup 2^S^sub 1/2^ ground state, exciting it to the ^sup 2^P^sub 3/7^ state. Collisions with a buffer gas relaxes that state rapidly to the lowest excited state, ^sup 2^P^sub 1/2^, which is the upper laser level. Intense pumping by a diode array produces a population inversion with extremely high small-signal gain. The photon defects are remarkably small, only 4.7% in cesium, 1.9% in rubidium, and 0.44% in potassium, so optical-to-optical slope efficiency can in theory exceed 95%. Careful engineering is needed to approach those levels. At low pressure the alkali metals have very narrow linewidth, so buffer gases are added to match the absorption band with the 2 nm emission band of the diode array. Experimental slope efficiencies have exceeded 80%.2,3 The alkali vapors are "an unusual kind of gain medium," Krupke says. With radiative lifetimes of only 30 ns, they don't count as energy-storage media in the normal sense. "This is a quasi-two-level laser. The more you pump, the less ground state atoms there are to absorb, so you have to stimulate emission to get atoms back to the ground." 
Space lasers are the most accurate and could be ready to launch at anytime. 

Woodward, 1- associated press staff writer ( Calvin, May 6, “Bush launces offensive for missile- laser defense”, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=news&rft.atitle=BUSH+LAUNCHES+OFFENSIVE+FOR+MISSILE-LASER+DEFENSE&rft.jtitle=Columbian&rft.au=CALVIN+WOODWARD%2C+writer&rft.date=2001-05-06&rft.issn=1043-4151&rft.spage=A.1&rft.externalDBID=UABO&rft.externalDocID=72532150). ee
Unlike the planes, which could not attack launches too deep in hostile territory and must be in constant patrol near the danger zone, space lasers could operate against missiles coming from anywhere, anytime. Even optimists, however, do not expect this system to be tested from space until 2010 or later. Bush, in laying out his hopes for missile defense, did not discuss space-based options. Still, research proceeds. * Starting at about 100,000 feet, the California-bound missile is becoming a tricky target. It is entering the midcourse phase of flight. The rocket stages have fallen away, leaving what is essentially a large artillery shell streaking into space at close to 15,000 mph. Decoys are deployed to fool America's next, best and perhaps last shot. A U.S. system of ground-based interceptors the heart of the planned national missile defense kicks in when the launch is detected. Advanced radar networks track the trajectory and try to tell the difference between the warhead and decoys. From the continental United States, interceptors rocket out of their silos on a hunt for the attacking missile outside the atmosphere. "We'd follow the same scenario that police do keep shooting until the threat is no longer there," said Air Force Lt. Col. Rick Lehner, speaking for the Pentagon's Ballistic Missile Defense Organization. Each interceptor has a "kill vehicle" and a booster. Onboard sensors and communication devices allow computers and their human controllers on the ground to make course corrections. No explosives are needed on the interceptor. It is enough to smash into the incoming missile. A nighttime intercept more than 100 miles in space could probably be seen from the ground, Lehner said. * Once the North Korean warhead begins its arcing descent back toward the atmosphere, it will take about 10 minutes to reach its destination. Systems to knock out ICBMs in this terminal phase are not under serious development, although Navy interceptors or Patriots might be adapted for that purpose down the road. If nothing has hit it by now, probably nothing will.

Space is key to missile defense and boost phase- brilliant pebbles best option for defense. 

Canavan, 1- Gregory H. Canavan is a science advisor and senior fellow at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. (Gregory, 2001, “Space based missile defense: has its time come?”, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/56.pdf). ee
The boost phase is the new element that’s been added. A serious attempt at boost phase goes back about fifteen years. That’s the first time that Edward Teller and I were able to postulate a version of a space-based interceptor, subsequently known as the Brilliant Pebble (BP), that was capable and agile enough, but also light and cheap enough, to do two things: hit with high probability in boost, and survive long enough to be able to attack or to defend. So boost phase is an additional, key element. Of course, boost phase doesn’t have to be from space. In limited circumstances, surface-based possibilities are quite efficient for the threats which are accessible to them – addressing missiles and boost from, say, North Korea, Iraq, parts of Iran, and some Libyan launches, by putting interceptors on nearby ships in international waters or on secure Allied bases. But as threats grow – either in number or extent inland – the easy defenses go away. If you want to have a survivable, global missile defense with a boostphase layer, then you are driven to a space-based system. But the key element is this: if you have multi-layer defenses with a 90 percent effectiveness in each of three layers, then the overall probability of a given weapon penetrating is about a tenth of a percent. And that is the level you have to get down to, before you are serious about protecting an urban value.
Space based lasers will be fully powerful by 2012, they are key to space missile defense. 

Canavan, 1- Gregory H. Canavan is a science advisor and senior fellow at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. (Gregory, 2001, “Space based missile defense: has its time come?”, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/56.pdf). ee
Canavan: There have been technically lasers in space for decades; various government and contractor teams have worked on them. They have been very productive, and have hung in there through some tough times. Those tough times were largely driven by change in mission. When we started the laser in space, it was the only way that we could see to go after the SS-9 in boostphase. The SS-9 was essentially a titanium can or balloon full of gas; it was a very easy, soft target. But the SS-9 got rolled into the SS-18, which was intrinsically harder in its structure. So you go into this race of laser-hardening vs. the missile. The net result, twenty years later, is that the space laser, although having started first, because it got pushed back and because it’s bigger and in some ways more complex, is somewhat less mature. The goal now is to bring space lasers along by a time like 2012 or 2015. In a sense, it is a little bit delayed. That doesn’t bother me, though, because there is an important role for the space laser. If you do something in boost, you have to do it very fast. In that situation, it is good to be able to count on a speed-of-light weapon, rather than a kinetic energy interceptor. So you can see a time when a combination of faster missiles, shorter-range missiles that you want to hit, and targets other than missiles, could drive you to want to have a speed-of-light weapon. I personally fell off the boat on lasers twenty years ago because I couldn’t figure out how to make them really survivable. They’re fairly visible, and the concern was that someone could drop a ton of gravel in the path or something like that. But you could arguably put a kinetic-energy set of interceptors together with a space-based laser, and that combination is actually quite survivable. Lasers are hard and big, and they take time, but I think they are worth the time. They will be an important piece of the puzzle whenever they come in.

Lasers fasters and most accurate form of missile defense. 

Summers 2k (Thomas, Major of the USAF, “ HOW IS U.S. SPACE POWER JEOPARDIZED BY AN ADVERSARY’S EXPLOITATION, TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS, EMPLOYMENT AND ENGAGEMENT OF LASER ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS?,” Air Command and Staff College @ Airforce University, April, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/acsc/00-172.pdf,). ee 
As the laser beam propagates through the atmosphere, several linear effects, such as diffraction, absorption, beam jitter, scattering and atmospheric turbulence, as well as the nonlinear thermal blooming effect, can degrade the laser’s effectiveness. 16 First, as for linear effects, diffraction is a natural phenomenon that causes the beam to diverge or bend as the beam transmits through focusing and steering optics. To ensure maximum power on target and high beam quality, the aim is to minimize beam losses (strehl) and diffraction effects. 17 Since the beam’s area or “spot size” is fundamentally limited by diffraction, to obtain the smallest spot size possible, in principle, one should use the shortest wavelength and largest diameter optics available to approach the diffraction-limited spot diameter (proportional to the beam wavelength and inversely proportional to the beam’s optics effective diameter). Second, absorption, or atmospheric attenuation, of the laser beam by water and air occurs in the atmosphere as discussed above. Third, by beam jitter we refer to beam spreading, often caused by mechanical vibrations, track scintillation, track sensor noise and aimpoint jitter, that ultimately affect the beam’s power on target. 18 Fourth, the laser beam is scattered, or redirected, by particles in the atmosphere, principally the result of raindrops. 19 However, hail, snow, clouds, smoke and dust can also scatter a laser beam. The final linear effect, atmospheric turbulence, causes the laser beam to spread as the atmosphere changes along the path of propagation. Atmospheric turbulence depends heavily on the range to the target and only weakly on the wavelength of the laser beam. The longer the range to the target, the greater the laser beam is spread, and thus reducing concentrated power on target due to atmospheric turbulence. 20 As for the non-linear thermal blooming effect, atmospheric changes in the wind velocity, temperature, and density of air combine to cause localized beam focusing and heating in the atmosphere. 
SBL & BP Mechanism

Perm do both solves better – SBL combined with Brilliant Pebbles creates the most effective system
IFPA 9 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Sponsored by the American Foreign Policy Council, the Marshall Institute, Heritage, Claremont, Missouri State University, et al, “Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century’s 2009 Report,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)MH

Directed-energy defenses hold the potential in the longer term to provide a boost-phase defense capability. The 1991-92 GPALS system included a follow-on space-based laser (SBL) layer after the Brilliant Pebbles deployment with capabilities that would complement it in two ways: (1) lasers operating at the speed of light assure the earliest possible boost-phase intercept capability, maximizing the likelihood that debris from the intercept would fall back on the launcher’s territory; and (2) while lasers would not be effective in destroying nuclear warheads in space, they would be capable of the active discrimination of warheads from decoys, thus enabling intercept by Brilliant Pebbles or other midcourse defense systems. The SBL platform would intercept ballistic missiles by focusing and maintaining a high-powered laser on the missile while its rockets are burning and it is very vulnerable to even a small perturbation that could ignite the rocket fuel and destroy the missile. A missile that is struck early in its boost phase could dispense its deadly payload over the country of launch, thus creating in itself a possible deterrent to launching missiles against the United States and its forward-deployed forces. (Countries contemplating the use of missile-delivered weapons of mass destruction would have to consider the possibility that the payload would fall within their own borders). If the missile were engaged near the end of its boost phase, it still might fly a ballistic trajectory, but one that would fall short of its intended target. And as noted above, SBLs could perform an active discrimination mission, aiding SBIs and other midcourse-capable defenses in intercepting the attacking missile before it reenters the Earth’s atmosphere.  Because any one space-based directed-energy platform may not be in sight of the area from which its target missiles are launched at a particular time, a constellation of such platforms would be required to ensure that one or more of them would be in sight of potential launch areas in time to engage the targets while they are vulnerable. A constellation of about 12 SBLs could provide global coverage against up to five ballistic missiles simultaneously launched from anywhere to anywhere else more than about 120 kilometers away. Against theater-class medium-range ballistic missiles, this constellation could destroy up to 10 simultaneously launched ballistic missiles while in boost phase. Against ICBMs, whose boost phase lasts for three to five minutes, a minimum of 15 to 25 simultaneous missile launches could be intercepted. An R&D program should be pursued to prove the requisite SBL technologies. When developed and fully tested, SBLs would significantly augment the capabilities provided by the Brilliant Pebbles architecture. However, as noted above, there is no current program to provide an SBI capability, and the SBL Integrated Flight Experiment that was scheduled for 2012 has been cancelled.  
Solvency Mechanism or R&D CP

Investing R&D over different SMD possibilities is the quickest, most cost efficient and effective way to achieve solvency
Frederick 9 – Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and , School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Lorinda, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html)

SBMD progressed through various programs, such as GPALS, Brilliant Pebbles, Clementine, and SBL, despite dwindling support from presidential administrations following President Reagan’s. Pres. George W. Bush paved the way for the next administration to put SBMD on the international agenda. According to The National Security Strategy of the United States of America(2006), the United States may need new approaches to deter state and nonstate actors and deny them the objectives of their attacks.50 Additionally, the National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (2002) states that “today’s threats are far more diverse and less predictable than those of the past. States hostile to the United States and to our friends and allies have demonstrated their willingness to take high risks to achieve their goals, and are aggressively pursuing WMD and their means of delivery as critical tools in this effort. As a consequence, we require new methods of deterrence.”51Cooperation on missile defense initiatives could increase global stability. By banding together in coalitions, countries can deter war by repelling an attack against any member.52 States and rogue elements will not be able to strike surreptitiously if they know that the international community could quickly discern the origin of any launch and compute potential impact points. Attempts by a rogue element to destabilize the region through the attribution of attacks to a state may initially promote the rogue elements own agenda. However, data provided by missile defense and other sensors can refute such claims. The shared international ability to identify launch and impact points might deter states and rogue elements from launching in the first place. The more nations cooperate with each other, the more stable the world becomes. Policymakers need to invest in the development of many different capabilities, including SBMD, to negate missiles in their boost phase and use the information gleaned from these developments to inform decisions. One approach involves bringing a system to the prototype stage for testing and accurately gauging its performance. This approach could let the United States invest in only a limited number of prototypes, thus deferring large-scale production to allow further research, development, and testing. These efforts could decrease the risk of failure during production and deployment.53 When the need arises, the United States should capitalize on preexisting prototypes as long as the industrial base could support rapid production. By funding R&D for SBMD, the United States would ensure the viability of these technologies. The DOD cannot expect developments in commercial industry to be available for national security purposes. Competitive pressures force industry to fund near-term R&D programs and choose near-term survival over long-term possibilities.54 Applied research into SBMD technologies would allow the United States to gain more knowledge about boost-phase defenses. America will get as much R&D in SBMD technologies as it is willing to fund.
Absent SMD, the US will lose its status as the major space power

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 

If it is to remain a space power, not only must the United States be capable of detecting and deterring such an attack (that is, situational awareness, a capability that does not presently exist in most U.S. space assets), it must also possess the means of defending against an attack, identifying the source, and quickly recovering and reconstituting vital assets. This means that the United States must be able quickly to replace those disabled or destroyed space-based assets that it cannot easily defend. Investigating development of redundant capabilities, hosting payloads on commercial satellites, or integrating allied space systems could reduce the likely impact of a strike against space assets. Both for missile defense and for space more generally, the United States will need to make major new investments in research and technology programs in the years ahead. As the Rumsfeld Space Commission concluded, since the 1980s there has been a dramatic decrease in the aerospace sector’s share of the total national research and development investment, shrinking from 20 percent to less than 8 percent. Compounding this decline, U.S. companies are investing more heavily in efforts to win modernization contracts based on existing technologies, rather than investing in leap-ahead technologies that would dramatically transform the U.S. space program. A concerted effort is needed to assure that the U.S. space industry can produce systems at least one generation ahead of its international competitors. For example, if the United States is to remain dominant in space, new approaches that reduce the cost of building and launching space systems by emphasizing the miniaturization of those systems must be found. New sensors capable of detecting and tracking smaller, moving, and concealed targets, together with advanced surveillance and defensive and offensive technologies for space control and information operations, will be needed. In recent years, funding for boost-phase intercept space-defense programs has been only a miniscule portion of the total missile defense budget. The funding sought by the George W. Bush administration, extremely limited to begin with, has not been supported by the Congress except for a modest $5 million appropriation for the study of space-based defenses that was approved in 2008. 47 The result is a major shortfall in the R&D needed to sustain space-based missile defense and other aspects of the U.S. space presence. As discussed in greater detail in section 6, a global missile defense should be open to other countries predicated on the assumption that space, like the high seas, is an arena for common security. The United States should reaffirm the recognition contained in the Outer Space Treaty that there is a common interest in the use of outer space for peaceful purposes – with missile defense being one of these peaceful purposes. 

***2AC***
***CASE Args***
Inherency Trick

US committed to MD- contracts prove
UPI 11 (UPI.com, March 14 2011, “Companies given missile defense contracts”, http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2011/03/14/Companies-given-missile-defense-contracts/UPI-67901300112987/)
WASHINGTON, March 14 (UPI) -- The U.S. Missile Defense Agency says it is granting competitive awards to five small U.S. businesses for advisory and assistance services. The businesses named are COLSA Corp., Huntsville, Ala.; Engineering Research and Consulting, Inc., Huntsville, Ala.; Millennium Engineering and Integration Co., Arlington, Va.; Torch Technologies, Inc., Huntsville, Ala.; and DCS Corp. of Alexandria, Va. The indefinite-delivery/indefinite-quantity awards are being made under a Small Business Set-Aside Request for Proposal, the MDA said. Each contract has a not-to-exceed ordering ceiling of $861 million with a performance period through March 2016. Under the awards the companies will provide advisory and assistance services to the Directorates for Engineering, Test, Advanced Technology and Information Management and Technology Operations. The contractors will assist the directorates in providing engineering, technical analysis and support, scientific, systems engineering, test planning and test execution activities in support of the Ballistic Missile Defense System. The MDA Engineering and Support Services Program Office will centrally manage these contracts through competitive task orders for which the companies will have an opportunity to bid. The MDA said it will enter obligations with the companies using research, development, test and evaluation funds.

This makes your DA’s inevitable, already has pissed off multiple nations:

1) China
NTI, 07 (James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, “China's Opposition to US Missile Defense Programs”, Last Copyrighted 2007, http://www.nti.org/db/china/mdpos.htm#China%27s%20Opposition%20to%20TMD%20in%20Japan, Manchester)
China's position on TMD is largely influenced by its profound mistrust of Japan, which dates back to the Japanese annexation of Manchuria in 1931 and atrocities committed during World War II. Ambassador Sha has stated, "We are still suffering from our nightmare with Japan since the war. These are a people who even deny the fact that there was something called the Nanking Massacre; some of them feel it didn't happen at all. So how can we have any confidence in a country like that?"21 Despite China's strong opposition to TMD cooperation with Japan, PRC officials have indicated a willingness to accept deployment of lower-tier TMD in Japan. China considers lower-tier theater missile defenses to be “legitimate” missile defenses since these systems have a limited footprint that can only protect small areas such as military bases and troop deployments from missile attacks.22 China's concerns about Japan's development of an upper-tier TMD system, especially a sea-based one, are based on the fear that such a system would also be capable of defending Taiwan in the event of a missile attack from the mainland. The US Navy's Theater Wide (NTW) system could be based in Japan but still be easily deployed near Taiwan. According to a 1999 Pentagon report, one Aegis cruiser equipped with the NTW system could defend all of Taiwan.

2) Russia
Woolf 2 (Amy F. Woolf, June 14 2002, specialist in national defense foreign affairs, defense, and trade division, “National Missile Defense: Russia’s Reaction”, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/11635.pdf)
The Threat to Russia’s Deterrent. Russian analysts have argued that the United States could undermine Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent, and possibly acquire a disarming first strike capability, with even a relatively limited missile defense capability. First, they note that Russia’s arsenal of strategic offensive nuclear weapons is likely to decline sharply over the next decade, to perhaps fewer than 1,500 warheads, as older weapons are retired and financial constraints preclude the acquisition of newer weapons. But the United States could maintain a much larger offensive nuclear force of several thousand nuclear weapons, even under prospective arms control scenarios. In addition, NATO enlargement, the U.S. advantage in antisubmarine warfare, and the U.S. advantage in precision-guided conventional weapons, such as the sea-launched Tomahawk cruise missile, provide the United States and its allies with the ability to conduct conventional attacks on strategic targets in Russia in a comprehensive first strike. If the United States launched an attack against Russia with its conventional and nuclear forces, and destroyed a large percentage of Russia’s diminished nuclear forces, a few hundred missile defense interceptors could be sufficient to intercept Russia’s retaliatory strike. Hence, according to this argument, even a limited missile defense system could “undermine strategic stability” and contribute to U.S. efforts to “achieve radical changes in the military balance.”22 Russian analysts also note that China is likely to react to the deployment of a U.S. NMD system by expanding its military capabilities and its offensive missile forces. One Russian analyst, Alexander Pikayev, has stated that China has already adopted a $10 billion package for a new nuclear buildup in reaction to U.S. plans to deploy an NMD system together with a TMD system in the Western Pacific, and that China would have to significantly increase the size of its missile force to maintain the credibility of its deterrent in the face of a U.S. NMD. But, according to Pikayev and other Russian analyts, these weapons could pose as much of a threat to Russia as they could to the United States: “Currently, the predominance of Chinese conventional weapons vis-a-vis the vast but sparsely populated Russian Far East is balanced by Moscow’s superiority in nuclear weapons. China’s nuclear build-up might considerably erode this superiority, further weakening Russia’s position in the Far East.”23 According to Pikayev, this imbalance with Chinese forces might compel Russia to withdraw from the 1987 Intermediate Forces Treaty. Possible Military Responses Hence, in spite of U.S. claims to the contrary, many Russian officials and analysts appear to believe that U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and deployment of a nationwide missile defense system would undermine the existing framework of arms control agreements, upset international strategic stability, incite new arms races, and threaten the credibility of Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent. Several Russian officials have declared that, if the United States were to follow this path, Russia would feel compelled to withdraw from a range of arms control agreements so that it could deploy the military forces that it would need to offset the U.S. threat to its nuclear deterrent. These military responses could include changes in the deployment of several different types of nuclear weapons. 

And- previous attempts to develop SMD should have triggered the link

Hitchens 02 (Theresa-CDI Vice President, “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette? 
The Policy Implications of U.S. Pursuit of Space-Based Weapons”, April 18, 2002, http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm) np

The second factor driving U.S. political-military thinking about weaponizing space is the push, now being rapidly accelerated by the Bush administration, to develop missile defenses. The administration already has announced its intent to withdraw, on June 13, 2002, from the ABM treaty, not only opening the path for development of missile interceptors but also clearing the way for the United States to develop anti-satellite weapons targeted against potentially hostile spy satellites. The Pentagon's just-revised missile defense plans include a much greater emphasis on the potential for space-based systems, in particular for shooting down enemy missiles in their boost phase as they begin to ascend through the atmosphere. Although it is unclear if these plans are a deliberate foot in the door to the weaponization of space, their implementation would have that effect. A decision to move forward with space-based missile defense systems would end today's policy of restraint — with or without an overt move to rewrite the National Space Policy. The newly named Missile Defense Agency (formerly the Ballistic Missile Defense Agency) has proposed spending $1.33 billion from 2003 to 2007 on developing "Space-Based Boost" — in essence reviving the Reagan-era concept of Brilliant Pebbles, a constellation of orbiting, kinetic kill vehicles designed to knock out enemy ICBMs in their boost phase. "Concept assessment" is due to be completed in early 2003, according to Pentagon fiscal year (FY) 2003 budget documents, with an aim to "support a product line decision not earlier than FY 2006."
13 The development program is being designed to include at least limited experiments in space. Research on the Space Based Laser has been ongoing for some time, and laser technology has slowly progressed. The program has experienced developmental trouble, however, and Congress cut FY 2002 funding, bringing to a halt the program's planned Integrated Flight Experiment of an early prototype. The Missile Defense Agency is now reevaluating the program, but intends to continue exploring technologies through 2007 — proposing $284.8 million in spending from FY 2003-2007.
14 Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz recently testified to Congress that the Pentagon budget for FY 2003 includes about $103 million for directed energy technology (including Space-Based Laser).
15 

Current BMD tests against rogue nations should have triggered the DA’s link
Wolf 11 (Jim Wolf, April 15 2011, Defense Technology Correspondent at Reuters, “Six U.S. stages ‘most challenging’ missile-defense test”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/04/15/us-usa-missile-idUSTRE73E2C920110415)  
(Reuters) - The military said it shot down an intermediate-range ballistic missile target over the Pacific on Friday in the "most challenging" test yet of its work on a planned antimissile shield for Europe against Iran. The Pentagon said the successful test of Lockheed Martin Corp and Raytheon Co hardware "demonstrated the capability" of the first phase of a layered, multibillion dollar antimissile shield, which is due to be in place in Europe by year-end. The technology may also be adapted to defend against North Korea, another focus of U.S. antimissile efforts, and ultimately to bolster existing ground-based defenses.
***HEGE Adv*** 
Hege Extensions
Space Missile Defense System Key for Hegemony  

AVERNS 04-( Dick Averns, Invading space,  The Globe and Mail, December 6, 2004, Lexis Nexis) E.L.
Foreign Affairs Minister Pierre Pettigrew's suggestion that U.S. President George Bush's "hopes" do not constitute a formal request for Canada to join the missile-defence system does little to promote transparent debate (Missile-Defence Debate Blocked, Opposition Says - Dec. 4). For raising public awareness we must thank President Bush.  But perhaps we can help Mr. Pettigrew's understanding of "what exactly the impacts of this missile-defence system will be for Canada."  The recently re-installed Defence Secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, Vice-President Dick Cheney, and the President's brother Jeb, to name but a few, are all signatories to the ultra-conservative Project for The New American Century (newamericancentury.org). The Project's avowed belief is that "American leadership is good both for America and for the world" and that "such leadership requires military strength."  As the Project's report to the U.S. government, Rebuilding America's Defenses, states, a key mission is to "transform U.S. forces to exploit the revolution in military affairs." This will include the need to "control the new 'international commons' of space and 'cyperspace,' and pave the way for the creation of a new military service, U.S. Space Forces, with the mission of space control." Further, "No system of missile defences can be fully effective without placing sensors and weapons in space." 

There is a difference between militarization and weaponization of space, Space capabilities are vital the U.S. 

STEELE, 1- thesis in MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE and Military Space Applications, and graduate student from sienna college (June 1, 2001, Claire E., “The Weaponization of Space a Strategic Estimate”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll2/id/459/rv/singleitem/rec/15). EE
The weaponization of space debate has been ongoing since the 1940s when Project RAND stood up to study national security scientific issues. The weaponization of space is employing offensive or defensive weapons in outer space. Some believe space is a sanctuary and should be kept free of offensive and defensive weapons. Others call for full employment of offensive and defensive weapons based in space. A third contingent believes there should only be defensive weapons located in space. The definition of weaponization differs from militarization. Militarization of space is using space assets for military purposes such as reconnaissance or communications. Militarized space assets are not necessarily weapons. “Space capabilities have become so intertwined with US society that continued unimpeded access to space has become a vital US interest.”1 The US is concerned about unobstructed access to space. Numerous government documents and studies call for space control, which is the ability to assure access to space, freedom of operations within the space medium, and an ability to deny others the use of space.2 However, US words and actions differ. Currently, there are no weapons in space. There are, however, terrestrial weapons that can attack space assets. In the past, the US spent money on research and development associated with the strategic defense initiative and now theater ballistic missile defense, but the fact remains that outer space is still free of weapons.

The U.S. should do whatever necessary to put weapons in to space to maintain diplomacy. 

STEELE, 1- thesis in MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE and Military Space Applications, and graduate student from sienna college (June 1, 2001, Claire E., “The Weaponization of Space a Strategic Estimate”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll2/id/459/rv/singleitem/rec/15). EE
The long-term effects on the military are “good.” The US military will be much more powerful with a space-based weapons capability until another nation develops a similar system. The goal is to “allow friendly forces to exploit space capabilities, while negating the enemy’s ability to do the same.”90 As stated in the diplomacy paragraph, when the first weapon is deployed, other nations will be affected immediately. The US military may not be able to sustain this new capability. Since the US is between major conflicts right now, the military is shrinking and defense dollars are diverted elsewhere. The US population does not perceive a large threat and therefore will not support a large military, as evidenced by the massive military drawdown after the Persian Gulf War. The long-term effects economically are “poor.” Developing and launching something into space is incredibly expensive. The DoD space budget peaked during 1988-1989.91 As seen in the 1990s, when the presidential administration did not put priority on the space program, it did not receive funds. In the past, space-based weapons programs have been started and never completed. Other nations will put money into their space weapons programs only if the US is doing the same. Like the defensive weapons only course of action, the economic priority varies with the presidential administration, so it may or may not be sustained. The phasing of the instruments of power during this course of action should be: diplomatic, economic, military. The information instrument is applied supporting the other three and will also have to be quite extensive to be effective. Developing offensive and defensive space-based weapons will be controversial and expensive. Diplomacy must still be the number one priority if the US is to avoid conflict with other nations. Russian Defense Minister Marshall Igor Sergeev predicts conflicts with other nations if the US violates the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.92 The US should attempt to maintain friends and try not to develop new enemies. Economic must be the next because of the large costs involved in space operations. If the military is chosen, it must become a priority and receive all the benefits of the other instruments of power.

US space assets are crucial to global communications and economy-without it lacks cohesiveness

Hays and Klingseisen 09 (Peter L.-CA at the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants, BBA, Simon Fraser University and Robert- Maj. USSPACECOM, “America’s Security Role in a Changing World: The use of Space in Global Communications”, pg. 63)np

It took 6 months for President James Polk to sead a message to the West in 1845. At the time, communications with the West Coast went by sea around the Horn of South America or by ship, train, and ship across the Isthmus of Panama. The Pony Express began service in 1860. Its first trip from Missouri to California took 10 days, 7 hours, and 45 minutes, with riders covering 250 miles a day_ Delivering mail by horseback over prairies, plains, deserts. and mountains, it was the fastest service across the North American continent. The Pony Express reflected the need for a rapid and reliable transcontinental communications system that operated year round. After it was replaced by the telegraph, the Pony Express became a legend of the Old West. less than 100 years later, the first satellite was launched into orbit and transmitted radio communications from space. Today, there are more than 850 satellites (see figure 3-2) in orbit that connect practically every place on Earth, simultaneously in near real-time, providing worldwide services. In fact, satellite-based services pervade almost every aspect of daily life and enable the globalized economy. As Alvin and Heidi Toffler have observed, the networked economy has led to the greatest changes in the global economy since the Industrial Revolution • Different ways of communicating and providing services via satellite are foundations for the new wealth created in the so-called third wave of economic development. Although fiber optic cables remain technologically dominant over satellite communications for fixed. pointtopoint telecommunications, satellite communications are critical to the global economy as an adjunct. Satellite communications provide point-to-multipoint and regional telecommunications services that lack wired infrastructure. They also enable the conduct of military operations worldwide, particularly for missions in regions with limited wired infrastructure_ Those telecommunications no longer move primarily over dedicated military satellite communications systems_ During the opening phase of Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom, some 60 and 80 percent of communications were sent over commercial satellite systems, respectively.'

SMD crushes our enemies morale by shooting down missiles while they are in their boost-phase

Dinerman, 08 (Taylor, September 8 2008, staff writer for The Space Review. “Space-based missile defense and the psychology of warfare” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1205/1,)
Tyrannical regimes and terrorist movements share the need to excite people with dramatic and violent events. The more spectacular the attack, the better. Firing long-range missiles at an enemy, even if you only hit an empty parking lot, can provide followers with a level of emotional satisfaction. This in turn can motivate them to continue to fight even in a seemingly hopeless battle.  In future wars, those who are fighting against the West—today Iran or North Korea, tomorrow, who knows?—will use ballistic missiles not only to terrorize enemy civilian populations but to build morale among their own forces and people. Missile defense is the key to winning this critical psychological battle. As long as their missiles are being shot out of the sky, claims that they are hurting the enemy and thus filling people’s need for revenge can be shown to be utterly empty. This, however, cannot be done with terminal phase defense weapons. To hit a missile or a warhead that is descending towards its target may be a feat of technological skill, but it does nothing to decrease the emotional satisfaction that comes from striking a hated enemy. Midcourse interceptors such as the US GBI or the Israeli Arrow are better, but the best way to publicly humiliate those who are launching Scud-type missiles is to shoot them down as soon after they leave the launch pad as possible. The only weapon now in development that will—in theory—be able to do this is the Airborne Laser (ABL), which the Missile Defense Agency plans to test next year.  This is indeed a promising system, but it has its limits. Its range is, according to unclassified reports, about 300 kilometers, and the US only plans to build, at most, seven aircraft. If the goal is to prevent the enemy from using its missile attacks to build its own side’s morale and thus lengthen the war, another solution must be found. Space-based interceptors, such as a new version of the Brilliant Pebbles program that was canceled in 1993, could, in combination with space- and ground-based sensors, knock down missiles of this type in the boost phase. Significantly, they would do so over the launching country’s own territory and at least some of the citizens would witness the destruction of their leader’s vengeance weapons. This news would spread through word of mouth. This might be one of the keys to undermining their will to make war and help shorten the conflict.
Space Assets are crucial to forward deployments-increases surveillance and maneuverability

Eisenreich 09 (Jason C., Major, United States Air Force, “The All Seeing Eye: Space-Based Persistent Surveillance in 2030”, April 2009--- Air Research Information Management System)np

In addition to the threats mentioned in the previous section, current space-based surveillance platforms are lacking in the amount of persistence they can provide to users. This lack of persistence limits the times at which satellites can provide access to specific targets. Adversary denial and deceptions efforts due to the predictability of the LEO orbits further limit the utility of existing assets. Evidence for the need for persistence is seen in U.S. actions in Iraq and Afghanistan. To increase the overhead coverage in Iraq, the USAF has increased the number of around-the-clock UAV orbits from 12 to 27 within the last year.39 This large number of continuous orbits is required due to the relatively small field of view of the UAV because of their operating altitude and onboard sensors. This thirst for real-time awareness of events is not limited to the battlefield. The secrecy that shrouds the military capabilities of many potential adversaries drives a similar need for persistent real-time coverage of areas such as China, Iran, North Korea, and Russia which are not accessible with aerial vehicles. To truly meet the needs of national leaders and military commanders, this coverage needs to be broad area coverage not enabled by today’s space or air-based platforms. However, the spatial resolution of this coverage must still meet or exceed the capability provided by current assets. Options to Meet Future Requirements To meet the requirements of national leaders and military commanders in the future both the threat from adversary ASAT capabilities and the need for persistent coverage need to be addressed. This section presents three potential solutions for meeting these two driving requirements: operationally responsive space (ORS) capabilities, networked sensors operating at either LEO or GEO, and a GEO-based sensor.

SBMD increase global power projection-better then forward deployment of troops

Frederick 08 (Lorinda A.- a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, JUNE 2008---Air University Research Management System)np

The global power projection characteristic of SBMD makes this rapid response possible and lets these interceptors have better access to missiles in the boost phase. Space provides access to areas terrestrial, maritime, and airborne defenses cannot reach. Missile threats may be located deep within denied territories. A properly designed orbital constellation could have access to any launch site an adversary hopes to use. The constant forward presence of SBMD would let the United States limit its military footprint on foreign soil and support many on-going military operations at once. Land- and sea-based interceptors would have to be based all over the world in order to provide credible protection from ballistic missile attacks. The size and capability of military forces deployed forward depends on the US’ relationship with the host nation and the threat level in the region. The pre-positioning of infrastructure, supplies, and equipment allows the United States to shorten response times when hostilities erupt but they are costly to sustain. Command and control of SBMD could take place from domestic or international ground stations. SBMD are always in position to perform their duties and do not require basing elements on overseas territories. SBMD allows a non-intrusive forward presence because it does not require the pre-positioning of assets on other territories. The increasingly diverse nature of global operations is challenging because it is not always possible to deploy forward naval, land, and air forces to certain regions. This may be due to any number of reasons, including a lack of foreign support for the US presence, the finite supply of men and equipment, and the costs associated with maintaining a US presence. Air, land, and sea BMD capabilities have the potential to put US military men and women in harm’s way. Employing SBMD is not contingent on approval from another nation. The continued presence of US assets on foreign soil depends on the host nation accepting or approving the mission those assets support. If the defenses are not in position, they cannot deter threats. Stationed in the right orbits in the right quantities, SBMD could project power around-the-clock. The United States may need the ability to respond in a timely manner to rapidly emerging threats, anywhere in the world.
Space conflicts inevitable- US weapons in space help secure control

Blazejewski 08

(Kenneth S. Blazejewski is in private practice in New York City, focusing primarily on international corporate, space development and financial transactions. He received his master’s degree in public affairs from the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University and his JD degree from the New York University School of Law, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations”, Strategic Studies Quarterly, 2008, Defense Technology Information Center, pg online @ http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a509492.pdf // sc)

The final argument for the placement of weapons in space is the US ability to secure control of outer space, which many military planners consider to be the inevitable future theater of military conflict and the ultimate military highground.50 Control of outer space would both permit the United States to project power from space (either offensive or defensive) and deny adversaries the ability to do the same. Space-based weapons could provide some clear advantages incase of military conflict. For instance, SBLs could greatly reduce the response time of the US military to certain kinds of terrestrial threats. While a ballistic missile in the United States can take up to 45 minutes to reach its target, SBLs can destroy targets moments after the decision is made to attack. 

Space dominance key to full spectrum dominance

Tilford 97 (Earl H, Director of Research and Senior Research Professor at the U.S. Army War College's Strategic Studies Institute, 6/6/97, Strategic Studies Institute, "National Defense Into the 21st Century: Defining the Issues," pg. 32-34, http://permanent.access.gpo.gov/lps12954/00254.pdf, MM)

"So," Dr. Ziemke asked, "whither air power?" The National Military Strategy (NMS), combined with our inherent commitment to an idealistically-based foreign policy, guarantees a future for American air power. From deterring and defeating aggression in major regional contingencies to maintaining overseas presence and countering the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, air power offers unique and necessary capabilities that are essential to fulfilling the NMS. Strategic air campaigns, gaining and maintaining air superiority, air surveillance, precision strike, strategic airlift, and the ability to evacuate innocents from crisis areas are all unique capabilities of air power writ large: USAF, USN, USMC, Army, Coast Guard, and civilian contracted aviation. Finally, the extension of the U.S. national frontier into space has profound implications for space forces that may have an effect on the future structure and missions of the U.S. Air Force. Former Air Force Chief of Staff General Larry D. Welch then addressed the topic, "The USAF into the 21st Century." General Welch stated that the overarching vision provided in the Chairman's Joint Vision 2010 is full-spectrum dominance, at any level from peacekeeping and peace enforcement to major war. The ingredients to achieve full-spectrum dominance are dominant maneuver, precision engagement, focused logistics, and full-dimension protection, each enhanced and focused by information superiority. The key concept is dominance--not marginal superiority, but dominance. A useful way to think about the future, according to General Welch, is to examine relevant lessons from the past. Our success with air power in the Gulf War resulted from an objective examination of the failures of air power in Vietnam. Now we need in what might be a very different 21st century. To do that, it is useful to track five important lessons from Vietnam through the Gulf War and on to the future. We have to trust the commanders on the scene with the enormously complex business of conducting joint operations in subordination to clearly defined objectives and constraints set by the civilian political leadership. The need to conduct a coherent, integrated air campaign focused on the joint force commander's objectives is vital. We must have a dominant battlespace awareness. To dominate the battlespace, we must have the finest air power technology available. Our air crews must be trained and ready to fight on the first combat mission. The contrast between how the United States used air power in the Gulf War and how we misused it in Vietnam is clear and instructive. Still the value of history comes from the relevant application of its lessons to future operations. In the 21st century, U.S. air power will make a powerful, sometimes leading, contribution to the battlespace dominance sought by U.S. or joint coalition forces. When that is done, airpower will have realized its long touted but previously unrealized potential. True advocates of air power are not those wild-blue yonder, go-it-alone enthusiasts. Rather, they are the staunch advocates of integrated air-land-and-sea power; a joint team fighting together to achieve full-spectrum dominance.

Space included in airpower

Dunlap NO DATE (Charles J....Jr., Major General, ARI (airpower Research Institute), "Shortchanging the Joint Flight?" http://www.cgsc.edu/carl/docrepository/121007dunlap.pdf, MM)

Importantly, when this monograph speaks of "airpower" it does not employ the somewhat outdated official Air Force definition, but rather takes its meaning from the Air Force's current mission statement to include air, space, and cyberspace power in all their many forms. A caution: this reference to the Air Force's mission statement does not  mean that airpower should be read exclusively to mean the US Air Force. Although the United States has only one Air Force, the air and missile arms of other services are vital elements of American airpower.

***Solvency***
The advantages of Space based BMD are strategic location, being legal under I-law, massive defense power, and can stop ASAT attacks against US satellites 

Kleinberg 11 (Howard Kleinberg, Research analyst for the Marshall Intsitute, March 1, 2011, “A Global Missile Defense 'network': Terrestrial High-Energy Lasers and Aerospace Mirrors Part 1 of 2, http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1G1-251954702.html) JB
Obviously, there is no way to cover the entire Earth with ship-based, land-based, nor even air-based limited-range boost-phase interceptor missiles; that would require thousands of weapons, far too expensive a proposition even for the U.S. This is not to say that the current generation of ground-based boost-phase BMD systems, such as KEI and ALTB are unneeded. Quite the contrary, they are vital answers as part of the layered defenses against the near to mid-term threats of rogue states with short-range, medium-range, and intermediate range ballistic missiles, with coastlines and internal territories small enough to be covered with these weapons, from one direction or another. In the longer term, they would still provide the ability to reinforce the defenses, in and around vital areas, such as major cities and military bases. However, it is for the longer term future, in which missile, especially ICBM threats, are foreseen to be growing worldwide, that an answer must be found that can defend against all such threats. There is a solution, which can only be fully provided, and fully covered, from space. Advantages of space-based weapons for missile-defense. Space-based weapons, for missile defense, have many critical advantages over terrestrial-based systems. The first and foremost of these is the old real-estate adage, 'location, location, location.' Objects in orbit circle the globe in as little as 90 minutes. According to James G. Lee, with the U.S. Air Force Air University, speeds are typically as much as 4.5 miles per second in Low Earth Orbit (LEO), granting them as much initial velocity (more, with booster motors) as is technologically possible, while still being located near the Earth. From LEO, they have as little distance as possible to reach a boosting BM, while still being in orbit proper. In fact, Lowell Wood described in "Ballistic Missile Defense in an Ideal World," they would most likely follow a downward path from their orbital altitude to effect an interception of a boost-phase missile, giving them maximum advantage in an intercept flight. Inali, Space-Based Ballistic Missile Defense weapons have an immense advantage of speed over their ballistic missile adversaries, since they are already going faster than their targets ever will, i.e., at orbital velocity, and will add even more speed (i.e., more mi/sec.) in the process of boosting and descending to intercept their targets. Second, under international law, space-based systems are legally entitled to overfly any place on Earth at any time they do so. In addition, Lee showed, objects in orbit overfly the same points and areas on Earth many times a day, every day, for spans of years or more. Even if international law prohibited space overflights, the complexity and cost of stopping objects in space would limit the possibilities of doing so to a very few states (at least at present.) Third, objects in space have the advantage of height, always a critical advantage in war fighting, and one that gives the added advantages of line of sight (range), descent, speed, and range, especially with respect to a boosting ballistic missile target as it struggles up out of its ocean of air, up out of Earth's gravity well, from far below. Space-based objects also have the advantage of persistence, since they lose speed and altitude only very marginally, enabling them to remain in orbit for years. Such devices are also necessarily automated. Thus, all of these aspects enable space-based missile defenses to remain active, in service, and always 'on duty' for several years straight. Fourth, and arguably the greatest single advantage of SB-BMD weapons, is their inherent force-multiplier effect. As Gregory Canavan observed in his article, "Estimates of Cost and Performance for Boost-Phase Intercept," any single space-based weapon can replace hundreds or even thousands of ground-based weapons to cover the same territory. This is because an object in space will sweep over the entire globe, covering a swath of ground, and air, for thousands miles on either side of its flight-path. This same effect holds true for space-based weapons when compared sea-based forces, though the latter's greater mobility and of movement reduces the advantages somewhat. However, like land-based counterparts, sea-based weapons must also climb out the earth's gravity -well and atmosphere, with zero initial and altitude, the same constrictions that apply to all surface-launched systems. Finally, SB-BMD weapons would be placed in orbiting 'bands' of interceptors in approximately the same orbits, providing both continuous coverage of target regions, and affording multiple opportunities to intercept any given ballistic missile throughout its flight, although this depends uponthe interceptor 'sboost capabilities. Further interception opportunities are available in the missile's midcourse and even terminal phases as much as the boost-phase, according to Pfaltzgraff's and Van Cleave's 2009 report, "Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty -First Century." ASAT Defense Chinas January 2007 ASAT test, in which a weather satellite was destroyed, was a wake-up call for the seriousness of space warfare in general, according to Craig Covault's article m Aviation Week and Space Technology, "Chinese Test Anti-Satellite Weapon." It was also no mere 'experiment,' as the Chinese government claimed, but was, in fact, a live-fire test of a full-up weapon system. After all, this weapon was fired from a road-mobile launch platform, a decades-old ballistic missile combat-basing mode designed to evade preemptive- or counterstrikes, as Amy Butler explains in her 2007 article, "Chinese ASAT Strike Was Third Try, Had Mobile Element," which also ran in Aviation Week and Space Technology. Indeed, this nearly-operational ASAT system is the logical consequence of a Chinese national military policy that calls for the development of capabilities to destroy satellites as part of a greater, anti-U.S. -access warfighting strategy, towards its long-stated goal of eventual "reunification" of Taiwan by force, according to Larry Wortzel, in his 2003 article, "China and the Battlefield in Space." Fortunately, this recently -revealed, real-world ASAT threat also brings a silver lining in it. As is the case with ballistic missiles, SBBMD weapons can also defend against ASATs. All ASATs, at least, whether direct-ascent or co-orbiting, must first be launched from the Earth's surface, regardless of the launch platform, and must first go through a boost phase. And since SB-BMD provides the single best way to stop any such missile attack from taking place, Robert Butterworth, suggests inhis article, "Assuring Space Support Despite ASATs," it would also provide the single best way to defend against ASAT attacks; same mission, different payload inside the threat missile. SB-BMDs could also intercept ASATs in other phases of their flight, at least within lower Earth orbit. For instance, the Missile Defense Agency's GMD can intercept ICBM warheads at the peak of their trajectories, some 1, 100 km (500 miles) or so. Similarly, an ASAT (direct-ascent or co-orbiting) on terminal approach towards a satellite in LEO would present a target of comparable size, density and velocity as a "mid-course" ICBM warhead (if not even larger), at a similar altitude, and possibly similar speed and trajectory. As a result, the AS AT could also be targeted and intercepted by a midcourse defense-capable SB-BMD weapon, in addition to its primary role of boost-phase defense, giving a "second-chance" round of shots with which to try to stop any ASAT.
*Space based BMD sustains heg, deters proliferation, and protects from nuclear attack
Lambakis 07 (Steven Lambakis, Steven Lambakis is a senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy and the author of On the Edge of Earth: The Future of American Space Power, February and March 2007, “Missile Defense From Space”, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-02177.pdf) JB
The policy benefits of a space-based missile defense layer are straightforward. A more effective missile defense system that fully leverages space would provide a true on-call global defensive capability, and this could lead to increased stability in the world. Defenses deter attacks by reducing confidence in the success of any attack. The more effective the missile defense system is, the greater will be its deterrence value, and the less likely will we be to have to use it at all. At some point, when the system is seen by other governments as highly effective, they could recognize a diminishing marginal rate of return in their own ballistic missile investments. As more allies invest in missile defense, U.S. space-basing activities could build on current missile defense cooperative activities and open up new avenues for international collaboration, both to develop elements of the space-based layer and to participate in operations. Moreover, because no state can have sovereignty over the space above its territory, we could operate up there free of political constraints. The need for negotiating basing rights to locate sensors or interceptor fields would become less pressing. Improved system performance would give the U.S. leadership a better array of options. In the face of attempted blackmail, for example, the president and his advisors would have confidence in the nation’s capabilities to defeat a missile, which would make it possible to avoid more destabilizing moves, such as offensive preventive attacks on enemy territory. It is equally true that strong defenses would support necessary offensive action. Effective defenses can buy time to understand the strategic consequences and overall impact of military action. Our choices are fundamental to making moral judgments. The moral issues surrounding a national security crisis are tied to considerations of operational effectiveness. Are we doing our best to provide protection against some of the worst weapons imaginable? What would the consequences of not acting be, or of not being able to act because of a blackmail threat? What would be the result if Washington were unable to respond to increased terrorist activity worldwide or an upswing in the global weapons of mass destruction trade? A space-based layer would reinforce American strength, which in turn would allow the U.S. to better defend its interests and pursue its foreign policy goals. A powerful and influential United States is good for world peace, stability, and enforcing the rule of law internationally. Clearly, cost must be addressed too, but it is not the show-stopper that one might imagine. This, after all, is more of an affordability question. And matters of affordability are driven mainly by whether the system in question is a priority or key element within the desired national security architecture. We cannot know the full impact of a space layer on overall system effectiveness, deployment requirements, and cost until we have defined a space architecture. We cannot predict what the cost would be, even in ballpark terms, with any confidence without this top-level information. Much will depend on the role our defense leadership sees for space-based interceptors and the determination regarding how such a layer would enhance overall system effectiveness. We also need to factor in technological progress, especially as it enables interceptor weight reductions and drives down the cost per pound to orbit. Without taking these factors into account, we cannot determine how many satellite platforms we will need in a constellation or how many space launches we will need to populate it. Congress should push the Bush Administration to begin studying the feasibility of integrating a space-based layer into the missile defense system. Experiments must be conducted if we are to determine whether space basing makes sense from an overall system point of view. Perhaps we will not get as much out of a space-based layer as we thought, or perhaps the cost will be too great. We need to settle these questions. We also need to take some of the technical challenges off the table. Can we do proper command and control? Can space-based sensors provide the data needed to discriminate target objects? How long can we keep interceptors loaded with solid propellant on-station in space? There are strong arguments for going to space, but we need to find out where truth lies. Once the technical questions are answered, it will be up to the critics of expanding military uses of space to explain why it is that the Earth’s orbits ought to be exempted from the logic of war and military competition that otherwise govern military behavior on land, at sea, and in the air. No nation has a right to deny our access to space to defend this country or promote economic prosperity. This has been understood for over 45 years, but I believe that the consequences of this statement have yet to be fully comprehended. With a debate in Congress over space-based missile defense interceptors, I believe we will finally be able to bring some clarity to the discussion of weapons in space. The positions we take in this argument will have consequences for space control and offensive strike weapons. The nation’s leaders should welcome this opportunity to grapple with an issue that is certain to affect the influence and power of the United States for the remainder of this century and beyond. There will be ambiguity and vacillation in our public discourse and lawmaking until we define a clear vision for the use of space and have established the right policies to support it. There is a strong case to be made for clarifying the options before us and for determining whether it makes sense to invest more in space defenses. Evolving the ballistic missile defense system to incorporate a layer that will allow us to better protect ourselves is logical. Should it become clear that space defenses would deliver an improved missile defense system, pursuing this course of action would also be a strategically prudent and morally desirable step to take.
Space Based Missile defense good

Lambakis 07 (Steven Lambakis, Steven Lambakis is a senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy and the author of On the Edge of Earth: The Future of American Space Power, February and March 2007, “Missile Defense From Space”, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-02177.pdf) JB
Today we base missile-defense weapons on Earth, yet most engagements actually take place high above the Earth’s surface, in space — unless, of course, those engagements occur very early in boost or late in terminal. Putting interceptors in space to engage ballistic missiles could offer efficiencies that go a long way towards improving national defense, protecting more areas around the world, and reacting more effectively to threat surprises. The Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle (ekv), deployed on top of a long-range ground-based interceptor in Alaska and California, is really a euphemism for “space weapon.” Space is the only environment in which the ekv will operate. In order to perform the missile defense mission, it must be boosted into space where it is “based” for a short time and operates semi-autonomously to put itself onto a collision path with a hostile warhead. In other words, the ekv is a “space weapon” that just happens to spend most of its time on the ground. The Standard Missile–3 interceptor, while it is carried on Aegis ballistic missile defense ships, also executes the intercept endgame in space against short- to medium-range ballistic missiles using a sensor-propulsion package designed to collide with the target. Thus, despite the fact that space is the recognized battleground in many missile defense engagements, we are deploying “space weapons” that are restricted to terrestrial launching just prior to operation. They must fight a space war from Earth. So, in a sense, these terrestrial-based interceptors are out of position before the battle even begins. At the very least, they are not in the most advantageous position to accomplish the mission for which they were designed. Before we can even begin the launch sequence, battle managers must wait for the attacker to make his move. The attacker has a head start and the ability to pre-position before the defender can get to the point where he must engage, especially if we are talking about engagement in the midcourse phase of flight. These engagements take place over a matter of minutes, of course, so any time wasted getting into position could lead to a failed intercept and possibly devastation for a city. By not basing interceptors in space, by not pre-positioning assets in the environment where we know intercepts will take place, the defense is surrendering a fundamental positional advantage. On this point, there is relevance in Carl von Clausewitz’s observation that a “benefit [of defensive action], one that arises solely from the nature of war, derives from the advantage of position, which tends to favor the defense.”9 To give up this advantage is detrimental to the cause. While space assets generally follow predictable orbital paths, they do provide a unique form of mobility — they can be present and persistent over many places on the globe. Indeed, in 2007, the Missile Defense Agency will begin demonstrations with two satellites hosting sensors designed to provide very fine surveillance and tracking data on in-flight ballistic missiles and payloads. A constellation of these satellites would become the sensor backbone of a global missile defense capability and would make possible the global mission endorsed by the Bush administration: the protection of the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends. Similarly, a space-based interceptor layer would enable a global on-call missile defense capability and a timely response to rapidly evolving threats, even threats emanating from unpredicted locations with very different azimuths from those we plan to be able to defeat today.10 A space- defense capability also would allow the country to engage longer-range threats originating from deep within the interior of a threat country. It is also known that enemies of the United States can put a nuclear weapon over U.S. territory using a ballistic missile. The detonation of this weapon at a high altitude could unleash an electromagnetic pulse that would wipe out satellite and airborne navigation, intelligence, and communications systems and impede any U.S. military response to the aggression. Such a pulse of energy would disable or destroy the unprotected technological infrastructure of a region or the nation. According to the emp Commission, “a regional or national recovery would be long and difficult and would seriously degrade the safety and overall viability of our nation. . . . [A]t some point the degradation of infrastructure could have irreversible effects on the country’s ability to support its population.” Space-based interceptors may be the only effective way to counter this threat and mitigate the effects of an electromagnetic pulse resulting from the intercept. Engaging the missile close to its launch point would release the resulting explosion of gamma rays closer to the attacker’s territory. Relying on an intercept in space, in the midcourse of a missile’s flight, risks damaging unprotected satellites (i.e., just about all commercial and civilian satellites), regardless of who owns them. Because the missile defense system is “layered” and will have multiple elements working together synergistically, sharing information, sharing existing sensors, communicating as a single system worldwide, even a small constellation of space-based interceptor platforms would allow the entire system to work more efficiently. The massive constellations projected back in the heady days of the Strategic Defense Initiative, in other words, do not seem to be necessary, especially when the targeted adversaries have very limited ballistic missile inventories. By attacking even just a portion of the threat missiles in boost and midcourse, the space layer has the effect of thinning out the number of attacking missiles so that the other elements of the system, which are based on the ground or at sea (midcourse and terminal systems), can be more effective.
Military Communications in space are vital to the national defense of the U.S.

Wah et al. 7,- MSG at the Unites States Army Sergeants major academy ( Nov 27, 2007, Augustus N., “Military in Space”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p15040coll2/id/3148/rv/singleitem/rec/1). EE
Although the methods of establishing a military communications network in space is extremely expensive, research in this field should continue because military communications in space provides an advantage over our adversaries. Lt. Gen. James Cassity, as the Joint Staff Directorate for C3 Systems during Desert Shield and Desert Storm, noted that "From day one, satellite communications have been our bread and butter. From first deployment through today, military and commercial satellite communications systems have been vital in providing essential command and control. With time, additional tactical ground C3 systems have been added, and a very mature tactical theater network has evolved. In 90 days, we established more military communications connectivity to the Persian Gulf than we have in Europe after 40 years” (Cassity, 1991). During Desert Shield, forces used Fleet Satellite Communications (FLTSATCOM) and two Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS) satellites to communicate within theater. These satellites were dedicated to strategic defense. U.S. forces also used Leased Satellite (LEASAT) system. These systems require the military to piggy back off of civilian platforms. Although this method is cost preferred dependability is decreased. In addition, FLTSATCOM satellites over the Atlantic, and DSCS satellites over the Eastern Atlantic, were also used to communicate between CENTCOM and headquarters in the United States (Military Space, 1990). Another example that shows that military communications in space provides an advantage over our adversaries is according to Colonel Ronan Ellis, former Commander of Army Space Command, “DSCS has important tactical communications contribution, since the Army lacks a pre-existing communications infrastructure in the CENTCOM region” (Ellis, 1990). Accordingto the Defense Communications Agency (DCA) FY90 Annual Report, during "the buildup of Operation Desert Shield, many Ground Mobile Force terminals were deployed in the Persian Gulf region and were accessed to the network to establish needed command and control links. The DCA supported Desert Shield with operational planning and deployment, military unit monitoring and status, logistics information, transportation requirements simulations and staff augmentation with hands-on ADP support." The information passed to and from tactical units and strategic headquarters via SATCOM provided the U.S. an advantage over our adversaries due to the speed of the information flow. The most important reason research should continue in support of military communications in space is because it is vital to the national defense of the United States. U.S. national security is critically dependent upon space capabilities and that dependence will continue to grow. Pressing requirements exist to monitor activities and events throughout the world, transfer massive quantities of data, and force projection on a global scale. The Under Secretary of Defense stated that the role of space is integral to U.S. national security whether it is for intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, communications, navigation, weather, early warning or command and control. The health of our Nation’s ability to acquire and sustain national security space systems has become a serious question with the top leaders in the Department of Defense in the wake of significant cost growths and scheduled delays for many critical space systems procurements. It is imperative that the U.S. Government acquires space systems in the most timely, cost-effective and efficient way that will ensure that the systems meet the Department’s operational needs.

Satellites and space weapons in space are key to U.S. security. 

Wah et al. 7,- MSG at the Unites States Army Sergeants major academy ( Nov 27, 2007, Augustus N., “Military in Space”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p15040coll2/id/3148/rv/singleitem/rec/1). EE
To deny our opponents the use of their spatial assets against us, an Air Launched AntiSatellite Missile research program will destroy enemy satellites in Low Earth Orbit (LEO). This would deny the enemy the same strategic advantages that we give our Warrior the edge in battle. National Security is of the utmost importance for the U.S. Due to the increased threats of terrorism and possible use of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), our military and intelligence services use many satellites to assist in our national defense. Global Positioning Satellites (GPS) are a constellation of space assets that provide accurate position location to the nearest meter for our military and civilian force. They provide navigation and/ or position location to assist various ground forces, Remotely-Piloted Vehicles (RPV), aircraft, ships, and civilian vehicles. These satellites also provide accurate target location coordinates for the use of bombs, rockets, and missiles. Military Satellite Communications (MILSATCOM) provides Warriors and their commanders with the ability to talk to each other securely, dependably, and consistently no matter their location in the world. The categories of these satellites depend on which radio spectrum they use. From Super High Frequency (SHF), and Extremely High Frequency (EHF), to Ultra High Frequency (UHF), these satellites provide the Department Of Defense (DOD) and other agencies the means to communicate and pass information anywhere on the globe. Getting military assets into orbit requires a vehicle with thousands of thrust to escape the pull of earth’s gravity. Currently, present technology uses rocket engines with chemical propellants to generate thrust that pushes the space craft in the opposite direction of the engine exhaust and into outer space. The enormous amount of propellant needed to provide the thrust to lift the carrying vehicle and payload past the pull of the earth’s gravity relates to the size of the vehicle. Too large a vehicle or payload will require more fuel than it can actually carry to accomplish its mission and if manned, safely to earth.

U.S. space control is critical to worldwide application of space control. 

STEELE, 1- thesis in MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE and Military Space Applications, and graduate student from sienna college (June 1, 2001, Claire E., “The Weaponization of Space a Strategic Estimate”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll2/id/459/rv/singleitem/rec/15). EE
The National Security Strategy (NSS) (December 1999) classified space systems as vital national interests and stated the importance of protecting them. The National Military Strategy (1997), which is derived from the NSS, called space systems a strategic enabler. General John Shalikashvili, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, singled out space control as critical to worldwide application of military power. All military doctrine supports the development of offensive and defensive weapons in space as a method of space control. AFDD 2-2, Space Operations (1998), and AFDD 4, Space Operations Doctrine (1996), echo the National Space Policy and provide Airmen doctrine which outlines the fundamental principles for space operations. The field manual (FM) 100-18, Space Support to Army Operations (1995), and the Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Pamphlet 525-60, Concept of Support to Land Force Operations (1994), call space a logical extension of the battlefield. They both emphasized the need to protect space systems and declared assured access the Army’s most important space requirement.

Military exploitation of space is key to the economy and diplomatic powers. 

Schendzielos, 8- United States Air Force and School of Advanced Military Studies (Major Kurt M.,2008, “Protection in Space: A Self- Defense Acquisition Priority for U. S. Satellites: A Monograph”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll3/id/2290/rv/singleitem/rec/14). EE
Modern life is critically dependent upon civil and military exploitation of space. 22 Instantaneous global communications are routine. The world relies upon the GPS constellation for international and domestic travel and for the timing of global financial transactions. Farmers, travelers, soldiers, and scientists rely heavily upon space imagery and sensors to predict weather and detect climate patterns. Modern militaries utilize space technologies for intelligence gathering, warning, communications, positioning and attack precision. There are vast arrays of uses that are taken for granted concerning the GPS constellation alone. 23 America, in particular, is inextricably reliant upon space capabilities in order to maintain its dominance as a world superpower. CAUSNSSMO, an organization appointed by Congress with the charter of examining space activities in support of national security, concluded that “the security and well being of the United States, its allies and friends depends on the nation’s ability to operate in space.” 24 USAF Colonel David Ziegler, commander of the 460th Space Wing, which is charged with global surveillance and worldwide missile warning, observed: The United States is a space faring nation—it operates some 200 military and civilian satellites with a combined value of $100 billion. As impressive as these statistics appear, they do not reflect the additional billions of dollars and millions of American lives influenced every day by space communications, navigation, weather, environmental, and national security satellites. Space is big business and is inseparable from U.S. economic strength. It attracts international attention and therefore diplomatic power. It is absolutely crucial to military operations. 25 

Destruction of military space assets would wreak havoc on the global economy. 

Schendzielos, 8- United States Air Force and School of Advanced Military Studies (Major Kurt M.,2008, “Protection in Space: A Self- Defense Acquisition Priority for U. S. Satellites: A Monograph”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll3/id/2290/rv/singleitem/rec/14). EE
The Department of State International Security Advisory Board echoed the concern about threats to U.S. satellite dominance when it reported: “Many of our space-based assets serve both civilian and military users. Their destruction, or even the threat of their destruction, would have devastating economic and military implications. Threats, disruption, or damage to commercial satellite systems would wreak havoc on the U.S. and global economy.” 26 Modern trade and commerce, in addition to military capability are no longer heavily but have become critically reliant upon utilization of space assets. Space exploitation is what allows America to gain and maintain control of “the commons,” areas identified by MIT political science professor Barry Posen that belong to no one but are shared by state and non-state actors. The commons include sea and space and certain portions of airspace. Posen explains, Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the U.S. global power position. It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power, including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies. Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military, and political assistance. 27 Without the ability to operate with commanding dominance in these arenas, America’s expeditionary efforts would be hamstrung resulting in limited effectiveness and could lead to the loss of all expeditionary capability most likely resulting in a very insular, if not isolationist, withdrawal to American dominated territories and major centers of power. Effectively, the U.S. would cease to be a superpower if it did not have the ability to project power enabled by commanding the commons.

Space dominance is key to relations, missile defense capabilities, and global communication. 

Schendzielos, 8- United States Air Force and School of Advanced Military Studies (Major Kurt M.,2008, “Protection in Space: A Self- Defense Acquisition Priority for U. S. Satellites: A Monograph”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll3/id/2290/rv/singleitem/rec/14). EE
The consequences of losing space dominance cannot be underestimated for U.S. military forces. Retired General Barry McCaffrey remarked in no uncertain terms about the need for dominance in the space arena after a visit to Nellis AFB. “Our global communications, ISR, and missile defense capabilities cannot operate without secure, robust, and modernized space platforms. We will drop back to WWII era capabilities if we suddenly lose our space advantage. Space is an under-resourced and inadequately defended vital U.S. technical capability.” 28 U.S. satellites are already under capitalized, therefore replacing them is problematic should an adversary begin to permanently disable them. McCaffrey’s remarks also implies a desire to avoid redundancy of space capabilities while balancing the need for more secure and modernized space platforms, based upon the absolute reliance of the military upon space capability. Clearly, there is a lot at stake for America if it does not enjoy space dominance.

The U.S. has needs space domination for a variety of needs, they could not survive a space pearl harbor if China attacked. Space superiority is key to national security. 

Schendzielos, 8- United States Air Force and School of Advanced Military Studies (Major Kurt M.,2008, “Protection in Space: A Self- Defense Acquisition Priority for U. S. Satellites: A Monograph”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll3/id/2290/rv/singleitem/rec/14). EE
America is highly reliant upon space exploitation and utilization for a wide array of national needs, ranging from national security, economic development, and even recreation. The U.S. derives a healthy amount of both hard and soft power from its dominance in space. It enables expeditionary force projection and global market integration, not to mention worldwide cultural interaction. That dominance is being challenged today by nations that currently have an adversarial relationship with the U.S. Several countries are pursuing space anti-access technologies. A few key space-faring nations have looked toward a seemingly inevitable expansion of war into space and have decided to directly challenge America’s presence in space. Ground based laser and direct ascent destructive ASATs are being developed by a handful of countries. Directed energy weapons are showing great promise. China has taken the most recent provocative moves against U.S. space assets in the past decade. Currently, the U.S. does not have a robust satellite self-defense capability that is responsive enough to defend against a minimum to no warning attack against orbital platforms. That opens the U.S. up to a first strike scenario where an adversary can quickly neutralize America’s space advantage and that could quickly make the opposing forces much more on par with each other. It would take months to years for the U.S. to regain the strategic advantage enjoyed during pre-hostilities. In many ways, the unprotected satellites are open to the same sort of first strike threat that America could leverage during the late 1940s when it solely possessed nuclear weapons. The U.S. would not be able to respond in kind to a “space Pearl Harbor” and would be dangerously hobbled for a seemingly interminable time. While there are defensive counterspace measures available today, they are not adequate to defend against the Pearl Harbor scenario. 60Several emerging technologies are promising candidates for immediate or short term fielding. These defenses range from bodyguard microsats to passive protective coatings to active responsive shielding. Most of these are currently in a relatively low effort pace of development. An increase in resources and money could accelerate one or more of these programs to completion in a time frame that would be conducive to protecting the satellites against destructive attack in the near future. Once these technologies were employed, additional research and development can continue at a pace that is amenable to the budget and resource realities of the U.S. in the future and that is responsive to the changing security environment. There are arguments both for and against chasing satellite self-defense technologies for immediate fielding. On balance the pros outweigh the cons and the development of the technologies could reap great benefits. Waiting longer would make forming an adequate defense after the fact or later down the road more costly. It may be too little too late if actions are not taken now. Increased research and development should be undertaken to evaluate all the emerging technologies available that could be used for protection against destructive ASATs. This survey should be conducted as soon as possible and should be limited to only about six months. Upon completion of that survey, emergency funding should be shifted to improve the efforts of that given technology and future budget requests and resource allocations should follow the development of the program through fielding with a goal of initial operating capability within the next five years. Additional funding and resources should be allocated to longer term technologies that could be fielded within the next decade ensuring that America’s space capabilities will remain viable for the foreseeable future. Not taking these recommendations to heart only increases the likelihood of suffering a devastating blow to American space exploitation and commensurate with that, a devastating blow to the American way of life.

SBMD allows US freedom of action reducing dependence on other nations and wouldn’t start an arms race

Frederick 08 (Lorinda A.- a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, JUNE 2008---Air University Research Management System)np

Unilateral pursuit of SBMD strengthens United States’ ability to protect itself without international constraints on how the US projects power and maintains freedom of action. The ability to project power lets sovereign nations defend their interests without relying on other states. SBMD could enable a global on-call missile defense capability and a timely response to rapidly evolving threats.5 The United States has the freedom to launch SBMD assets into orbits favorable for deterring or responding to threats from hostile states. After unilaterally deploying such capabilities, the United States would be free to launch its space-based interceptors when it felt the need to project power. Land-based defenses located on foreign soil, by contrast, might have to request permission from the host nation before launching their interceptors. SBMD could therefore enhance both power projection and freedom of action. SBMD can also help the United States reduce its dependence on other states further. Augmenting the current BMD architecture with SBMD could let the nation redeploy land, sea, and air assets and reduce its dependency on overseas bases. Foreign public opinion may not support other forms of missile defense technology on their sovereign territory.6 Political ties between the United States and other countries may be strained if there is public controversy over proposals to field land-based missile defense. Foreign populations who view interdependence as a potential vulnerability may find it unsettling to depend on the United States for their defense. SBMD could insulate the United States from the oscillating currents of foreign public opinion. Although some worry that a unilateral US approach to SBMD could start a new arms race or increase tension, the lens of complex realism questions the inevitability of these outcomes. Realism typically focuses on relative power and not absolute power, and SBMD do not have to upset the balance of relative power.7 New arms races would happen if nations, such as Russia and China, perceive their ability to wage war is being threatened by US pursuit of SBMD. If SBMD are properly designed and deployed, they should not decrease the deterrent effect of the Russian and Chinese ballistic missile arsenals. The United States is not interested in renewing or starting arms races with any country. Although the unilateral pursuit of SBMD could produce such adverse effects, the United States, aware of such possibilities, could strive to avoid them.

US space assets are crucial to US national defense and security-multiple warrants
Pfaltzgraff 09 (Dr. Robert L., Jr., President of The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, work encompasses alliance relations, crisis management, missile defense, the development and conduct of gaming exercises, arms control issues, and strategic planning in the emerging security environment. He holds an M.A. in international relations, a Ph.D. in political science, and an M.B.A. in international business from the University of Pennsylvania, “Space and U.S. Security: A Net Assessment”, January 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf)np
Space is militarily indispensable to the United States. As discussed below, the U.S. military relies on a broad range of space technologies not only to deter and dissuade enemies but also to fight and win the nation’s wars. As Peter L. Hays has pointed out, military force enhancement “refers to all military space activities that help to increase the warfighting effectiveness of terrestrial forces and is sometimes referred to as ‘space support to the warfighter.’”5 Without assured access to space, the U.S. military could not effectively conduct military operations on land, at sea, or in the air. For example, space situational awareness is essential to our ability to distinguish a foreign space launch from a missile launch. At the present time there are eight nations capable of launching spacecraft and others who are developing such technology. Without space situational awareness it becomes impossible to anticipate threats such as those from ballistic missiles which travel part of their trajectory in space. There are more than 17,000 man-made objects that orbit the Earth, together with other objects such as asteroids and comets. All could inflict substantial and possibly catastrophic damage—man-made or natural—on the Earth. Although this is not the focus of this net assessment, it is necessary to note that, however remote, the threat to life on Earth would be potentially overwhelming from an asteroid or comet.6 Our military commands require not only space situational awareness, but also battle space awareness that is based on assets in space. This includes land-, air-, and sea-borne Command, Control, Communications, intelligence and reconnaissance. Satellite communications capabilities provide the essential interconnectivity both for battlefield operations and for emergency responders at the state and local levels. There is an indis​pensable link provided by space assets between international and domestic security. The critical military force enhancement mission can be divided into six key areas that are described and summarized below, based on open-source information: Geodesy. Since 1972, the United States has successfully operated the Landsat Earth observation satellite program, which provides an uninterrupted picture of the Earth’s surface. Landsat program satellites in polar low-Earth orbit (LEO) collect spectral information from the Earth’s surface. Over the years a historical archive unmatched in quality, detail, and coverage has been created. 7 Current Landsat programs will be augmented by the Landsat Data Continuity Mission in July 2011.8 Data are acquired systematically for a global archive with approximately one quarter of the Earth’s landmass being imaged every 16 days. The latest new image can be compared to previous images in order to observe changes that may have taken place.9 This capability makes an important contribution to battlefield situational awareness for the military planner. Meteorology. The Defense Meteorological Support Program (DMSP), originally known as the Defense System Applications Program (DSAP) and the Defense Acquisition and Processing Program (DAPP), monitor the Earth’s meteorological, oceanographic, and solar-geophysical environment in support of military opera​tions.10 Information gathered from DMSP satellites is used for general weather predictions and severe weather warnings, with obvious advantages both for the military and civilian communities. Data can be transmitted in real time to users on a world-wide basis, and can be stored using onboard recorders for subsequent transmis​sion and processing. Of particular utility to the military is the use of DMSP data to save surveillance satellite observation time and resources when targets are obscured by cloud cover.11 From its inception in 1965, more than 35 DMSP satellites have been launched, encompassing 6 satellite variants of increasing sophistication. From polar LEO, the DMSP satellites are operated in pairs to provide daily coverage of the entire surface of the Earth, with higher latitudes receiving twice daily coverage.12 In the mid-1990’s, an effort was made to increase the capabilities of U.S. national meteorological assets in space, while reducing cost. This resulted in the establishment of the National Polar-Orbiting Operation Environment Satellite System (NPOESS). In keeping with the dual-use nature of this technology, this system merges the DMSP assets of the Department of Defense with the Department of Commerce’s (DOC) parallel polar program, the Polar-Orbiting Environmental Satellite (POES), which currently operates five satellites in two pairs with one backup.13 In order to enhance the interoperability of the two systems, the NPOESS Preparatory Project (NPP) is currently developing a new generation of sensors that will link DOD and DOC assets. These systems include an Advanced Technology Microwave Sounder (AMTS), a Cross-track Infrared Sounder (CrIS), an Ozone Mapping and Profiler Suite (OMPS), and a Visible/Infrared Imager radiometer Suite (VIIRS). The current NPOESS mandate extends to the year 2018.14 Communications. U.S. military forces are supported by a wide array of communications assets in space. The Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS) Phase III, operated by Air Force Space Command, includes nine satellites in geostationary orbit (GSO) at an altitude of more than 22,000 miles. Each of these satellites uses super high frequency transponder channels capable of providing secure voice and high rate data communications. The U.S. Navy is continually updating its primary space-based communications systems to provide airborne, ship-based, submarine, and ground forces.15 A new generation system, the Mobile User Objective System (MUOS), is under development to be completed in 2010. MUOS is designed to provide state-of-the-art mobile technology with simultaneous voice, data, and video services for increasingly mobile warfighters. 16 Milstar represents yet another advanced space-based military communications system. It consists of satellites in geosynchronous orbit. The first satellite was launched in February 1994, and the last in this series in April 2003. Milstar provides interoperable communications among the military services. Each Milstar satellite has a space-based switchboard that directs traffic from terminal to terminal anywhere on the Earth. Because the satellite processes communications signals with other Milstar satellites through crosslinks, the need for ground-controlled switching is reduced.17 The Global Broadcast System (GBS) provides still another military communications capability. Commonly referred to as “DirecTV for warfighters,” the system utilizes a network of ground based transmit suites, broadcast satellite payloads and receiver suites. The network furnishes critical intelligence, weather, and other information to widely dispersed terminals. This satellite-based system can transmit critical intel​ligence images as well as 24-hour cable television news. Data can be sent to small 18-inch antennas that can be configured for fixed, portable, or sea-based platforms.18 Navigation. Currently, the United States military operates the world’s only fully functioning Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS). Officially known as the NAVSTAR Global Positioning System, but more commonly referred to simply as GPS, this constellation of 31 satellites in semi-synchronous medium-Earth orbit, provides continuous navigation and timing information to military and civilian users worldwide. GPS satellites orbit the Earth every 12 hours while sending out continuous navigation signals. Military users are able to access an encrypted signal that provides the most accurate navigation and timing information, while slightly less accurate data are freely available to civilian users.19 GPS capabilities are essential to nearly all U.S military operations and almost every type of weapon system, including aircraft, spacecraft, vehicles, and ships. GPS-guided weaponry enables the military to conduct strikes with unprecedented precision, reducing both the number of weapons needed to attack a target and the threat to civilian populations.20 The first GPS satellite was launched in 1978, with the GPS system achieving full operational capacity in April 1995. The system has been updated with replacement satellites. New-generation GPS Block III systems are currently under development. In addition to upgrades for the civil sector, Block III is scheduled for launch in 2014. Eventually, the Air Force plans to acquire 32 Block III satellites. Early Warning and Attack Assessment. During the Cold War, as the Soviet Union built its ICBM capa​bility, the United States recognized the need to deploy a space-based early warning system that could detect missile launches. The U.S. military undertook a number of projects, beginning in 1957 with Subsystem G and MIDAS, that culminated in the launch of the Defense Support Program (DSP).21 Since their first deployment in the early 1970s, DSP satellites have provided the United States with an uninterrupted early warning capability in geostationary orbit with sensitive infrared sensors to detect heat from missile and booster plumes against the Earth’s background. Augmented by ground stations and sensors on National Reconnaissance Organization (NRO) spy satellites, DSP satellites detect strategic and tactical missile launches. DSP capabilities helped identify shorter-range offensive and surface-to-air missiles during regional conflicts such as the Gulf War in 1991. The Space-Based Infrared System (SBIRS) will provide the follow-on to DSP.22 Initially, SBIRS was to consist of two segments: SBIRS-High and SBIRS-Low (in reference to highly-elliptical orbit and low-Earth orbit, re​spectively). However, SBIRS-Low was subsequently placed under the purview of the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and renamed the Space Tracking and Surveillance System (STSS). Thus the nomenclature for SBIRS-High reverted simply to SBIRS. As currently conceived, SBIRS will consist of at least three geosynchronous orbit (GEO) satellites and four infrared sensor payloads on highly-elliptical orbiting (HEO) satellites fielded by the NRO.23 SBIRS GEO satellites, designed to have a 12-year life, will weigh approximately 10,000 pounds at launch. In addition to secure com​munications links and anti-spoof GPS modules, GEO satellites will be equipped with infrared sensors capable of continuously monitoring a selected area while also scanning a wider geographical space.24 The first GEO satellite is currently undergoing testing for an anticipated launch in late 2009.25 The first HEO payload was placed into orbit aboard an NRO satellite in June 2007, and successfully completed testing in November of that year. In ad​dition to the continued use of DSP and SBIRS assets, the STSS will serve as an integral part of the ballistic missile defense system being deployed by the United States. This capability will allow ballistic missile defense intercep​tors to engage enemy missiles earlier in flight. Therefore, it makes possible additional intercept opportunities. Surveillance and Reconnaissance. Space-based surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities were first developed during the Cold War to provide access to areas of the Soviet Union that otherwise would have been totally inaccessible to U.S. intelligence. Although manned missions using aircraft such as the U-2 provided valuable intelligence on Soviet military forces, these missions became increasingly dangerous as Soviet air defense capabilities were upgraded. In response, the United States realized the need for advanced, space-based systems capable of identifying small objects from space.26 Unlike manned platforms, space-based assets offered the benefit of global coverage, near invulnerability, and sustained operations over a continuous period of time. Beginning with deployments in the late 1950s and early 1960s, the U.S. has pioneered increas​ingly sophisticated space-based surveillance and reconnaissance systems for over fifty years. As satellite capabilities have evolved, so too has the role of these advanced systems. In addition to monitoring foreign military forces, such satellites have played a crucial role in verifying arms control agreements. Since the Cold War, the role of satellites in verifying treaties has expanded to include supporting nuclear nonpro​liferation efforts. With the arrival of precision-guided munitions, reconnaissance satellites have become “the key to post-Cold War defense tactics that rely on highly selective targeting to destroy selected targets with minimal collateral damage.”27 Despite the shroud of secrecy, some general facts are known about the broad elements of U.S. surveillance and reconnaissance satellites. In particular, the systems function primarily in support of two types of missions: imagery intelligence (IMINT) and other, non-visual intelligence information, including signals intelligence (SIGINT), electronic signals intelligence (ELINT) and measurement and signature intelligence (MASINT). Within the realm of IMINT, two types of systems are employed: (1) those that collect images using visible and thermal (infrared) light; and (2) those that use radar to image the Earth’s surface. Regarding non-visual intelligence, numerous configurations are utilized to intercept valuable information including enemy voice communications and data transmissions. Within these broad mission areas, the U.S. currently deploys a number of advanced systems. For IMINT collection, the Keyhole series KH-12 (commonly referred to as the Improved Crystal or Advanced KH-11) is the latest and most sophisticated iteration in a series of satellites that have provided imagery for a number of years. Building on technologies contained in the KH-11 used during the 1990-91 Gulf War, the KH-12 is much heavier—weighing nearly 30,000lbs and costing in excess of $1 billion excluding launch costs. Other U.S. surveillance capabilities are summarized in Table 1. The growing number of missions assigned to space-based surveillance and reconnaissance satellites has led the United States to develop a new generation of capabilities. Dubbed BASIC for Broad Area Space-based Imagery Collector, the new system would be launched by 2011 at an estimated cost of $2-4 billion. Although the program is currently in its very early stages, development options include an entirely new photo imagery satellite or a derivative of a commercial imagery satellite, buying a commercial satellite or leasing existing commercial satellite capacity.29
SMD is the necessary addition to current US missile defense to protect US national security from increasing threats

Pfaltzgraff 09 (Dr. Robert L., Jr., President of The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, work encompasses alliance relations, crisis management, missile defense, the development and conduct of gaming exercises, arms control issues, and strategic planning in the emerging security environment. He holds an M.A. in international relations, a Ph.D. in political science, and an M.B.A. in international business from the University of Pennsylvania, “Space and U.S. Security: A Net Assessment”, January 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf)np
Missile defense has entered a new era. With the initial missile defense deployments, the decades-long de​bate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack was settled—and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. What remains an open question is how the American missile defense system will evolve in the years ahead to take maximum advantage of technological opportunities to meet present and emerging dangers. There is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War era. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired—or are seeking to acquire—ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, place a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and these states are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistica​tion of their strategic arsenals at a time when the United States debates deep reductions in its strategic nuclear forces beyond those already made since the end of the Cold War and has no current modernization program. With a new administration, furthermore, the future development of even our limited missile defense system is in question. Furthermore, a number of asymmetric threats—including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the devastation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP)—now pose a direct challenge to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must move well beyond the initial missile defense deployments of recent years to deploy a system capable of compre​hensively protecting the American homeland as well as U.S. overseas forces and allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. America’s strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail based on the threat to use such capabilities. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system—encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities—can provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key opera​tional elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology, and national security. Space-based missile defense affords maximum opportunities for intercep​tion in boost phase before rocket boosters have released warheads and decoys or penetration aids. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of offensive ballistic missile technologies needed to overcome it. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the develop​ment of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has been deployed so far provides extremely limited coverage. It is intended as a limited defense against a small, rogue-state threat scenario. Left unaddressed are the evolving missile arsenals of—and potential missile threats from—modernizing strategic competitors such as Russia and China as well as terrorists launching short-range missiles such as Scuds from off-shore vessels. The key impediments to the development of a more robust layered system that includes space-based in​terdiction assets have been more political than technological. A small but vocal minority has so far succeeded in driving the debate against missile defense and especially space-based missile defense. The outcome has been that political considerations have by and large dictated technical behavior, with the goal of developing the most technologically sound and cost-effective defenses subordinated to other interests. A symptom of this problem is the fact that, in spite of a commitment to protecting the United States from ballistic missile attack, little has been done to revive the cutting-edge technologies developed in the 1980s and early 1990s—technologies that produced the most effective, least costly ways to defend the U.S. homeland, its deployed troops, and its international partners from the threat of ballistic missile attack. The most impressive of these initiatives was Brilliant Pebbles. By 1992, that initiative—entailing the deployment of a constellation of small, advanced kill-vehicles in space—had developed a cheap, effective means of destroying enemy ballistic missiles in all modes of flight. Yet in the early 1990s, along with a number of other promising programs, it fell victim to a systematic eradication of space-based technologies that marked the closing years of the twentieth century and still impedes the development of the most effective missile defense today. The current state of affairs surrounding missile defense carries profound implications for the safety and security of the United States, and its role on the world stage in the decades to come. Without the means to dissuade, deter, and defeat a growing number of strategic adversaries, the United States will be unable to maintain its status of global leadership. The creation of effective defenses against ballistic missile attack remains central to this task. Historically, it is evident that the major geopolitical options that become available have been exploited by one nation or another. Those nations that are most successful in recognizing and acting on such options have become dominant. Others that have failed or have consciously decided not to do so are relegated to inferior political status. A salient case in point is ocean navigation and exploration. The Chinese were the first to become preeminent in this retrospectively pivotal area during the early Ming dynasty. However, domestic politics—strongly resembling missile defense politics in the United States of the past several decades—al​lowed this great national lead to be dissipated, with historic consequences felt until the present day, a full half millennium later. The subsequent assumption by Portugal of this leading maritime role resulted in geopolitical preeminence that was eventually lost to other powers. In the twenty-first century, maintenance of its present lead in space may indeed be pivotal to the basic geopolitical, military, and economic status of the United States. Consolidation of the preeminent U.S. posi​tion in space akin to Britain’s dominance of the oceans in the nineteenth century is not an option, but rather a necessity, for if not the United States, some other nation, or nations, will aspire to this role, as several others already do. For the United States, space is a crucially important twenty-first century geopolitical setting that includes a global missile defense. As American policy makers look ahead, new momentum and direction are needed in the pursuit of a truly global missile defense capability that incorporates space-based interdiction capabilities and addresses the current and emerging threats of the twenty-first century security setting.

The addition of a space-based layer to the US BMD system would fill gaps in existing cpabilities

Taylor 06 (Fred D., Jr, Major, USAF, “The Quest for Security: The Space-Based Missile Defense Debate”, April 2006-Air University Research Management System)np
Considering the nature of the threat environment, adding a space-based layer to the US ballistic missile defense system would offer specific capabilities to national security in countering a variety of ballistic missile threats. Adding a space-based layer would enhance the overall effectiveness of the missile defense system in development. It would be able to fill gaps and improve on existing capabilities making the missile defense architecture more robust and survivable. Some experts believe the ballistic missile defense mission is best performed when both sensors and interceptors are deployed in space because effective sensors make countermeasures more difficult, and interceptors make it possible to destroy a missile shortly after launch, before either warhead or countermeasures are released.25 A more comprehensive approach would add a space-based layer to surface-based defenses to provide extensive missile defense coverage across all phases of a ballistic missile trajectory from a myriad of potential threat regions. There are varying opinions on what would constitute a viable space-based layer for missile defense. Two technologies at the forefront are space-based interceptors and space-based lasers. In 1999 the Defense Science Board recommended using space-based lasers for missile defense as essential capabilities for implementing Joint Chiefs of Staff Joint Vision 202026 while others see space-based interceptors as the more viable course of action. However there are drawbacks and advantages to both of these systems and the cost of either could be considerable. Due to system design, it is difficperult to measure the cost and time required to deploy a space-based missile defense system. Regardless of which technology is pursued there are several distinct advantages of adding a space-based missile defense layer to the developing missile defense system.

SMD would improve US missile defense capabilities-multiple warrants

Taylor 06 (Fred D., Jr, Major, USAF, “

 “The Quest for Security: The Space-Based Missile Defense Debate”, April 2006-Air University Research Management System)np
Boost Phase Missile Defense. One advantage is that it is easier to detect, track and destroy an attacking missile while it is ascending. By integrating a space-based missile defense layer into the current Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) architecture one can address a variety of threats in the boost phase of flight. A ballistic missile in the ascent phase is under powered flight. During this period the missile exhaust burns hottest making it easier to detect and track. The geometry of a space-based missile defense layer in concert with other space-based and surface-based sensors can detect a launch and strike a hostile missile early in its flight path. An offending missile would not be able to expend decoys during this phase of flight since it is traveling so fast the decoys would be ineffective. “Not only are countermeasure techniques such as early-releasesubmunitions rendered useless but if the rocket is destroyed long before burn out the pieces may fall back on the launch territory.”27 This factor may also serve as an additional deterrent to the attacker.
Global Coverage. A second advantage of space-based defenses is that a space-based missile defense layer provides global presence uniquely suited to address emerging threats. Intelligence analysts and decision-makers concede that they do not know all of the potential ballistic missile threats to the United States. Lieutenant General Henry A. Obering III, the Director of the Missile Defense Agency, characterized this viewpoint in his statement that “if you can tell me where we are going to be fighting in 12-years from now or what threat countries we have to deal with or what those threats will look like and where they are coming from, then I could lay out very precisely a terrestrial-based system that could handle that. But we don’t know.”28 Since the threat is unknown it is necessary to have a system flexible enough to respond to these unknown threats. Space-based missile defenses would have a higher degree of flexibility to counter threats as they become known without having to build a terrestrial base. MDA has planned for potential adversaries such as North Korea using their surface-based missile defense system but other emerging threats make deploying a terrestrial system more difficult. A space-based missile defense layer would provide global presence to address emerging threats. The system would not need to be in close proximity to the offending country for a boost phase defense. Nor would the United States have to rely solely on midcourse and terminal defenses later in the flight path to protect the homeland. Other non space-based types of boost phase defenses would be effective but would be limited by the US’ ability to get a defensive system close enough to the threat country. The question of basing a defense on “foreign territory especially that of a non-ally would raise questions about its dependability during wartime. Land-based boost-phase systems would be difficult to move if new threats developed. Sea-based boost-phase systems would not be useful against missiles from all potential threats, since not all are near international or friendly waters.”29 The practicality of a space-based layer resolves these issues as it is able to provide global coverage unconstrained by terrestrial limitations. In addition, as the threat environment grows terrestrial defenses would not be to counter all of the threats. However, orbital geometry and asset availability in view of the target may present a challenge. In light of emerging threats a space-based missile defense layer would not be developed to counter a single known threat but would allow freedom to defend against a variety of threats. Whether the threat is an accidental Russian or Chinese launch or a rogue missile attack the same set of space-based defenses would be used.30 This level of adaptability provides greater utility to the overall missile defense system.
Layered Defenses. A third benefit of space-based layer is its ability to counter an attacking missile early in flight, which offers the US additional opportunities to destroy the enemy missile throughout its flight path. The current missile defense architecture utilizing the ground-based interceptors (GBI) based in Alaska and California cannot strike inbound ICBMs until the threat missiles are well into their trajectories. There is no way they could hit boosting North Korean rockets unless they were stationed very close to the launch site. This factor holds true for a variety of other threats. However, space-based defenses “essentially could look down on the enemy’s blastoff, giving it a huge advantage.”31 This advantage would allow more opportunities to counter a threat missile and increase probability of success. By attacking an offensive ballistic missile early in flight, the US has more opportunities to try again if the first defensive strike is unsuccessful. Dr. Matthew Mowthorpe of the United Kingdom Ministry of Defense points out the need for highly effective defenses places a premium on the ability to take multiple shots against ballistic missiles, including shots from space.32 The current US missile defense operational concept will eventually incorporate a “shoot-look-shoot” strategy to provide for multiple shot opportunities and thereby achieve a greater overall probability of success. A space-based missile defense system would defend against an attack in the first few minutes of an attack. While having the ability to defend against an attack early in flight is advantageous it also has presents a challenge to ballistic missile defense systems. Specifically, during the boost phase of flight one would have only a few minutes to offer a defense.33 Any type of delay in detection, command and control or execution could result in a missed defensive shot opportunity. However, if the initial defense from space were unsuccessful, the other layers of the missile defense system would be able to defend against an attack. This capability provides a more robust missile defense architecture. By not defending against an offensive strike as early as possible reduces the number of opportunities to counter the threat and increases the likelihood that debris could fall over the United States or a friendly country when destroyed later in the flight path.
Survivability. Finally, a space-based layer has greater survivability than a surface-based system. Since space-based defenses would be an orbiting system, moving at very high speeds, in a low-earth orbit, it would be more difficult to track, target and attack in comparison to a stationary terrestrial system. Thus, it is less vulnerable to attack by the distance and complexities of orbital geometry. In addition, a space-based missile defensive layer would be well suited to defend itself from ballistic missile attack by addressing a threat early in a threat missile’s trajectory. Even if an enemy were successful in disabling or destroying a single space-based asset using weapons such as nuclear proximity explosions, electro-magnetic pulse detonations or kinetic warheads, other space-based defenses would be able to fill the gap. Depending on the size and configuration of the constellation an enemy would be required to make multiple attacks to disable all of the space-based assets. Space-based defenses in a layered missile defense system, comprised of multiple space-based and terrestrial assets, would still be available to defend the nation. A layered defense, combining surface- and space-based interceptors (SBI), provides the highest confidence in achieving protection for the United States against limited missile threats.34 The added survivability of space-based defenses increases the overall survivability of the entire ballistic missile defense system.

Protection of space is vital to US power projection 
Tucker 08 (Dennis P., Jr.- Lieutenant Colonel Dennis P. Tucker, Jr., received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Mathematics, a credentialed space professional earning the Command Space Badge, “Preserving United States Dominance: The Benefits of Weaponizing the High Ground”, June 2008—Air University Research Management System)np

Space support cannot currently be assured. Space is not—and possibly never was—a sanctuary where there are no threats other than those posed by the space environment (e.g. meteorites, cosmic rays, solar bursts, etc.). Lorraine Martin has written that, “US space operations for decades enjoyed a largely uncontested level of superiority may have lulled perceptions to expect the same uncontested environment in the future.”39 While these perceptions seem to be embraced by those who believe that space can be a peaceful sanctuary where weapons are not used, the continuing development of active counter-space systems speaks to the contrary. Too often, it seems, the heaviest users of space support simply take it for granted that space effects will be present when needed. In reality, with the current threat to space systems, these capabilities are not guaranteed, and the need for protection in order to ensure they will be available to the warfighter when needed has never been more urgent. In a 2004 speech, General Lord said that Air Force Space Command predicts adversaries “will increasingly try to deny us the asymmetric advantage that space provides….Vulnerable space systems invite attack— inviting a move to level the ‘technological playing field.’”40 To illustrate the impact of losing space assets, consider a high altitude nuclear detonation in space. Any adversary with a medium range ballistic missile and a nuclear warhead might create a devastating event in low-Earth orbit (LEO). Just one nuclear explosion in orbit could disable all non-hardened LEO satellites, and the “X-rays produced from a nuclear detonation in space would immediately degrade or destroy the electronics of those unhardened space systems within line of sight of the blast.”41 This would mean an immediate loss of many telecommunications networks, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance sensors and high resolution weather capabilities. Such an event might also energize particles in the Van Allen radiation belts, two donut-shaped bands that surround the Earth in the region where medium altitude orbiting satellites operate, to include GPS. In a few weeks or months, space assets in the Van Allen belts could suffer moderate to severe degradation. The loss of GPS precise position and timing would “disrupt fire, ambulance, and police operations around the world; cripple the global financial and banking system; interrupt electric power distribution; and…could threaten air traffic control;”42 Such an event would have a significant impact on ground force navigational capabilities, bring greater operational susceptibility to poor weather, and increase collateral damage due to reduced precision-guided munitions. In January 2001, the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, led by Donald Rumsfeld, produced a report warning the US Congress and the nation to prepare for a “Space Pearl Harbor,” giving some of the following warning signs: “In 1998, the Galaxy IV satellite malfunctioned, shutting down 80 percent of U.S. pagers, as well as video feeds for cable and broadcast transmissions. It took weeks in some cases to fully restore satellite service. In early 2000, the U.S. lost all information from a number of its satellites for three hours when computers in ground stations malfunctioned. In July 2000, the Xinhua news agency reported that China’s military is developing methods and strategies for defeating the U.S. military in a high-tech and space-based future war.”43 A review of recent events indicates that the Space Commission’s assessment was quite prescient. “Numerous unclassified accounts document how space operations are being challenged today, and demonstrate how adversaries may attempt to deny the use of space in the future.”44 Table 1 offers a summary of recent anti-space events that suggest methods by which space will likely be contested in the future. The Space Commission report emphasized the US heavy reliance on space capabilities. In addition, it correctly anticipated that other nations would build up forces to counter the US advantage in space. One of the most menacing of the warning signs listed above recently came to fruition, when in October 2006 “National Reconnaissance Officer Director Donald M. Kerr told reporters that a U.S. satellite had recently been “painted,” or illuminated, by a laser in China.”45 Soon after, on 12 January 2007, China successfully intercepted and destroyed one of its own weather satellites with a medium range ballistic missile, proof that a direct threat to US space assets existed. With China entering the fray as the third nation capable of attacking satellites in space with a missile-based warhead, commercial and military systems that have operated for years in a perceived space sanctuary are now potential targets. The Air Force’s leadership quickly recognized the significance of the January 2007 incident. General T. Michael Moseley, the USAF Chief of Staff called the 12 January 2007 test against its own satellite “a strategically dislocating event.”46 He then added, “This is no different than when the Russians put Sputnik up.”47 Moseley likely used the Sputnik example as a call to action, as well as to indicate that a fresh American focus needs to be on China’s dangerous anti-space capabilities and the broader Chinese space challenge. He went on to discuss a dangerous new era in space. He described how China’s anti-satellite (ASAT) capability could threaten almost all commercial and military systems in Low Earth Orbit, and how China probably could develop the capability to threaten satellites all the way out to geosynchronous orbit. If so, China would conceivably have the capability to threaten every US satellite providing military support. Accordingly, “General Moseley has tasked Air Force Space Command to recommend options for space situational awareness, defensive counter-space measures, and the security of ground stations and uplinks.”48 In other words, AFSPC has been directed to come up with prudent ways to protect America’s very vulnerable space systems. Appropriate for a martial organization, AFSPC views deterrence and defense as viable means toward fulfilling its mission responsibilities and mitigating space vulnerabilities—preparation for war in space may be needed to dissuade an attack on those systems. As Edward Luttwak alludes to in his work on strategy, “Si vis pacem, para bellum. If you want peace, prepare for war, goes the Roman proverb.”49 China is not the only space power threat that the United States is concerned with. While China “routinely turns powerful lasers skywards, demonstrating their potential to dazzle or permanently blind spy satellites,” other countries are watching and learning that space is no longer a sanctuary, instead it is a contested domain.50 In testimony to Congress in 2007, General James Cartwright, the former commander of US Strategic Command, said that “intentional interference” with all types of satellites “now occurs with some regularity.”51 He gave examples of how GPS signals are relatively weak and easy to jam. Moreover, “for several months in 2006 electronic jammers in Libya interfered with the Thuraya satellite telephone system, apparently because the Libyan government wanted to make life difficult for smugglers in the Sahara desert.”52 Beyond active and passive electronic counter-measures, many states are developing means that could be employed to directly attack satellites. In fact, any country that can reach space can in theory destroy a satellite, even with as crude a method of ramming one satellite with another. By the end of 2006, 47 state governments and other organizations (both government specific and non-governmental organizations or NGOs) had placed satellites in orbit, either on their own or with help from others. More worrisome, at least 18 states have ballistic missiles powerful enough to cross space briefly.53 If detonated in Low Earth Orbit, as described above or simply to create dangerous debris fields in increasingly crowded orbital paths, these missiles pose potentially disastrous obstacles to satellite operations. Furthermore, according to a National Security Council arms control specialist, “between twenty and thirty nations have ground-based lasers capable of putting directed energy into space.”54 America’s enemies know that it relies on space assets and that these assets have been the catalyst to success in recent wars from Desert Storm forward. Since America is generally fighting far from home, its powerful forward presence is sustained by essential space capabilities while foes can fall back on landlines, line-of-site communications, and close proximity intelligence. Therefore, current and potential foes see the tremendous value that America places on its space forces, and can draw the conclusion that bringing war to the space medium will asymmetrically benefit them, since there is much to gain and not much for them to lose.

US Vulnerable 
We are creating a gap in US security – focus on terrorist threats has drawn us away from the reality of missile strikes, leaving the US vulnerable

Montluc 09, (Bertrand de Montluc of the French Space Agency “The New International Politic and Strategic Context for Space Policies”, Space Policy, Volume 25, Issue 1, February 2009, Pages 20-28. Web. Science Direct.) KL
Since September 11th, America has been focused on combating terrorism in Afghanistan, Iraq and elsewhere. We have been reorienting our national defense to address the weakness exploited by the terrorists who killed Americans on American soil, and toward protecting Americans abroad from similar potential attacks. This, of course, is necessary and exactly what we should be doing.

America is not focused enough on conventional threats.

Let me explain my concern for national security through an analogy of home security. As homeowners, we put the toughest lock, where, on the front door, right? Well, the burglars have figured out how to get in through the windows. In response, we are now fortifying our windows, doubling them up, and locking down the smaller points of access. This makes perfect sense.

However, my friends, we are leaving the front door wide open to conventional attack from potential threats far more sophisticated and direct than the terrorists of rogue nations. We can't forget that countries like China still maintain arsenals of long-range ballistic missiles targeted at American cities like the one we're in right now. From their current launch sites, these missiles are just a half-an-hour away from their American targets. Once launched, we have no defense against them

U.S. is Vulnerable to ballistic missile threat
Spring 7-( Baker Spring is F M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. (April 25 Spring, “The Next Steps for Defense”, Heritage Foundation Reports). Lexis nexis) E.L.
 On July 4-5, 2006, North Korea test launched a salvo of ballistic missiles. n1 Iran took the same action on November 2, 2006, and January 22, 2007. n2 Clearly, the ballistic missile threat to the United States and its allies is not going away. n1. Michael A. Needham, "Responding to North Korea's Missile Provocation," Heritage Foundation WebMemo No. 1142, July 5, 2006, at www.heritage.org/research/AsiaandthePacific/upload/wm_1142.pdf. n2. Gareth Smyth, "Iran Tests Missiles as Fear of Attack Grows," Financial Times, January 22, 2007, at www.ft.com/cms/s/e8ce4b7c-aa4e-11db-83b0-0000779e2340.html (March 1, 2007). Congress and the American people need to understand that while the United States has made progress in putting missile defense systems in the field in recent years, in most respects the U.S. remains vulnerable to this threat. This is no time for the U.S. to slow the pace of developing and deploying effective defenses against ballistic missiles. Indeed, the Bush Administration and Congress need to accelerate the effort by focusing on developing and deploying the systems that offer the greatest capability. A detailed proposal for proceeding with the most effective systems was issued by the Independent Working Group on missile defense in June 2006. n3 The report specifically refers to space-based and sea-based defenses as the most effective components of the layered missile defense system design advocated by the Bush Administration. While the sea-based systems have continued to make progress in recent years, the effort to develop and deploy space-based interceptors has languished. n3. Independent Working Group, Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century: 2007 Report (Cambridge, Mass.: Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 2006), at www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf (September 18, 2006).




U.S. threatened by ballistic missile attack
Spring 7- (Baker Spring is F M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. (February 6, “The Still Enduring Features of the Debate Over Missile Defense”, Heritage Foundation Reports), Lexis Nexis) E.L.
Today, the United States has only an extremely limited capability to defend its people, territory, foreign deployed forces, allies, and friends against ballistic missile attack. At this point, U.S. territory is defended against long-range ballistic missiles by just 11 test interceptors, located in Alaska and California, with an operational capability. U.S. coastal areas are undefended against short-range ballistic missiles that could be launched from ships. This vulnerability is dangerous because the threat of missile attack continues to grow, as demonstrated by North Korea's launch of a salvo of test missiles on July 4. U.S. missile defense capabilities still need to catch up with the threat. The shame is that these capabilities could have caught up to the missile threat by now. The danger is compounded by a misguided perception held by some missile defense proponents in Congress that the debate over missile defense is all but won. The outcome of the November 7, 2006, congressional election should have shattered this misperception. Longstanding missile defense opponents -- such as the new Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Senator Carl Levin (D-MI) -- are now in positions of power. 

U.S. space assets are at risk of attack; they are too valuable to lose. 

STEELE, 1- thesis in MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE and Military Space Applications, and graduate student from sienna college (June 1, 2001, Claire E., “The Weaponization of Space a Strategic Estimate”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll2/id/459/rv/singleitem/rec/15). EE
Former Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen predicted future strikes on US space systems in his 1998 Annual Report to the President and Congress. “Because of the value of space systems to the US economy and the military in future conflicts, the US can expect attacks against US and allied space systems.”11 He further stated, “The spread of indigenous military and intelligence space systems, civil space systems with military and intelligence utility, and commercial space services with military and intelligence applications poses a significant challenge to US defense strategy and military operations.”12 Three years later, in his 2001 Annual Report to the President and Congress, former Secretary of Defense Cohen reiterates his position. “The ability of the US to access and utilize space is a vital national security interest because many of the activities conducted in space are critical to its national security and economic well-being. Potential adversaries may target and attack US, allied, and commercial space assets during crisis or conflict as an asymmetric means to counter or reduce US military operational effectiveness, intelligence capabilities, economic and societal posture, and national will.”13 Cohen is consistent in his belief that there is a threat. In addition to the NCA, the former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General John Shalikashvili also believed there is a threat to space assets. General Shalikashvili called these threats an “asymmetric challenge” in the current National Military Strategy. He specifically mentions an adversary denying the US access to critical overseas infrastructure, “exploiting commercial and foreign space capabilities, threatening our space-based systems, and interrupting the flow of critical information.”14 Shalikashvili concluded that these are legitimate military concerns requiring a possible military solution. The National Defense University Institute for National Strategic Studies, also concluded the US is at risk from an attack on space systems. In Strategic Assessment 1999: Priorities for a Turbulent World, the authors state, “Technologies exist today that could challenge US dominance in space. Satellites are vulnerable to attack or disruption, particularly commercial satellites that lack the hardening of military systems.”15 The authors quantify their position with the assertion that satellites can be readily tampered with by anyone. “Satellites can be attacked directly by jamming or nuclear electromagnetic pulse and radiation. Today, equipment purchased in any reasonably sized shopping mall can easily jam local GPS signals from a satellite orbiting at 11,000 nautical miles.”16 The NCA, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the National Defense University all believe there is a potential threat to space assets. That alone warrants a study of the primary question, should the US develop and employ space-based weapons? The space sanctuary advocates, Lieutenant Colonel Bruce M. DeBlois, Major Howard Belote, Dr. Robert Bowman, Lieutenant Colonel Larry K. Grundhauser, Major David Ziegler, and the Union of Concerned Scientists do not deny the existence of potential threat. They simply advocate using diplomatic means to counter the threat. The space sanctuary advocates will be discussed in the following section.

Other countries are rapidly developing space capabilities and technology, Our space dominance is at risk. 

Schendzielos, 8- United States Air Force and School of Advanced Military Studies (Major Kurt M.,2008, “Protection in Space: A Self- Defense Acquisition Priority for U. S. Satellites: A Monograph”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll3/id/2290/rv/singleitem/rec/14). EE
Over the past five years there have been numerous advances made by America’s traditionally adversarial nations in the arena of counterspace technology. The proliferation of laser and radio-frequency technology is of increasing concern for the U.S. every day. The technology required to dazzle or disrupt is increasingly easy to obtain and becoming cheaper as well. ASAT technology is following the pace of computer growth and it is simply a matter of time before several nations have the capability to seriously degrade American space dominance or completely deny America’s space advantage all together. The U.S. Department of State (DoS) 2007 Study on Space Policy recently remarked that, “Threats to U.S. space assets, both from the ground and in space, are rapidly growing quantitatively and qualitatively. The United States does not have the luxury of assuming that its space assets will be available wherever needed.” 51 The theme of this warning cannot be underestimated. As mentioned previously, America is critically reliant upon the advantages accrued from space dominance. The DoS study also urged, “Survivability of our space assets in a deliberately hostile environment must be a requirement along with improved capability. Understanding and responding to threats to civil, commercial, and national security space assets is a vital national interest of the United States.” 52 In order to prepare for the threats accumulating throughout the world, the actors must be identified, the capabilities assessed and the intentions estimated. The director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, Lieutenant General (LTG) Michael Maples, warned the U.S. Senate in 2007 that, “Several countries continue to develop capabilities that have the potential to threaten U.S. space assets, and some have already deployed systems with inherent anti-satellite capabilities, such as satellite-tracking laser range-finding devices and nuclear armed ballistic missiles.” 53 LTG Maples added that “A few countries are seeking improved space object tracking and kinetic or directed energy weapons capabilities.” 54 The most notable potentially adversarial nations to which he is referring are India, Iran, North Korea, Russia and China. Although it is estimated that as many as thirty nations may have some form of ground-based laser ASAT capability to dazzle or potentially disrupt U.S. remote sensors, these five countries have undertaken dedicated efforts to build or acquire an operational destructive OCS system. This paper will examine each adversary threat in the order listed above. Keep in mind that most nations are not working in a complete vacuum concerning the development of space technologies (specifically destructive and disruptive ASAT technologies). Most nations work in concert sending experts around the globe to share notes and exchange ideas. Direct proliferation between adversary nations has taken place. Such interactions have been noted where public documents bring this activity to light. 

China is developing space technology and weapons rapidly; the time to proliferate is now. 

Schendzielos, 8- United States Air Force and School of Advanced Military Studies (Major Kurt M.,2008, “Protection in Space: A Self- Defense Acquisition Priority for U. S. Satellites: A Monograph”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll3/id/2290/rv/singleitem/rec/14). EE
On balance, the need to develop satellite self-defense capabilities is clear. Two adversarial nations have demonstrated a direct-ascent kinetic-kill ASAT capability. Several more have ground-based laser ASAT technology capable of dazzling, blinding, and even potentially destroying U.S. satellites. China has shown an inclination toward developing a wide array of ASAT technologies to disrupt U.S. space capability on a variety of fronts. China has also taken fairly provocative steps in their march toward testing their emerging ASAT programs: “amid concerns from military analysts wondering why Chinese spacecraft are in orbits that bring them within close proximity of key U.S. satellites, according to Air Force Times, February 2, 2007. The Chinese spacecraft do not appear to be conducting any particular mission and that has analysts worried. The satellites could be identifying the capabilities and mission of American space platforms, attempting to intercept their communications with ground-based receiver stations, or placed in position to explode or impact a U.S. satellite in times of war. “There is a menu of missions that could be performed that we are not yet clear about,” one unidentified source told the industry magazine. “These things aren’t being sent up there to be space rocks,” the source cautioned.” 168 Unfortunately, as Secretary of the Air Force Wynne laments, “Currently all U.S. satellites reside ‘in peaceful mode’ on orbit, meaning they are not ‘well defended” 169 The U.S. has been able to rest comfortably with the knowledge that space represented a relative sanctuary. “The U.S. strategy for space control over the past decade has relied largely on non-destructive measures and the capability for terrestrial systems to disable ground based command and control stations or launch facilities. These measures have sufficed until now because of the relatively primitive state of potential U.S. adversaries’ systems and the paucity of their command and control links.” 170 That situation is quickly changing. Provocative acts have already been taken and unambiguous moves are being taken by adversaries today. The only prospect facing the U.S. is that more ASAT technology will proliferate to adversary nations as time marches on. The time to provide widespread defense to all critical U.S. security related satellites (both civil and military) is now.

SMD KT Stability
Current world power balancing makes SBMD key to stopping proliferation
Montluc 09, (Bertrand de Montluc of the French Space Agency “The New International Politic and Strategic Context for Space Policies”, Space Policy, Volume 25, Issue 1, February 2009, Pages 20-28. Web. Science Direct.) KL
We referred in the introduction to the diplomatic context: it is that of an unbalanced multipolar world, where strategic stability has become unsettled and there is proliferation from Asia to the Middle East, not to mention the danger of new uses of weapons of mass destruction by irresponsible or suicidal actors.14 The deployment of anti-missile interceptors capable of reaching targets in space, and therefore able to destroy a satellite as demonstrated by the Pentagon in an operation in February 2008 involving a failed NRO satellite,15 can have a dissuasive effect on proliferating states, and also, in certain cases, the unintended effect of giving certain states that habitually hide their true intentions a pretext for modernizing their arsenals.

Let us consider three examples of continental states (the USA, Russia and China), each possessing nuclear weapons, for whom space, in different degrees, is part of their strategic posture.
SMD plan would lead to spillover into global community leading to stability

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
Cooperation on missile defense initiatives could increase global stability. By banding together in coalitions, countries can deter war by repelling an attack against any member.52 States and rogue elements will not be able to strike surreptitiously if they know that the international community could quickly discern the origin of any launch and compute potential impact points. Attempts by a rogue element to destabilize the region through the attribution of attacks to a state may initially promote the rogue elements own agenda. However, data provided by missile defense and other sensors can refute such claims. The shared international ability to identify launch and impact points might deter states and rogue elements from launching in the first place. The more nations cooperate with each other, the more stable the world becomes. Policy makers need to invest in the development of many different capabilities, including SBMD, to negate missiles in their boost phase and use the information gleaned from these developments to inform decisions. One approach involves bringing a system to the prototype stage for testing and accurately gauging its performance. This approach could let the United States invest in only a limited number of prototypes, thus deferring large-scale production to allow further research, development, and testing. These efforts could decrease the risk of failure during production and deployment.53 When the need arises, the United States should capitalize on preexisting prototypes as long as the industrial base could support rapid production. By funding R&D for SBMD, the United States would ensure the viability of these technologies. The DOD cannot expect developments in commercial industry to be available for national security purposes. Competitive pressures force industry to fund near-term R&D programs and choose near-term survival over long-term possibilities.54 Applied research into SBMD technologies would allow the United States to gain more knowledge about boost-phase defenses. America will get as much R&D in SBMD technologies as it is willing to fund.
If the neg makes the argument that this takes out the hegemony advantage, say that they have misinterpreted this card, that the fact that the US invented the prototype of SMD that the global community would use would ensure hegemony. There's a difference between global stability and hegemony, they aren't' mutually exclusive. Also the knowledge we gained would keep us ahead.
AT: No Tech

The Timeframe for SMD is three to five years 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
 Several missile defense implications and recommendations were discussed by the members of Panel II. They include the testing and deployment of sea-based, space-based, and airbased defenses in a missile defense architecture that includes, but moves beyond, the initial deployment of the ground-based missile defense (GMD) presently under way. This encompasses the updating of Brilliant Pebbles technology that was successfully demonstrated in the early 1990s to create a space-based kinetic energy missile defense that could be deployed in the next three to five years. It also includes continued research of directed-energy weapons technologies for applications in space and on aircraft. A robust missile defense based on the requirements set forth in the Cornerstone Paper would place increased emphasis on the deployment of sea-based defenses utilizing current technology as quickly as possible, together with ongoing improvements in revived Brilliant Pebbles technology. 

It’s feasible – the technology for SMD exists 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
Unfortunately, for most of the thirty years of the ABM Treaty, there was little or no experimental verification of the feasibility of space-based defense concepts that had been identified in the early 19
0s, as the underlying empowering technology advanced. Then, President Reagan, who was interested in truly effective global defenses, included space-based defenses as a vital part of his missile defense vision. He thus challenged the American scientific community to determine whether the technology for such defenses had advanced to the point that effective defenses, including in space, could be built. And, by the end of the Reagan administration, creative experiments that avoided the specific restraints of the ABM Treaty had demonstrated that the answer was clearly in the affirmative. The Reagan–Bush-
1 administrations developed a concept that, but for the political issues discussed in Sections 1 and 
, could have begun operating as early as the mid 1990s as part of a global missile defense, employing all basing modes against attacking missiles of every range. This missile defense architecture not only included Brilliant Pebbles as the space-based interceptor (SBI) component of GPALS, but also a layered defense consisting of ground- and sea-based national and theater defenses designed to intercept missiles launched from any point against the United States itself or its interests overseas. GPALS would have defended against ballistic missile launches and limited ballistic missile strikes launched from any part of the globe.

The tracking system works, we just succeeded in a test

Brinton 11 ( Turner Brinton, March 23 2011, writer for space news, “ U.S. Military Satellites Achieve 'Holy Grail' of Missile Defense”, http://www.space.com/11206-missile-defense-satellites-successful-test.html) 
WASHINGTON — A pair of low Earth-orbiting demonstration satellites built by Northrop Grumman Aerospace Systems for the first time on March 16 detected and tracked a ballistic missile launch through all phases of flight, a Northrop Grumman official said March 22. So-called birth-to-death tracking of a ballistic missile launch had never been done before from space and is the most significant achievement to date for the Space Tracking and Surveillance System (STSS) spacecraft, said Doug Young, Northrop Grumman’s vice president of missile defense and warning programs. “It’s the Holy Grail for missile defense,” Young said during a media briefing here. [Top 10 Space Weapons Concepts] 

Space based kinetic energy missile defense tech is already ready to go and with new advances is more cost effective than ever
Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 
A space-based KEI is designed to hit a ballistic missile in its boost or ascent phase, when the warhead(s) has not yet separated from the missile and is most vulnerable. It is also capable of midcourse and high-terminal phase intercepts. Kinetic kill vehicles would be placed in low-earth orbit, where they would remain until a hostile missile launch was detected. For intercepts in the boost or terminal phases, a kinetic kill vehicle would accelerate out of orbit toward the missile which would be destroyed by direct impact. Midcourse intercepts would occur in space. By the early 1990s, the United States had developed technology for lightweight propulsion units, sensors, computers, and other components of an advanced kill vehicle. This concept, Brilliant Pebbles, consisted of a constellation of about 1,000 interceptors that combined their own early-warning and tracking capability with high maneuverability to engage attacking ballistic missiles in all phases of their flight trajectory. Each interceptor, or “pebble,” was designed to identify the nature of the attack, which might include up to 200 ballistic missile warheads, based on a defense that included 1,000 “brilliant pebbles;” and since it knew its own location and that of all other pebbles, each could calculate an optimum attack strategy from its own perspective and execute an intercept maneuver, while simultaneously informing the other pebbles of its action. This operational concept enabled a robustly viable, testable, operational capability that survived numerous scientific and engineering peer reviews in the 1989-90 time period, including by some groups that were hostile to the idea of missile defense in general, and spacebased defenses in particular. Still, because of persistent policy preferences, the opposition eventually gained the upper hand politically, and the program, which had been formally approved by the Pentagon’s acquisition authorities, was curtailed by Congress in 1991 and 1992 and then cancelled by the Clinton administration. 14 But the technology was clearly established, supporting the Pentagon’s approved acquisition plan that each of the pebbles would operate autonomously because each carried the equivalent of a Cray-1 computer and could perform its own calculations for trajectory and targeting analysis. Each also had its own navigation sensors, allowing it to determine its location and the location of its neighbors – as well as to detect and track the target ballistic missiles and calculate a good approximation of what its neighbors saw. 15 These pebbles would act as sensor platforms until all or part of the constellation was authorized to intercept hostile missiles. In fact, their infrared sensors provided the warning and tracking capability needed to alert the Brilliant Pebbles constellation, enabling it to intercept ballistic missiles in the boost and subsequent phases of flight. The constellation would provide a redundant and, for some applications, superior capability to the geosynchronous Defense Support Program satellites used since the early 1970s as a key element of the U.S. Early Warning and Tactical Assessment system. Their small size, meanwhile, made them difficult to target, while their relatively low cost made them easy to replace  The autonomy of Brilliant Pebbles interceptors in detecting launch and undertaking interception complicated the use of countermeasures against their command and control. And because of the number of interceptors deployed in space, these defenses would have multiple opportunities for interception, thus increasing their chances of a successful intercept in either the boost or midcourse phase, or even high in the Earth’s atmosphere during reentry in the terminal phase. These characteristics stand in contrast to the current GMD interceptors, which may not provide more than one independent intercept opportunity. Although the Brilliant Pebbles program was terminated in the early 1990s, advances in the commercial, civil, and other defense sectors since that time would now permit even lighter mass, lower cost, and higher performance than would have been achieved by the 1990-era technology base. Thus, lighter weight and smarter components could now empower a Brilliant Pebbles interceptor with greater acceleration/velocity, making possible boost-phase intercept of even short- and medium-range ballistic missiles as well as high-acceleration ICBMs, thus surpassing the capabilities of the 1990 Brilliant Pebbles. 16 As noted above, the same sensor and kill-vehicle technology can be used for ground- and sea-based interceptors – notably on the VLS-compatible, high-velocity Navy SM-3 interceptor. Reviving and building on the Brilliant Pebbles concept and related technologies is essential for the deployment of effective SBIs, as well as improved interceptors for use in other basing modes, especially at sea. One feasible option for testing and initial deployment of a revived space-based interceptor system based on Brilliant Pebbles would be to deploy approximately 40 to 120 interceptors for a space-system test bed analogous to the ground- and sea-based test beds. After demonstrating feasibility by testing against missiles of all ranges in all possible phases of their flight, this test bed would have a limited capability and could be expanded to become part of a fully capable defensive constellation. 

Space Based Direct Energy missile defense will complement KEI SMD perfectly

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 
Directed-energy defenses hold the potential in the longer term to provide a boost-phase defense capability. The 1991-92 GPALS system included a follow-on space-based laser (SBL) layer after the Brilliant Pebbles deployment with capabilities that would complement it in two ways: (1) lasers operating at the speed of light assure the earliest possible boost-phase intercept capability, maximizing the likelihood that debris from the intercept would fall back on the launcher’s territory; and (2) while lasers would not be effective in destroying nuclear warheads in space, they would be capable of the active discrimination of warheads from decoys, thus enabling intercept by Brilliant Pebbles or other midcourse defense systems. The SBL platform would intercept ballistic missiles by focusing and maintaining a high-powered laser on the missile while its rockets are burning and it is very vulnerable to even a small perturbation that could ignite the rocket fuel and destroy the missile. A missile that is struck early in its boost phase could dispense its deadly payload over the country of launch, thus creating in itself a possible deterrent to launching missiles against the United States and its forward-deployed forces. (Countries contemplating the use of missile-delivered weapons of mass destruction would have to consider the possibility that the payload would fall within their own borders). If the missile were engaged near the end of its boost phase, it still might fly a ballistic trajectory, but one that would fall short of its intended target. And as noted above, SBLs could perform an active discrimination mission, aiding SBIs and other midcourse-capable defenses in intercepting the attacking missile before it reenters the Earth’s atmosphere.  Because any one space-based directed-energy platform may not be in sight of the area from which its target missiles are launched at a particular time, a constellation of such platforms would be required to ensure that one or more of them would be in sight of potential launch areas in time to engage the targets while they are vulnerable. A constellation of about 12 SBLs could provide global coverage against up to five ballistic missiles simultaneously launched from anywhere to anywhere else more than about 120 kilometers away. Against theater-class medium-range ballistic missiles, this constellation could destroy up to 10 simultaneously launched ballistic missiles while in boost phase. Against ICBMs, whose boost phase lasts for three to five minutes, a minimum of 15 to 25 simultaneous missile launches could be intercepted. An R&D program should be pursued to prove the requisite SBL technologies. When developed and fully tested, SBLs would significantly augment the capabilities provided by the Brilliant Pebbles architecture. However, as noted above, there is no current program to provide an SBI capability, and the SBL Integrated Flight Experiment that was scheduled for 2012 has been cancelled. 29 
Technology is ready
(The Washington Times November 11, 1998, Missile defense technology ready James Hackett, , is a contributing writer to The Washington Times, , Lexis Nexis) E.L.

  For years opponents of a national missile defense have argued that it is not needed, will not work, and will cost too much. Their strategy has been to delay development, run up the cost, and wait for the threat to fade away. But instead of fading the threat is growing as North Korea, Iran and other countries acquire longer-range missiles, and Russia's nuclear command and control continues to deteriorate. The argument that missile defenses are not needed has been discredited. But while opponents now concede the threat is growing, their new reason for delay is that "the technology is not ready." The Clinton-appointed Joint Chiefs of Staff, along with others in the administration, have expressed this view in supporting the White House policy of delaying deployment. It carries a ring of truth because of difficulties encountered in the programs to develop shorter-range missile interceptors.  Missile defense opponent Richard Garwin of the Council on Foreign Relations has written that any country could develop simple countermeasures such as balloons and small warheads that could fool the planned missile interceptors. Retired Gen. Eugene Fox and Stanley Orman, missile defense supporters, have written that the technological problems encountered by short-range interceptors suggest it will take at least a decade to deploy a national missile defense. But now the industry official in charge of the administration's own program to develop a national missile defense has said publicly the technology is ready. In a recent appearance at a missile defense technology conference in Huntsville, Ala., John Peller, Boeing vice president and head of the national missile defense effort, surprised many when he said the technological challenges for an initial deployment have been met. What remains to be done, he said, is integrate those technologies into a system that works. There are no new technologies in the initial deployment. The radars, sensors and computers have all been developed and tested over the last 10 years, and the rockets used to propel the interceptors into space will be proven commercial rockets. The key component of the interceptor, the so-called Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV) that must track and strike the target, has performed "spectacularly well" in flight tests. The Boeing EKV seeker flew in June 1997 and the Raytheon design flew in January 1998. Both performed exceptionally well, effectively discriminating incoming warheads from a complex mix of targets. Regarding the critique of Mr. Garwin, a vocal opponent of missile defense for decades, Mr. Peller said simply, "I do not think he has seen the data I have." The targets these seekers were launched against were quite sophisticated, far more so than required by an initial deployment intended to intercept missiles from rogue states. The later addition of space-based sensors to include new high-altitude missile warning satellites and 24 low-altitude tracking satellites will increase the capability of the interceptors to meet the greater threat of advanced Russian penetration aids. On the failures that have plagued the shorter-range missile interceptors, Mr. Peller notes that intercepting a target in space is easier than within the atmosphere, which interferes with the sensors, and the time to do so is greater because of the longer distances involved. We should stop talking about hitting a bullet with a bullet, he said. The national missile defense technology is designed to see the target at a great distance, track it, estimate its path and launch an interceptor in its direction that can home in on the target. This, he said, does not stress existing technologies. The argument that there is no threat has been dissected by the Rumsfeld Commission and destroyed by recent missile developments in the rogue regimes. Now the argument that the technology is not ready has been effectively disputed by a highly positive assessment by the man in charge of the program.

The technology for space missile defense satellites exists now

Fox 10 (Stuart Fox, Space.com staff writer, 7/27/10, “Anti-missile Satellites Pass Big Tests: Pentagon’s space-based defense system spots missile launches”, http://missiledefense.wordpress.com/2010/07/27/anti-missile-satellites-pass-big-tests-pentagon’s-space-based-defense-system-spots-missile-launches/) JB
A pair of experimental U.S. missile defense satellites has passed a series of vital tests in space, spotting three missile launches and successfully relaying data about their trajectories to observers on Earth. The two satellites make up the Space Tracking and Surveillance System (STSS) and were built by Northrop Grumman and Raytheon for the U.S. Missile Defense Agency as a demonstration of technology to protect the United States from enemy missiles. The $1.5 billion STSS Demonstration mission was launched in September 2009. The STSS's most recent test, the June 28 observation U.S. Missile Defense Agency rocket launch during an intercept test, was "the most thorough indication yet of the space-based sensor's capabilities," Northrop Grumman officials said in a statement. During that test, the STSS satellites detected the liftoff of a target missile mimicking an enemy launch as part of a test of the Army's Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missile, which successfully intercepted the "enemy" target vehicle. [Most destructive space weapon concepts.] The STSS satellites are designed to pave the way for a future constellation of missile defense satellites. Each of the two satellites is equipped with a launch sensor that picks up a signal when a missile fires its initial boosters, as well as a tracking sensor that follows the infrared signature of the missile through its flight. It is seen as the precursor to a full-on operational system," Northrop Grumman spokesman Bob Bishop told SPACE.com. "It is a demonstration program for space based acquisition and tracking.? In a June 16 test, the STSS satellites monitored the launch of an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) by the U.S. Air Force. The Air Force's ICBM Minuteman Missile traveled about 4,800 miles in roughly 30 minutes before it hit a target near Kwajalein Atoll in the western chain of the Marshall Islands. The STSS flawlessly detected and tracked the missile during that trip, Northrop Grumman officials said. "Another reliable performance by the STSS Demonstration program satellites is an encouraging development for the nation's missile defense system," said Gabe Watson, vice president of missile defense and missile warning programs for Northrop Grumman's Aerospace Systems office. "The capability demonstrated by these space-based sensors is a strong indication of the value this system brings to missile defense." An earlier June 6 test also saw the defense satellites detecting and tracking an interceptor rocket launched by the U.S. Missile Defense Agency. The STSS satellites tracked the journey of a two-stage Ground-Based Interceptor and relayed data down to ground stations. Overall, the three tests represented progressively more realistic challenges for the STSS satellites. The two satellites observe a missile at different angles, with one glimpsing the vehicle against the backdrop of the Earth, and the other observing the missile with space in the background. Combining those two views increases the STSS satellites' accuracy, Bishop said.
Lasers have been tested for smd

Possel ‘98

(William H. Possel, Lasers and Missile Defense: new concepts for Space-Based and Ground-Based Laser Weapons”, Air War College: Center for Strategy and Technology, Defense Technology Information Center, 1998, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:eJj_FOY8cZYJ:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a425537.pdf+space+missile+defense&site=tr_all&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc)
Three laser systems are being considered for space-based and ground-based laser weapons. These are all chemical lasers and involve mixing chemicals together inside the laser cavities to create the laser beam. Chemica lreactions create excited states of the atom or molecule and provide the energy for the laser.46 The competing laser sare hydrogen fluoride (HF), deuterium fluoride (DF), and chemical oxygen iodine (COIL).Hydrogen Fluoride Laser. The hydrogen fluoride laser operates much like a rocket engine. In the laser cavity,atomic fluorine reacts with molecular hydrogen to produce excited hydrogen fluorine molecules. The resulting laser produces several simultaneous wavelengths in the range of 2.7 microns and 2.9 microns. The laser beam, at thesewavelengths, is mostly absorbed by the earth's atmosphere and can only be used above the earth's atmosphere.47 Thislaser is the leading contender for the Space-Based Laser (SBL) program. The Ballistic Missile Defense Organization continues to support the hydrogen fluoride laser for space-baseddefenses.48 The Alpha program, originally funded by Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) in the1980s, then the Strategic Defense Initiative Office (SDIO), and now BMDO, has successfully demonstrated a megawatt power laser in a low-pressure, simulated space environment.49 The design is compatible with a space environment, is directly scalable to the size required for a space-based laser, and produces the power and beamquality specified in the SDIO plan in 1984.50 This laser has been integrated with optical systems from the LargeAdvanced Mirror Program, described later, and has been test fired at the TRW San Juan Capistrano test facility inCalifornia
DHS has tech in place, all that is needed is funding

Croakely 10 (Sean P, major with B.A. from Norwich University, 2010, dodreports.com, "Defense Space Support to Civil Authority: How Can Policy Be Improved?" pg. 73, http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada524497.pdf, MM) 

Space policy states that space is a top priority; however, resource allocation does not reflect this guidance. UAS were identified as a DSCA activity, but UAS are restricted to rural airspace and very few exceptions have been issued for operation within the U.S. DHS has good system for performance evaluation; however, its strategic goals, missions, and objectives are not uniform or mutually supporting between the 2009 APR and the 2010 QHSR. DHS relies on DoD for all space, missile defense, and security; and their integration. Overall policy is moderately adequate, but it is integration and unity of effort that are inadequate. Recent terrorist incidents repeatedly support the conclusion that information is not shared, analyzed, nor disseminated adequately.

AT: 2012 Test
Sorry, that program was canceled and pushed back
Arms Control Association 2 (No author, “Space Based Laser Put on Hold” http://www.armscontrol.org/node/2987) RF
The Pentagon’s effort to develop a laser that would be stationed in space to destroy ballistic missiles has been significantly scaled back. In September, the Pentagon shut down the office dedicated to developing the Space-Based Laser (SBL), and it has canceled the first test of the system, which had been planned for 2012, Lieutenant General Ronald Kadish told reporters October 31. Kadish, who heads the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), said that research into space lasers would continue as part of broader research into using lasers to shoot down ballistic missiles, but he also indicated that such work would not be a top priority. “We are consolidating [the SBL] effort and we will do technology as aggressively as we can, but it won’t be focused on putting an experiment in space in the near term,” explained Kadish. In addition, there are no longer any plans to build an SBL test facility. When asked whether the SBL program had been scrapped, an MDA spokesperson responded November 7, “Not necessarily scrapped but the program office was closed in [September], and all SBL research was moved into a new MDA directorate called Laser Technologies.” The spokesperson described the SBL program changes as part of an MDA effort to focus on systems that might be fielded sooner rather than later. According to Kadish, “Space basing of this capability can be looked at as a later improvement as opposed to a near-term imperative.” 

AT: GMD solves 

GMD is doomed to failure – funding 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 

Although ground-based missile defense (GMD) is presumed to be the most feasible because it has been under continuous development for over thirty-five years and receives far more money and attention than other options, it is also the most limited, especially when compared to the space-based systems discussed in this report. We are concerned that the growing costs of the GMD system will preclude sufficient funding and effort to develop, in a timely way, the more effective sea- and spacesystem boost-phase intercept systems. We therefore find ourselves today in a situation of deploying first the least capable and cost-effective systems and then later, if ever, developing for deployment systems that are potentially more capable and cost effective but which were “dumbed down” or even abandoned because they were prohibited by the ABM Treaty. 1 The 1991 Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALs) architecture and programs, especially Brilliant Pebbles, were diluted by the 1991 and 1992 Missile Defense Acts and then set aside, postponed, and/or technically reduced in effectiveness by the Clinton administration. Since then, little progress has been made in developing and deploying the most effective missile defenses. In some aspects of missile defense, we are behind where we were heading in 1992 It is disappointing that an administration purportedly dedicated to missile defense from the outset spent several years basically limiting itself to the missile defense program of the Clinton administration, utilizing essentially the same Pentagon organization. Not only was the truly strategic missile defense of the Reagan and Bush-41 administrations not resurrected – in favor of a very limited “spot” defense against a lightly armed rogue state – but the George W. Bush administration (hereafter referred to as Bush-43) chose to follow the Clinton administration in focusing its effort on relatively costly and largely ineffective ground-based systems rather than exploiting the most potentially effective technologies. The U.S. GMD system currently being deployed remains highly vulnerable to criticism from both opponents and proponents of missile defense. With several interceptors now fielded in Alaska and California, the GMD system is beset with what Lt. Gen. Henry A. Obering III, USAF, Director of the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), called in July 2005 a “wide range of technical problems.” In describing the current capability, LTG Obering stated: “We have a better than zero chance of successfully intercepting, I believe, an incoming warhead.” 2 At this time, beyond improving its associated radars and their internetting, the major system improvement plan is to add interceptors, eventually up to a total of one hundred, with an additional ground site under consideration. The missile and interceptor may be improved, but only marginally. 

AT: Arms race

Extend Mooney 8- SMD has the capability to destroy missiles before things like maneuvering and decoys prevent them from being destroyed from our current system- this solves their impact
SMD will slow any arms race, and absent SMD arms race will escalate faster, the ABM proves

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, 2007 , “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 
In other words, if anything, a credible missile defense – even in development stage – is much more likely to help slow an arms race and discourage proliferation because it raises the costs and lowers the chances of success for aggressor nations or terrorist groups to try to find ways to overwhelm an effective missile defense system with their offensive weapons. In this sense it can become a deterrent and thus contribute to stability. Arguably, there is some evidence of this likelihood, in that at least some of the reasons for the Soviet Union’s collapse was due to an inability to keep up with U.S. technological developments in this field. Even as the USSR was scaling itself down, it was engaging in ways to share missile defense technology and use – an effort that was discontinued by the U.S. government after 1993. 10 To close the loop in this logic train: if America has never had missile defense, why have the Soviet/Russian and Chinese nuclear arms buildups continued unabated over these many years, as has the growth of proliferation? According to the MAD culture, one would have thought arms races and proliferation would have long since slowed – thus making a case based on fact that America indeed should continue to forego missile defense. But there is no fact to substantiate such a claim. To the contrary, while certainly some arms control initiatives have proved useful – paradoxically because of U.S. arms buildups during the Cold War 11 – if history is any example, effective missile defense capabilities could actually help to strengthen and enhance responsible arms control efforts, rather than to foster arms races and proliferation, as opponents so vigorously maintain.
There evidence has it backwards, only SMD can contain future arms races
Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf) 
Indeed, far from sparking a costly and deadly arms race, the deployment of a robust, global, space-based missile defense is likely to make it more expensive, and therefore less attractive, for other states to build missiles or to engage in regional arms races based on the deployment of missiles.  There is no empirical or historical basis for the contention that such an effort will lead other states to step up their missile-related programs, leading to an escalating race to deploy missiles designed to overcome whatever missile defense is deployed by the United States. In fact, following the ABM Treaty in the 1970s, the Soviet Union nevertheless deployed large numbers of advanced missile systems, negating the logic that the ABM Treaty reduced the incentive or need to deploy new generations of missiles designed to defeat deployed missile defenses. The ABM Treaty codified a strategic relationship of mutual vulnerability in which the Soviet Union nevertheless built large numbers of additional intercontinental ballistic missiles and nuclear warheads whose purpose was to increase U.S., not mutual, vulnerability – and to assure that, in the event of nuclear war, the Soviet Union would have had strategic superiority. Contrary to the assertions of many of its proponents, the lesson of the ABM Treaty is that in the absence of a U.S. missile defense capability, other states have been developing missile programs without having to take into account an American defense. This has provided an array of competitors with a relatively cheap option of developing even primitive missiles in order to acquire an asymmetrical advantage over the United States. The 30-year experience of the ABM Treaty, together with other efforts to restrict weapons proliferation and deployment by international agreement, does not give credence to efforts now underway to impose new international legal prohibitions against space-based missile defense. If past experience is any indicator, such efforts are more likely to place onerous restrictions on the United States, as happened with the ABM Treaty, than to provide universally accepted norms to govern the peaceful use of space. Furthermore, access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to states and terrorist organizations seeking WMD and their delivery systems. Given these factors, space control is crucial to U.S. national security in the twenty-first century, together with space-based missile defense. 
AT: Pre-emp Strikes

Extend Mooney 8- SMD has the capability to destroy missiles before things like maneuvering and decoys prevent them from being destroyed from our current system- this solves their impact

Their evidence is talking about increasing space mines, means we don’t link to the turn
SMD is crucial to deter against the emergence of new rivals

Spring 09 (Baker-Master’s degree in national security studies, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy, “Obama Missile Defense Plan Puts the Nation at Risk”, 6/29/09, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/06/obama-missile-defense-plan-puts-america-at-risk) np

On February 2, 2009, Iran successfully launched a satellite into orbit using a rocket with technology similar to that used in long-range ballistic missiles. On May 20, 2009, Iran test-fired a 1,200-mile solid-fueled ballistic missile. North Korea attempted to launch a satellite on April 6, 2009, which, while failing to place the satellite in orbit, delivered its payload some 2,390 miles away in the Pacific Ocean. This was followed by a North Korean explosive nuclear weapons test on May 25, 2009. The ballistic-missile threat to the U.S. and its friends and allies is growing. Under these circumstances, common sense would dictate that the Obama Administration support full funding for the U.S. missile defense program. What does the Administration do? On April 6, 2009, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced that the Obama Administration's fiscal year (FY) 2010 broader defense budget would reduce the ballistic-missile budget by $1.4 billion.[1] This reduction was applied against an undisclosed baseline. The defense budget itself was released on May 7, 2009.[2] The budget reveals that overall missile defense spending in FY 2010, including for the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and the Army, will be reduced to $9.3 billion from $10.92 billion in FY 2009.[3] This $1.62 billion total reduction represents an almost 15 percent decline in U.S. military spending. This budget can be charitably described as a lackadaisical approach by the Obama Administration to meet the urgent requirement of defending Americans and U.S. friends and allies against ballistic-missile attack. This weak response by the Obama Administration comes at a time when polls show that Americans, by overwhelming margins, want the federal government to protect them against missile attack. A May 7-10, 2009, poll conducted by Opinion Research Corporation for the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance reveals that 88 percent of the respondents believe that the federal government should field a system for countering ballistic missiles capable of carrying weapons of mass destruction.[4] Unfortunately, the limits in the overall defense budget adopted by Congress make restoring funding to the missile defense program difficult. Nevertheless, Congress should seek both near- and long-term approaches to funding the missile defense program. Congress should also explore options for strengthening missile defense by better using the resources that are available under an admittedly inadequate defense budget. Further, Congress and the American people need to be reminded that while the United States has made progress in positioning missile defense systems in the field in recent years, the U.S. remains highly vulnerable to this threat. This is no time for the U.S. to slow the pace of developing and deploying effective defenses against ballistic missiles. Indeed, the Obama Administration and Congress need to accelerate the effort by focusing on developing and deploying the systems that offer the greatest capability. A detailed proposal for proceeding with the most effective systems was issued by the Independent Working Group on missile defense earlier this year.[5]The proposal specifically refers to space-based and sea-based defenses as the most effective components of the layered missile defense system design advocated by the Bush Administration. While the sea-based systems have continued to make progress in recent years, the effort to develop and deploy space-based interceptors has continued to languish. In accordance with the recommendations of the Independent Working Group, Congress should take the following steps: Attempt to restore funding to the overall missile defense program to build additional interceptors in Alaska, California, and Europe for countering long-range missiles; Support the Multiple Kill Vehicle (MKV) system (which allows more than one kill vehicle to be launched from a single booster) that the Obama Administration wants to terminate; Adopt language for preserving options for the continued development of the Airborne Laser (ABL) system; Provide support for continued pursuit of boost-phase missile defenses using modified air-to-air missiles; Strengthen the Obama Administration's own proposals for aggressive pursuit of sea-based missile-defense systems; and Adopt a finding that identifies ballistic missiles that transit space as space weapons.

The layered system would make it nearly impossible for the US to get hit
Canavan 01 (Dr. Gregory-Ph.D. in Applied Science from the University of California, Space-Based Missile Defense: Has Its Time Come?, May 16, 2001---Marshall Institute)np
Of course, boost phase doesn’t have to be from space. In limited circumstances, surface-based possibilities are quite efficient for the threats which are accessible to them – addressing missiles and boost from, say, North Korea, Iraq, parts of Iran, and some Libyan launches, by putting interceptors on nearby ships in international waters or on secure Allied bases. But as threats grow – either in number or extent inland – the easy defenses go away. If you want to have a survivable, global missile defense with a boostphase layer, then you are driven to a space-based system. But the key element is this: if you have multi-layer defenses with a 90 percent effectiveness in each of three layers, then the overall probability of a given weapon penetrating is about a tenth of a percent. And that is the level you have to get down to, before you are serious about protecting an urban value.

AT: Tech fails
The tracking system works, we just succeeded in a test

Brinton 11 ( Turner Brinton, March 23 2011, writer for space news, “ U.S. Military Satellites Achieve 'Holy Grail' of Missile Defense”, http://www.space.com/11206-missile-defense-satellites-successful-test.html) 

WASHINGTON — A pair of low Earth-orbiting demonstration satellites built by Northrop Grumman Aerospace Systems for the first time on March 16 detected and tracked a ballistic missile launch through all phases of flight, a Northrop Grumman official said March 22. So-called birth-to-death tracking of a ballistic missile launch had never been done before from space and is the most significant achievement to date for the Space Tracking and Surveillance System (STSS) spacecraft, said Doug Young, Northrop Grumman’s vice president of missile defense and warning programs. “It’s the Holy Grail for missile defense,” Young said during a media briefing here. [Top 10 Space Weapons Concepts] 

AT: Fiscal/Tech barriers 
Extend:

SMD is ready to go, no technological barriers

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07

The technology for space missile defense satellites exists now

Fox 10 (Stuart Fox, Space.com staff writer, 7/27/10, “Anti-missile Satellites Pass Big Tests: Pentagon’s space-based defense system spots missile launches”, http://missiledefense.wordpress.com/2010/07/27/anti-missile-satellites-pass-big-tests-pentagon’s-space-based-defense-system-spots-missile-launches/) JB

A pair of experimental U.S. missile defense satellites has passed a series of vital tests in space, spotting three missile launches and successfully relaying data about their trajectories to observers on Earth. The two satellites make up the Space Tracking and Surveillance System (STSS) and were built by Northrop Grumman and Raytheon for the U.S. Missile Defense Agency as a demonstration of technology to protect the United States from enemy missiles. The $1.5 billion STSS Demonstration mission was launched in September 2009. The STSS's most recent test, the June 28 observation U.S. Missile Defense Agency rocket launch during an intercept test, was "the most thorough indication yet of the space-based sensor's capabilities," Northrop Grumman officials said in a statement. During that test, the STSS satellites detected the liftoff of a target missile mimicking an enemy launch as part of a test of the Army's Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missile, which successfully intercepted the "enemy" target vehicle. [Most destructive space weapon concepts.] The STSS satellites are designed to pave the way for a future constellation of missile defense satellites. Each of the two satellites is equipped with a launch sensor that picks up a signal when a missile fires its initial boosters, as well as a tracking sensor that follows the infrared signature of the missile through its flight. It is seen as the precursor to a full-on operational system," Northrop Grumman spokesman Bob Bishop told SPACE.com. "It is a demonstration program for space based acquisition and tracking.? In a June 16 test, the STSS satellites monitored the launch of an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) by the U.S. Air Force. The Air Force's ICBM Minuteman Missile traveled about 4,800 miles in roughly 30 minutes before it hit a target near Kwajalein Atoll in the western chain of the Marshall Islands. The STSS flawlessly detected and tracked the missile during that trip, Northrop Grumman officials said. "Another reliable performance by the STSS Demonstration program satellites is an encouraging development for the nation's missile defense system," said Gabe Watson, vice president of missile defense and missile warning programs for Northrop Grumman's Aerospace Systems office. "The capability demonstrated by these space-based sensors is a strong indication of the value this system brings to missile defense." An earlier June 6 test also saw the defense satellites detecting and tracking an interceptor rocket launched by the U.S. Missile Defense Agency. The STSS satellites tracked the journey of a two-stage Ground-Based Interceptor and relayed data down to ground stations. Overall, the three tests represented progressively more realistic challenges for the STSS satellites. The two satellites observe a missile at different angles, with one glimpsing the vehicle against the backdrop of the Earth, and the other observing the missile with space in the background. Combining those two views increases the STSS satellites' accuracy, Bishop said.

AT: No funding

FIAT SOLES. We will fully fund SMD

AT: Reliable launch

Navy’s contract with BAE systems allows missile defense launches 

Watson 11 -(Tim Watson, June 6, 2011, Navy Awards BAE Systems $55.5M Missile Launch System Contract, http://www.govconwire.com/2011/06/navy-awards-bae-systems-55-5m-missile-launch-system-contract/)
The U.S. Navy has awarded BAE Systems, Land & Armaments a firm-fixed-price contract potentially worth $55,501,612 for MK 41 Vertical Launching System mechanical modules and related equipment and services. Contract funds will not expire at the end of the current fiscal year. The MK 41 VLS provides a missile launching system for CG 47 and DDG 51 class surface combatants surface combatants, and Aegis Ashore requirements for the Missile Defense Agency‘s Ground Ballistic Missile Defense Program. It is the primary missile launching system aboard Navy combatants used to store, safe, inventory and launch missiles of various types. 
Minuteman III launch proves, launches are feasible

VAFB 11 – (Vandenberd air force base, Jun 22, 2011, 8:31 AM, Missile Launched, http://www.edhat.com/site/tidbit.cfm?nid=59011)
A scheduled unarmed operational test Minuteman III intercontinental ballistic missile launch occurred at 6:35 a.m. June 22 from Launch Facility-10 here. Inclement downrange weather and an interruption in communication with the Airborne Launch Control System led to unprogrammed holds in the countdown. Furthermore, boats detected at different times in the hazard area resulted in additional unprogrammed holds. Still, those issues were overcome allowing for a safe launch within the established window. "We train constantly working through scenarios such as those we faced real-time this morning," said Col. Keith Balts, 30th Space Wing vice commander and launch decision authority. "Without a doubt, Team Vandenberg performed brilliantly in ensuring safe range operations and a successful launch." 
Lack of a specialized workforce in the aerospace industry prevents sustained deployment of SMD

AT: Barries/exaggerated

we solve four inevitable wars:

1.Iran, extend kuhner 9

2.China, extend clark 09

3. North Korea, extend Schoroeder 11

4. Russia, extend arbatov 7

Threats are real

Extend SMD is ready to go, there are no barriers

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07

AT: Sat Interference 
1. all the card says is that satellite operartors are facing challenges

-SMD doesn’t depend on satellite operartors so this wouldn’t be an issue

2. This card isn’t specific to space missile defense, or how satellite interference would affect missile defense

AT: LEO Bad

LEO is possible, human spaceflight proves

Jessa 11-(Tega Jessa is a contributing writer to suite 1o1, april 2, 2011,Low Earth Orbit, http://www.universetoday.com/85322/low-earth-orbit/)
Low Earth Orbit has been used for both military and aeronautical purposes. Military rocketry and missiles have long taken advantage of this orbit to launch missiles and rockets over long distances. A missile launched in low earth orbit follows three stages. First it would launch into a suborbital path using its engine. The second stage would be where the thrust and momentum created would allow the missile to reach cruising speeds. In final stage the influence of gravity brings it back to Earth towards it target. In space flight the majority of human spaceflight occurs here. Right now the cost of human spaceflight are astronomical so most space agencies are funded by governments and need to work within set budgets for missions. This is why Low Earth Orbit is still the destination of choice for missions.

***New Deterrence Adv***

MD Fails Now
Only the addition of a boost-phase intercept capable system can make current MD effective
Fox and Orman 11 (Eugene Fox and Stanley Orman, May 9 2011,  Vice President @ Orman Associates (a defense consulting firm), and Stanley, CEO @ Orman Associates, “BMD needs a space component”, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=6442464&c=FEA&s=COM)
Seven years ago in an article titled "BMD – Fact & Fiction," in The Journal of Social, Political and Economic Studies, we highlighted the fact that without the introduction of space-based interceptors, the ballistic missile defense (BMD) program was inadequate to meet the stated requirements for an effective missile defense. The system must be capable of protecting all 50 states, friends and allies around the world, and troops serving in crisis areas, including the forces of allies participating in multinational operations. A further requirement added by the George W. Bush administration was the need to be able to intercept enemy missiles of all ranges in all phases of their flight. The combination of these broad requirements implied the need for an effective form of global missile defense. Only such a broadly based system could protect U.S. and multinational forces wherever they are engaged, and at the same time protect America and its many friends and allies. The defense has to be global in nature because, in this proliferated environment, there can no longer be high confidence in a foreknowledge of the location from which a missile might be launched, or even the likely target of the attack. With the ability to mount launchers on the deck of a ship, an attack could come from anywhere on the high seas. In such a scenario, there would be no certainty of the country of origin, thus reducing the potential of deterrence through the threat of a counterstrike. This uncertainty imposes higher importance on the ability to intercept such an attack. In an attempt to meet these stringent requirements for an effective missile defense, the Missile Defense Agency has supported programs to develop fast-acceleration missiles and an airborne laser program in an attempt to provide a boost-phase capability. These programs have absorbed significant resources, but the technologies remain immature and the concepts for their integration into a deployable system were always problematic. However without the addition of some form of boost/ascent phase interception, no BMD system can meet the stated requirements. Realistically, the requirement for boost/ascent phase interception could only be met with either a laser or space-based kinetic interceptors. An operational airborne laser is still more than a decade away, assuming the problems already identified can be overcome. 
BMDs are insufficient – SBMD key to multiple layers of missile defense 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

Current BMD Architecture The United States must maintain the technological capability to respond if deterrence fails. “The objective of missile defense will remain the protection of the US Homeland, our friends and allies, and US deployed forces.”1 Multiple opportunities to intercept an incoming ballistic missile increase the probability of a successful interception. BMD “must provide an active, layered defense that allows multiple engagement opportunities throughout the boost, midcourse, and terminal phases of a missile’s flight to negate or defeat an attack as far from the Homeland as possible.”2 Throughout these phases, a BMD could incorporate land-, sea-, air-, and space-based elements and use both kinetic and non-kinetic means to destroy hostile missiles.3 The current space-based elements of missile defense include infrared sensing and warning of missile launches. While these elements contribute to the current layered architecture, they may not be enough. The nation may need SBMD interception capabilities so that we can fill the boost-phase gap in the current missile defense architecture. In 2002, the George W. Bush administration directed the DOD to “begin fielding an initial BMDS [Ballistic Missile Defense System] capable of defending the US homeland, deployed troops, friends, and allies against ballistic missiles of all ranges in all phases of flight.”4 Of the nine BMD system elements in development at the Missile Defense Agency, none includes a space-based interception capability.5 Today, the continued fielding of national missile defense interceptors in Alaska and California provides limited defense from ballistic missile attack against the United States. However, this protective layer may not guard vital interests abroad and this capability shortfall weakens BMD's contribution to deterrence. The nation’s current BMD architecture relies on space components to sense and cue terrestrial interceptors. Space-based sensors can detect the heat of the burning booster during its boost phase, and transmit trajectory information to ground stations. Once the booster extinguishes and infrared sensing satellites lose track of the missile, radars can track it throughout the remaining flight time. These radars cue terrestrial-based BMD elements so they can attempt to intercept the missile. Commanders on the ground, in turn, can launch direct interceptors to destroy the missile. Currently, the United States possesses land- and sea-based kinetic kill intercept capabilities. However, there are no space-based interceptors, kinetic, directed energy, or otherwise. 

Missile defense fails now – lack of funding 

Pfaltzgraff 9 (Robert L. Jr., founder and president of the Institute for Foreign Policy, AnalysisIFPA's program encompasses studies on proliferation, counterproliferation, homeland security, the future of alliances, national security strategy, force structure modernization priorities, and peace building/peace enforcement requirements, Advised NATO Defense College, National Defense University, the Marine Corps University, the Army War College, the Air University, the Naval War College, and the Armed Forces Staff College, member of the Department of State’s International Security Advisory Board (ISAB) between 2006 and 2009, “Space and U.S. Security A Net Assessment,” January 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a494460.pdf DA: 7/2/11, PC) 

Funding Gaps. Though significant effort has been made to study current deficiencies in missile defense and space situational awareness, the lack of funding significantly undercuts the ability of the United States to address these weaknesses—particularly missile defense. When Congressional funding is reduced, systems are developed on a much reduced scale, over a longer period of time, and often with fewer capabilities. When funding is nonexistent, technological opportunities that might help address U.S. weaknesses in space are not pursued. In these instances, short-term political preference often takes precedence over strategic necessity, technical feasibility, and long-term thinking. In Fiscal Year 2008, funding for a key missile defense system was reduced significantly. Formerly known as SBIRSLow, MDA’s Space Tracking and Surveillance System (STSS) was appropriated $233.1 million, compared to $322 million in FY 2007—a reduction of $88.9 million, or 28 percent. 57 Congress cut missile defense funding for FY 2008 to $8.7 billion, some $700 million below FY 2007 funding levels. 58 The cuts were deepest in longterm, advanced development projects, a number of which are space-based, such as STSS. 59 
Current BMD systems fail—it can’t protect the US from all international attacks and fundamental problems remain

Lewis and Postol 10—PhD in experimental physics and is associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University AND professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former scientific adviser to the chief of naval operations (George and Theodore, “A Flawed and Dangerous U.S. Missile Defense Plan,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 40, Iss. 4, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)

Less than five months later, in February, the Obama administration produced an extensive elaboration of the September decision in a document called the Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report. The report asserts that ballistic missile defense technologies have already produced a reliable and robust defense of the United States against limited intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) attacks. According to the report, the technologies now in hand will make it possible for the United States to build a global missile defense system that is so capable, flexible, and reliable that potential adversaries will see that they have no choice but to de-emphasize their efforts to use ballistic missiles as a way to obtain their political goals. However, a review of the actual state of missile defense technologies reveals that this new vision put forth by the report is nothing more than a fiction and that the policy strategy that follows from these technical myths could well lead to a foreign policy disaster. With regard to current missile defense technologies, there are no new material facts to support any of the claims in the report that suggest that the United States is now in a position to defend itself from limited ICBM attacks or that any of the fundamental unsolved problems associated with high-altitude ballistic missile defenses have been solved. In fact, as this article will show, the most recent ballistic missile defense flight-test data released by the Department of Defense and the most recent failed test of the ground-based missile defense system in January show quite the opposite. 
The DOD lied—current BMD technology fails—it can’t destroy warheads and it can be exploited by enemies

Lewis and Postol 10—PhD in experimental physics and is associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University AND professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former scientific adviser to the chief of naval operations (George and Theodore, “A Flawed and Dangerous U.S. Missile Defense Plan,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 40, Iss. 4, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)
According to the missile defense report, the continental United States is "now" and for the "foreseeable future" protected against limited ICBM attacks.1 The report further asserts that this "advantageous position" is the result of well-informed "investments" made over the past decade by the Clinton and Bush administrations in the groundbased midcourse ballistic missile defense (GMD) system, which, according to the report, currently protects the continental United States from ICBM attack.2 In the area of regional missile defenses, the report asserts that "recent successes" have demonstrated that the United States can now rely on missile defense systems such as the Navy's Standard Missile 3 (SM-3) and the Army's Patriot and Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) systems.3 According to the report, the SM-3 Block IA has been proven highly reliable in numerous flight tests and will be immediately deployed. Under the administration's schedule, an upgraded variant, the Block IB, will be deployed in 2015. It is to be followed in 2018 by an even more capable Block HA, and in 2020 by a yet more capable Block HB. Because the SM-3 tests have been so successful, these new variants of the SM-3 will be able to accomplish a wide range of major regional ballistic missile defense missions, including enhancing the already in-hand ICBM defenses of the continental United States, the report says. The basic plan for the already functioning GMD ICBM defense will eventually be 30 silo-based interceptors in two existing silo fields - 26 at Fort Greely, Alaska, and four at Vandenberg Air Force Base in California. A third field of 14 additional silos will be built as a "hedge" against an unexpected need for additional interceptors. In addition, the SM-3 and its modernized variants will be widely deployed on ships and on land, in the latter case using ship launch systems that have been modified for land deployment. Elaborate communications and command and control systems will link radars on land and sea with space-based infrared early-warning systems, creating a highly flexible integrated global missile defense with components that can be quickly moved and concentrated as circumstances dictate. The report, apparently derived from 10 months of intense technical analysis by the Defense Department, therefore lays out a vision of how the United States intends to construct over the next decade a highly reliable, robust, mobile, and adaptable global missile defense system. According to the report, this system will be able to defeat and deter threats of nuclear and conventional attacks against the United States, its allies, and friends and will be so reliable and robust that adversaries confronted by it will realize that they have no choice but to de-emphasize their reliance on ballistic missiles. However, the Defense Department's own test data show that, in combat, the vast majority of "successful" SM-3 experiments would have failed to destroy attacking warheads. The data also show potential adversaries how to defeat both the SM-3 and the GMD systems, which share the same serious flaws that can be readily exploited by adversaries. The long record of tests of the GMD system, and the most recent test in January of this year, shows that it has only been tested in carefully orchestrated scenarios that have been designed to hide fundamental flaws and produce appearances of success. The report provides no material facts or allusions to facts that indicate any technical advances that would counter the long record of orchestrated and dumbed-down missile defense tests. The proof of these flaws is in the data that the Defense Department cites as evidence of the robustness of the GMD and SM-3 systems. That should be a strong warning to policymakers who believe that the missile defense systems promoted in the report will actually discourage future adversaries from pursuing ballistic missile programs. 
Turns the case—even if they win that BMD tech can hit an incoming warhead, it doesn’t necessarily destroy it—empirics 

Lewis and Postol 10—PhD in experimental physics and is associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University AND professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former scientific adviser to the chief of naval operations (George and Theodore, “A Flawed and Dangerous U.S. Missile Defense Plan,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 40, Iss. 4, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)
Hitting the warhead once it is "acquired," i.e., located by the interceptor, is a relatively easy task, but locating the warhead is by far the most demanding task for both the SM-3 and GMD systems. The warhead must be found, identified, and located precisely, and it must be directly hit if it is to be destroyed by impact. Experience shows that hitting parts of a missile's airframe, even when the warhead is still attached to it, will not destroy the warhead or prevent it from continuing on a nearly unchanged trajectory toward its target. 
Iran and North Korea can get around our SM-3 and GMD defenses—destroys our ability to prevent ICBM attacks

Lewis and Postol 10—PhD in experimental physics and is associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University AND professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former scientific adviser to the chief of naval operations (George and Theodore, “A Flawed and Dangerous U.S. Missile Defense Plan,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 40, Iss. 4, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)
These test data show potential adversaries such as Iran and North Korea exactly how to defeat the SM-3 and GMD interceptors with technologies they already have flight-tested. The information also shows that the Defense Department's own technical oversight and assessment of the missile defense program, as described by the missile defense report, is deeply flawed and unreliable. It is yet another example of why measures need to be taken to provide a truly independent source for the White House and Congress to confirm the veracity of claims being made by the MDA and others in the Defense Department about missile defense performance. Figure 2 shows a very simple countermeasure using rocket technologies that Iran and North Korea have already demonstrated in their ballistic missile flighttest programs. Figure 2A depicts the missile target that has been used in the most recent SM-3 flight tests after flight test FM-7, which occurred in February 2005. By using simple explosive techniques to cut the one-stage rocket-target into multiple pieces, a potential adversary could substantially further increase the chances that an SM-3 or GMD interceptor would miss the warhead. Iran and North Korea successfully demonstrated this cutting technique when they separated the stages in the multistage rockets they have already flown.8 The same could be done to the upper stage of a multistage rocket to counter the homing of the GMD kill vehicle, creating the same confusion of objects to conceal the true location of the warhead from the GMD system. The scenario illustrated in Figure 2 understates the complexity of the scene that would have to be analyzed by the homing kill vehicle, as the images were generated by assuming that the fragments only tumble in the plane perpendicular to the line of sight of the approaching interceptor. It also does not assume that additional false targets have been created by balloons or unfolded objects that might be deployed as part of this countermeasure. In the case of the GMD system, which is designed to be able to hit ICBM warheads, the problem is essentially the same. Because the sensor must work at long range, there is little time during the homing process to analyze complexes of multiple targets that could be intentionally and easily created by adversaries. In these situations, the closing speeds will be much higher than those encountered in SM-3 tests, about 12 to 15 kilometers per second compared to four to five kilometers per second. The higher speed requires that the kill vehicle see its targets at much longer range, 450 to 600 kilometers. In order to provide adequate time to maneuver to hit the target, the kill vehicle must have a much larger optical aperture to collect signals from the more distant targets and a much narrower field of view (about 1 degree instead of the roughly 3.5 degrees used in the SM-3 kill vehicle) to be able to get comparably accurate spatial information. In other words, the vulnerabilities of the SM-3 and GMD kill vehicles to countermeasure technologies that have already been demonstrated by Iran and North Korea are the same. 
Iran and North Korea can easily disguise their warheads—makes detection by BMD impossible

Lewis and Postol 10—PhD in experimental physics and is associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University AND professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former scientific adviser to the chief of naval operations (George and Theodore, “A Flawed and Dangerous U.S. Missile Defense Plan,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 40, Iss. 4, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)
If the other objects look similar to the warhead or if the warhead looks different from what is expected, the warhead can only be selected as a target by pure chance. Even if the warhead is correctly selected, hitting it may be problematic if it is attached to or enclosed in something that makes it not possible for the kill vehicle to determine where it must arrive to hit the warhead directly. The adversary can easily, perhaps inadvertently, change the scene and target appearance using simple measures, like cutting the upper stage into pieces. The adversary can also change the appearance of the warhead by covering it with radar-absorbing materials, surrounding it with a balloon, or other methods, with totally devastating consequences for the defense. 
Their evidence presumes best case scenarios—nations perceive current BMD capabilities as fragile—ensures retaliation

Lewis and Postol 10—PhD in experimental physics and is associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University AND professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former scientific adviser to the chief of naval operations (George and Theodore, “A Flawed and Dangerous U.S. Missile Defense Plan,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 40, Iss. 4, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)\
Unless the Defense Department can demonstrate convincingly to the world, friends and adversaries alike, that it can deal with such simple countermeasures, no informed adversary or ally will or should believe that either the SM-3 or GMD interceptors will be as robust and reliable in combat as asserted in the missile defense report. The strategy proclaimed by the report rests on assertions that the United States has the technology to build defenses that are so robust that adversaries will simply give up using ballistic missiles as instruments of their foreign policy when confronted by them. In the words of the report, "The United States, with the support of allies and partners, seeks to create an environment in which the acquisition, deployment, and use of ballistic missiles by regional adversaries can be deterred, principally by eliminating their confidence in the effectiveness of such attacks, and thereby devaluing their ballistic missile arsenals."12 If the missile defenses deployed by the United States were unambiguously reliable and robust, they could certainly cause countries such as Iran and North Korea to de-emphasize their reliance on ballistic missiles as instruments of their foreign policies. If the missile defenses are instead fragile and unworkable, as the Defense Department's own missile defense test data show, aggressors might instead conclude that their goals can best be met by continuing or increasing their use of ballistic missiles as instruments of intimidation. Thus, the Defense Department's ballistic missile strategy assumes the existence of adversaries sophisticated enough to build nuclear weapons, ballistic missiles, and missile defense countermeasures, but not sophisticated enough to understand that current U.S. missile defenses will be no more than a transparent bluff. 
Can’t solve deterrence or hegemony—increased BMD sows distrust in Iran, North Korea, China and Russia and kills our relations with other great powers—turns the net-benefit

Lewis and Postol 10—PhD in experimental physics and is associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University AND professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former scientific adviser to the chief of naval operations (George and Theodore, “A Flawed and Dangerous U.S. Missile Defense Plan,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 40, Iss. 4, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)
If policymakers decide that a strategic defense system should continue to be a central part of the U.S. approach, there are alternative defense systems that could defend the United States from ICBM attack from Iran and North Korea and defend northern and western Europe from intermediate-range ballistic missile attack from Iran.15 Yet, because the new missile defense plan assumes that everything works and nothing is broken, it de-emphasizes these defense systems in favor of unproven, unworkable, and far more expensive alternative systems. By deploying ballistic missile defenses that are easy to defeat, the United States could fail to deter or actually stimulate ballistic missile proliferation. Proliferators such as Iran and North Korea have already demonstrated the capability and can be expected to introduce highly effective countermeasures against the missile defense systems (GMD, SM-3, THAAD, and possibly even Patriot) that the United States has currently chosen to emphasize. These proliferators could and likely would sell these countermeasures to client states. The United States could damage its relations with allies and friends by pushing on them false and unreliable solutions to real security problems. It will antagonize Russia and China with massive defense deployments that have the appearance of being designed to be "flexibly" adaptable to deal with Russian and Chinese strategic forces. The negative effects of a costly and energetic U.S. program that appears to Russian and Chinese leaders to be aimed at blunting Russian and Chinese strategic retaliatory strike forces will sow distrust of the United States within those governments and will create significant barriers to future arms reductions efforts with Russia. This has already been seen in recent U.S.-Russian discussions over the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty.16 If future arms reduction efforts with Russia come to a halt, this will have serious adverse effects on Russian and U.S. efforts to maintain the viability of the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, which is already under considerable pressure. In general, the new missile defense architecture will produce serious doubts about the reliability of small nuclear forces for deterrence. These doubts are unjustified by detailed technical analysis of the true capabilities of these systems, but they will occur and could produce impenetrable new barriers to further nuclear arms reductions.17 None of these unwanted outcomes need to be a result of the current Obama plan, but without a judicious and careful national assessment of the capabilities and limitations these ballistic missile defense systems, pressure to expand them will be both tremendous and without rationale. This missile defense program could then lead to the usual results: gigantically systems that have little real capability but create uncertainties that cause other to react in ways that are not in the security interest of the United States. 
Missile Defense in the Status Quo fails – the US is vulnerable to attacks from Russia, China, North Korea, and Terrorists 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
II. What are the implications of the key issues raised in the Cornerstone Paper for overall U.S. national security? The United States faces a global security setting characterized by accelerating proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and the means to deliver them. New actors are acquiring technologies ranging from individual components to complete systems resulting in such capabilities. Although Russia does not today pose a missile threat to the United States, despite its continuing possession of large numbers of delivery systems with sufficient range to reach American targets, it possesses technologies, including ballistic missile components and expertise, that are being actively proliferated. Furthermore, we have no assurance that a future Russian leadership will not threaten the United States with its extensive nuclear-armed missile inventory. Indeed, under President Vladimir V. Putin, Russia appears increasingly committed to the reestablishment of a neo-imperialist sphere of influence in the new states to its south and west. P  utin has spoken of rebuilding a “Great Russia.” Russia has also demonstrated a sustained and alarming drift toward authoritarianism. A U.S. missile defense must therefore be sufficient to counter a future threat from Russia. China, meanwhile, is expanding both its ballistic missile capabilities and its space presence. China has benefited considerably from U.S. technology, including missiles, and now has an inventory of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) capable of striking the United States. This capability is being improved by replacing China’s existing arsenal of CSS-4 “Mod 1” ICBMs with the longer-range CSS-4 “Mod 2,” together with the development of mobile and submarine-launched variants of the Dong-feng (DF)-31 ICBM. Estimates suggest that its arsenal could grow to as many as sixty ICBMs by the end of the decade. China seems determined to build a nuclear force designed to inhibit U.S. action in the event of a renewed crisis such as in the Taiwan Strait. At the same time, China is deploying between 650 and 730 short-range ballistic missiles opposite Taiwan, with roughly one hundred such missiles expected to be added each year. 1 These missiles could also be used to conduct strikes against Okinawa and Japan, including U.S. forces stationed there. China also possesses an active space program designed to make it a military space power. With the launch in October 200
 of its first manned spacecraft, China became the third nation, after the United States and Russia, to send a manned vehicle into space. A second successful manned mission was completed in October 2005. China’s space program is designed to demonstrate Beijing’s achievements and potential in such areas as computers, space materials, manufacturing technology, and electronics, technologies with dual-use military and civilian space applications, as well as to challenge U.S. dominance in space. At the same time, the United States faces threats from other states that are either the exporters of WMD technologies or the breeding grounds and training sites for terrorists. One such nation is North Korea, which launched a ballistic missile over Japan in 199
. In addition to missiles, North Korea now is able to export fissile material or even assembled nuclear devices, posing an additional and unacceptable threat to the United States. A nucleararmed North Korea would also weaken deterrence in and around the Korean peninsula. Moreover, many states, as well as terrorist groups, could launch short-range missiles from ships off American coasts. We currently have no missile defense capable of destroying such missiles. The devastation caused by short-range missiles such as Scuds armed with a nuclear warhead would be far greater than the 9/11 attacks. A comprehensive approach to homeland security, in which missile defense and efforts to identify, destroy, or change such regimes are priorities, is therefore needed. 
Sea and Ground based missile defense fails – only SMD can deter hostile states 
IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 

Given this multiplicity of ballistic missile threats, the United States must deploy a missile defense that deters hostile states from developing or acquiring missile capabilities that could threaten the United States, our allies and coalition partners, and our forces deployed abroad. Furthermore, our missile defense R&D programs, together with planned deployments, must be sufficiently robust so as to dissuade would-be missile possessors from attempting to challenge the United States. We must deter future enemies from acquiring ballistic missiles; just as in the past we dissuaded them from developing strategic bombers because of our ability to overwhelm such systems. Finally, our missile defense must be capable of defeating ballistic missiles, whatever their range and type, that could be launched against us. As we dissuade future potential possessors, we must recognize that threats are increasing at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times within which a missile defense could be developed and deployed. Therefore, the United States must develop and deploy rapidly a missile defense with global reach, capable of coping with threats against the United States and our forces and allies from any direction, while we attempt simultaneously to dissuade hostile actors from acquiring missiles through our ability to render such investments a poor use of limited resources. Additionally, given the uncertainty in predicting where, when, and by whom missiles might be launched – and what their targets may be – there is a need for constant defenses capable of intercepting missiles irrespective of their geographic origin. Other things being equal, it is preferable to intercept threatening ballistic missiles as far away from their intended targets as possible and as early in their flight trajectory as possible. Best of all would be to have the capability to destroy an attacking missile shortly after it is launched, while its rockets still burn and any perturbation will lead to its destruction – with, in many cases, the debris falling back onto the area where the attack was launched in the first place. The capability to interdict a missile and its warheads in any phases of their flight (boost, midcourse, and terminal) requires an ability to detect and intercept the attack within a very few minutes and to track and destroy the attacking missile and its warheads during their longer midcourse traverse through space before they begin to reenter the atmosphere so that the debris will burn up on reentry. Finally, the last ditch defense would be to destroy the attacking missile as they reenter and pass through the atmosphere in the terminal phase enroute to their target. The best defense capability would be layered so that it could provide opportunities for destruction in all three phases of flight. Only space-based defenses inherently have this global capability and permanence. While sea-based defenses can move freely through the two-thirds of the earth’s surface that are oceans, their capability is limited by geography and by the specific operations of the fleet – including where the sea-based missile defense happens to be deployed at any given time, and how quickly it could be redeployed to meet a crisis situation. Air-based and ground-based defenses, meanwhile, can have global capabilities, but frequently take considerable time to deploy when and where needed and are also dependent on the cooperation of U.S. friends and allies in permitting the necessary supporting activities on their territories. Thus, only a space-based missile defense will possess both constancy and global availability, irrespective of allied support and agreement. As such, spacebased missile defense constitutes the only truly global system, with all the rest being either “regional” or “local.”
Only multi-layered missile defense solves – single-tier missile defense is ineffective 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 

Given the nature of the ballistic missile threat now arrayed against it, the missile defense system that the United States deploys in the years ahead must be layered in nature, capable of intercepting and destroying ballistic missiles in each of the three phases of their flight. Ideally, the United States must have a missile defense that provides for destruction as early after the missile’s launch as possible, while offering the opportunity for multiple shots as the missile and its warheads proceed from launch to target. Each of these phases – boost, midcourse, and terminal – furnishes intercept opportunities. But each also has inherent limitations that must be taken into account in the design and deployment of a missile defense architecture. Boost Phase - Just after launch, the boosting missile is especially vulnerable as it rises from its launcher. The missile is relatively slow moving, not yet having achieved full acceleration, and it emits bright exhaust gases that are relatively easy for sensors to detect and track. Interception during the boost phase has the advantage of destroying the missile before it disperses its payload, which may consist of more than one warhead and/or countermeasures in the form of decoys. Intercepting a missile in boost phase has the additional advantage that the debris, including warheads, may, depending on how early interdiction occurs, fall on the country launching the missile – a reality that could have a substantial deterrent effect, if the launching state is faced with the likelihood of rendering serious damage to its own territory. Boost phase, however, is relatively short in duration. For medium- and short-range missiles, the boost phase lasts at most only a couple of minutes, while for a missile o intercontinental range it may be as long as three to five minutes. 
1 Thus, the time for boost-phase interception is correspondingly limited. Midcourse Phase - The midcourse phase provides a longer timeframe for interception of the missile or its payload. This phase may account for as much as eighty percent of the rocket’s total flight time – some twenty minutes for the longest-range missiles – therefore offering multiple intercept opportunities. Midcourse interception, however, may require that the missile defense system distinguish between warheads and decoys, the latter being released in order to confuse sensors and waste interceptors against a false target. As the warheads and decoys reenter the earth’s atmosphere, the decoys slow down considerably because they are likely to be lighter than warheads. Under these conditions, warheads may be distinguished more easily, although they may be more difficult to destroy if they have the capability to maneuver like high-speed aircraft. Terminal Phase – The terminal phase provides missile defense systems with a last-shot opportunity. During this phase, the target array reenters the earth’s atmosphere at an altitude of about 100 km, creating a bright infrared signature. While this segment is again shorter, atmospheric drag shreds away false targets and permits the defense to launch its interceptors against the exposed warheads with greater confidence. Reentry, however, also brings another difficult problem, namely that the warheads may maneuver to become very difficult targets to hit. 
2 The most effective way to maximize interception opportunities, therefore, is through a layered approach, one that affords multiple opportunities to destroy missiles and their warheads from launch through reentry and reduces the burden placed on any one of the layers of the defense. Layered defenses have the additional inherent advantage of complicating the design of the offensive systems they are deployed to intercept and destroy. For example, a missile is es pecially vulnerable in boost phase because it carries explosive fuel. Yet if the missile is hardened in order to reduce the possibility of destruction in boost phase, the result is an increase in the missile’s weight, possibly easing the task of subsequent interception. The corresponding reduction of payload also has the added benefit of diminishing the missile’s destructive potential, and/or range. In addition to providing the opportunity for multiple shots against a missile or its warheads, a layered approach also allows for the sharing of technologies between systems. Thus, technologies used in one intercept vehicle can be shared with intercept vehicles on other platforms resulting in cost-savings as well as other logistical and interoperability benefits. Furthermore, in a multi-tiered system, failures at any given layer can potentially be compensated for in other layers. By contrast, each element of a single-tier defense must be close to 100-percent effective – a situation unlikely to be achieved, especially as the number of warheads to be intercepted increases. The multiple-shot opportunities afforded by a layered architecture ensure a more robust performance because the various engagement tiers offer mutually reinforcing advantages and synergies. In order to build an effective layered defense, it will be essential to develop and deploy systems that include space-based, as well as sea- and land-based, elements 
Space is key for effective missile defense, national security, and terrorism threat
Taylor 06-(Jessica Taylor, UPI Correspondent, Jul 26, 2006,Experts Debate Space-Based Missile Defense Assets, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Experts_Debate_Space_Based_Missile_Defense_Assets_999.html)
A new report claims U.S. anti-ballistic missile defenses must be deployed in space to be effective, but critics disagree. Several analysts say the study is based on false pretenses and the deployment of defense mechanisms into space is not in national security interests. The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, a Washington think tank, has issued a study saying the implementation of plans for space missile defense is critical for U.S. national security and an effective system against at least some intercontinental ballistic missiles from so-called rogue states should be in place no later than 2010. "The absence of a space strategy is a gap in national security," said Robert Pfaltzgraff, president of the IFPA, during a roundtable on the new report hosted by the American Foreign Policy Council, a small conservative Washington think tank, last Friday on Capitol Hill. "Only space can give us a global missile defense." The threat is even more immediate, many fear, following several missile tests on July 4 by North Korea. While their long range Taepodong-2 ICBM was unsuccessful, several short range No Dong missiles appeared to work effectively in the tests. One of North Korea's main exports is weapons, and Pfaltzgraff said the United States should be increasingly concerned that these short range missiles could end up in the hands of terrorists aiming to launch them from domestic shores.

Space missile defense work better than ground based interceptors

Miller 04-(JOHN J. MILLER is the national political reporter for National Review and wall street journal, MAY 24, 2004. The High Ground, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/210768/high-ground/john-j-miller) 
The best time to shoot down a missile comes right after its launch, when it is big, slow, and hot–as opposed to later, when it’s small, fast, and cold. The problem with a “boost-phase” attack is that it requires an almost immediate response. Interceptors based in Alaska can’t strike ICBMs until they’re well into their trajectories. There’s simply no way they could hit North Korean rockets unless they were stationed very close to the launch site. A space-based interceptor, however, essentially could look down on the enemy’s blastoff, giving it a huge advantage over other countermeasures.

SMD is the  best missile defense option 
Abrahamson and Cooper 07-(James, Abrahamson and Henry F. Cooper, two of the three SDI Directors from the Reagan and Bush administrations, Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty-First Century,  ttp://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf)
Since the kill vehicle can only hit what it sees, the higher the “eyes” (sensors) above the horizon the better – and the view from space gives an optimum perspective. Likewise for the kill vehicle; space basing provides the greatest flexibility (agility) for moving quickly in a 360° field to strike a missile with a good chance of destroying it in the boost phase or, if not, early enough in its midcourse to hit it before it can deploy independently targeted warheads (MIRVs) should it be carrying them – with land-or-sea-based systems used as a “last resort,” should boost and midcourse defenses fail (hence the term, “layered defense”).
Without space, missile defense is ineffective
Abrahamson and Cooper 07-(James, Abrahamson and Henry F. Cooper, two of the three SDI Directors from the Reagan and Bush administrations, Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty-First Century,  ttp://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf)

Conceptually, these linkages can be described in terms of a logic pyramid. The base of the pyramid is comprised of space based systems, because they are global and, thus, can do the most; they can see farther and strike farther. Sea-based systems are next best, because they are flexible for surface deployment (theoretically over two-thirds of the earth) and, therefore, superb for sophisticated regional operations. Finally, at top of the pyramid – supported by space-and-sea-based capabilities to maximize their effectiveness – are the fixed and vectored land-based terminal defenses systems. Each component (space, sea, land) is important in its own way, but without space at the base, the other systems are limited in what they can do. In this pyramid, there is no “best” any more than an aircraft carrier is “best” over a cruiser, which is “better” than a destroyer. All are equally important, but only in terms of their particular functions. When they act together, they can provide a formidable defense. When they are forced to act alone, they can be overwhelmed. Space allows them to act together. 

MD Inevitable 

MD is inevitable, its only a question of how effective we make it
Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert Pfaltzgraff, 2009,  PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)
Missile defense has entered a new era. With the initial missile defense deployments, the decades-long debate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack was settled – and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. What remains an open question is how the American missile defense system will evolve in the years ahead to take maximum advantage of technological opportunities to meet present and emerging dangers. 

Missile defense inevitable
Indian Pugwash Society 9 (Society dedicated to promote study, discussion, knowledge, and stimulate general interest in problems relating to science and world affairs, written in association with the Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses, Contributors: Arvind Gupta – senior diplomat with expertise on security issues and is Lal Bahadur Shastri Chair, Amitav Malik – former member of the National Security Advisory Board and Director Defense Science Centre, Ranjana Kaul – partner, Dua Associates, Rajaram Nagappa – former associate director of Vikram Sarabhai Space Centre, Sampreet Sethi – Senior research fellow at the Centre for Air Power Studies, P.K. Sundaram – senior research fellow at the Indian Pugwash Society, Ajey Lele – Research fellow at the Institute of Defense Studies and Analyses, Space Security Need For A Proactive Approach, 2009, print, page 65-66, PC)   
Since the launch of 'Sputnik' in 1957, competition between the then two superpowers for superiority in outer space has dominated the global space order. (See Figure 6.1). While there has been a broad international consensus that outer space must be preserved for peaceful exploitation, sustained technological advances have facilitated an increasing exploitation of space for military support functions. The US has successfully demonstrated the integration: of space-based intelligence, reconnaissance, surveillance and global positioning systems to support tactical military operations. As already discussed, development of missile defence systems would also create very effective. ASAT capabilities to deny the adversary use of space against the US interests. The emerging space order is already changing the efficacy of nuclear-missile based deterrence and in future, this would alter international balance of power equations. The high priority being accorded to space technologies in the US can be gauged by their budgetary commitments. The BMD programme of the US is supported by about US $8 billion per year and the United States Air Force (USAF) is seeking another US $30 billion to put 30 space-based lasers in orbit by 2012. The US Space Commission Report of 1996 as well as the 2001 Rumsfeld Report recognised that "introduction of weapons in space is a matter of time and comprehensive space control must be achieved not only to protect one's own space assets but also to deny the use of space to [the] adversary, at least in times of conflict." The US Space Command's 'Strategic Master Plan', therefore, calls for 'Full Spectrum Dominance' in space by 2010 through integration of space capabilities with information security and defence strategies. At present, the US response to space vulnerability is largely military, thus suggesting a kind of inevitability of space-based weapons, both for missile defence as well as for protecting satellites.

US Building up missile defense now

IFPA 10 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, develops innovative strategies for new security challenges, conducts studies, workshops, and conferences on national security and foreign policy issues and produces innovative reports, briefings, and publications the IFPA’s products and services help government policymakers, military and industry leaders, and the broader public policy communities make informed deci- sions in a complex and dynamic global environment, January 21, 2010, “Air, Space, & Cyberspace Power in the 21st-Century”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/USAFreportweb.pdf) JB

North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) and U.S. Northern Command (NORTH- COM) are responsible for providing air defense and early warning for Canada and the continental United States as well as preparing for homeland defense and civil-support missions stretching from the Arctic to the Gulf of Mexico and parts of the Caribbean. NORTHCOM’s area of responsibility (AOR) also includes Mexico. Each of the military services has unique capacities that con- tribute to NORAD’s and NORTH- COM’s missions; the Air Force’s contribution is to provide air de- fense over the homeland and monitor air traffic both within and outside U.S. borders. The USAF also has assumed responsibility for establishing a layered defense in the maritime domain, partner- ing with the U.S. Navy, the Coast Guard (USCG), government agencies, and allies to provide maritime homeland defense. Adversaries’ continued pursuit of advanced missile and weapons technologies has increased the USAF’s role in missile defense, as well as in early warning, space-based ISR, and contingency plans for strike and preventive options.
Government is building BMD now

IFPA 10 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, develops innovative strategies for new security challenges, conducts studies, workshops, and conferences on national security and foreign policy issues and produces innovative reports, briefings, and publications the IFPA’s products and services help government policymakers, military and industry leaders, and the broader public policy communities make informed deci- sions in a complex and dynamic global environment, January 21, 2010, “Air, Space, & Cyberspace Power in the 21st-Century”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/USAFreportweb.pdf) JB

Among the issues discussed by Admiral Jonathan Greenert, Vice Chief of Naval Operations, were two emerging missions: cy- berspace and ballistic missile defense. In January 2010, the Navy established its fleet cyber command as a component of the new U.S. Cyber Command (USCYBER- COM) that is described elsewhere in this report. This new Navy command builds on the service’s net-work warfare command that was created in 2002. The Navy merged some twenty-three disparate organizations to create a new focus on cyberspace. Like cyberspace, ballistic missile defense (BMD) cuts across the combatant commands and the military services. The Navy’s interest in ballistic missile defense was heightened after the North Korean Taepodong II tests in the late 1990s. The Navy’s ballistic missile defense platforms have proven capabilities to defeat ballistic missiles and support the needs of all of the COCOMs. The Aegis systems afloat will be supplemented by Aegis Ashore.12 Admiral Greenert underscored the C2 challenges for ballistic missile defense and the need to work with the other services to ensure that the right joint architecture is in place. By 2015 the Navy will develop a partner- ship in which Maritime Operations Centers (MOCs) will be linked to Air Operations Centers (AOCs) for command and control. There will also be substantial increases in the number of Aegis cruisers and destroyers that are BMD capable.
The U.S. space policy fully supports full offensive and defensive space based military weapons. 
STEELE, 1- thesis in MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE and Military Space Applications, and graduate student from sienna college (June 1, 2001, Claire E., “The Weaponization of Space a Strategic Estimate”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll2/id/459/rv/singleitem/rec/15). EE
According to AFDD 2-2, Space Operations, “Offensive counterspace operations destroy or neutralize an adversary’s space systems or the information they provide at a time and place of our choosing through attacks on the space, terrestrial, or link elements of a space system.”30 The US government supports a full-offensive and defensive space-based weapons capability. The White House published the National Space Policy in September 1996. It stated that, “The US considers the space systems of any nation to be national property with the right of passage through and operations in space without interference. Purposeful interference with space systems shall be viewed as an infringement on sovereign rights.”31 Under national security space guidelines, the National Space Policy allows the US to assure that hostile forces cannot prevent the US use of space. The US may also counter enemy space systems and services used for hostile purposes. The National Space Policy supports offensive and defensive space-based weapons use for US security. The US Army, Navy, and Air Force all published individual space policies that support the National Space Policy position. Former Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen discussed space control in the 2001 Annual Report to the President and Congress. Cohen said, “Ensuring the freedom of space and protecting US national security interests in space are priorities for the Department [of Defense].”32 He defined space control’s mission area as: “the surveillance of space; the protection of US and friendly space systems; the prevention of an adversary’s ability to use space systems and services; the negation or adversary space systems and services; and supporting battle management, command, control, communications and intelligence.

Threats Exist—Multiple Countries

China threatening to destroy US space assets 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 

Strategic Competitors China has as many as thirty Dong-feng 5 and Dong-feng 31 intercontinental ballistic missiles, approximately 110 intermediate range (Dong-feng 4, Dong-feng 3, and Dong-feng 21) missiles, and hundreds of short-range rockets currently deployed. 

 The Office of the Secretary of Defense has indicated that between 650 and 730 SRBMs are deployed opposite Taiwan, and that roughly one hundred such missiles will be added each year. 
9 At the same time, China is in the midst of a massive, multi-year military modernization program, encompassing air power, naval and land force capabilities, air defense, and electronic-, information- and space-warfare technologies. 
0 As part of this effort, China is upgrading its existing ballistic missile arsenal. This includes the deployment on its Dong-feng 31 ICBMs of multiple independently-targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV) warhead technology designed to defeat primitive anti-missile systems, priority solid fuel propellant research intended to provide Beijing with immediate “launch on command” capabilities, and the transformation of its strategic offensive forces from large, stationary missiles to more versatile road- and rail-mobile variants. Notably, a successful flight-test of China’s new submarine-launched version of the Dong-feng 31, the Julang 2, was conducted in June 2005. 
1 The Julang 2 has a range of up to 9,600 kilometers and, according to the U.S. Air Force’s National Air Intelligence Center, “will, for the first time, allow Chinese [missile submarines] to target portions of the United States from operating areas located near the Chinese coast.” 
2 These capabilities are even more troubling in light of remarks made by Chinese Major General Zhu Chenghu, who declared that nuclear weapons would have to be used if the United States intervened militarily in a conflict over Taiwan. 

 China has also begun to erode American space dominance. In the wake of its successful October 200
 launch of the Shenzhou V spacecraft, Beijing is developing advanced military capabilities as part of an exo-atmospheric “deterrent” force even while Beijing warns against any U.S. weaponization of space. China’s emerging space force will include both lasers and missiles capable of destroying satellites. It will incorporate the PRC’s Dong-feng 31, Dong-feng 41, and Julang 2 medium- and long-range missiles. 

 China has also developed a range of “nano-satellite” technologies for space warfare, apparently for the purpose of crippling American space assets. 
5 Other Chinese advances in space include the Ziyuan 1 and Ziyuan 2 remote-sensing satellites and the development, through a joint venture between China’s Tsinghua University and the United Kingdom’s University of Surrey, of a constellation of seven minisatellites (weighing between 101 and 500 kilograms) with 50-meter-resolution remote-sensing payloads. 

 Notably, Beijing launched the Shenzhou VI in October 2005, marking the second successful Chinese manned spaceflight
China threatening hegemonic status

Bill Gertz, Geopolitics editor, national security correspondent October 16, 2008, THE WASHINGTON TIMES PLUGGED IN - NATIONAL SECURITY; INSIDE THE RING; B01, Lexis Nexis, E.L.
China appears to be secretly working on the development of strategic missile defenses, China military affairs specialist Richard Fisher states in a new book on China's military modernization. Mr. Fisher states in "China's Military Modernization: Building for Regional and Global Reach," out this week, that reports from China indicate that China continued work on an anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) system that was supposedly halted after development in the 1960s. China's anti-satellite missile, the SC-19, is likely part of the ABM system, and unlike the fixed interceptors used in the U.S. ABM system, the Chinese ABM will use mobile missiles like the SC-19, he states. Chinese ABM programs are an indication that China's diplomatic efforts to ban weapons in space are a "propaganda campaign intended to limit or delay defensive programs of others," the book states. Mr. Fisher, vice president of the International Assessment and Strategy Center, compiled more than a decade of interviews and Chinese data for the book, which has some provocative findings. For example, Mr. Fisher estimates that China is moving toward an expanded nuclear force of 120 missiles that, with multiple warheads, could give China a force of up to 500 warheads. Other Chinese goals are space-warfare weapons, advanced combat jets, aircraft carriers and large amphibious forces, he wrote. "What the current American leadership, both in the military and intelligence community, is not telling us is that China is on a track to become a global competitor with the U.S. in the 2020s," Mr. Fisher said in an interview. "By that time, they will be well on their way to assembling all the elements of global power that we have today, and we need to prepare for this threat now." Chinese Embassy spokesman Wang Baodong had no immediate comment on the book or China's missile defenses.

Russia threatening to destroy US space assets 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
With the collapse of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), the Russian Federation inherited the sprawling Soviet ballistic missile apparatus, which includes medium- and long-range solid- and liquid-fueled missiles. And, despite the economic and political turmoil that has punctuated Russian affairs in the past decade, Moscow retains a formidable offensive strategic arsenal – the cornerstone of which is the SS-18 Satan ICBM, slated to remain in combat service for the next ten or fifteen years. 48 Russia’s principal ballistic missile development project is the Topol ICBM, now in advanced testing. The Russian military has created a highly maneuverable variant, the Topol M, which can be outfitted with MIRV warhead technology. 49 Deployment of the first regiment of Topol M missiles, including between three and nine mobile launchers, is slated for 2007. 50 The Russian Navy has also announced that flight tests of its Bulava sea-launched strategic missile system, which has a range of at least 8,000 km and can carry ten or more MIRV warheads, will be completed in 2006. 51 Over the past several years, Russia has substantially altered its strategic posture. In late 2003, Russia unveiled a new military doctrine lowering the bar on the use of nuclear force to protect Russian interests in its “near abroad” of Central Asia and the Caucasus. 52 Russian President Vladimir Putin has subsequently announced the end of force reductions, and launched massive exercises of the country’s strategic forces. 53 Moscow and Beijing also agreed to hold joint military exercises focused on counter-terrorist operations in August 2005. 54 These steps are seen by Moscow as a hedge against Western encroachment into its near abroad, and a means to blunt the emerging American missile defense system. 

Iran’s space ballistic missile threat constrains American action in the Middle East 

Choong 08 (William Choong, senior writer for The Straits Times, February 7, 2008 Will Iran's space plans threaten US?; Proposed satellite launch could help Teheran develop long-range missile, For The Straits Times, Lexis Nexis) E.L.
IRAN has announced plans to launch a satellite into space next year - a development which some analysts believe will help Teheran develop a long-range missile capable of hitting the United States in as little as three years. The plans were announced on Monday after the launch of a 'sounding rocket' - essentially an experimental rocket equipped with a small payload - towards space. The launch followed a similar one exactly a year ago. Speaking at the launch, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said Teheran would be able to launch a satellite into orbit next year. In a veiled threat aimed at the US, he said 'no power can overcome the Iranian nation's will'. Iran's space-launch ambitions hold immense significance. Typically, so-called space launch vehicles (SLVs) can be modified into ballistic missiles capable of flying intercontinental ranges of at least 5,000km. An Iranian intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) with a range of 10,000km would be able to hold hostage the central and eastern US states. The threat posed by such ICBMs would also severely constrain America's freedom of action in the Middle East. Iran watchers agree. 'Once they are successful in launching the space launch vehicle, it could take them three years to come up with an ICBM,' Mr Uzi Rubin, a respected Iran expert, told The Straits Times. To achieve this, Iran will have to embark on a 'crash programme' not limited by financial or technical restrictions, said Mr Rubin, a former Israeli defence engineer who built Israel's Arrow missile defence system. At a slower pace, an ICBM is achievable only in five to 10 years, he said. Dr Dinshaw Mistry, another Iran watcher and author of Containing Missile Proliferation, agrees. 'An Iranian ICBM is not likely before 2015 unless it buys one from another country like North Korea,' he told The Straits Times. An ICBM for Iran in three to five years would confirm one of Washington's biggest fears. Around the turn of the century, the US National Intelligence Council predicted that Iran could develop an ICBM capable of reaching Europe and the US - but only by 2015. This was the rationale behind Washington's development of a European-based missile defence system, to be operational by 2012. The system - to have interceptor sites in the Czech Republic and Poland - is designed to shoot down Iranian missiles headed towards the US. The space programme is another coup for Teheran. In December, 16 US intelligence agencies conceded that Iran had stopped work on its nuclear programme in 2003. The disclosure undermined Washington's move to slap Teheran with harsh sanctions via the UN Security Council and has put a brake on any political momentum towards a pre-emptive strike at Iran's nuclear facilities. But there is a silver lining. With the growing threat posed by Iran, Washington has gained the upper hand over Russia in their dispute over the European missile defence system. Moscow has protested furiously against the system, thus leading to a dramatic free fall in US-Russian relations. Russia claims that such a system could be expanded to shoot down Russian missiles. It has even threatened to re-target Russian missiles at Europe - a situation not seen since the Cold War - if Washington insists on deploying the defence system. Said Mr Rubin: 'The Iranian SLV definitely bolsters the US case for missile defence in Europe. It also refutes the Russian argument that Iran is incapable of long-range rocketry and hence there is no need for US missile defence in Europe.'

Iran threat
Hackett 08 

(James T. Hackett is a contributing writer to The Washington Times., February 25, 2008 Iran's great missile leap, The Washington Time, Iran’s Missile Capabilities , Lexis Nexis) E.L.
Leave it to Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, the erratic president of Iran, to antagonize his few international supporters. Russian President Vladimir Putin and his yes-men spent months attacking the U.S. plan to put missile defenses in Europe, claiming there was no missile threat from Iran. But now the Iranian leader has hosted a TV spectacular showing the world Iran is indeed developing long-range missiles.\ On Feb. 4, Mr. Ahmadinejad participated in a TV show of the opening of a new space center, personally issuing the order to launch a missile into space from a site in the Semnan Desert southeast of Tehran. The modified Shahab-3B medium-range missile was described as a prototype of a space launch vehicle Iran will soon use to put its first domestically produced satellite into orbit. Iranian officials claim the satellite, called Omid-1, is ready to go and could be launched into space this summer, or even as early as June. Mr. Ahmadinejad said it was a three-stage rocket,that the first stage came back by parachute, the second came down after 300 seconds and the third "was sent toward orbit." Others reported that the rocket went to an altitude of 70 to 100 miles. Iran's defense minister said a goal of the space program was to produce and orbit remote sensing (spy) satellites. An Iranian regime using reconnaissance satellites to target its ballistic missiles would increase the danger to Israel and U.S. bases in the Middle East. But the main significance of a three-stage rocket capable of putting a satellite in orbit is that it also could send a warhead thousands of miles to any target in Europe. If modified with strap-on boosters or other additional thrust, such a rocket could be an intercontinental ballistic missile capable of reaching North America. That is why North Korea's 1998 launch of a 3-stage Taepodong missile, which it also claimed was for launching satellites, generated so much concern. Just last month, Lt. Gen. Henry Obering, head of the Missile Defense Agency, said a missile defense is needed in Europe because Iran is "developing missiles today at an accelerated pace." He said Iran was the third most active country in the world, after Russia and China, in flight-testing ballistic missiles, and that Tehran is developing missiles that can reach far beyond what it needs to hit targets in the region. Moscow understands that Tehran is undermining its arguments against the need for missile defenses in Europe. Col. Gen. Viktor Yesin, former chief of staff of Russia's Strategic Missile Force, said the Iranian launch showed that Iran could produce liquid fuel rocket engines to create ballistic missiles with a range of 2,500 miles or more. Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov reportedly told the press, "We do not approve of Iran's actions in constantly demonstrating its intentions to develop its rocket sector and in continuing to enrich uranium." Deputy Foreign Minister Alexander Losyukov said Tehran's actions "provoke concern" and raise "suspicions" about its claim not to be building a nuclear weapon, since a long-range rocket is a key component of any nation's nuclear weapons capability. If that capability is combined with a nuclear warhead, Iran would be the first Muslim nation with a global nuclear reach. With his arguments against the planned missile defense sites in Poland and the Czech Republic in shreds and his foreign minister deploring Tehran's continued development of missiles and nuclear fuel, one would expect Mr. Putin to cool his rhetoric against missile defenses and support stronger sanctions against Iran. In fact, just a few weeks ago Foreign Minister Lavrov did agree at a Berlin conference of world nuclear powers to increase travel and financial sanctions on Iranian officials. But Moscow continues to oppose the more stringent trade and economic sanctions on Iran favored by Washington. And in the run-up to next month's presidential election, Mr. Putin has been especially belligerent toward the West, threatening to target Russian missiles on Poland, the Czech Republic and Ukraine. Despite Tehran's continuing enrichment of uranium in defiance of the United Nations and its public display of modified multi-stage missiles, Moscow as yet appears unwilling to compromise on missile defenses in Europe. The only course is to pursue final agreements with our Polish and Czech allies, coordinate with NATO, and begin work on the sites in Europe. This year, Congress should support the president's request for funds for this purpose in the fiscal 2009 budget.
India developing cooperative ties to develop ASATs

Schendzielos 2k8

(Kurt Schendzielos is a writer for numerous military law journals and writes articles focusing on US space policy, “Protection in Space: A self-Defense Acquisition priority for U.S. Satellites”, Advanced Military Studies Program, Defense Information Technology Center, March 2008, pg online @ http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a485553.pdf // sc)

As of 2008, there is no public evidence of a fielded operational ASAT system in India. There have been, however, clear steps taken by India toward that goal. India has the desire and has significant potential to field a credible destructive ASAT soon. The Indian Defence Ministry has publicly stated that it has a full appreciation of the importance of space exploitation and it also fully realizes that it must have a means to counter adversarial space exploitation in order to protect its drive toward greater regional hegemony.55 The Indian military is also in the process of setting up a separate space command, labeled “Aerospace Command,” which would have mission of OCS and DCS and is planned to be managed under the Indian Air Force.56 This organizational change to the command and control structure of India reflects the evolving space technologies in India. India views China as its most pressing challenger and threat.57 The 2007 Chinese co-orbital kinetic ASAT test made many defense and policy officials in India nervous. Fears were already high concerning China and other potential rivals to Indian space capability, namely Pakistan.58 India also recognizes that there is a potential for adopting an adversarial role concerning the U.S.59As a result, over the past five years, India has been dedicating resources toward building and protecting both its civil and military space capabilities. It has a partnership with Israel to acquire and produce space-based remote sensing satellites, both for civilian application and military intelligence gathering.60 Reports indicate that India is funding research into domestically produced disruptive and destructive ASAT systems. 

Iran weapon prolif from China and North Korea

Schendzielos 2k8

(Kurt Schendzielos is a writer for numerous military law journals and writes articles focusing on US space policy, “Protection in Space: A self-Defense Acquisition priority for U.S. Satellites”, Advanced Military Studies Program, Defense Information Technology Center, March 2008, pg online @ http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a485553.pdf // sc)

Currently there is no public evidence that Iran possesses any disruptive or destructive ASAT capability. Iran is also not expected to indigenously produce any such system in the foreseeable future.65 The concern, however, is a marginalized and threatened Iran would not necessarily have to domestically produce its own ASAT system. It is not unreasonable to suspect that disruptive or destructive ASAT technology could be proliferated to Iran by sympathetic nations seeking to reap the benefits of Iran degrading U.S. space dominance while simultaneously enjoying plausible deniability of the act. China is a perfect candidate for that role. Iran has been working closely with North Korea to help accelerate the Iranian space program capabilities.66 It is conceivable that Iran could obtain North Korean destructive ASAT technology or use North Korea as a broker to obtain Chinese destructive ASAT technology. Iran desires to increase its prestige throughout the Middle East. It is clearly working on establishing a space presence to obtain that goal.67 Iran is very aware of the advantage provided by space exploitation. It has built and orbited its own remote-sensing satellite and is working to produce a domestic launch capability.68 Iran has countered Voice of America signals being broadcast via satellite into Tehran using ground-based electronic warfare jamming techniques which is one of the first steps toward producing an OCS capability. Realistically, however, Iran has stumbled greatly in its attempt to domestically develop a space capability. Iran had to rely upon a Russian launch to orbit its domestically built Sina-1satellite in 2005.70 Evidence suggests, however, that Iran is continuing research converting theShahab-3 missile into a SLV, re-designated the Shahab-4 SLV, and conducted a successful test launch to near-orbital altitudes in early 2007.7122’sIf Iran should either procure or produce a nuclear weapon capability and develop a means to mate a nuclear warhead to a ballistic missile then it would have the same crude HAND ASAT capability that India most likely already possesses. The likelihood of such an event occurring is unknown. Iran is currently estimated to have Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) capability by 2015 and already has a Medium Range Ballistic Missile (MRMB) based on the North Korean No-Dong missile.72 Unfortunately, other disruptive and destructive ASAT technologies cannot be completely ruled out in the near term due to proliferation concerns centered around Iran partnership with North Korea.

China has the most threatening capabilities against US dominance

Schendzielos 2k8

(Kurt Schendzielos is a writer for numerous military law journals and writes articles focusing on US space policy, “Protection in Space: A self-Defense Acquisition priority for U.S. Satellites”, Advanced Military Studies Program, Defense Information Technology Center, March 2008, pg online @ http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a485553.pdf // sc)

The Chinese OCS program represents the most likely adversarial capability threatening American space dominance today. China has both demonstrated a willingness to challenge American space dominance and has illustrated the capability to do so. Of all th epotential adversary nations examined China has the greatest likelihood of developing into a large-scale, peer to peer or near peer conflict that would likely involve unrestricted space warfare with the capacity to severely cripple American space capability. China has sent mixed messages when it comes to the acceptability and utility of ASATs. Some defense experts in China have argued that, “space warfare with a superpower should be a Chinese concern, and that China needs anti-ASAT technology, smaller satellites to reduce vulnerability and first strike capabilities in space.”81 This, however, is not China’s official state position. China has lobbied for a treaty banning weaponization of space for over two decades. It has sponsored and supported many efforts in the UN Conference of Disarmament to adopt measures that would avoid or mitigate an arms race extending into outer space.82

China and Russia expanding- further prolif challenges US dominance

Schendzielos 2k8

(Kurt Schendzielos is a writer for numerous military law journals and writes articles focusing on US space policy, “Protection in Space: A self-Defense Acquisition priority for U.S. Satellites”, Advanced Military Studies Program, Defense Information Technology Center, March 2008, pg online @ http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a485553.pdf // sc)

China has a clearly demonstrated rationale for developing such a robust OCS capability. Chinese Colonel Yuan Zelu explained in a People’s Liberation Army National Defense University book that, “[The] goal of a space shock and awe strike is [to] deter the enemy, not to provoke the enemy into combat. For this reason, the objectives selected for strike must be fewand precise . . . [for example] on important information sources, command and control centers, communications hubs, and other objectives. This will shake the structure of the opponent’s operational system of organization and will create huge psychological impact on the opponents policymakers.”87 China is looking to gain the initiative in any space war by striking first and striking hard. It does not intend to get embroiled in a protracted space war, but it does want to obtain a decisive advantage early on concerning space dominance involving a space power like the U.S. Unfortunately, the threat of China’s ASAT programs extends well beyond a conflict confined to Chinese territory. Much like Russia, China has been rapidly creating and expanding markets in which to export military technology. Chinese ASAT technology is clearly on the menu for potential customers. China has already exported and proliferated ballistic missile and space launch technology while concurrently acquiring new technologies abroad to improve their domestic capability in space.88 It is for this reason that Chinese ASAT research and development represents the clearest and most present challenge to American space assets. Additionally, it is a tested and fielded technology. The proliferation of more ASATs to countries that might directly challenge America’s presence in space is only going to complicate future counter space efforts if the U.S. does not work very hard to keep pace 
Threats likely

Croakely 10 (Sean P, major with B.A. from Norwich University, 2010, dodreports.com, "Defense Space Support to Civil Authority: How Can Policy Be Improved?" pg. 24, http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada524497.pdf, MM) 

International law consists primarily of treaty or agreements. There are five major international space treaties and numerous agreements (see table 12). The U.S. recognizes only four of the five major treaties. Literature on space treaty ranges from extreme to pragmatic. On the topic of active space defense and space weapons, the threat of malicious satellites and ground based anti-satellite weapons is real. Several international incidents support their significance. News articles and other professional literature from the British Broadcasting Service, Reuters, and the Plough Shares Monitor represent the diversity and credibility levels of arguments on this subject.

NW Inevitable

Nuclear War is inevitable, multiple reasons
Hellman, 86 (Martin E. Hellman, Professor of Electrical Engineering, Stanford University. Fellow of the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers. “Nuclear War: Inevitable or Preventable?” http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/hellman.html,)
Nuclear Roulette. What does pistol roulette have to do with nuclear war? During the Cuban missile crisis, President Kennedy estimated the odds of nuclear war as being "somewhere between one out of three and even." So the Cuban missile crisis was equivalent to nuclear roulette - a version of pistol roulette in which the entire world is at stake - with a two- or three-chambered revolver. "During the Cuban missile crisis, President Kennedy estimated the odds of nuclear war as being 'somewhere between one out of three and even.'" The events support Kennedy's view: Early in the crisis, most advisors recommended military action to remove the missiles, a so-called "surgical strike." Later assessments by these same advisors concluded that, far from being "surgery," such action almost certainly would have meant a catastrophic war with the Soviet Union.4, 5 George Ball, one of Kennedy's senior advisors, wrote that when he met with the other advisors many years after the crisis, "much to our own surprise, we reached the unanimous conclusion that, had we determined our course of action within the first forty-eight hours after the missiles were discovered, we would almost certainly have made the wrong decision, responding to the missiles in such a way as to require a forceful Soviet response and thus setting in train a series of reactions and counter-reactions with horrendous consequences." In his chronicle of the event, Robert Kennedy reports that one of the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff "argued that we could use nuclear weapons on the basis that our adversaries would use theirs against us," and that "the B-52 bomber force was ordered into the air fully loaded with atomic weapons. As one came down to land, another immediately took its place in the air." The air of tension that this created was almost ignited when, at the height of the crisis, an American reconnaissance plane accidentally strayed into Soviet airspace. Khrushchev challenged Kennedy, "What is this? ... an intruding American plane could easily be mistaken for a nuclear bomber."4 These events justify Kennedy's estimate that the Cuban missile crisis created a high probability of nuclear war and was equivalent to a game of nuclear roulette with very few unloaded chambers in the gun. Crises of lesser magnitude also threaten the world, and on a much more constant basis. There are more chambers in the gun - the probability of disaster is smaller for each pull of the trigger - but that does not change the inevitability of the gun going off. Paul Bracken in this volume describes how a minor crisis ignited World War I in just this way. There was only a small probability that the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand in 1914 would lead to general war in Europe. But with sufficient pulls of the trigger, even such a limited terrorist attack in an out-of-the-way place can be the act which ushers in catastrophe. Every "small" war pulls the trigger in nuclear roulette. Because the US and the USSR back different sides, the conflict in Nicaragua has the potential for disaster. The Iran-Iraq war is another. Because Saudi Arabia provides Iraq with vital financial aid, Iran has threatened to cut off the flow of Saudi oil. Such action would be likely to bring American military action against Iran. This would be as unacceptable to the Soviets as it would be for America if the Soviets attacked Mexico. The USSR and Iran share a border. "Every 'small' war pulls the trigger in nuclear roulette." Every day in which a missile or computer system can fail also pulls the trigger in nuclear roulette. It has been established that on December 28, 1984, a Soviet cruise missile went off course and flew over Finland and Norway. The results of such an accident can be horrendous, particularly if it happens in a more populated part of Western Europe, in the Mideast, or during a time of tension. In 1979 and the first half of 1980, there were 3,703 low-level false alerts in the United States alone. A few were sufficiently serious to come within minutes of launching nuclear war. One false alert lasted for a full six minutes before the error was discovered - a dangerously long time considering that the flight time for some submarine-launched ballistic missiles is less than ten minutes.6 Because it takes time to detect a launch and orders must be given some minutes before retaliation can take place, the decision time is even shorter or nonexistent. Even events as dangerous as the Cuban missile crisis could be repeated. General Edward Meyer, former army Chief of Staff, reported that during his tenure, "a naval quarantine or blockade of both Nicaragua and Cuba" had been considered.7 Inevitability Every day, the United States depends on 30,000 nuclear weapons for its security. Every day, the Soviet Union depends on 20,000 nuclear weapons for its security. These weapons are ready for use. There are plans for how to use them, so every day there is a small probability they will be used. In the metaphor of nuclear roulette, every day, we pull the trigger of the many-chambered nuclear gun pointed at the head of civilization.Every day, there is a small chance that one of the forty conflicts going on in the world will escalate. With many of these wars touching upon the perceived vital interests of the major powers, with the experience of the past forty years in the Middle East, with the experience of the 1962 Cuban crisis, there is ample evidence that every war pulls the trigger. Every day, there is a small chance that a Third World hot spot will escalate and push the interlocking command and control systems of the US and the USSR into instability. There is an unhealthy parallel between today's military plans and those which catapulted Europe into World War I. Each time the far-flung military forces of the two great powers go on alert, the trigger is pulled in nuclear roulette. Every day, there is a small chance that failures in high technology military equipment will start an accidental nuclear war. Every computer error, every false alert, every test missile that goes off course, pulls the trigger. Every day, there is a small chance that a governmental or military group high up in either nation will succumb to group dynamics to such a degree that individual judgment will be lost and rash decisions made. Each time a team is called upon to decide how to respond to a provocative incident, each time warriors gather to decide what steps to take, the trigger is pulled. "Each of these probabilities, by itself, is small. But taken together over a year's time, they add up to a cumulative probability which is no longer small ... Taken together over a century, they make nuclear war virtually inevitable." Each of the hundreds of thousands of people with responsibility for nuclear weapons who drinks or uses drugs adds a small increment to the chance for nuclear war. Each time a custodian of nuclear materials, or nuclear plans, or keys to a nuclear facility, uses alcohol or other drugs, the trigger is pulled. Every day, there is a small chance that terrorists or renegade governments will construct a nuclear weapon. The know-how, the materials, and the places where such construction can occur are scattered all over the globe. Fissionable material suitable for use in weapons is produced as an unwanted by-product at every civilian nuclear power plant in the world. More than 100,000 nuclear weapons could be built from the world's current nuclear wastes. Every coffee cup of fissionable material that a terrorist might obtain pulls the trigger in nuclear roulette.8 Each of these probabilities, by itself, is small. But taken together over a year's time, they add up to a cumulative probability which is no longer small. Taken together over a decade, the probability is significant. Taken together over a century, they make nuclear war virtually inevitable. We cannot continue on our present course forever. 
SMD solves this inevitability – it allows for global missile defense capabilities and solves any current MD problems
Lambakis, 07 (Steven, national security and international affairs analyst specializing in space power and policy studies, Managing Editor of Comparative Strategy, a leading international journal of global affairs and strategic studies, fellow at the National Institute for Public Policy. “Missile Defense From Space” 2-17-07. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/5516446.html)
Limits of the current system  Over the long term, will the currently configured and planned terrestrial-based missile defense system be sufficient to deal with increasingly sophisticated countermeasures and shifting threats? The answer, I believe, is no.  The system being deployed today is fixed firmly to Earth. Whether they are sea-based or land-based weapons, or even the boost-engagement Airborne Laser, we are essentially talking about terrestrial platforms for basing weapons. As we move into the future, there are plans to make those platforms, the sensors and interceptors, more mobile. Why? Because greater mobility can provide greater flexibility for dealing with unpredicted threats. Mobility also allows a commander to concentrate his forces or disperse them as the requirements of the battlefield demand.  It matters where we locate sensors and interceptors. It is important to put sensors close to the threat, because they will be in position to provide critical cueing and tracking data early in a ballistic missile's flight. These data can help enlarge the engagement battle space. To perform boost-phase intercept from the ground or sea, the weapons platforms must be very near the target launch site. These terrestrial boost-phase weapons can defend many targets around the globe by covering a single launch site. The disadvantage of such basing, a disadvantage that is mitigated somewhat with a mobile platform like the Airborne Laser, is that the threat launch site or region must be predicted.  Terrestrial-based weapons that engage in space, in the middle or midcourse of a missile's or warhead's flight, offer perhaps the greatest flexibility in terms of addressing possible flight azimuths, trajectories, and launch points. While ground-based midcourse interceptors may have to be oriented to large threat regions, they can defend against multiple launch points.  Conversely, ground interceptors that are near the target can defend only a small area, but they can potentially protect that point from launches anywhere in the world. Yet it is simply unaffordable to do a point defense for every place you want to defend in the United States, every place that U.S. forces go, or everywhere that our allies are. The ability to do area defense -- to defend against multiple launch points as opposed to doing point defense of a very limited area -- is fundamental to successful missile defense.  Political, strategic, and technological uncertainties could change the missile defense scenario by causing a shift in the threat from one region to another. Given that it takes years to field, test, and make operational new fixed interceptor and sensor sites, a shift in the threat could leave the nation vulnerable. Because many of the interceptors and sensors in the current system are fixed to geographic points, we are limited in our ability to defend the homeland, for example, against missiles launched from surprise locations such as a ship off our shoreline. We also might face an adversary tomorrow that deploys tens or even hundreds of ballistic missiles or one that has more sophisticated countermeasure and reentry technologies. Those, too, would be expected to stress the current system, which is designed at the moment to deal with more limited threats.  Planned transportable land-based and mobile sea-based and airborne systems also suffer limitations. The need to base sensors and interceptors forward, closer to threat launch sites, in order to enlarge the engagement battle space makes our security dependent on political decisions by foreign governments. Projected boost defense systems, which may be deployed to the periphery or littoral of an adversary, would have very limited or no utility against a ballistic missile launched from several hundred miles inside a threat country's border. The inability to engage a missile in boost means we would be left with only midcourse or terminal intercept possibilities, if those are available, and this removes a layer from the effectiveness calculations.  It's all about position  Today we base missile-defense weapons on Earth, yet most engagements actually take place high above the Earth's surface, in space -- unless, of course, those engagements occur very early in boost or late in terminal. Putting interceptors in space to engage ballistic missiles could offer efficiencies that go a long way towards improving national defense, protecting more areas around the world, and reacting more effectively to threat surprises.  The Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle (ekv), deployed on top of a long-range ground-based interceptor in Alaska and California, is really a euphemism for "space weapon." Space is the only environment in which the ekv will operate. In order to perform the missile defense mission, it must be boosted into space where it is "based" for a short time and operates semi-autonomously to put itself onto a collision path with a hostile warhead. In other words, the ekv is a "space weapon" that just happens to spend most of its time on the ground. The Standard Missile-3 interceptor, while it is carried on Aegis ballistic missile defense ships, also executes the intercept endgame in space against short- to medium-range ballistic missiles using a sensor-propulsion package designed to collide with the target.  Thus, despite the fact that space is the recognized battleground in many missile defense engagements, we are deploying "space weapons" that are restricted to terrestrial launching just prior to operation. They must fight a space war from Earth. So, in a sense, these terrestrial-based interceptors are out of position before the battle even begins. At the very least, they are not in the most advantageous position to accomplish the mission for which they were designed.  Before we can even begin the launch sequence, battle managers must wait for the attacker to make his move. The attacker has a head start and the ability to pre-position before the defender can get to the point where he must engage, especially if we are talking about engagement in the midcourse phase of flight. These engagements take place over a matter of minutes, of course, so any time wasted getting into position could lead to a failed intercept and possibly devastation for a city. By not basing interceptors in space, by not pre-positioning assets in the environment where we know intercepts will take place, the defense is surrendering a fundamental positional advantage. On this point, there is relevance in Carl von Clausewitz's observation that a "benefit [of defensive action], one that arises solely from the nature of war, derives from the advantage of position, which tends to favor the defense."9 To give up this advantage is detrimental to the cause.  While space assets generally follow predictable orbital paths, they do provide a unique form of mobility -- they can be present and persistent over many places on the globe. Indeed, in 2007, the Missile Defense Agency will begin demonstrations with two satellites hosting sensors designed to provide very fine surveillance and tracking data on in-flight ballistic missiles and payloads. A constellation of these satellites would become the sensor backbone of a global missile defense capability and would make possible the global mission endorsed by the Bush administration: the protection of the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends. Similarly, a space-based interceptor layer would enable a global on-call missile defense capability and a timely response to rapidly evolving threats, even threats emanating from unpredicted locations with very different azimuths from those we plan to be able to defeat today.10 A space-defense capability also would allow the country to engage longer-range threats originating from deep within the interior of a threat country.  It is also known that enemies of the United States can put a nuclear weapon over U.S. territory using a ballistic missile. The detonation of this weapon at a high altitude could unleash an electromagnetic pulse that would wipe out satellite and airborne navigation, intelligence, and communications systems and impede any U.S. military response to the aggression. Such a pulse of energy would disable or destroy the unprotected technological infrastructure of a region or the nation. 

According to the emp Commission, "a regional or national recovery would be long and difficult and would seriously degrade the safety and overall viability of our nation. . . . [A]t some point the degradation of infrastructure could have irreversible effects on the country's ability to support its population."  Space-based interceptors may be the only effective way to counter this threat and mitigate the effects of an electromagnetic pulse resulting from the intercept. Engaging the missile close to its launch point would release the resulting explosion of gamma rays closer to the attacker's territory. Relying on an intercept in space, in the midcourse of a missile's flight, risks damaging unprotected satellites (i.e., just about all commercial and civilian satellites), regardless of who owns them.  Because the missile defense system is "layered" and will have multiple elements working together synergistically, sharing information, sharing existing sensors, communicating as a single system worldwide, even a small constellation of space-based interceptor platforms would allow the entire system to work more efficiently. The massive constellations projected back in the heady days of the Strategic Defense Initiative, in other words, do not seem to be necessary, especially when the targeted adversaries have very limited ballistic missile inventories. By attacking even just a portion of the threat missiles in boost and midcourse, the space layer has the effect of thinning out the number of attacking missiles so that the other elements of the system, which are based on the ground or at sea (midcourse and terminal systems), can be more effective.  International law and arms control  National indecision over how to regard the space environment has paralyzed successive administrations over what to do in space. The United States has conducted research and development in the space-weapon area for more than 40 years without a strategic vision. As progress in this area unfolds, U.S. leaders find it challenging just to talk about the use of space for combat purposes in a public forum.  In August 2006, the Bush Administration issued a major, high-profile pronouncement about space arms control. The administration rightfully reminds us that arms control is not an end in itself, but rather a tool to help the nation realize its national security strategy. Officials believed the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty posed a danger to security, impeding the development, testing, and deployment of effective missile defenses to defend the country and U.S. troops, allies, and friends. When Washington withdrew from the treaty in June 2002, the restrictions on deployment of missile defenses in the air, sea, and space environments went away. We effectively got rid of the single greatest obstacle to the deployment of non-nuclear space arms, although this was not the reason cited by officials for withdrawal.  It is plain that the U.S. government believes there is no need today for new outer-space arms-control agreements. There are a number of standing agreements that already sufficiently regulate military activities in outer space. And so Washington supports the existing space law regime and the development of the rule of law in that environment.   Unhindered access to space and freedom to navigate are accepted ideas in most countries today. Customary practice and international treaties and conventions have supported and promoted the idea that space is a great "commons," analogous to the high seas, and ought not to be subject to national restrictions or governance. The United States has always considered the space systems of any nation to be national property with the right of passage through and operation in space without interference, so long as those systems do not threaten U.S. security.  Washington supports exploration and use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes. "Peaceful purposes," states U.S. policy, allow defense and intelligence-related activities in pursuit of national security and other goals. Determining peaceful purposes, in other words, is done not by looking at whether an activity is military or nonmilitary. The determining factor, rather, is more directly tied to aggressive intent.  The 1967 Outer Space Treaty enshrines the principle that outer space shall be free for exploration and use by all states in accordance with international law. The United States has consistently endorsed and abided by this treaty. Washington was among the first to endorse plans for a treaty banning weapons of mass destruction in space. This treaty puts celestial bodies off-limits to nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, and it prohibits the stationing of such systems in orbit.  The United States also sponsored in 1963 a treaty to ban nuclear testing in space, the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Nuclear tests in space simply posed too many risks to our own communications and reconnaissance satellites, so it made sense to ban them. Space debris can create hazardous conditions for astronauts and hinder access to space, so Washington also has been an advocate of establishing responsible practices that minimize the impact of debris, although we must balance this too with the obligation to ensure national security.  Our love of freedom, in other words, does not mean we have a love of anarchy. The United States has long recognized that freedom of action in space is not without limitation. Yet there are some who believe that the current space law regime is insufficient -- insufficient, that is, for constraining U.S. arms development in that arena.11   The bottom line is this: There are currently no legal restrictions on developing and deploying space-based interceptors that rely on hit-to-kill technologies to execute the missile defense mission.  Policy consequences  The policy benefits of a space-based missile defense layer are straightforward. A more effective missile defense system that fully leverages space would provide a true on-call global defensive capability, and this could lead to increased stability in the world. Defenses deter attacks by reducing confidence in the success of any attack. The more effective the missile defense system is, the greater will be its deterrence value, and the less likely will we be to have to use it at all.  At some point, when the system is seen by other governments as highly effective, they could recognize a diminishing marginal rate of return in their own ballistic missile investments. As more allies invest in missile defense, U.S. space-basing activities could build on current missile defense cooperative activities and open up new avenues for international collaboration, both to develop elements of the space-based layer and to participate in operations.  Moreover, because no state can have sovereignty over the space above its territory, we could operate up there free of political constraints. The need for negotiating basing rights to locate sensors or interceptor fields would become less pressing. 

Deterrence Good

Deterence is inevitable- if the US isn’t in control, China will be

Chase 3/25 (Michael S. Chase, March 25 2011,  Associate Research Professor and Director of the Mahan Scholars Program at the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, “Defense and Deterrence in China’s Military Space Strategy”, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=37699&tx_ttnews[backPid]=25&cHash=e3f0fcd233f563e2364ad7bc49425244 )
In addition to defense, Chinese military writers also emphasize the growing importance of space deterrence. For example, Peng Guangqian and Yao Youzhi highlight space deterrence as one of the key types of strategic deterrence, placing it on par with nuclear deterrence, conventional deterrence, information deterrence, and "People’s War Deterrence" [18]. Other Chinese writers contend that China is still developing its space deterrence strategy. According to Bao Shixiu, "Currently, China does not have a clear space deterrence theory to guide its actions for countermeasures." Nonetheless, he argues, the rough outlines of China’s approach approximate Chinese thinking on deterrence in other areas and its overall "active defense" strategy. "The basic necessity to preserve stability through the development of deterrent forces as propounded by Mao and Deng remains valid in the context of space," Bao writes [19]. China’s development of a space deterrence strategy can thus proceed from a starting point that draws on the strategic guidance of Mao and Deng and resembles Cold War deterrence theory, at least at a general level. Chinese writers, like their Western counterparts, conclude that strategic deterrence requires a country to meet three basic conditions: the possession of deterrent capabilities; the will to use them; and the ability to communicate to an adversary that it has the capabilities and the determination to use them if necessary. Yet, Bao argues that space force deterrence will differ from nuclear deterrence in some key respects. According to Bao, "[although] there will be a taboo on the use of space weapons, the threshold of their use will be lower than that of nuclear weapons because of their conventional characteristics. Space debris may threaten the space assets of other ‘third party’ countries, but the level of destruction, especially in terms of human life, could be far less than nuclear weapons or potentially even conventional weapons." Within this broad context, Bao outlines a Chinese approach to space deterrence, one in which "an active defense will entail a robust deterrent force that has the ability to inflict unacceptable damage on an adversary" [20]. According to Bao, "under the conditions of American strategic dominance in space, reliable deterrents in space will decrease the possibility of the United States attacking Chinese space assets." Specifically, he writes, China "will develop anti-satellite and space weapons capable of effectively taking out an enemy’s space system, in order to constitute a reliable and credible defense strategy." This suggests that in addition to denying an enemy the ability to use its space systems in a war with China and countering the possibility of space-based missile defense capabilities undermining China’s nuclear deterrent, another of the missions for China’s counter-space capabilities could be protecting China’s own space systems by deterring an adversary from attacking them. 
Space dominance insures other nations won’t be able to surpass the US 
Fox 8 (Scott M. Fox, 2008, lieutenant colonel in the US air force, “Deterring and Dissuading In Space: A systems approach”, pdf)
Ignoring the obvious role of defeating an adversary once deterrence has failed, what is the role of space control operations in the areas of deterrence and dissuasion as defined earlier? The defensive capabilities and operations that protect our space systems and capabilities combined with offensive capabilities to prevent a potential adversary from benefiting from those same types of capabilities may ultimately dissuade that state- or non-state actor from acquiring or developing the capabilities necessary to challenge and threaten our vital space capabilities. Additionally, given the changes to the concept of deterrence set forth in the 2006 NSS, both offensive and defensive space control operations can apply to a policy designed to deter an adversary from challenging our space capabilities. Protection, prevention, and negation capabilities all provide a piece of that “credible threat” necessary to deny benefits and impose costs while encouraging restraint by convincing the potential adversary that restraint will result in an acceptable outcome. Determining that space control operations play a role in both deterrence and dissuasion, however, is not end of the process. Identifying where space control efforts should focus in order to deter or dissuade and recognizing the potential for second- and third-order effects are really the goal and a systems approach to that analysis provides a solid framework for that analysis. 
Space war is likely- this makes deterrence necessary and effective
Chilton  and Weaver 9 (Kevin Chilton, Spring 2009, commander, US strategic command Offutt, AFB, commander, Air Force Space Command; senior advisor for Strategy and Plans in the USSTRATCOM J5, “Waging Deterrence in the Twenty-First Century”, pdf)
The importance of military space capabilities to the effective functioning of modern armed forces will continue to increase throughout the twenty-first century. The development of counterspace capabilities is already underway in several nations, making active warfare in the space domain a real possibility. Deterring attacks on US and allied space assets poses several important challenges. First, we must act overtly and consistently to convince competitors that they will reap little benefit from conducting space attacks against us or our allies. Those who might contemplate such attacks in a future conflict need to understand three things: their efforts to deny us access to our military space assets will likely fail, our military forces are ready and able to fight effectively and decisively without such access if necessary, and we possess the means and the will to ensure that they would pay a price incommensurate with any benefit they seek to attain through such attacks.  As made clear above, the threat of cost imposition is an important aspect of American space deterrence strategy. Our threatened responses to an attack on our space assets need not be limited to a response in kind. Our competitors must clearly understand that we consider our space assets as sovereign and important to our national security interests. Furthermore, the importance of maintaining space as a safe and secure global commons to all nations’ future economic development may result in the United States treating the initiation of counterspace activities by a foreign power as a significant escalation of a future conflict. Regardless of our initial level of national interest in a given conflict, such an escalation could dramatically increase the US stake in the outcome. Our increased stake could alter our willingness to escalate the scope and level of violence of our military operations. In other words, an attack on US space assets as part of a regional conflict might be viewed as more than a regional issue by the United States and, therefore, elicit an escalated response. 
Empirics and scholar tests proves deterrence works
Signorino and Tarar 4 (Curtis S. Signorino and Ahmer Tarar, March 29 2004,  Associated prof of political science at the University of Rochester, director, theory and statistics research lab; Associate prof of political science at Texas A&M, “A Unified Theory and Test of Extended Immediate Deterrence”, pdf)
 What factors affect deterrence success or failure? The deterrence literature is one of the most exhaustive in international relations, and the logic of deterrence has been extensively studied within both government and academia by scholars from a variety of disciplines. Scholars have investigated the impact of conventional and nuclear balance of forces, interests at stake, reputation from past crises, crisis bargaining strategies, military alliances, geographic contiguity, degree of uncertainty, international system structure, and domestic politics (Alexandro® and Rosencrance 1977; Betts 1985, 1987; Fearon 1994a; George and Smoke 1974; Hopf 1994; Huth 1988, 1990; Huth and Russett 1984, 1993; Huth, Gelpi, and Bennett 1993; Langlois 1991; Mearsheimer 1983; Mueller 1989; Paul 1995; Waltz 1981, 1990; Weber 1990).1 The logic of deterrence is continuously put under the microscope of rigorous empirical testing, and subsequently refined. It is no wonder, then, that even the informal rational deterrence literature tends to be transparent in its logic, with much attention paid to the sequencing of moves and to the incentives and expected behavior of other states (see, for example, George and Smoke 1974, 101-3). 
MAD Fails

MAD Fails in the 21st century – SMD could replace it, and demilitarize space

May 7/7 (Clifford D. May is the President of the Foundation for Defense of Democracies. He also is the chairman of the policy committee of the Committee on the Present Danger (CPD), an international, non-partisan organization based in Washington D.C. A veteran news reporter, foreign correspondent and editor (at The New York Times and other publications), he has covered stories in more than two dozen countries,  In 2006 he was appointed an advisor to the Iraq Study Group (Baker-Hamilton Commission) of the United States Institute of Peace, “MAD not a 21st century answer”  July 7, 2011 Thursday, Lexis Nexis)
On June 28, Iran's rulers test-fired 14 ballistic missiles, including long- and medium-range Shahab missiles and short-range Zelzal missiles. Also, their new and improved centrifuges are turning out more enriched uranium for nuclear weapons. In addition, departing Defense Secretary Robert Gates noted last month that North Korea's nuclear weapons and missile development "now constitutes a direct threat to the United States " They are developing a road-mobile ICBM (intercontinental ballistic missile) " It's a huge problem." For national security experts, these developments raise a list of questions. For the rest of us, they should raise just two: Do Iran and North Korea represent threats we should take seriously? The answer, clearly, is yes. Are we building the missile defense system we need to protect America against these threats? The answer, just as clearly, is no. To understand how this situation has come, recall a little history. During the Cold War, the U.S. adopted a strategic doctrine called MAD, for Mutually Assured Destruction. The logic behind it: So long as we were vulnerable to missile attack by the Soviets, and so long as the Soviets were vulnerable to missile attack by us, neither side would benefit by attacking first. Veterans of the Cold War, still influential in the Obama administration, believe that if this kind of deterrence worked then, it can work now. The current occupants of the Kremlin go further. They claim it is insulting for Americans and Europeans to attempt to protect themselves from the possibility of an Iranian or North Korean missile attack by building a missile defense system that one day may be robust enough also to thwart a Russian missile attack. "If NATO wants to reduce tension with Russia," Dmitry Rogozin, Russia's ambassador to NATO recently said, "it should cancel the missile defense project. We have always criticized these plans as deeply anti-Russian." Missile defense advocates counter that MAD is an idea whose time has come and gone. The regime that rules Iran appears to view nuclear weapons and missile development as its highest priority, worth the pain being inflicted by a growing catalogue of international sanctions. It proclaims that "a world without American ... is attainable." More than a few of Iran's rulers hold the theological conviction that the return of the Mahdi, the savior, can be brought about only by an apocalypse. As scholar Bernard Lewis has phrased it, for those share the views of Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, "mutually assured destruction is not a deterrent. It's an inducement." Two years ago, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said that the U.S. should create a missile defense "umbrella" that would protect not only American citizens at home and American forces abroad but also America's allies. But such a project is not in development. And some say, given the state of the economy, we can't afford it now. Three reasons I disagree: - 1. If just one American city should be hit by just one missile, the cost - not merely in dollars - will be far greater than that any missile defense system being contemplated. - 2. The rationale for building nuclear-armed ballistic missiles disappears if it is clear the U.S. has both the will and a way to prevent those weapons from reaching their targets. - 3. The cost need not be exorbitant. Our missile defense architecture is made up of various systems. Some can be cut. My top candidate is MEADS, the Medium Extended Air Defense System, now a decade behind schedule and more than a billion dollars over budget. The Pentagon recently concluded that MEADS "will not meet U.S. requirements or address the current and emerging threat without extensive and costly modifications." MEADS is being built in cooperation with the Germans and the Italians - neither still sees it as good value. But count me among those who strongly support developing a layer of missile defense in space utilizing "brilliant pebbles," space-based interceptors the size of watermelons that would be fired into the orbital path of a long-range missile causing a collision that would destroy the missile. The President's advisors oppose space-based missile defense. They charge that deploying such a system would "militarize" space. I think they have it backwards: Such a system would prevent missiles from passing through space on their way to their intended victims. Shouldn't that be the definition of de-militarizing space? 
MAD no longer applies – Increasing numbers of nuclear states, rouge actors and their Cold War empirics are flawed
SHULTZ, PERRY, KISSINGER AND NUNN 3/7 (George Shultz was secretary of state from 1982 to 1989. William. Perry was secretary of defense from 1994 to 1997. Henry. Kissinger was secretary of state from 1973 to 1977. Sam. Nunn is former chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee. “Deterrence in the Age of Nuclear Proliferation” 3/7/2011 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703300904576178760530169414.html)

As long as there has been war, there have been efforts to deter actions a nation considers threatening. Until fairly recently, this meant building a military establishment capable of intimidating the adversary, defeating him or making his victory more costly than the projected gains. This, with conventional weapons, took time. Deterrence and war strategy were identical. The advent of the nuclear weapon introduced entirely new factors. It was possible, for the first time, to inflict at the beginning of a war the maximum casualties. The doctrine of mutual assured destruction represented this reality. Deterrence based on nuclear weapons, therefore, has three elements:  • It is importantly psychological, depending on calculations for which there is no historical experience. It is therefore precarious. • It is devastating. An unrestrained nuclear exchange between superpowers could destroy civilized life as we know it in days. • Mutual assured destruction raises enormous inhibitions against employing the weapons. Since the first use of nuclear weapons against Japan, neither of the superpowers, nor any other country, has used nuclear weapons in a war. A gap opened between the psychological element of deterrence and the risks most leaders were willing to incur. U.S. defense leaders made serious efforts to give the president more flexible options for nuclear use short of global annihilation. They never solved the problem, and it was always recognized that Washington and Moscow both held the keys to unpredictable and potentially catastrophic escalations. As a result, nuclear deterrence was useful in preventing only the most catastrophic scenarios that would have threatened our survival. But even with the deployment of thousands of nuclear weapons on both sides of the Iron Curtain, the Soviet moves into Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968 were not deterred. Nor were the numerous crises involving Berlin, including the building of the Wall in 1961, or major wars in Korea and Vietnam, or the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. In the case of the Soviet Union, nuclear weapons did not prevent collapse or regime change. Today, the Cold War is almost 20 years behind us, but many leaders and publics cannot conceive of deterrence without a strategy of mutual assured destruction. We have written previously that reliance on this strategy is becoming increasingly hazardous. With the spread of nuclear weapons, technology, materials and know-how, there is an increasing risk that nuclear weapons will be used. It is not possible to replicate the high-risk stability that prevailed between the two nuclear superpowers during the Cold War in such an environment. The growing number of nations with nuclear arms and differing motives, aims and ambitions poses very high and unpredictable risks and increased instability. From 1945 to 1991, America and the Soviet Union were diligent, professional, but also lucky that nuclear weapons were never used. Does the world want to continue to bet its survival on continued good fortune with a growing number of nuclear nations and adversaries globally? Can we devise and successfully implement with other nations, including other nuclear powers, careful, cooperative concepts to safely dismount the nuclear tiger while strengthening the capacity to assure our security and that of allies and other countries considered essential to our national security? Recently, the four of us met at the Hoover Institution with a group of policy experts to discuss the possibilities for establishing a safer and more comprehensive form of deterrence and prevention in a world where the roles and risks of nuclear weapons are reduced and ultimately eliminated. Our broad conclusion is that nations should move forward together with a series of conceptual and practical steps toward deterrence that do not rely primarily on nuclear weapons or nuclear threats to maintain international peace and security. The first step is to recognize that there is a daunting new spectrum of global security threats. These threats include chemical, biological and radiological weapons, catastrophic terrorism and cyber warfare, as well as natural disasters resulting from climate change or other environmental problems, and health-related crises. For the United States and many other nations, existential threats relating to the very survival of the state have diminished, largely because of the end of the Cold War and the increasing realization that our common interests greatly exceed our differences. However, an accident or mistake involving nuclear weapons, or nuclear terrorism fueled by the spread of nuclear weapons, nuclear materials, and nuclear know-how, is still a very real risk. An effective strategy to deal with these dangers must be developed. The second step is the realization that continued reliance on nuclear weapons as the principal element for deterrence is encouraging, or at least excusing, the spread of these weapons, and will inevitably erode the essential cooperation necessary to avoid proliferation, protect nuclear materials and deal effectively with new threats. Third, the U.S. and Russia have no basis for maintaining a structure of deterrence involving nuclear weapons deployed in ways that increase the danger of an accidental or unauthorized use of a nuclear weapon, or even a deliberate nuclear exchange based on a false warning. Reducing the number of operationally deployed strategic nuclear warheads and delivery vehicles with verification to the levels set by the New Start Treaty is an important step in reducing nuclear risks. Deeper nuclear reductions and changes in nuclear force posture involving the two nations should remain a priority. Further steps must include short-range tactical nuclear weapons. Fourth, as long as nuclear weapons exist, America must retain a safe, secure and reliable nuclear stockpile primarily to deter a nuclear attack and to reassure our allies through extended deterrence. There is an inherent limit to U.S. and Russian nuclear reductions if other nuclear weapon states build up their inventories or if new nuclear powers emerge. It is clear, however, that the U.S. and Russia—having led the nuclear buildup for decades—must continue to lead the build-down. The U.S. and its NATO allies, together with Russia, must begin moving away from threatening force postures and deployments including the retention of thousands of short-range battlefield nuclear weapons. All conventional deployments should be reviewed from the aspect of provocation. This will make America, Russia and Europe more secure. It will also set an example for the world. 

Nuclear Deterrence Fails – Ten Reasons
Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206, I.R.)

Nuclear deterrence is the threat of nuclear retaliation for a proscribed behavior, generally an attack upon the threatening state. The theory of nuclear deterrence posits that such threat, if perceived as real and likely to cause sufficient devastation, will prevent an attack or other proscribed behavior from occurring. The desire for a nuclear deterrent existed even before nuclear weapons were created. Refugee scientists from Europe, concerned about the possible development of German nuclear weapons during World War II, encouraged the United States to explore the use of uranium for building nuclear weapons. Albert Einstein was among the scientists who urged President Roosevelt to initiate a program to explore the feasibility of creating such weapons as a deterrent to the use of a German nuclear weapon, should the Germans succeed in their quest. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, he would consider this to be one of the great mistakes of his life. By the time the United States succeeded in developing nuclear weapons in July 1945, Germany was already defeated. The US used its powerful new bombs on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In doing so, it sent a nuclear deterrent message to other states, particularly the Soviet Union, that the US possessed nuclear weapons and was willing to use them. This would spur on the secret Soviet nuclear weapons program to deter future use of the US nuclear arsenal. Other states would follow suit. Britain and France developed nuclear arsenals to deter the Soviets. China developed nuclear arms to deter the US and the Soviets. Israel did so to assure its independence and deter potential interventions from the other nuclear weapon states. India developed nuclear weapons to deter China and Pakistan, and Pakistan to deter India. North Korea did so to deter the US. One steady factor in the Nuclear Age has been the adherence of the nuclear weapon states to the theory of nuclear deterrence. Each country that has developed nuclear weapons has justified doing so by the pursuit of nuclear deterrence. The security of not only the nuclear weapon states but of civilization has rested upon the reliability of the theory of nuclear deterrence. Vast numbers of people throughout the world believe that nuclear deterrence contributes to the security of the planet and perhaps to their personal security and that of their family. But does it? What if nuclear deterrence is a badly flawed theory? What if nuclear deterrence fails? What if political and military leaders in all nuclear weapon states who have treated nuclear deterrence theory as sacrosanct and imbued it with godlike, but unrealistic, powers of protection are wrong? The future itself would stand in grave danger, for the failure of nuclear deterrence could pose an existential threat to humanity. As a former commander of the US Strategic Command, General George Lee Butler was in charge of all US nuclear weapons. After retiring from the US Air Force, General Butler critiqued nuclear deterrence, stating that it “suspended rational thinking in the Nuclear Age about the ultimate aim of national security: to ensure the survival of the nation.” He concluded that nuclear deterrence is “a slippery intellectual construct that translates very poorly into the real world of spontaneous crises, inexplicable motivations, incomplete intelligence and fragile human relationships.” As volcanoes often give off strong warning signals that they may erupt, so we have witnessed such signals regarding nuclear arsenals and the failure of nuclear deterrence theory over the course of the Nuclear Age. Nuclear arsenals could erupt with volcano-like force, totally overwhelming the relatively flimsy veneer of “protection” provided by nuclear deterrence theory. In the face of such dangers, we must not be complacent. Nor should we continue to be soothed by the “experts” who assure us not to worry because the weapons will keep us safe. There is, in fact, much to worry about, much more than the nuclear policy makers and theorists in each of the nuclear weapon states have led us to believe. I will examine below what I believe are ten serious flaws in nuclear deterrence theory, flaws that lead to the conclusion that the theory is unstable, unreliable and invalid. 1. It is only a theory. It is not proven and cannot be proven. A theory may posit a causal relationship, for example, if one party does something, certain results will follow. In the case of nuclear deterrence theory, it is posited that if one party threatens to retaliate with nuclear weapons, the other side will not attack. That an attack has not occurred, however, does not prove that it was prevented by nuclear deterrence. That is, in logic, a false assumption of causality. In logic, one cannot prove a negative, that is, that doing something causes something else not to happen. That a nuclear attack has not happened may be a result of any number of other factors, or simply of exceptional good fortune. To attribute the absence of nuclear war to nuclear deterrence is to register a false positive, which imbues nuclear deterrence with a false sense of efficacy. 2. It requires a commitment to mass murder. Nuclear deterrence leads to policy debates about how many threatened deaths with nuclear weapons are enough to deter an adversary? Are one million deaths sufficient to deter adversary A? Is it a different number for adversary B? How many deaths are sufficient? One million? Ten million? One hundred million? More? There will always be a tendency to err on the side of more deaths, and thus the creation of more elaborate nuclear killing systems. Such calculations, in turn, drive arms races, requiring huge allocations of resources to weapons systems that must never be used. Leaders must convince their own populations that the threat of mass murder and the expenditure of resources to support this threat make them secure and is preferable to other allocations of scientific and financial resources. The result is not only a misallocation of resources, but also a diversion of effort away from cooperative solutions to global problems. 3. It requires effective communications. In effect, nuclear deterrence is a communications theory. Side A must communicate its capability and willingness to use its nuclear arsenal in retaliation for an attack by adversary B, thereby preventing adversary B from attacking. The threat to retaliate and commit mass murder must be believable to a potential attacker. Communications take place verbally in speeches by leaders and parliamentary statements, as well as news reports and even by rumors. Communications also take place non-verbally in the form of alliance formations and nuclear weapons and missile tests. In relation to nuclear deterrence, virtually everything that each side does is a deliberate or inadvertent form of communication to a potential adversary. There is much room for error and misunderstanding. 4. It requires rational decision makers. Nuclear deterrence will not be effective against a decision maker who is irrational. For example, side A may threaten nuclear retaliation for an attack by adversary B, but the leader of side B may irrationally conclude that the leader of side A will not do what he says. Or, the leader of side B may irrationally attack side A because he does not care if one million or ten million of his countrymen die as a result of side A’s nuclear retaliation. I believe two very important questions to consider are these: Do all leaders of all states behave rationally at all times, particularly under conditions of extreme stress when tensions are very high? Can we be assured that all leaders of all states will behave rationally at all times in the future? Most people believe the answer to these questions is an unqualified No. 5. It instills a false sense of confidence. Nuclear deterrence is frequently confused with nuclear “defense,” leading to the conclusion that nuclear weapons provide some form of physical protection against attack. This conclusion is simply wrong. The weapons and the threat of their use provide no physical protection. The only protection provided is psychological and once the weapons start flying it will become clear that psychological protection is not physical protection. One can believe the weapons make him safer, but this is not the same as actually being safer. Because nuclear deterrence theory provides a false sense of confidence, it could lead a possessor of the weapons to take risks that would be avoided without nuclear threats in place. Such risks could be counterproductive and actually lead to nuclear war. 6. It does not work against an accidental use. Nuclear deterrence is useful, if at all, only against the possibility of an intentional, premeditated nuclear attack. Its purpose is to make the leader who contemplates the intentional use of a nuclear weapon decide against doing so. But nuclear deterrence cannot prevent an accidental use of a nuclear weapon, such as an accidental launch. This point was made in the movie Dr. Strangelove, in which a US nuclear attack was accidentally set in motion against the Soviet Union. In the movie, bomber crews passed their “failsafe” point in a training exercise and couldn’t be recalled. The president of the United States had to get on the phone with his Soviet counterpart and try to explain that the attack on Moscow that had been set in motion was just an accident. The Americans were helpless to stop the accident from occurring, and so were the Soviets. Accidents happen! There is no such thing as a “foolproof” system, and when nuclear weapons are involved it is extremely dangerous to think there is. 7. It doesn’t work against terrorist organizations. Nuclear deterrence is based upon the threat of retaliation. Since it is not possible to retaliate against a foe that you cannot locate, the threat of retaliation is not credible under these circumstances. Further, terrorists are often suicidal (e.g., “suicide bombers”), and are willing to die to inflict death and suffering on an adversary. For these reasons, nuclear deterrence will be ineffective in preventing nuclear terrorism. The only way to prevent nuclear terrorism is to prevent the weapons themselves from falling into the hands of terrorist organizations. This will become increasingly difficult if nuclear weapons and the nuclear materials to build them proliferate to more and more countries. 8. It encourages nuclear proliferation. To the extent that the theory of nuclear deterrence is accepted as valid and its flaws overlooked or ignored, it will make nuclear weapons seem to be valuable instruments for the protection of a country. Thus, the uncritical acceptance of nuclear deterrence theory provides an incentive for nuclear proliferation. If it is believed that nuclear weapons can keep a country safe, there will be commensurate pressure to develop such weapons. 9. It is not believable. In the final analysis, it is likely that even the policy makers who promote nuclear deterrence do not truly believe in it. If policy makers did truly believe that nuclear deterrence works as they claim, they would not need to develop missile defenses. The United States alone has spent over $100 billion on developing missile defenses over the past three decades, and is continuing to spend some $10 billion annually on missile defense systems. Such attempts at physical protection against nuclear attacks are unlikely to ever be fully successful, but they demonstrate the underlying understanding of policy makers that nuclear deterrence alone is insufficient to provide protection to a country. If policy makers understand that nuclear deterrence is far from foolproof, then who is being fooled by nuclear deterrence theory? In all likelihood, the only people being fooled by the promised effectiveness of nuclear deterrence theory are the ordinary people who place their faith in their leaders, the same people who are the targets of nuclear weapons and will suffer the consequences should nuclear deterrence fail. Their political and military leaders have made them the “fools” in what is far from a “foolproof” system. 10. Its failure would be catastrophic. Nuclear deterrence theory requires the development and deployment of nuclear weapons for the threat of retaliation. These weapons can, of course, be used for initiating attacks as well as for seeking to prevent attacks by means of threatened retaliation. Should deterrence theory fail, such failure could result in consequences beyond our greatest fears. For example, scientists have found in simulations of the use of 100 Hiroshima-size nuclear weapons in an exchange between India and Pakistan, the deaths could reach one billion individuals due to blast, fire, radiation, climate change, crop failures and resulting starvation. A larger nuclear war between the US and Russia could destroy civilization as we know it. The flaws in nuclear deterrence theory that I have discussed cannot be waved aside. They show that the theory has inherent weaknesses that cannot be overcome. Over time, the theory will suffer more and more stress fractures and, like a poorly constructed bridge, it will fail. Rather than staying docilely on the sidelines, citizens of the nuclear weapon states must enter the arena of debate. In fact, they must create the debate by challenging the efficacy and validity of nuclear deterrence theory. 

Nuclear Deterrence Fails – military generals
Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)

Nuclear deterrence is the threat of nuclear retaliation for a proscribed behavior, generally an attack upon the threatening state. The theory of nuclear deterrence posits that such threat, if perceived as real and likely to cause sufficient devastation, will prevent an attack or other proscribed behavior from occurring. The desire for a nuclear deterrent existed even before nuclear weapons were created. Refugee scientists from Europe, concerned about the possible development of German nuclear weapons during World War II, encouraged the United States to explore the use of uranium for building nuclear weapons. Albert Einstein was among the scientists who urged President Roosevelt to initiate a program to explore the feasibility of creating such weapons as a deterrent to the use of a German nuclear weapon, should the Germans succeed in their quest. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, he would consider this to be one of the great mistakes of his life. By the time the United States succeeded in developing nuclear weapons in July 1945, Germany was already defeated. The US used its powerful new bombs on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In doing so, it sent a nuclear deterrent message to other states, particularly the Soviet Union, that the US possessed nuclear weapons and was willing to use them. This would spur on the secret Soviet nuclear weapons program to deter future use of the US nuclear arsenal. Other states would follow suit. Britain and France developed nuclear arsenals to deter the Soviets. China developed nuclear arms to deter the US and the Soviets. Israel did so to assure its independence and deter potential interventions from the other nuclear weapon states. India developed nuclear weapons to deter China and Pakistan, and Pakistan to deter India. North Korea did so to deter the US. One steady factor in the Nuclear Age has been the adherence of the nuclear weapon states to the theory of nuclear deterrence. Each country that has developed nuclear weapons has justified doing so by the pursuit of nuclear deterrence. The security of not only the nuclear weapon states but of civilization has rested upon the reliability of the theory of nuclear deterrence. Vast numbers of people throughout the world believe that nuclear deterrence contributes to the security of the planet and perhaps to their personal security and that of their family. But does it? What if nuclear deterrence is a badly flawed theory? What if nuclear deterrence fails? What if political and military leaders in all nuclear weapon states who have treated nuclear deterrence theory as sacrosanct and imbued it with godlike, but unrealistic, powers of protection are wrong? The future itself would stand in grave danger, for the failure of nuclear deterrence could pose an existential threat to humanity. As a former commander of the US Strategic Command, General George Lee Butler was in charge of all US nuclear weapons. After retiring from the US Air Force, General Butler critiqued nuclear deterrence, stating that it “suspended rational thinking in the Nuclear Age about the ultimate aim of national security: to ensure the survival of the nation.” He concluded that nuclear deterrence is “a slippery intellectual construct that translates very poorly into the real world of spontaneous crises, inexplicable motivations, incomplete intelligence and fragile human relationships.” As volcanoes often give off strong warning signals that they may erupt, so we have witnessed such signals regarding nuclear arsenals and the failure of nuclear deterrence theory over the course of the Nuclear Age. Nuclear arsenals could erupt with volcano-like force, totally overwhelming the relatively flimsy veneer of “protection” provided by nuclear deterrence theory. In the face of such dangers, we must not be complacent. Nor should we continue to be soothed by the “experts” who assure us not to worry because the weapons will keep us safe. There is, in fact, much to worry about, much more than the nuclear policy makers and theorists in each of the nuclear weapon states have led us to believe. I will examine below what I believe are ten serious flaws in nuclear deterrence theory, flaws that lead to the conclusion that the theory is unstable, unreliable and invalid.

Nuclear deterrence fails – It’s only a theory

Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)
1. It is only a theory.  It is not proven and cannot be proven.  A theory may posit a causal relationship, for example, if one party does something, certain results will follow.  In the case of nuclear deterrence theory, it is posited that if one party threatens to retaliate with nuclear weapons, the other side will not attack.  That an attack has not occurred, however, does not prove that it was prevented by nuclear deterrence.  That is, in logic, a false assumption of causality.  In logic, one cannot prove a negative, that is, that doing something causes something else not to happen.  That a nuclear attack has not happened may be a result of any number of other factors, or simply of exceptional good fortune.  To attribute the absence of nuclear war to nuclear deterrence is to register a false positive, which imbues nuclear deterrence with a false sense of efficacy.

Nuclear deterrence fails – requires a commitment to mass murder
Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)

2. It requires a commitment to mass murder.  Nuclear deterrence leads to policy debates about how many threatened deaths with nuclear weapons are enough to deter an adversary?  Are one million deaths sufficient to deter adversary A?  Is it a different number for adversary B?  How many deaths are sufficient?  One million?  Ten million?  One hundred million?  More?  There will always be a tendency to err on the side of more deaths, and thus the creation of more elaborate nuclear killing systems.  Such calculations, in turn, drive arms races, requiring huge allocations of resources to weapons systems that must never be used.  Leaders must convince their own populations that the threat of mass murder and the expenditure of resources to support this threat make them secure and is preferable to other allocations of scientific and financial resources.  The result is not only a misallocation of resources, but also a diversion of effort away from cooperative solutions to global problems.

Nuclear deterrence fails – it requires perfect communication

Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)

3. It requires effective communications.  In effect, nuclear deterrence is a communications theory.  Side A must communicate its capability and willingness to use its nuclear arsenal in retaliation for an attack by adversary B, thereby preventing adversary B from attacking.  The threat to retaliate and commit mass murder must be believable to a potential attacker.  Communications take place verbally in speeches by leaders and parliamentary statements, as well as news reports and even by rumors.  Communications also take place non-verbally in the form of alliance formations and nuclear weapons and missile tests.  In relation to nuclear deterrence, virtually everything that each side does is a deliberate or inadvertent form of communication to a potential adversary.  There is much room for error and misunderstanding.
Nuclear deterrence fails – States aren’t always rational

Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)
4. It requires rational decision makers.  Nuclear deterrence will not be effective against a decision maker who is irrational.  For example, side A may threaten nuclear retaliation for an attack by adversary B, but the leader of side B may irrationally conclude that the leader of side A will not do what he says.  Or, the leader of side B may irrationally attack side A because he does not care if one million or ten million of his countrymen die as a result of side A’s nuclear retaliation.  I believe two very important questions to consider are these: Do all leaders of all states behave rationally at all times, particularly under conditions of extreme stress when tensions are very high?  Can we be assured that all leaders of all states will behave rationally at all times in the future?  Most people believe the answer to these questions is an unqualified No.
Nuclear deterrence fails – false sense of confidence
Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)
5. It instills a false sense of confidence.   Nuclear deterrence is frequently confused with nuclear “defense,” leading to the conclusion that nuclear weapons provide some form of physical protection against attack.  This conclusion is simply wrong.  The weapons and the threat of their use provide no physical protection.  The only protection provided is psychological and once the weapons start flying it will become clear that psychological protection is not physical protection.  One can believe the weapons make him safer, but this is not the same as actually being safer.  Because nuclear deterrence theory provides a false sense of confidence, it could lead a possessor of the weapons to take risks that would be avoided without nuclear threats in place.  Such risks could be counterproductive and actually lead to nuclear war.

Nuclear deterrence fails – accidental launch
Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)

6. It does not work against an accidental use.  Nuclear deterrence is useful, if at all, only against the possibility of an intentional, premeditated nuclear attack.  Its purpose is to make the leader who contemplates the intentional use of a nuclear weapon decide against doing so.  But nuclear deterrence cannot prevent an accidental use of a nuclear weapon, such as an accidental launch.  This point was made in the movie Dr. Strangelove, in which a US nuclear attack was accidentally set in motion against the Soviet Union.  In the movie, bomber crews passed their “failsafe” point in a training exercise and couldn’t be recalled.  The president of the United States had to get on the phone with his Soviet counterpart and try to explain that the attack on Moscow that had been set in motion was just an accident.  The Americans were helpless to stop the accident from occurring, and so were the Soviets.  Accidents happen!  There is no such thing as a “foolproof” system, and when nuclear weapons are involved it is extremely dangerous to think there is.

Nuclear deterrence fails – terrorism and proliferation

Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)
7. It doesn’t work against terrorist organizations.  Nuclear deterrence is based upon the threat of retaliation.  Since it is not possible to retaliate against a foe that you cannot locate, the threat of retaliation is not credible under these circumstances.  Further, terrorists are often suicidal (e.g., “suicide bombers”), and are willing to die to inflict death and suffering on an adversary.  For these reasons, nuclear deterrence will be ineffective in preventing nuclear terrorism.  The only way to prevent nuclear terrorism is to prevent the weapons themselves from falling into the hands of terrorist organizations.  This will become increasingly difficult if nuclear weapons and the nuclear materials to build them proliferate to more and more countries. 8. It encourages nuclear proliferation.  To the extent that the theory of nuclear deterrence is accepted as valid and its flaws overlooked or ignored, it will make nuclear weapons seem to be valuable instruments for the protection of a country.  Thus, the uncritical acceptance of nuclear deterrence theory provides an incentive for nuclear proliferation.  If it is believed that nuclear weapons can keep a country safe, there will be commensurate pressure to develop such weapons. 

Nuclear deterrence fails – consequences and believability make its collapse inevitable
Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)
9. It is not believable.  In the final analysis, it is likely that even the policy makers who promote nuclear deterrence do not truly believe in it.  If policy makers did truly believe that nuclear deterrence works as they claim, they would not need to develop missile defenses.  The United States alone has spent over $100 billion on developing missile defenses over the past three decades, and is continuing to spend some $10 billion annually on missile defense systems.  Such attempts at physical protection against nuclear attacks are unlikely to ever be fully successful, but they demonstrate the underlying understanding of policy makers that nuclear deterrence alone is insufficient to provide protection to a country.  If policy makers understand that nuclear deterrence is far from foolproof, then who is being fooled by nuclear deterrence theory?  In all likelihood, the only people being fooled by the promised effectiveness of nuclear deterrence theory are the ordinary people who place their faith in their leaders, the same people who are the targets of nuclear weapons and will suffer the consequences should nuclear deterrence fail.  Their political and military leaders have made them the “fools” in what is far from a “foolproof” system.10. Its failure would be catastrophic.  Nuclear deterrence theory requires the development and deployment of nuclear weapons for the threat of retaliation.  These weapons can, of course, be used for initiating attacks as well as for seeking to prevent attacks by means of threatened retaliation.  Should deterrence theory fail, such failure could result in consequences beyond our greatest fears.  For example, scientists have found in simulations of the use of 100 Hiroshima-size nuclear weapons in an exchange between India and Pakistan, the deaths could reach one billion individuals due to blast, fire, radiation, climate change, crop failures and resulting starvation.  A larger nuclear war between the US and Russia could destroy civilization as we know it. The flaws in nuclear deterrence theory that I have discussed cannot be waved aside.  They show that the theory has inherent weaknesses that cannot be overcome.  Over time, the theory will suffer more and more stress fractures and, like a poorly constructed bridge, it will fail.  Rather than staying docilely on the sidelines, citizens of the nuclear weapon states must enter the arena of debate.  In fact, they must create the debate by challenging the efficacy and validity of nuclear deterrence theory. 
Nuclear deterrence fails - Accidents and non-state actors 
Owen 2/17 ( John M. Owen is an associate professor in the University of Virginia’s Department of Politics. “THE PERILS OF NUCLEAR PEACE” February 17th 2011, http://www.cato-unbound.org/2011/02/17/john-owen/the-perils-of-nuclear-peace/ )

Erik Gartzke raises a terrific question concerning nuclear peace. If more countries acquire a second-strike nuclear capability, fewer pairs of countries will fight. Russia has such a capability; China probably has one; India might attain one as its rise continues. If we treat the European Union as a sort of superstate, it has a robust nuclear deterrent as well (in the form of the British and French arsenals). Does this not bode well for the future? As we know, Kenneth Waltz answers in the affirmative.[1] But I’m not sure optimism is called for. First, one can acknowledge (as I do) that nuclear deterrence has worked without accepting that it must always work. Perhaps a desperate nuclear-armed leader will lapse into irrationality; before committing suicide the (instrumentally) rational Hitler ordered that Germany be destroyed in punishment for its not being worthy of him. Perhaps a failure of command and control, such as that immortalized in Stanley Kubrick’s Dr. Strangelove, could take place. Picture Slim Pickens riding that Bomb as it falls out of the B-52. The rub is that if nuclear deterrence fails only once, the consequences could be unprecedentedly catastrophic. Perhaps there is only a 0.5 percent chance of a failure of deterrence over the next century, but in the case of nuclear weapons we need to distinguish that low figure from zero. Second, there is the question raised by Bartosz Stanislawski of non-state actors getting hold of a nuclear weapon. Scott Sagan and others have written about the problem of loose nukes – weapons, fissile material, and so on being insecure in some states such as Pakistan or Iran. These could get into the hands of terrorists who are hard to find and hence hard to deter. We know that al Qaeda wants a nuclear weapon. We know about the A.Q. Khan network run out of Pakistan. In other words, I think that Professor Stanislawski’s basic point that catastrophes can happen even during virtuous trends is a good one, especially as concerns nuclear weapons.

Deterrence is not based in the logic of reality and doesn’t work

Krieger 1 (David, founder of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, former Assistant Professor at the University of Hawaii and San Francisco State University, “Nuclear Deterrence, Missile Defenses and Global Instability”, April 2001, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2001/04/00_krieger_nuclear-deterrence.htm)

In the world of nuclear deterrence theory, beliefs are everything. What the leaders of a country perceive and believe is far more important than the reality. Nuclear deterrence is a seemingly simple proposition: Country A tells country B that if B does X, A will attack it with nuclear weapons. The theory is that country B will be deterred from doing X by fear of nuclear attack by country A. For deterrence to work, the leaders of country B must also believe that country A has nuclear weapons and will use them. Nuclear deterrence theory holds that even if country A might not have nuclear weapons, so long as the leaders of country B believed that it did they would be deterred. The theory goes on to hold that country A can generally rely upon nuclear deterrence with any country except one that also has nuclear weapons or one that is protected by another country with nuclear weapons. If country B also has nuclear weapons and the leaders of country A know this, then A, according to theory, will be deterred from a nuclear attack on country B. This situation will result in a standoff. The same is true if country C does not have nuclear weapons, but is under the "umbrella" of country B that does have nuclear weapons. Country A will not retaliate against country C for fear of itself being retaliated against by country B. Thus, if country A has nuclear weapons and no other country has nuclear weapons, country A has freedom -- within the limits of its moral code, pressures of public opinion, and its willingness to flout international humanitarian law -- to threaten or use nuclear weapons without fear of retaliation in kind. For a short time the United States was the only country with nuclear weapons. It used these weapons twice on a nearly defeated enemy. Deterrence played no part. The United States never said to Japan, don't do this or we will attack you with nuclear weapons. Prior to using the nuclear weapons, these weapons were a closely guarded secret. From 1945 to the early 1950s, US strategic thinking saw free-fall nuclear weapons simply extending conventional bombing capabilities. The United States never said that it would attack another country with nuclear weapons if it did X, but this was implied by the recognized existence of US nuclear weapons, the previously demonstrated willingness of the US to use them, and the continued public testing of these weapons by the US in the Pacific.

Deterrence fails because it relies on certain standards of morality – Gaza strip proves

Kuttab 8 (Daoud, former Professor of Journalism at Princeton University, March 17th, 2008, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/kuttab14/English)

Every day in the Gaza Strip, strategic deterrence - the inhibition of attack by a fear of punishment backed up by superior military power - is being put to the test. The escalating spiral of violence by Israel and Gazan militants indicates not only that deterrence is failing, but also that its effectiveness depends on adherence to fundamental standards of morality. Some security strategists and war theorists argue that there may be nothing morally objectionable about deterrence in cases where the lives and welfare of a civilian population are not directly affected. The threat of retaliation that underpins its strategic effectiveness remains implicit and hypothetical. However, when deterrence becomes indistinguishable from collective punishment - barred under international law by Article 33 of the fourth Geneva convention - it is far less likely to achieve its intended result. Israel, which withdrew unilaterally to the periphery of Gaza in September 2005, has been seeking to prevent Palestinian resistance fighters from lobbing rockets into its territory. Shortly after redeploying to the borders of Gaza, Israel severely restricted ties between Gaza and the West Bank, as well as the movement of goods in or out of Gaza. When a pro-Hamas parliament was elected in a free and fair election in January 2006, the US and Israel led a campaign to prevent all banks, including Arab and Islamic banks, from dealing with the new government. Israel has consistently rejected Hamas's repeated offers of a ceasefire agreement in exchange for the lifting of the siege on Gaza. Public opinion polls carried out by the Dialog company and published in the Israeli daily Ha'aretz have shown that 64% of Israelis support an official dialogue with Hamas. But the Israeli government and army refuse, calling Hamas "terrorists" in order to deny them legitimacy, despite previously reaching understandings in southern Lebanon with Hizbullah, which they also consider a "terrorist organisation". The Israelis seem to believe that their only option is to tighten the screws on Gaza. In the name of deterrence, movement of people and goods has been almost entirely restricted. Yet the Palestinian resistance has responded with more rocket attacks. Israeli assassination campaigns against militants have merely led to further escalation on the Palestinian side. Indeed, every time Israel's deterrence efforts fail to produce the desired result, it ratchets up the siege in the hope that this will deliver some kind of knockout punch. The result has been a clear case of collective punishment in one of the most densely populated places on earth, with 3,823 people per square kilometre. Upon visiting Gaza, John Dugard, the UN special rapporteur on human rights, said that "Gaza is a prison and Israel seems to have thrown away the key". In January, for example, Israelis began using its monopoly on fuel supplies to punish Palestinians, a decision condemned the following month by Human Rights Watch. Joe Stork, Human Rights Watch's Middle East director, rejected Israel's justification of the fuel cuts as a way to force Palestinian armed groups to stop their rocket and suicide attacks. According to Stork, "the cuts are seriously affecting civilians who have nothing to do with these armed groups, and that violates a fundamental principle of the laws of war". Likewise, following the Israeli air strikes on Gaza in early March that killed more than 100 Palestinians, UN secretary-general Ban Ki-moon was moved to "condemn the disproportionate and excessive use of force that has killed and injured so many civilians, including children". Notwithstanding the UN secretary-general's statement, Israel claimed self-defence, as the air strikes followed a rocket attack from Gaza that killed an Israeli civilian in the border town of Sderot. However, in his book Crimes of War, Michael Byers, a Duke University law professor, argues that the use of force in self-defence "must not be unreasonable or excessive," and with regard to anticipatory action, the necessity must be "instant, overwhelming, leaving no choice of means, and no moment of deliberation." In fact, Israel persistently conflates self-defence and deterrence, while employing collective punishment to advance its strategic aims. This conception of deterrence failed in Lebanon in 2006, with Israel forced to accept a UN-sponsored ceasefire agreement, and it is no more likely to succeed in Gaza. Indeed, opinion polls conducted in Gaza show a spike in support for Hamas after every Israeli escalation. The international community must act quickly to force the Israelis to abandon its deterrence strategy and instead work on reaching an understanding that can result in a cessation of attacks by both sides. Only such an understanding can permit a start to the groundwork needed for a political resolution that can permanently end both the siege of Gaza and the occupation of Palestinian lands.

Deterrence and MAD only spur arms races and risk incidents like the Cuban Missile Crisis

Krieger 1 (David, founder of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, former Assistant Professor at the University of Hawaii and San Francisco State University, “Nuclear Deterrence, Missile Defenses and Global Instability”, April 2001, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2001/04/00_krieger_nuclear-deterrence.htm)
The Dangerous Game of Deterrence After the Soviet Union tested its first nuclear weapon in 1949, the dangerous game of nuclear deterrence began. Both the US and USSR warned that if attacked by nuclear weapons, they would retaliate in kind massively. They also extended their respective so-called nuclear deterrence "umbrellas" to particular countries within their orbits. As the arsenals of each country grew, they developed policies of Mutual Assured Destruction. Each country had enough weapons to completely destroy the other. Britain and France also developed nuclear arsenals because they did not want to rely upon the US nuclear umbrella, and to try to preserve their status as great powers. They worried that in a crisis the US might not come to their aid if it meant that the US risked annihilation by the USSR for doing so. China also developed a nuclear arsenal because it felt threatened by both the US and USSR. Israel, India, Pakistan and South Africa also developed nuclear arsenals, although South Africa eventually dismantled its small nuclear arsenal. Nuclear deterrence took different shapes with different countries. The US and USSR relied upon massive retaliation from their large arsenals of tens of thousands of nuclear weapons. The UK, France and China maintained smaller deterrent forces of a few hundred nuclear weapons each. India and Pakistan tested nuclear weapons and missile delivery systems, but it is uncertain whether they have yet deployed nuclear weapons. Israel, known to have some 200 nuclear weapons, offers only the ambiguous official statement that it will not be the first to introduce nuclear weapons into the Middle East. One obvious way that nuclear deterrence could fail is if one side could destroy the other side's nuclear forces in a first strike. To prevent this from happening, nuclear armed states have tried to make their nuclear forces invulnerable to being wiped out by a first strike attack. One way of doing this was to put the weapons underground, in the air and in the oceans. Many of the weapons on land were put in hardened silos, while those in the oceans were put on submarines that were difficult to locate underwater. For decades the strategic bombers of the US and USSR carrying nuclear weapons were kept constantly on alert with many in the air at any given moment. Nuclear deterrence became a game of sorts - a dangerous and potentially tragic one and also deeply selfish, irresponsible and lawless, risking all humanity and the planet. Countries had to protect their deterrence forces at all costs and not allow themselves to become vulnerable to a first strike attack on their nuclear forces. In a strange and perverse way, nuclear-armed countries became more committed to protecting their nuclear forces than they were to protecting their citizens. While they hardened their land-based missile silos and placed their submarines in the deep oceans, their citizens remained constantly vulnerable to nuclear attack. The game of nuclear deterrence required that no country become so powerful that it might believe that it could get away with a first strike attempt. It was this concern that drove the nuclear arms race between the US and USSR until the USSR was finally worn down by the economic burden of the struggle. It also ensured a high level of hostility between rival nuclear-armed countries, with great danger of misunderstandings - witness, for example, the Cuban missile crisis and many other less well-known scares. Mutual Assured Destruction lacked credibility, requiring the development of policies of "Flexible Response," which lowered the nuclear threshold, encouraged the belief that nuclear weapons could be used for war-fighting, increased the risk of escalation to all-out nuclear war, and stimulated more arms racing. Notice that a first strike doesn't require that one country actually have the force to overcome its opponent's nuclear forces. The leaders of the country only have to believe that it can do so. If the leaders of country A believe that country B is planning a first strike attack, country A may decide to initiate a preemptive strike. If the leaders of country A believe that the leaders of country B would not initiate a nuclear attack against them if they did X, then they might well be tempted to do X. They might be mistaken. This led to the "launch-on-warning" hair-trigger alert status between the US and Russia. More than ten years after the end of the Cold War, each country still has some 2,250 strategic warheads ready to be fired on a few moments' notice. Nuclear deterrence operates with high degrees of uncertainty, and this uncertainty increases, as does the possibility of irrationality, in times of crisis.

MAD is a thing of the past, it is time to rethink our military doctrine. 

Parrington, 97-  US air attaché to the Court of St. James, London, England. He is an F-4/F-15 command pilot who previously served as the Space Command–sponsored research fellow at Air University’s Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, and as the deputy foreign policy advisor to USCINCPAC. Colonel Parrington has published two articles on space warfare in Airpower Journal. He is a graduate of Air Command and Staff College and Air War College.( Alan J, Winter 97, “Mutually Assured Destruction Revisited”, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj97/win97/parrin.html#parrington). ee
MAD, of course, is an evolutionary defense strategy based on the concept that neither the United States nor its enemies will ever start a nuclear war because the other side will retaliate massively and unacceptably. MAD is a product of the 1950s’ US doctrine of massive retaliation, and despite attempts to redefine it in contemporary terms like flexible response and nuclear deterrence, it has remained the central theme of American defense planning for well over three decades.2 But MAD was developed during a time of unreliable missile technology and was based on a mortal fear of Communism, aggravated by ignorance of an unknown enemy that lurked behind an iron curtain. Times have changed. Missile guidance improvements have eliminated the need for multiple targeting by redundant weapon systems. More importantly, our enemies have changed as have our fears about Communist domination. It is time to rethink our baseline defense strategy and the doctrine behind it. The normal reaction to such a suggestion is the often heard: “Why tinker with something that has kept the peace for the past half-century?” Gen Henry H. “Hap” Arnold perhaps best answered this by asserting that modern equipment is but a step in time and that “any Air Force which does not keep its doctrines ahead of its equipment, and its vision far into the future, can only delude the nation into a false sense of security.”3 Furthermore, nuclear weapons did not keep the peace in Korea, Vietnam, Afghanistan, the Middle East, the Balkans, Africa, or Latin America, even though one side in those wars often possessed “the Bomb” and theoretically should have coerced the other side into submission.4 By one estimate, 125 million people have died in 149 wars since 1945.5 Well then, what about Western Europe? NATO’s threat to use atomic weapons against invading Warsaw Pact forces is said to have preserved the peace in a region where two world wars broke out this century.
The US strategy is flawed, nuclear arsenals are not the answer, we need to redefine our doctrine. 

Parrington, 97-  US air attaché to the Court of St. James, London, England. He is an F-4/F-15 command pilot who previously served as the Space Command–sponsored research fellow at Air University’s Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, and as the deputy foreign policy advisor to USCINCPAC. Colonel Parrington has published two articles on space warfare in Airpower Journal. He is a graduate of Air Command and Staff College and Air War College.( Alan J, Winter 97, “Mutually Assured Destruction Revisited”, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj97/win97/parrin.html#parrington). ee
Is there a safe way for the West to reduce its reliance on nuclear weapons without endangering national security? The question might better be posed by asking if we can eliminate our reliance on nuclear weapons without endangering our national existence anymore than it is threatened right now by the thousands of Soviet warheads still on alert, or in the near future when unstable nations like North Korea or Iraq acquire their own bombs. Arms control negotiators would tell us that the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) agreements are doing just that. But even if after the yet to be ratified START II and III are implemented in 2007, the United States and Russia will still have five thousand nuclear weapons on alert, more than enough to destroy civilization as we know it. What is worse is that by simply reducing the excess inventory of nuclear weapons, the superpowers send the signal that they believe nuclear arsenals to be a vital part of national security and integral to status as a world power. The constant admonition to developing nations to forgo their own weapons programs comes across as elitist hypocrisy, routinely falling on deaf ears. Proponents of national missile defense (NMD) systems argue their ideas will counter the emerging threat from nuclear proliferation, but promised technology appears farther and farther away. Even if Star Wars (the Strategic Defense Initiative) were to succeed, it would only defend against delivery systems and not the bombs themselves. Any nation unable to secure its borders against drug-running cartels will remain vulnerable to weapons that can fit in a suitcase, diplomatic pouch, or Ryder rental truck. Noble as it may be, NMD is no panacea. Even so, it is not really the nuclear missiles or warheads that are the problem: It is the flawed strategy behind the weapons that justifies noncombatants as targets, and in so doing makes all weapons of mass destruction so speciously attractive that is the greatest threat to national security. Many Americans may be surprised to learn that it was a fundamental shift in US military strategy 60 years ago that has led to the current dilemma.
Empirically proven, our military goes about war the wrong way- bombing isn’t always the answer. 

Parrington, 97-  US air attaché to the Court of St. James, London, England. He is an F-4/F-15 command pilot who previously served as the Space Command–sponsored research fellow at Air University’s Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, and as the deputy foreign policy advisor to USCINCPAC. Colonel Parrington has published two articles on space warfare in Airpower Journal. He is a graduate of Air Command and Staff College and Air War College.( Alan J, Winter 97, “Mutually Assured Destruction Revisited”, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj97/win97/parrin.html#parrington). ee
During the 1920s and 1930s, airmen in the United States and Europe became enamored with strategic bombing. They believed the stalemated trench warfare of World War I could be avoided by directly attacking and destroying the enemy’s center of gravity—its population’s will to resist.15 “Instead of wearing down the morale of the enemy civilians through the attrition of surface operations, air power, its protagonists believed, would be able to attack and pulverize it completely.”16 The localized panics caused by the German Gotha bomber attacks against London in World War I led airmen to believe that any nation could be brought to its knees by simply destroying the industrial base and causing widespread deprivations. The populations, it was argued, would rise up against the enemy government and cause it to sue for peace. It was even postulated that the threat of strategic bombing would “deter” an enemy from ever starting a war.17 World War II put these theories to the test. When it was over, strategic bombing proponents argued the destruction of German and Japanese industrial societies was “decisive.”18 Many independent analysts disagreed.19The facts were that despite the heroic sacrifices of the aircrews involved, strategic bombing never came close to its prewar predictions; and the costs in manpower, material, and moral factors posed serious questions about its value.20 In fact, the bombing of civilian areas was actually found to increase the enemy population’s will to resist rather than defeating it. It was widely acknowledged, for example, that the Luftwaffe lost the Battle of Britain when it switched from attacking military targets to attacking London.21 The German Blitz also angered many neutrals in the United States and eventually led to the entry of the United States into the war on Britain’s side, a fatal mistake for the fascists. Still, many Allied airmen remained unconvinced, clinging to their dogmatic beliefs that bombing alone could win a war against the Nazis. City after city was flattened, but the bombing had negative impact in forcing a German surrender. After the war, airmen argued that development of the atomic bomb vindicated their claim that strategic bombing could at least deter future wars. But as we have seen, this has not been the case. The way to curtail our dependence on nuclear weapons is to first recognize that strategic bombardment is counterproductive. Carl von Clausewitz, the grandfather of contemporary military strategy, wrote that the objective of war is to force an opponent to accept one’s political will. His statement that war is “an extension of political activity by other means” is often quoted.22 The means, however, have to support the ends. Professor Howard explains: Clausewitz had described war as a “remarkable trinity” composed of its political objective, its practical instruments and of popular passions, the social forces it expressed. It was the latter, he pointed out, that made the wars of the French Revolution so different in kind from those of Frederick the Great and which would probably so distinguish war in the future. In this he was right.23 While strategic bombing may have some positive, usually indirect, effect on the enemy instruments of war, it is also known to have a decidedly negative and immediate effect upon achieving the more important political objective, for it inflames enemy social passions into militant, often irrational, resistance.24 One need only think of Pearl Harbor (“A day that will live in infamy!”), the London Blitz, Stalingrad, or a similar campaign to appreciate the effect of strategic bombing on the national will to resist. If the objective of war is, as Clausewitz states, to convert the enemy’s political will, attacking his home, his family, his means of existence—in other words, his passions—is clearly antithetical to the aim. There is, unfortunately, the popular myth that massive and unrestricted application of strategic airpower, such as occurred in Japan in August 1945 or North Vietnam during Christmas 1972, can secure an honorable peace without the need for further action.25 This is nothing more than wishful, perhaps dangerous, thinking that falls apart under examination.26 

We live in an era of uncertainty- we have the tech, now we need to work on a new doctrine. 

Stephens, 2- author on politics, economics, and global affairs (Philip,  july 12, 2002, “A world of fear and uncertainty: A new security framework is needed to cope with the threat of nuclear proliferation and biological weapons”, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?&id=GALE%7CA88811174&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=STND&sw=w). ee
What has happened since September 11 is that we have returned to an era of uncertainty. Just as policymakers in the 1950s struggled to read the intentions of Stalin's Soviet Union and Mao Zedong's China, now it seems impossible to get a precise fix on the threat from outlaw states and al-Qaeda-style terrorism. It is a challenge to slot the new enemies into a conventional security architecture. The shared assumptions of rational self-interest that underpinned detente with Moscow are missing. Familiar military doctrines such as containment and deterrence no longer seem quite so relevant. The communists always balanced expansionism with the instinct for self-preservation. Islamic extremism does not recognise a need to build western-style political constituencies. So, unlike most terrorist groups, it seeks to inflict limitless civilian casualties. All this feeds the confusion as to when and from where the next attack will emerge - and in what form. The uncertainties and unpredictabilities are multiplied by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. You do not have to look far to be alarmed. As an exhaustive investigation published by the FT this week underlined, the spread of the materials and scientific secrets of nuclear and biological warfare and the almost routine transfer of sensitive missile technology are the price we are paying for post-cold-war complacency. Russia, China and North Korea have been the main proliferators. But the west has turned a blind eye to its commercial complicity. The immediate risks lie in further nuclear proliferation. We have seen where that could lead in the latest confrontation between India and Pakistan. All the signs are that Saddam Hussein is still intent on making Iraq the world's ninth nuclearpower. The technology is readily available. And a tennis-ball-sized sphere of plutonium is all that it takes to build a bomb comparable to those that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 
Our security framework is outdated- nukes are not the only answer. 

Stephens, 2- author on politics, economics, and global affairs (Philip,  july 12, 2002, “A world of fear and uncertainty: A new security framework is needed to cope with the threat of nuclear proliferation and biological weapons”, http://go.galegroup.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/ps/i.do?&id=GALE%7CA88811174&v=2.1&u=lom_umichanna&it=r&p=STND&sw=w). ee
What is needed now is a new security framework - more complex than that of the cold war but grounded in the same essential principles. Military primacy has to be buttressed by multilateralism, by agreements to entrench a shared interest in non-proliferation and the defeat of terrorist networks. Security will depend on alliances, on the offer of guarantees and on the mutual commitments from which, sadly, the US seems intent on withdrawing. The strategic geography of the cold war was fairly simple. Deterrence kept the peace in Europe and relatively low-level, albeit cruel, proxy conflicts preserved an approximate balance elsewhere. Now the topography is replete with mountains, caves and treacherous ravines. But the traps and obstacles strengthen rather than weaken the case for coherent security structures. Invading Iraq is a tactic. To feel safe again we need a strategy. 
SMD KT Deterrence

SMD is crucial to deter against the emergence of new rivals

Spring 09 (Baker-Master’s degree in national security studies, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy, “Obama Missile Defense Plan Puts the Nation at Risk”, 6/29/09, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/06/obama-missile-defense-plan-puts-america-at-risk) np

On February 2, 2009, Iran successfully launched a satellite into orbit using a rocket with technology similar to that used in long-range ballistic missiles. On May 20, 2009, Iran test-fired a 1,200-mile solid-fueled ballistic missile. North Korea attempted to launch a satellite on April 6, 2009, which, while failing to place the satellite in orbit, delivered its payload some 2,390 miles away in the Pacific Ocean. This was followed by a North Korean explosive nuclear weapons test on May 25, 2009. The ballistic-missile threat to the U.S. and its friends and allies is growing. Under these circumstances, common sense would dictate that the Obama Administration support full funding for the U.S. missile defense program. What does the Administration do? On April 6, 2009, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced that the Obama Administration's fiscal year (FY) 2010 broader defense budget would reduce the ballistic-missile budget by $1.4 billion.[1] This reduction was applied against an undisclosed baseline. The defense budget itself was released on May 7, 2009.[2] The budget reveals that overall missile defense spending in FY 2010, including for the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and the Army, will be reduced to $9.3 billion from $10.92 billion in FY 2009.[3] This $1.62 billion total reduction represents an almost 15 percent decline in U.S. military spending. This budget can be charitably described as a lackadaisical approach by the Obama Administration to meet the urgent requirement of defending Americans and U.S. friends and allies against ballistic-missile attack. This weak response by the Obama Administration comes at a time when polls show that Americans, by overwhelming margins, want the federal government to protect them against missile attack. A May 7-10, 2009, poll conducted by Opinion Research Corporation for the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance reveals that 88 percent of the respondents believe that the federal government should field a system for countering ballistic missiles capable of carrying weapons of mass destruction.[4] Unfortunately, the limits in the overall defense budget adopted by Congress make restoring funding to the missile defense program difficult. Nevertheless, Congress should seek both near- and long-term approaches to funding the missile defense program. Congress should also explore options for strengthening missile defense by better using the resources that are available under an admittedly inadequate defense budget. Further, Congress and the American people need to be reminded that while the United States has made progress in positioning missile defense systems in the field in recent years, the U.S. remains highly vulnerable to this threat. This is no time for the U.S. to slow the pace of developing and deploying effective defenses against ballistic missiles. Indeed, the Obama Administration and Congress need to accelerate the effort by focusing on developing and deploying the systems that offer the greatest capability. A detailed proposal for proceeding with the most effective systems was issued by the Independent Working Group on missile defense earlier this year.[5]The proposal specifically refers to space-based and sea-based defenses as the most effective components of the layered missile defense system design advocated by the Bush Administration. While the sea-based systems have continued to make progress in recent years, the effort to develop and deploy space-based interceptors has continued to languish. In accordance with the recommendations of the Independent Working Group, Congress should take the following steps: Attempt to restore funding to the overall missile defense program to build additional interceptors in Alaska, California, and Europe for countering long-range missiles; Support the Multiple Kill Vehicle (MKV) system (which allows more than one kill vehicle to be launched from a single booster) that the Obama Administration wants to terminate; Adopt language for preserving options for the continued development of the Airborne Laser (ABL) system; Provide support for continued pursuit of boost-phase missile defenses using modified air-to-air missiles; Strengthen the Obama Administration's own proposals for aggressive pursuit of sea-based missile-defense systems; and Adopt a finding that identifies ballistic missiles that transit space as space weapons.

The layered system would make it nearly impossible for the US to get hit
Canavan 01 (Dr. Gregory-Ph.D. in Applied Science from the University of California, Space-Based Missile Defense: Has Its Time Come?, May 16, 2001---Marshall Institute)np
Of course, boost phase doesn’t have to be from space. In limited circumstances, surface-based possibilities are quite efficient for the threats which are accessible to them – addressing missiles and boost from, say, North Korea, Iraq, parts of Iran, and some Libyan launches, by putting interceptors on nearby ships in international waters or on secure Allied bases. But as threats grow – either in number or extent inland – the easy defenses go away. If you want to have a survivable, global missile defense with a boostphase layer, then you are driven to a space-based system. But the key element is this: if you have multi-layer defenses with a 90 percent effectiveness in each of three layers, then the overall probability of a given weapon penetrating is about a tenth of a percent. And that is the level you have to get down to, before you are serious about protecting an urban value.

Current missile defense systems fail to deter Russia, China, and rogue states – SMD key to global missile defense capabilities 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 

Yet there is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, have placed a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals. And a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the decimation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct threat to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must deploy a system that is capable of comprehensive protection of the American homeland as well as its overseas forces and its allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Over the long term, U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. Our strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision-making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – would provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology and national security. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of technologies needed to overcome it, particularly with regard to ballistic missiles. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has emerged since President Bush’s historic December 2002 announcement of an “initial set” of missile defense capabilities provides extremely limited coverage, and no global capability. Instead, by the administration’s own admission, it is intended as a limited defense against a small, rogue state threat scenario. Left unaddressed are the evolving missile arsenals of – and potential missile threats from – strategic competitors such as Russia and China as well as terrorists launching short-range missiles such as Scuds from off-shore vessels. 
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Yet there is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, have placed a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals. And a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the decimation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct threat to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must deploy a system that is capable of comprehensive protection of the American homeland as well as its overseas forces and its allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Over the long term, U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. Our strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision-making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – would provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology and national security. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of technologies needed to overcome it, particularly with regard to ballistic missiles. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has emerged since President Bush’s historic December 2002 announcement of an “initial set” of missile defense capabilities provides extremely limited coverage, and no global capability. Instead, by the administration’s own admission, it is intended as a limited defense against a small, rogue state threat scenario. Left unaddressed are the evolving missile arsenals of – and potential missile threats from – strategic competitors such as Russia and China as well as terrorists launching short-range missiles such as Scuds from off-shore vessels. 

Space based interceptors key 

Spring 7- (Baker Spring is F M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. (February 6, “The Still Enduring Features of the Debate Over Missile Defense”, Heritage Foundation Reports), Lexis Nexis) E.L.

The appropriate response to proposals for a less effective defense system is to propose a truly effective one. This alternative system will include a wider array of sea-based interceptors and a constellation of space-based interceptors. The latter component is essential. In proposing this alternative, missile defense proponents in Congress should make it clear that those who do not support this alternative are effectively opposed to providing the best possible defense to the American people, troops deployed abroad, and U.S. friends and allies.
BMD good for deterrence

IFPA 10 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, develops innovative strategies for new security challenges, conducts studies, workshops, and conferences on national security and foreign policy issues and produces innovative reports, briefings, and publications the IFPA’s products and services help government policymakers, military and industry leaders, and the broader public policy communities make informed deci- sions in a complex and dynamic global environment, January 21, 2010, “Air, Space, & Cyberspace Power in the 21st-Century”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/USAFreportweb.pdf) JB

Deterrence was discussed extensively at the conference, includ- ing but extending beyond nuclear deterrence. In his 2009 Prague speech President Obama outlined a vision of “global zero” with re- spect to nuclear weapons. The 2010 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) calls for reduced U.S. emphasis on nuclear weapons, which never- theless remain vital to U.S. security as long as other nations contin- ue to possess such weapons. The NPR retains the triad of strategic nuclear forces. The Air Force has command responsibilities for two of the three legs, ICBMs and bombers. With respect to NATO de- terrence strategy, the issue of non-strategic nuclear forces (NSNF) has come to the fore again. For the USAF, important force structure and modernization is- sues are bound up with the nuclear debate. Apart from the future of the manned bomber platform and missile defense, three issues are of particular importance to the USAF: 1) the future of non-nu- clear strategic deterrence; 2) Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) procurement and allied thinking on the modernization of dual-capable aircraft (DCA); and 3) the need to sustain the Air Force’s nuclear enter- prise. Each has broad importance for twenty-first-century deter- rence, as discussed later in this report.
We should put ballistic missile into space for purely defense purposes. 

STEELE, 1- thesis in MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE and Military Space Applications, and graduate student from sienna college (June 1, 2001, Claire E., “The Weaponization of Space a Strategic Estimate”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll2/id/459/rv/singleitem/rec/15). EE
The late Lieutenant General (Ret.) Daniel O. Graham, USA, published three books in the mid-1980s supporting the defensive weapons only position. The Non-Nuclear Defense of Cities; To Provide for the Common Defense, the Case for Space Defense; and We Must Put an End to MADness all advocate a defensive system of satellites and nonnuclear weapons. Graham stated, “We can place into space the means to defend these peaceful endeavors from interference or attack by hostile powers. We can deploy in space a purely defensive system of weapons satellites using non-nuclear weapons which will deny any hostile power a rational option for attacking our space vehicles or from delivering an effective first strike with ballistic missiles.”26 Graham further declared, “We need not abrogate current treaties to pursue these defensive options. A United Nations treaty prohibits placement of weapons of mass destruction in space, but does not prohibit defensive space weapons.l”27 Graham’s challenge is defining how to assure a defensive weapon will only be used for defensive purposes. Space Weapons and the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) is Crockett L. Grabbe’s bid for a strategic defense plan that does not position offensive weapons in space. Grabbe presented an overview of SDI and explored the developments between 1983 and 1991. He supports a space-based ballistic defense capability, but not the use of ASAT. Grabbe pointed out that, The problem posed by the development of ASATs is that they put satellites in danger that play a vital role in current nuclear stability. Both sides depend upon their satellites for early warning of a nuclear attack, treaty verification, crisis monitoring, reconnaissance (spying), communication and navigation. All of these provide vital information on the other side’s activities and have been an essential link in the arms control process. Without such knowledge, it is always natural to assume the worst about what the other side is doing. In the event of a crisis, there would be a strong temptation for one side to deny information to the other side by knocking out its satellites. Such an eventuality would greatly magnify the chances of a crisis leading to a nuclear war. It is thus important that the development of these weapons be stopped by bilateral agreements to reduce the risk of nuclear war “Space Superiority is Fleeting” is an article published by then US Commander-in-Chief, US Space Command (USCINCSPACE), General Richard B. Myers in the 1 January 2000 issue of Aviation Week and Space Technology. General Myers believes that the US leads today in the quest for space superiority, but also that the lead is by default and the gap is closing. Myers stated that unless the US acts now to defend its space systems, its advantage will dissolve and eventually turn against the US. Myers’ plans for defense of US space assets are the following capabilities: hardening against attack, detection and reporting of an attack, ability to locate attacking systems, assessment of damage, and ability to restore capability. Dr. David Finkleman spoke to the American Philosophical Society Millennial Symposium in April 2000 on the topic “Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD); Space and the Danger of Nuclear War.” Dr. Finkleman believes the most likely nuclear war would be a limited exchange among smaller nations with the object of intimidation, not annihilation. He stated a case that BMD is technically feasible and should be pursued as a defensive measure. “If there are no defenses, attacks with predictable, if not devastating outcomes, are more likely.”29 Thus, Graham, Grabbe, Myers, and Finkleman all believe the US should employ weapons in space only as a defensive measure. Under the defensive weapons and measures only course of action, the US should not be the first to attack another country’s assets located in space. 

SBL deter pre-emptive missile launches against the US
Pfaltzgraff 09 (Dr. Robert L., Jr., President of The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, work encompasses alliance relations, crisis management, missile defense, the development and conduct of gaming exercises, arms control issues, and strategic planning in the emerging security environment. He holds an M.A. in international relations, a Ph.D. in political science, and an M.B.A. in international business from the University of Pennsylvania, “Space and U.S. Security: A Net Assessment”, January 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf)np
The SBL platform would intercept ballistic missiles by focusing and maintaining a high-powered laser on the missile while its rockets are burning and it is vulnerable to even a small perturbation that could ignite the rocket fuel and destroy the missile. A missile that is struck early in its boost phase could dispense its deadly payload over the country of launch, thus creating in itself a possible deterrent to launching missiles against the United States and its forward deployed forces. (Countries contemplating the use of missile-delivered weapons of mass destruction would have to consider the possibility that the payload would fall within their own borders). If the missile were engaged near the end of its boost phase, it still might fly a ballistic trajec​tory, but one that would fall short of its intended target. And as noted above, SBLs could perform an active discrimination mission, aiding SBIs and other midcourse-capable defenses in intercepting the attacking missile before it re-enters the Earth’s atmosphere. Given that of all possible basing modes, space-based defenses offer the widest coverage and largest number of intercept opportunities, and the fact that little if anything has been done to take advantage of space defense technologies that were mature more than fifteen years ago, a new initiative is required to bring that technology and its potential up to date. A streamlined technology-limited development program based on the Brilliant Pebbles program could be designed to demonstrate within three years the feasibility of a constellation of space-based interceptors to intercept ballistic missiles in all phases of flight—boost, midcourse, and terminal.
SMD deters threats before adversaries attempt attacks

Frederick 08 (Lorinda A.- a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, JUNE 2008---Air University Research Management System)np
The previous discussion about the historical progression of SBMD programs highlighted the potential of SBMD to deter threats and protect US interests if deterrence should fail. Many characteristics of space-based missile defenses could create uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries about whether or not they could achieve their aims.29 These characteristics include rapid responsiveness, global power projection, and constant presence. SBMD could respond to boosting missiles before they have the opportunity to deploy countermeasures. The current BMD architecture cannot intercept missiles in their boost phase because its terrestrially based interceptors are designed for midcourse and terminal phase intercepts. “Boost-phase intercepts are preferable because they destroy ballistic missiles over the enemy’s territory before multiple reentry vehicles, sub munitions, and/or penetration aids can be released.”30 SBMD could engage threats before they can employ countermeasures and saturate terminal and midcourse defenses.31

SMDs necessary for protecting against missile threats

Croakely 10 (Sean P, major with B.A. from Norwich University, 2010, dodreports.com, "Defense Space Support to Civil Authority: How Can Policy Be Improved?" pg. 21, http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada524497.pdf, MM) 

Understanding space policy requires dispelling certain common misconceptions. The topic of space evokes many different mental pictures, abstractions, and therefore inspires some futuristic ideas of what space activity actually entails. There are underlying assumptions concerning space systems and their appropriate application. One assumption is that missile threats can all be defeated by sea or land based systems alone. Another assumption is that space defense means Reagan era “Star Wars.” However, a deeper analysis reveals how much broader space defense and security is. A similar assumption is that space systems operate in a linear manner to conduct missions, when in actuality they are simultaneous or multi-tasking in their execution of operations as a platform. A satellite platform can perform multiple functions across multiple disciplines, simultaneously. Another assumption is that satellites are difficult to launch or that they are easy to maintain, or “launch and forget.” A review of applicable space systems will allow an understanding of how policy can improve in defense space support to civil authority. Understanding what capabilities exist will allow an understanding of whether or not the current U.S. National Space Policy should be revised.

SMDs key to protecting homeland airspace: funding needed

Croakely 10 (Sean P, major with B.A. from Norwich University, 2010, dodreports.com, "Defense Space Support to Civil Authority: How Can Policy Be Improved?" pg. 59, http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada524497.pdf, MM) 

The majority of this ongoing defense support to civil authority to DHS occurs through U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM), North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD), and USNORTHCOM’s standing Joint Task Forces (JTF). Some examples are JTF North and JTF National Capitol Region. Unfortunately, an operation by DoD like Operation Noble Eagle is expensive and difficult to sustain. The operation cost DoD approximately $3 billion per year (Bolkcom 2006, 2). Defending airspace is necessary; however, DHS is not resourced with a civil air patrol capable of securing homeland airspace, or conducting ballistic/cruise missile defense. Additionally, efficient use of integrated air defense between detection methods, targeting and re-direction, and the aircraft; defies current DHS resourcing. However, DoD is resourced for these functions. Figure 6 depicts DHS resourcing for FY2006-2011.

Only SMD solves

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 

 During the Cold War, the United States relied on the nuclear triad to deter ballistic missile threats emanating from the Soviet Union. Today, the threat is expanding to include rogue elements and proliferators of missile technologies undeterred by Cold War methods. Missile technology is growing despite political attempts to stop it. The United States and other nations are fielding advanced missile defenses to counter the threat posed by proliferating ballistic missiles. However, this air-, land-, and sea-based missile defense architecture lacks redundancy and depends on the proper positioning of assets to intercept missiles in their midcourse and terminal phases of flight. This architecture also lacks a reliable capability to intercept missiles during the boost phase—a capability perhaps best provided from space.

Conventional weapons no longer deter, four reasons

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
After the Cold War, deterring ballistic missile threats became more complicated due not only to the increasing numbers of nuclear-capable states but also to the rise of hostile rogue elements within a state as well as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), along with missile technology and expertise.6 According to joint doctrine, “the predominant threat is not from a competing superpower, but more likely from the deliberate launch of a ballistic missile from a ‘rogue state,’ failed state, or terrorist group.”7 Yet, the United States has difficulty tracking ballistic missiles due to the shortage of accurate and reliable intelligence, having “been surprised in the past by an opponent’s earlier-than-expected military technology, including the testing of the Soviet hydrogen bomb, the testing of missiles by Iraq and North Korea, and the acquisition of Chinese missiles by Saudi Arabia.”8 Consequently, the “proliferation of advanced technologies for missiles, guidance systems, and WMD warheads has increased the potential missile threat to the homeland” (emphasis in original).9 Today, the United States must attempt to deter both state and non-state actors. Non-state actors and rogue elements complicate deterrence for a number of reasons.10 First, rogue elements’ decision makers are harder to identify and locate, let alone deter, than their state counterparts. Without the ability to attribute the use of WMDs to a rogue-element actor, or even its state sponsor, the United States may have difficulty deterring an attack. Leaders of rogue elements and proliferators threaten US, regional, and global security interests because they defy international laws or norms of international behavior and use asymmetric means to attack law-abiding nations. Second, the fact that states operate more in the open allows the United States to gauge their perceptions, based on their actions: “The objective of deterrence is to convince potential adversaries that courses of action that threaten U.S. national interests will result in outcomes that are decisively worse than they could achieve through alternative courses of action.”11 Because rogue elements do not operate in the open, the United States cannot accurately gauge their perceptions of capability and will. Third, the United States cannot threaten to inflict substantial costs on rogue elements that have few high-value assets, minimal territorial claims, and small populations, compared to their state counterparts.12 An adversary’s hidden calculation of cost, benefits, and risks complicates the US approach to deterrence. Fourth, it may prove difficult to discern what is important to rogue elements. The United States could easily assume that they share its goals and values—but this is a dangerous assumption. Fifth, the United States has neither established nor exercised communication channels with rogue elements to the same extent that it has with state actors. Communication is a necessary component of deterrence strategy with regard to relaying the United States’ intent to respond to aggression. Even after receiving a clear message, rogue elements may not be deterred. BMD could help the United States deter aggression and respond should deterrence fail.
Missile defense prevents escalation and is the best form of deterrence.

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
BMD should primarily be considered a vital part of a deterrent strategy and secondarily an effective tool to protect against ballistic missile attacks. BMD is an integral part of deterrence because it makes escalation less likely. Confidence in BMD technology may allow US decision makers to accept an increased risk of attack and allow time for other instruments of power to defuse the situation. Adversaries must consider US defensive capabilities in relation to their offensive capabilities. Confident that inbound ballistic missiles will not reach the homeland, the United States could choose not to respond in kind to such provocation. Extending BMD to friendly states bolsters deterrence because it effectively conveys to potential aggressors the US commitment to defense. Extended deterrence can keep other states out of the conflict. For example, the United States provided Israel with theater missile defense (TMD) during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm to protect the Israelis and keep them out of the broader conflict. Extended deterrence may encourage allies to “forgo indigenous development or procurement of duplicative military capabilities, thereby enhancing US counter-proliferation efforts.”13 BMD is more than just a defensive measure that the United States possesses to knock down threatening missiles. Decision makers should think of it as a vital part of deterrence to help restrain rogue elements and proliferators
SMDs deter better, more advanced tech

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
President Bush faced the daunting task of shifting the United States from bipolar to multipolar threats. The Warsaw Pact dissolved in 1989, as did the Soviet Union two years later.24 Regional threats, such as those from Iraq and Iran, as well as continued missile proliferation, became more apparent. Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990 and the global response in the form of Desert Storm charted a course for multilateral relationships. During the Cold War, space systems had focused on the strategic threat posed by the Soviet Union, but as the strategic environment shifted, they began to support multiple regional threats. President Bush’s administration reviewed SDI as part of a broader examination of US strategic requirements for an emerging “New World Order” in which assured destruction no longer formed the basis of deterrence.25 The review concluded that the most important threat to the United States would come from unauthorized or terrorist attacks by limited numbers of missiles. Additionally, deployed US forces would face increasing threats from shorter-ranged theater missiles due to the proliferation of ballistic missile technology. Responding to this change in threat, President Bush announced that the DOD was refocusing the SDI program away from defending against a massive Soviet missile attack towards implementing a system known as Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS), designed to protect US forces overseas, US friends and allies, and the United States itself from accidental, unauthorized, and/or limited ballistic missile strikes.26 GPALS had three components, only one of which—Brilliant Pebbles—relied on space. Space capabilities played a supporting role in the other two components—TMD and limited NMD. A constellation of small, autonomous, kinetic-energy interceptors, Brilliant Pebbles would detect and destroy ballistic missiles in their boost, post-boost, and early midcourse phases of flight.27 A March 1992 report to Congress highlighted the potential of Brilliant Pebbles for intercepting every Iraqi Scud missile launched against Israel and Saudi Arabia during the Gulf War.28 This insight was based on simulations of actual Defense Support Program data collected on Scud launches. The space-based laser (SBL), another program that showed potential for missile defense, sought to detect, track, engage, and destroy theater and strategic ballistic missiles in their boost, postboost, and midcourse phases29 The program examined the capability of directed-energy weapons, such as lasers, to destroy targets on or above Earth’s surface.30 Energy delivered by a laser would propagate at the speed of light and stay on target until that energy accumulated to a destructive level.31 After destroying the missile, the laser could quickly target the next missile and continue this process until it ran out of either fuel or targets.32 Multiple SBLs could increase the probability of the missile defense architecture’s successfully intercepting incoming missiles. Reassured because the deterrent effect of its missile arsenal would remain intact for the time being, the Soviet Union (now Russia) welcomed the Bush administration’s shift from SDI, which emphasized defense against large-scale attacks, to GPALS, which emphasized defense against limited attacks. But rogue elements and other states now had cause for concern since the United States was on a fast track to acquiring BMD capabilities that could negate missile technology they might acquire. President Bush appreciated the value of missile defenses and had the will to field them.
lack of SMD leaves US in a dangerous and vulnerable position

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
President Clinton continued the shift in focus of missile defense programs from national to theater applications during his administration. This shift became apparent in his narrow interpretation of the ABM Treaty’s prohibition of the development, testing, and deployment of sea-, air-, space-, and mobile land-based ABM systems and components.33 Showing its support for missile defense, Congress continued to fund SBMD development programs. However, because President Clinton preferred land-based missile defense programs over space-based programs, he ended Brilliant Pebbles.34 The Advanced Technology Kill Vehicle program, which used technology developed through Brilliant Pebbles to produce small, lightweight kill vehicles for use in surface-based interceptors, died as well. President Clinton also cancelled the Clementine II space probe due to concerns about violating the ABM Treaty.35 By firing small projectiles at asteroids, it would test technologies for use in missile defense applications.36 Clementine II would have demonstrated SBMD-relevant technologies to quell political concerns about the potential of Brilliant Pebbles technology.37 The first Clementine technology demonstration program also attempted to space-qualify first-generation Brilliant Pebbles miniature, self-contained hardware and software.38 “This Clementine mission achieved many of its technology objectives during its flight to the Moon in early 1994 but, because of a software error, was unable to test the autonomous tracking of a cold target.”39 Fluctuating political concerns and differing interpretations of the ABM Treaty reflected changes in the US will to deploy SBMD. These cancellations might have been an instinctive reaction to the end of the Cold War and the perceived lack of a credible ballistic missile threat. However, the world became more dangerous following the Cold War because, instead of the threat emanating from one country, now it came from many smaller countries. Not realizing that the ballistic missile threat was increasing, the United States cut funds for missile defense, and teams of technologists either moved on to other projects or disbanded. The world remained a dangerous place, so the nation still needed the benefits that missile defenses could offer. In 1998 the Iranians flight-tested their medium-ranged Shahab-3 missile, quickly followed by a North Korean Taepodong-1 missile launch demonstrating their capability to extend the missile’s range by using a third stage.40 Reacting to these two events, the United States began development of TMD, a light, mobile, land-based BMD system that would thwart very limited nuclear attacks.
SMDs solve

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
Many characteristics of SBMD could create uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries about whether or not they could achieve their aims.48 Space provides access to threats in areas that terrestrial, maritime, and airborne defenses cannot reach. SBMD is capable of destroying ballistic missiles over the enemy’s territory before they release multiple reentry vehicles or countermeasures designed to thwart defenses. The constant forward presence of SBMD could allow the United States to limit its military footprint on foreign soil and support many military operations simultaneously. Land- and sea-based interceptors have to be placed in areas where they can provide credible protection from ballistic missile attacks. Pre-positioning infrastructure, supplies, and equipment may shorten response times when hostilities erupt, but they are costly and difficult to sustain. SBMD allows a nonintrusive forward presence because it does not require the pre-positioning of assets on other territories. Furthermore, employing SBMD is not contingent on approval from another nation. The continued presence of US assets on foreign soil depends on the host nation’s accepting or approving the mission that those assets support. If defenses are not in position, deterrence is reduced. Stationed in the right orbits in the right quantities, SBMD could deter or defend against attacks around-the-clock, especially if used in concert with other sea- and land-based missile defenses.
Even if they win that counter-measures inevitable, SBMD solves back

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
Potential adversaries may develop countermeasures in response to the US fielding of an SBMD because the latter would make their capabilities ineffective. R&D of countermeasures, which takes time and money, may result in reduced payload and/or range of the missile. These monetary and performance costs may be enough to deter an adversary from attempting countermeasures. One countermeasure against non-kinetic SBMD capabilities—hardened missiles—could have a reduced payload due to the added weight of the hardening material and additional fuel needed to reach the required distances. The adversary could also field more missiles to saturate the missile defense architecture.49 The saturation point depends upon the numbers of both space-based and terrestrially based interceptors deployed. Because decoys and countermeasures are deployed after boost phase, SBMD could lighten the load for midcourse and terminal-phase defenses. The adversary could also shift from ballistic missiles to cruise missiles but would pay a penalty in terms of speed, reach, and destructive potential. These penalties, in combination with existing cruise missile defenses, could make an attack less likely to succeed. Space sensors designed to trigger SBMD could also trigger TMD to intercept cruise missiles. SBMD could increase the effectiveness of the current BMD architecture even if the adversary employs countermeasures. Credible capabilities have the potential to deny an adversary’s objectives and therefore may deter him from employing ballistic missiles altogether. Key political decisions help explain the progress (or lack thereof) made towards exploring and developing the potential of SBMD.
New threats means that we need a new means of deterrence: SMD

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 

SBMD progressed through various programs, such as GPALS, Brilliant Pebbles, Clementine, and SBL, despite dwindling support from presidential administrations following President Reagan’s. Pres. George W. Bush paved the way for the next administration to put SBMD on the international agenda. According to The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (2006), the United States may need new approaches to deter state and nonstate actors and deny them the objectives of their attacks.50 Additionally, the National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (2002) states that “today’s threats are far more diverse and less predictable than those of the past. States hostile to the United States and to our friends and allies have demonstrated their willingness to take high risks to achieve their goals, and are aggressively pursuing WMD and their means of delivery as critical tools in this effort. As a consequence, we require new methods of deterrence.”51
SMD doesn't need to be perfect, implementation would be enough to solve 

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
The United States may need to examine the standards it applies to the fielding of other BMD systems and adjust expectations for an initial SBMD capability. Henry Kissinger has commented on the standard of perfection applied to missile defense: The experts had all the technical arguments on their side, but Reagan had got hold of an elemental political truth: in a world of nuclear weapons, leaders who make no effort to protect their peoples against accident, mad opponents, nuclear proliferation, and a whole host of other foreseeable dangers, invite the opprobrium of posterity if disaster ever does occur. That it was not possible at the beginning of a complicated research program to demonstrate SDI’s maximum effectiveness was inherent in the complexity of the problem; no weapon would ever have been developed if it first had had to submit to so perfectionist a criterion.55 Fielding even imperfect elements of the architecture may deter an adversary, as occurred in Desert Storm when imperfect TMD helped keep Israel out of the war. The fact that senior leaders and policy makers tend to focus on current issues because they are more tangible puts the United States at risk of not funding research critical to its future defense. America may need to avoid pressures to sacrifice long-term research for the sake of short-term procurement by moving away from having policy determine the technologies pursued and letting feasible technologies inform policies necessary to deter threats.

SMDs key to solve WMD threats and to deter aggressive nations

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
Credible deterrence depends on technological capability and political will. During the Cold War, the United States relied on the nuclear triad to deter ballistic missile threats emanating from the Soviet Union. These capabilities reinforced the political will expressed through policies such as massive retaliation and assured destruction. We had no defense against ballistic missile attacks. Today, the nuclear triad still deters threats from Russia and China; however, the threat has expanded to include rogue elements and proliferators undeterred by Cold War methods. The current land- and sea-based missile defense architecture provides a limited defense against these threats, but it lacks redundancy and depends on the proper positioning of assets to intercept missiles in their midcourse and terminal phases of flight. Attaching a monetary figure to SBMD is difficult. A cost/benefit assessment should include potential cost savings in other parts of the missile defense architecture in relation to the benefits, including rapid responsiveness, global power projection, and constant presence. The United States must also consider the cost of expanding current missile defense layers to achieve the added deterrent and protective effect that SBMD could provide. Putting a monetary value on deterrence represents the main difficulty of a comprehensive assessment. The continued proliferation of ballistic missile technology to states and rogue elements warrants increased research into SBMD. The United States should continue to demonstrate the international will necessary to help deter the proliferation of ballistic missiles while providing the capability to defend against rogue elements should deterrence fail.

SBMD key to deterrence – BMD’s fail 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

SBMD Characteristics The previous discussion about the historical progression of SBMD programs highlighted the potential of SBMD to deter threats and protect US interests if deterrence should fail. Many characteristics of space-based missile defenses could create uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries about whether or not they could achieve 18 their aims.29 These characteristics include rapid responsiveness, global power projection, and constant presence. SBMD could respond to boosting missiles before they have the opportunity to deploy countermeasures. The current BMD architecture cannot intercept missiles in their boost phase because its terrestrially based interceptors are designed for midcourse and terminal phase intercepts. “Boost-phase intercepts are preferable because they destroy ballistic missiles over the enemy’s territory before multiple reentry vehicles, sub munitions, and/or penetration aids can be released.”30 SBMD could engage threats before they can employ countermeasures and saturate terminal and midcourse defenses.31 The global power projection characteristic of SBMD makes this rapid response possible and lets these interceptors have better access to missiles in the boost phase. Space provides access to areas terrestrial, maritime, and airborne defenses cannot reach. Missile threats may be located deep within denied territories. A properly designed orbital constellation could have access to any launch site an adversary hopes to use. The constant forward presence of SBMD would let the United States limit its military footprint on foreign soil and support many on-going military operations at once. Land- and sea-based interceptors would have to be based all over the world in order to provide credible protection from ballistic missile attacks. The size and capability of military forces deployed forward depends on the US’ relationship with the host nation and the threat level in the region. The pre-positioning of infrastructure, supplies, and equipment allows the United States to shorten response times when hostilities erupt but they are costly to sustain. Command and control of SBMD could take place from domestic or international ground stations. SBMD are always in position to perform their duties and do not require basing elements on overseas territories. SBMD allows a non-intrusive forward presence because it does not require the pre-positioning of assets on other territories. The increasingly diverse nature of global operations is challenging because it is not always possible to deploy forward naval, land, and air forces to certain regions. This may be due to any number of reasons, including a lack of foreign support for the US presence, the finite supply of men and equipment, and the costs associated with maintaining a US presence. Air, land, and sea BMD capabilities have the potential to put US military men and women in harm’s way. Employing SBMD is not contingent on approval from another nation. The continued presence of US assets on foreign soil depends on the host nation accepting or approving the mission those assets support. If the defenses are not in position, they cannot deter threats. Stationed in the right orbits in the right quantities, SBMD could project power around-the-clock. The United States may need the ability to respond in a timely manner to rapidly emerging threats, anywhere in the world. 

Our Internal-link is perception based – SBMD enhances deterrence 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

Credible capabilities and the will to use them form the basis for deterrence. During the Cold War, the United States relied on its ability to inflict massive punishment. Since rogue elements and proliferators are unlikely to be deterred by threats of punishment, the United States is developing capabilities to defend itself from aggression. SBMD could extend these capabilities and thereby enhance the US’ ability to deter ballistic missile threats. Demonstrations of SBMD could lead potential adversaries to question whether ballistic missiles will help them achieve their goals. Even limited or imperfect defenses could serve to deter. The United States may only need to create the perception that it could overcome its adversaries.35 Programs such as GPALS, Brilliant Pebbles, Clementine, and SBL brought the United States closer to realizing SBMD capabilities. However, space capabilities for BMD have not evolved beyond providing early warnings of ballistic missile launches since the Cold War.36 Policy has limited the evolution of SBMD capabilities and the next chapter examines how US policy expresses the second component of deterrence – the willingness to use SBMD. 
SBMD key to deterrence, and there’s no international backlash 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

Unilateral pursuit of SBMD strengthens United States’ ability to protect itself without international constraints on how the US projects power and maintains freedom of action. The ability to project power lets sovereign nations defend their interests without relying on other states. SBMD could enable a global on-call missile defense capability and a timely response to rapidly evolving threats.5 The United States has the freedom to launch SBMD assets into orbits favorable for deterring or responding to threats from hostile states. After unilaterally deploying such capabilities, the United States would be free to launch its space-based interceptors when it felt the need to project power. Land-based defenses located on foreign soil, by contrast, might have to request permission from the host nation before launching their interceptors. SBMD could therefore enhance both power projection and freedom of action. SBMD can also help the United States reduce its dependence on other states further. Augmenting the current BMD architecture with SBMD could let the nation re-deploy land, sea, and air assets and reduce its dependency on overseas bases. Foreign public opinion may not support other forms of missile defense technology on their sovereign territory.6 Political ties between the United States and other countries may be strained if there is public controversy over proposals to field land-based missile defense. Foreign populations who view interdependence as a potential vulnerability may find it unsettling to depend on the United States for their defense. SBMD could insulate the United States from the oscillating currents of foreign public opinion.
SBL solves the threat of BMD and ICBM’s, and deters countries from launching missiles at the US 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
Directed-energy defenses hold the potential in the longerterm to provide a boost-phase defense capability. The 199192 GPALS system included a follow-on space-based laser (SBL) layer after the Brilliant Pebbles deployment with capabilities that would complement it in two ways: (1) lasers operating at the speed-of-light assure the earliest possible boost-phase intercept capability, maximizing the likelihood that debris from the intercept would fall back on the launcher’s territory; and (2) while lasers would not be effective in destroying nuclear warheads in space, they would be capable of the active discrimination of warheads from decoys thus enabling intercept by Brilliant Pebbles or other midcourse defense systems. The SBL platform would intercept ballistic missiles by focusing and maintaining a high-powered laser on the missile while its rockets are burning and it is very vulnerable to even a small perturbation that could ignite the rocket fuel and destroy the missile. A missile that is struck early in its boost phase could dispense its deadly payload over the country of launch, thus creating in itself a possible deterrent to launching missiles against the United States and its forward deployed forces. (Countries contemplating the use of missile-delivered weapons of mass destruction would have to consider the possibility that the payload would fall within their own borders). If the missile were engaged near the end of its boost phase, it still might fly a ballistic trajectory, but one that would fall short of its intended target. And as noted above, SBLs could perform an active discrimination mission, aiding SBIs and other midcourse-capable defenses in intercepting the attacking missile before it re-enters the Earth’s atmosphere. Because any one space-based directed-energy platform may not be in view of the area from which its target missiles are launched at a particular time, a constellation of such platforms would be required to ensure that one or more of them will be in view of potential launch areas in time to engage the targets while they are vulnerable. A constellation of about twelve SBLs could provide global coverage against up to five ballistic missiles simultaneously launched from anywhere to anywhere else more than about 120 kilometers away. Against theater-class medium-range ballistic missiles, this constellation could destroy up to ten simultaneously launched ballistic missiles while in boost phase. Against ICBMs, whose boost phase lasts for three to five minutes, a minimum of fifteen to twenty-five simultaneous missile launches could be intercepted. 

SBMD is needed to bolster US deterrence. 
Frederick 9- BA, Michigan State University; MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (fall 2009, Lorinda A., “Deterrence and Space Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html#frederick). ee
The United States must maintain the technological capability to respond if deterrence fails. Multiple opportunities to intercept an incoming ballistic missile increase the probability of a successful interception. BMD “must provide an active, layered defense that allows multiple engagement opportunities throughout the boost, midcourse, and terminal phases of a missile’s flight to negate or defeat an attack as far from the Homeland as possible.”46 Throughout these phases, a BMD could incorporate land-, sea-, air-, and space-based elements, using both kinetic and nonkinetic means to destroy hostile missiles.47 The nation’s current BMD architecture relies on space components to sense and cue terrestrial interceptors. Space-based sensors can detect the heat of the burning booster during its boost phase and transmit trajectory information to ground stations. Once the booster extinguishes and infrared-sensing satellites lose track of the missile, radars can track it throughout the remaining flight time. These radars cue terrestrially based BMD elements so they can attempt to intercept the missile. Commanders on the ground, in turn, can launch interceptors to destroy it. Currently, the United States possesses land- and sea-based kinetic-kill intercept capabilities but no space-based intercept capability.The level of support for SBMD capabilities has waned since President Reagan first started SDI, but support for land- and sea-based missile defense has remained stable and even grown. President Reagan supported R&D for missile defense in all mediums (air, land, sea, and space) and provided the funding to back his SDI program. Pres. George H. W. Bush continued President Reagan’s initiatives but at a reduced level due to the changing threat environment and declining defense budget. President Clinton favored missile defense, with the exception of SBMD; however, he did not provide enough funding for it, thus limiting the scope of BMD to TMD. Pres. George W. Bush reinvigorated missile defense by extending BMD to incorporate NMD in all mediums except space, where he opened the door, enabling future presidents to cross this threshold. 
SBMD deters around the clock, and protects US heg and deterrence. 

Frederick 9- BA, Michigan State University; MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (fall 2009, Lorinda A., “Deterrence and Space Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html#frederick). ee
Many characteristics of SBMD could create uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries about whether or not they could achieve their aims.48 Space provides access to threats in areas that terrestrial, maritime, and airborne defenses cannot reach. SBMD is capable of destroying ballistic missiles over the enemy’s territory before they release multiple reentry vehicles or countermeasures designed to thwart defenses.The constant forward presence of SBMD could allow the United States to limit its military footprint on foreign soil and support many military operations simultaneously. Land- and sea-based interceptors have to be placed in areas where they can provide credible protection from ballistic missile attacks. Pre-positioning infrastructure, supplies, and equipment may shorten response times when hostilities erupt, but they are costly and difficult to sustain. SBMD allows a nonintrusive forward presence because it does not require the pre-positioning of assets on other territories.Furthermore, employing SBMD is not contingent on approval from another nation. The continued presence of US assets on foreign soil depends on the host nation’s accepting or approving the mission that those assets support. If defenses are not in position, deterrence is reduced. Stationed in the right orbits in the right quantities, SBMD could deter or defend against attacks around-the-clock, especially if used in concert with other sea- and land-based missile defenses.
SBMD would increase our defense measures and lead to more credible deterrence. 

Frederick 9- BA, Michigan State University; MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (fall 2009, Lorinda A., “Deterrence and Space Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html#frederick). ee
Potential adversaries may develop countermeasures in response to the US fielding of an SBMD because the latter would make their capabilities ineffective. R&D of countermeasures, which takes time and money, may result in reduced payload and/or range of the missile. These monetary and performance costs may be enough to deter an adversary from attempting countermeasures.One countermeasure against nonkinetic SBMD capabilities—hardened missiles—could have a reduced payload due to the added weight of the hardening material and additional fuel needed to reach the required distances. The adversary could also field more missiles to saturate the missile defense architecture.49 The saturation point depends upon the numbers of both space-based and terrestrially based interceptors deployed. Because decoys and countermeasures are deployed after boost phase, SBMD could lighten the load for midcourse and terminal-phase defenses.The adversary could also shift from ballistic missiles to cruise missiles but would pay a penalty in terms of speed, reach, and destructive potential. These penalties, in combination with existing cruise missile defenses, could make an attack less likely to succeed. Space sensors designed to trigger SBMD could also trigger TMD to intercept cruise missiles. SBMD could increase the effectiveness of the current BMD architecture even if the adversary employs countermeasures. Credible capabilities have the potential to deny an adversary’s objectives and therefore may deter him from employing ballistic missiles altogether. Key political decisions help explain the progress (or lack thereof) made towards exploring and developing the potential of SBMD.
The US needs BMD to deter ground state actors- multiple warrants 

Frederick 9- BA, Michigan State University; MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (fall 2009, Lorinda A., “Deterrence and Space Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html#frederick). ee
After the Cold War, deterring ballistic missile threats became more complicated due not only to the increasing numbers of nuclear-capable states but also to the rise of hostile rogue elements within a state as well as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), along with missile technology and expertise.6 According to joint doctrine, “the predominant threat is not from a competing superpower, but more likely from the deliberate launch of a ballistic missile from a ‘rogue state,’ failed state, or terrorist group.”7 Yet, the United States has difficulty tracking ballistic missiles due to the shortage of accurate and reliable intelligence, having “been surprised in the past by an opponent’s earlier-than-expected military technology, including the testing of the Soviet hydrogen bomb, the testing of missiles by Iraq and North Korea, and the acquisition of Chinese missiles by Saudi Arabia.”8 Consequently, the “proliferation of advanced technologies for missiles, guidance systems, and WMD warheads has increased the potential missile threat to the homeland” (emphasis in original).9 Today, the United States must attempt to deter both state and nonstate actors.Nonstate actors and rogue elements complicate deterrence for a number of reasons.10 First, rogue elements’ decision makers are harder to identify and locate, let alone deter, than their state counterparts. Without the ability to attribute the use of WMDs to a rogue-element actor, or even its state sponsor, the United States may have difficulty deterring an attack. Leaders of rogue elements and proliferators threaten US, regional, and global security interests because they defy international laws or norms of international behavior and use asymmetric means to attack law-abiding nations.Second, the fact that states operate more in the open allows the United States to gauge their perceptions, based on their actions: “The objective of deterrence is to convince potential adversaries that courses of action that threaten U.S. national interests will result in outcomes that are decisively worse than they could achieve through alternative courses of action.”11 Because rogue elements do not operate in the open, the United States cannot accurately gauge their perceptions of capability and will.Third, the United States cannot threaten to inflict substantial costs on rogue elements that have few high-value assets, minimal territorial claims, and small populations, compared to their state counterparts.12 An adversary’s hidden calculation of cost, benefits, and risks complicates the US approach to deterrence.Fourth, it may prove difficult to discern what is important to rogue elements. The United States could easily assume that they share its goals and values—but this is a dangerous assumption.Fifth, the United States has neither established nor exercised communication channels with rogue elements to the same extent that it has with state actors. Communication is a necessary component of deterrence strategy with regard to relaying the United States’ intent to respond to aggression. Even after receiving a clear message, rogue elements may not be deterred. BMD could help the United States deter aggression and respond should deterrence fail.
SMD solves arms races and proliferation

Cooper and Pfaltzgraff, 10 – * Former director of the SDI and chief U.S. negotiator to the Geneva Space and Defense Talks, is chairman of High Frontier, ** President of the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies at the Fletcher School at Tufts University (* Henry F. and ** Robert L. Jr., Fall/winter 2010,  “The Last Line of Defense”, The Journal of International Security Affairs, http://www.securityaffairs.org/issues/2010/19/cooper&pfaltzgraff.php)

At the outset of the SDI program, the myth that defenses accelerate the deployment of nuclear forces continued to hold sway among the cognoscenti. This was clear from the widespread outcry following President Reagan’s March 23, 1983, announcement initiating the SDI program. Soviet General Secretary Andropov, echoed by MAD advocates throughout the West, asserted that SDI would lead to an unbridled arms race–particularly in space. And the doubters argued that these conditions made impossible meeting Reagan’s goal of actually reducing nuclear weapons under START (rather than legitimizing their growth, as had been the case under the ever-increasing SALT limits). This prognosis turned out to be as false as the original underpinnings of the MAD and arms race stability doctrines of the 1960s and 1970s.
In turning the MAD logic on its head, Reagan in effect contended that effective missile defenses would reduce the demand for offensive ballistic missiles–that is, they would constitute a necessary counterproliferation tool. He believed effective missile defenses, particularly space-based defenses, were needed to drive down nuclear forces, and proposed a transition strategy, developed cooperatively with the Soviets, to move from the past offense-dominant mix of strategic forces to a defense-dominant one. The SDI program was to conduct the research and development to enable the building of effective defenses to underwrite that strategy.
AT: ASAT Backlash 

No risk of laser countermeasures – too expensive 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

One countermeasure would be hardening missiles against non-kinetic SBMD capabilities, such as lasers.32 Kinetic interception capabilities, such as the failed Brilliant Pebbles program, should not be affected by this countermeasure. Further, hardening will be expensive in terms of both cost and reduced payload. Missiles could not carry as much payload due to the added weight of the hardening material and additional fuel. The increasing costs of research and development (R&D) on countermeasures may limit the number of missiles available, increasing the probable effectiveness of SBMD. 

No risk of an ASAT response – debris deters 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

ASATs are a third countermeasure available to the adversary and could pose a serious problem. However, the extensive debris fields generated by ASAT interceptions would interfere with satellite operations so much that they would be self-deterring. If a state has an ASAT capability, they would almost certainly have satellites they want keep away from the debris field, as would other states not involved in the conflict.

No risk of missile countermeasures – current missile defense solves 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

The development of faster-burning missiles, a second countermeasure, could reduce the missile's period of vulnerability to SBMD.33 However, this countermeasure would decrease the range of these ballistic missiles, making them less likely to reach the United States. In such a case, theater missile defenses may be in a position to respond to these attacks. ASATs are a third countermeasure available to the adversary and could pose a serious problem. However, the extensive debris fields generated by ASAT interceptions would interfere with satellite operations so much that they would be self-deterring. If a state has an ASAT capability, they would almost certainly have satellites they want keep away from the debris field, as would other states not involved in the conflict. A fourth countermeasure available to the adversary is the fielding of more missiles to saturate the missile defense architecture.34 The saturation point depends upon the numbers of both space- and terrestrial-based interceptors deployed. Space-based interceptors could strike ballistic missiles in boost phase. Because decoys and countermeasures are deployed after boost phase, this boost-phase work would lighten the load for midcourse and terminal phase defenses. SBMD interceptors would increase the effectiveness of the current BMD architecture even if the adversary employs countermeasures, but they might also deter an adversary from employing ballistic missiles altogether.

Cruise missiles fail – space sensors will detect them 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

The last countermeasure might involve the opponent shifting from ballistic missiles to cruise missiles. Cruise missiles remain beneath the atmosphere where SBMD may not be effective due to the difficulty of penetrating the Earth’s atmosphere. The adversary would pay a penalty in terms of speed, reach, and destructive potential for using cruise missiles instead of ballistic missiles. These penalties, in combination with existing cruise missile defenses, would make their attack less likely to succeed. While SBMD interceptors may not work well against cruise missile attacks, space sensors could still trigger theater missile defenses to intercept these missiles. Getting an adversary to switch from ballistic to cruise missiles would also be a victory for those seeking to deter the proliferation of ballistic missiles and a testament to the effectiveness of SBMD. 

AT: Status Quo Solves Deter

Extend Mooney 8 from the Deterrence Advantage - only the multilayered, sophisticated system of space missile defense can solve emerging missile threats from Iran, North Korea Russia, and China
Missile Defense in the Status Quo fails – the US is vulnerable to attacks from Russia, China, North Korea, and Terrorists 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
II. What are the implications of the key issues raised in the Cornerstone Paper for overall U.S. national security? The United States faces a global security setting characterized by accelerating proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and the means to deliver them. New actors are acquiring technologies ranging from individual components to complete systems resulting in such capabilities. Although Russia does not today pose a missile threat to the United States, despite its continuing possession of large numbers of delivery systems with sufficient range to reach American targets, it possesses technologies, including ballistic missile components and expertise, that are being actively proliferated. Furthermore, we have no assurance that a future Russian leadership will not threaten the United States with its extensive nuclear-armed missile inventory. Indeed, under President Vladimir V. Putin, Russia appears increasingly committed to the reestablishment of a neo-imperialist sphere of influence in the new states to its south and west. P  utin has spoken of rebuilding a “Great Russia.” Russia has also demonstrated a sustained and alarming drift toward authoritarianism. A U.S. missile defense must therefore be sufficient to counter a future threat from Russia. China, meanwhile, is expanding both its ballistic missile capabilities and its space presence. China has benefited considerably from U.S. technology, including missiles, and now has an inventory of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) capable of striking the United States. This capability is being improved by replacing China’s existing arsenal of CSS-4 “Mod 1” ICBMs with the longer-range CSS-4 “Mod 2,” together with the development of mobile and submarine-launched variants of the Dong-feng (DF)-31 ICBM. Estimates suggest that its arsenal could grow to as many as sixty ICBMs by the end of the decade. China seems determined to build a nuclear force designed to inhibit U.S. action in the event of a renewed crisis such as in the Taiwan Strait. At the same time, China is deploying between 650 and 730 short-range ballistic missiles opposite Taiwan, with roughly one hundred such missiles expected to be added each year. 1 These missiles could also be used to conduct strikes against Okinawa and Japan, including U.S. forces stationed there. China also possesses an active space program designed to make it a military space power. With the launch in October 200
 of its first manned spacecraft, China became the third nation, after the United States and Russia, to send a manned vehicle into space. A second successful manned mission was completed in October 2005. China’s space program is designed to demonstrate Beijing’s achievements and potential in such areas as computers, space materials, manufacturing technology, and electronics, technologies with dual-use military and civilian space applications, as well as to challenge U.S. dominance in space. At the same time, the United States faces threats from other states that are either the exporters of WMD technologies or the breeding grounds and training sites for terrorists. One such nation is North Korea, which launched a ballistic missile over Japan in 199
. In addition to missiles, North Korea now is able to export fissile material or even assembled nuclear devices, posing an additional and unacceptable threat to the United States. A nucleararmed North Korea would also weaken deterrence in and around the Korean peninsula. Moreover, many states, as well as terrorist groups, could launch short-range missiles from ships off American coasts. We currently have no missile defense capable of destroying such missiles. The devastation caused by short-range missiles such as Scuds armed with a nuclear warhead would be far greater than the 9/11 attacks. A comprehensive approach to homeland security, in which missile defense and efforts to identify, destroy, or change such regimes are priorities, is therefore needed. 
Sea and Ground based missile defense fails – only SMD can deter hostile states 
IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 

Given this multiplicity of ballistic missile threats, the United States must deploy a missile defense that deters hostile states from developing or acquiring missile capabilities that could threaten the United States, our allies and coalition partners, and our forces deployed abroad. Furthermore, our missile defense R&D programs, together with planned deployments, must be sufficiently robust so as to dissuade would-be missile possessors from attempting to challenge the United States. We must deter future enemies from acquiring ballistic missiles; just as in the past we dissuaded them from developing strategic bombers because of our ability to overwhelm such systems. Finally, our missile defense must be capable of defeating ballistic missiles, whatever their range and type, that could be launched against us. As we dissuade future potential possessors, we must recognize that threats are increasing at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times within which a missile defense could be developed and deployed. Therefore, the United States must develop and deploy rapidly a missile defense with global reach, capable of coping with threats against the United States and our forces and allies from any direction, while we attempt simultaneously to dissuade hostile actors from acquiring missiles through our ability to render such investments a poor use of limited resources. Additionally, given the uncertainty in predicting where, when, and by whom missiles might be launched – and what their targets may be – there is a need for constant defenses capable of intercepting missiles irrespective of their geographic origin. Other things being equal, it is preferable to intercept threatening ballistic missiles as far away from their intended targets as possible and as early in their flight trajectory as possible. Best of all would be to have the capability to destroy an attacking missile shortly after it is launched, while its rockets still burn and any perturbation will lead to its destruction – with, in many cases, the debris falling back onto the area where the attack was launched in the first place. The capability to interdict a missile and its warheads in any phases of their flight (boost, midcourse, and terminal) requires an ability to detect and intercept the attack within a very few minutes and to track and destroy the attacking missile and its warheads during their longer midcourse traverse through space before they begin to reenter the atmosphere so that the debris will burn up on reentry. Finally, the last ditch defense would be to destroy the attacking missile as they reenter and pass through the atmosphere in the terminal phase enroute to their target. The best defense capability would be layered so that it could provide opportunities for destruction in all three phases of flight. Only space-based defenses inherently have this global capability and permanence. While sea-based defenses can move freely through the two-thirds of the earth’s surface that are oceans, their capability is limited by geography and by the specific operations of the fleet – including where the sea-based missile defense happens to be deployed at any given time, and how quickly it could be redeployed to meet a crisis situation. Air-based and ground-based defenses, meanwhile, can have global capabilities, but frequently take considerable time to deploy when and where needed and are also dependent on the cooperation of U.S. friends and allies in permitting the necessary supporting activities on their territories. Thus, only a space-based missile defense will possess both constancy and global availability, irrespective of allied support and agreement. As such, spacebased missile defense constitutes the only truly global system, with all the rest being either “regional” or “local.”
BMDs are insufficient – SBMD key to multiple layers of missile defense 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

Current BMD Architecture The United States must maintain the technological capability to respond if deterrence fails. “The objective of missile defense will remain the protection of the US Homeland, our friends and allies, and US deployed forces.”1 Multiple opportunities to intercept an incoming ballistic missile increase the probability of a successful interception. BMD “must provide an active, layered defense that allows multiple engagement opportunities throughout the boost, midcourse, and terminal phases of a missile’s flight to negate or defeat an attack as far from the Homeland as possible.”2 Throughout these phases, a BMD could incorporate land-, sea-, air-, and space-based elements and use both kinetic and non-kinetic means to destroy hostile missiles.3 The current space-based elements of missile defense include infrared sensing and warning of missile launches. While these elements contribute to the current layered architecture, they may not be enough. The nation may need SBMD interception capabilities so that we can fill the boost-phase gap in the current missile defense architecture. In 2002, the George W. Bush administration directed the DOD to “begin fielding an initial BMDS [Ballistic Missile Defense System] capable of defending the US homeland, deployed troops, friends, and allies against ballistic missiles of all ranges in all phases of flight.”4 Of the nine BMD system elements in development at the Missile Defense Agency, none includes a space-based interception capability.5 Today, the continued fielding of national missile defense interceptors in Alaska and California provides limited defense from ballistic missile attack against the United States. However, this protective layer may not guard vital interests abroad and this capability shortfall weakens BMD's contribution to deterrence. The nation’s current BMD architecture relies on space components to sense and cue terrestrial interceptors. Space-based sensors can detect the heat of the burning booster during its boost phase, and transmit trajectory information to ground stations. Once the booster extinguishes and infrared sensing satellites lose track of the missile, radars can track it throughout the remaining flight time. These radars cue terrestrial-based BMD elements so they can attempt to intercept the missile. Commanders on the ground, in turn, can launch direct interceptors to destroy the missile. Currently, the United States possesses land- and sea-based kinetic kill intercept capabilities. However, there are no space-based interceptors, kinetic, directed energy, or otherwise. 

Nuclear Deterrence Fails – Ten Reasons
Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206, I.R.)

Nuclear deterrence is the threat of nuclear retaliation for a proscribed behavior, generally an attack upon the threatening state. The theory of nuclear deterrence posits that such threat, if perceived as real and likely to cause sufficient devastation, will prevent an attack or other proscribed behavior from occurring. The desire for a nuclear deterrent existed even before nuclear weapons were created. Refugee scientists from Europe, concerned about the possible development of German nuclear weapons during World War II, encouraged the United States to explore the use of uranium for building nuclear weapons. Albert Einstein was among the scientists who urged President Roosevelt to initiate a program to explore the feasibility of creating such weapons as a deterrent to the use of a German nuclear weapon, should the Germans succeed in their quest. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, he would consider this to be one of the great mistakes of his life. By the time the United States succeeded in developing nuclear weapons in July 1945, Germany was already defeated. The US used its powerful new bombs on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In doing so, it sent a nuclear deterrent message to other states, particularly the Soviet Union, that the US possessed nuclear weapons and was willing to use them. This would spur on the secret Soviet nuclear weapons program to deter future use of the US nuclear arsenal. Other states would follow suit. Britain and France developed nuclear arsenals to deter the Soviets. China developed nuclear arms to deter the US and the Soviets. Israel did so to assure its independence and deter potential interventions from the other nuclear weapon states. India developed nuclear weapons to deter China and Pakistan, and Pakistan to deter India. North Korea did so to deter the US. One steady factor in the Nuclear Age has been the adherence of the nuclear weapon states to the theory of nuclear deterrence. Each country that has developed nuclear weapons has justified doing so by the pursuit of nuclear deterrence. The security of not only the nuclear weapon states but of civilization has rested upon the reliability of the theory of nuclear deterrence. Vast numbers of people throughout the world believe that nuclear deterrence contributes to the security of the planet and perhaps to their personal security and that of their family. But does it? What if nuclear deterrence is a badly flawed theory? What if nuclear deterrence fails? What if political and military leaders in all nuclear weapon states who have treated nuclear deterrence theory as sacrosanct and imbued it with godlike, but unrealistic, powers of protection are wrong? The future itself would stand in grave danger, for the failure of nuclear deterrence could pose an existential threat to humanity. As a former commander of the US Strategic Command, General George Lee Butler was in charge of all US nuclear weapons. After retiring from the US Air Force, General Butler critiqued nuclear deterrence, stating that it “suspended rational thinking in the Nuclear Age about the ultimate aim of national security: to ensure the survival of the nation.” He concluded that nuclear deterrence is “a slippery intellectual construct that translates very poorly into the real world of spontaneous crises, inexplicable motivations, incomplete intelligence and fragile human relationships.” As volcanoes often give off strong warning signals that they may erupt, so we have witnessed such signals regarding nuclear arsenals and the failure of nuclear deterrence theory over the course of the Nuclear Age. Nuclear arsenals could erupt with volcano-like force, totally overwhelming the relatively flimsy veneer of “protection” provided by nuclear deterrence theory. In the face of such dangers, we must not be complacent. Nor should we continue to be soothed by the “experts” who assure us not to worry because the weapons will keep us safe. There is, in fact, much to worry about, much more than the nuclear policy makers and theorists in each of the nuclear weapon states have led us to believe. I will examine below what I believe are ten serious flaws in nuclear deterrence theory, flaws that lead to the conclusion that the theory is unstable, unreliable and invalid. 1. It is only a theory. It is not proven and cannot be proven. A theory may posit a causal relationship, for example, if one party does something, certain results will follow. In the case of nuclear deterrence theory, it is posited that if one party threatens to retaliate with nuclear weapons, the other side will not attack. That an attack has not occurred, however, does not prove that it was prevented by nuclear deterrence. That is, in logic, a false assumption of causality. In logic, one cannot prove a negative, that is, that doing something causes something else not to happen. That a nuclear attack has not happened may be a result of any number of other factors, or simply of exceptional good fortune. To attribute the absence of nuclear war to nuclear deterrence is to register a false positive, which imbues nuclear deterrence with a false sense of efficacy. 2. It requires a commitment to mass murder. Nuclear deterrence leads to policy debates about how many threatened deaths with nuclear weapons are enough to deter an adversary? Are one million deaths sufficient to deter adversary A? Is it a different number for adversary B? How many deaths are sufficient? One million? Ten million? One hundred million? More? There will always be a tendency to err on the side of more deaths, and thus the creation of more elaborate nuclear killing systems. Such calculations, in turn, drive arms races, requiring huge allocations of resources to weapons systems that must never be used. Leaders must convince their own populations that the threat of mass murder and the expenditure of resources to support this threat make them secure and is preferable to other allocations of scientific and financial resources. The result is not only a misallocation of resources, but also a diversion of effort away from cooperative solutions to global problems. 3. It requires effective communications. In effect, nuclear deterrence is a communications theory. Side A must communicate its capability and willingness to use its nuclear arsenal in retaliation for an attack by adversary B, thereby preventing adversary B from attacking. The threat to retaliate and commit mass murder must be believable to a potential attacker. Communications take place verbally in speeches by leaders and parliamentary statements, as well as news reports and even by rumors. Communications also take place non-verbally in the form of alliance formations and nuclear weapons and missile tests. In relation to nuclear deterrence, virtually everything that each side does is a deliberate or inadvertent form of communication to a potential adversary. There is much room for error and misunderstanding. 4. It requires rational decision makers. Nuclear deterrence will not be effective against a decision maker who is irrational. For example, side A may threaten nuclear retaliation for an attack by adversary B, but the leader of side B may irrationally conclude that the leader of side A will not do what he says. Or, the leader of side B may irrationally attack side A because he does not care if one million or ten million of his countrymen die as a result of side A’s nuclear retaliation. I believe two very important questions to consider are these: Do all leaders of all states behave rationally at all times, particularly under conditions of extreme stress when tensions are very high? Can we be assured that all leaders of all states will behave rationally at all times in the future? Most people believe the answer to these questions is an unqualified No. 5. It instills a false sense of confidence. Nuclear deterrence is frequently confused with nuclear “defense,” leading to the conclusion that nuclear weapons provide some form of physical protection against attack. This conclusion is simply wrong. The weapons and the threat of their use provide no physical protection. The only protection provided is psychological and once the weapons start flying it will become clear that psychological protection is not physical protection. One can believe the weapons make him safer, but this is not the same as actually being safer. Because nuclear deterrence theory provides a false sense of confidence, it could lead a possessor of the weapons to take risks that would be avoided without nuclear threats in place. Such risks could be counterproductive and actually lead to nuclear war. 6. It does not work against an accidental use. Nuclear deterrence is useful, if at all, only against the possibility of an intentional, premeditated nuclear attack. Its purpose is to make the leader who contemplates the intentional use of a nuclear weapon decide against doing so. But nuclear deterrence cannot prevent an accidental use of a nuclear weapon, such as an accidental launch. This point was made in the movie Dr. Strangelove, in which a US nuclear attack was accidentally set in motion against the Soviet Union. In the movie, bomber crews passed their “failsafe” point in a training exercise and couldn’t be recalled. The president of the United States had to get on the phone with his Soviet counterpart and try to explain that the attack on Moscow that had been set in motion was just an accident. The Americans were helpless to stop the accident from occurring, and so were the Soviets. Accidents happen! There is no such thing as a “foolproof” system, and when nuclear weapons are involved it is extremely dangerous to think there is. 7. It doesn’t work against terrorist organizations. Nuclear deterrence is based upon the threat of retaliation. Since it is not possible to retaliate against a foe that you cannot locate, the threat of retaliation is not credible under these circumstances. Further, terrorists are often suicidal (e.g., “suicide bombers”), and are willing to die to inflict death and suffering on an adversary. For these reasons, nuclear deterrence will be ineffective in preventing nuclear terrorism. The only way to prevent nuclear terrorism is to prevent the weapons themselves from falling into the hands of terrorist organizations. This will become increasingly difficult if nuclear weapons and the nuclear materials to build them proliferate to more and more countries. 8. It encourages nuclear proliferation. To the extent that the theory of nuclear deterrence is accepted as valid and its flaws overlooked or ignored, it will make nuclear weapons seem to be valuable instruments for the protection of a country. Thus, the uncritical acceptance of nuclear deterrence theory provides an incentive for nuclear proliferation. If it is believed that nuclear weapons can keep a country safe, there will be commensurate pressure to develop such weapons. 9. It is not believable. In the final analysis, it is likely that even the policy makers who promote nuclear deterrence do not truly believe in it. If policy makers did truly believe that nuclear deterrence works as they claim, they would not need to develop missile defenses. The United States alone has spent over $100 billion on developing missile defenses over the past three decades, and is continuing to spend some $10 billion annually on missile defense systems. Such attempts at physical protection against nuclear attacks are unlikely to ever be fully successful, but they demonstrate the underlying understanding of policy makers that nuclear deterrence alone is insufficient to provide protection to a country. If policy makers understand that nuclear deterrence is far from foolproof, then who is being fooled by nuclear deterrence theory? In all likelihood, the only people being fooled by the promised effectiveness of nuclear deterrence theory are the ordinary people who place their faith in their leaders, the same people who are the targets of nuclear weapons and will suffer the consequences should nuclear deterrence fail. Their political and military leaders have made them the “fools” in what is far from a “foolproof” system. 10. Its failure would be catastrophic. Nuclear deterrence theory requires the development and deployment of nuclear weapons for the threat of retaliation. These weapons can, of course, be used for initiating attacks as well as for seeking to prevent attacks by means of threatened retaliation. Should deterrence theory fail, such failure could result in consequences beyond our greatest fears. For example, scientists have found in simulations of the use of 100 Hiroshima-size nuclear weapons in an exchange between India and Pakistan, the deaths could reach one billion individuals due to blast, fire, radiation, climate change, crop failures and resulting starvation. A larger nuclear war between the US and Russia could destroy civilization as we know it. The flaws in nuclear deterrence theory that I have discussed cannot be waved aside. They show that the theory has inherent weaknesses that cannot be overcome. Over time, the theory will suffer more and more stress fractures and, like a poorly constructed bridge, it will fail. Rather than staying docilely on the sidelines, citizens of the nuclear weapon states must enter the arena of debate. In fact, they must create the debate by challenging the efficacy and validity of nuclear deterrence theory. 

Nuclear deterrence fails – false sense of confidence
Krieger 2/7 (David Krieger is President of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, a Councilor of the World Future Council; Chair of the Executive Committee of the International Network of Engineers and Scientists for Global Responsibility; a member of the Executive Committee and International Steering Committee of the Middle Powers Initiative; and a member of the Committee of 100 for Tibet. He is also a founder and a member of the Global Council of Abolition 2000, “Ten Serious Flaws in Nuclear Deterrence Theory” February 7th 2011, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/db_article.php?article_id=206)
5. It instills a false sense of confidence.   Nuclear deterrence is frequently confused with nuclear “defense,” leading to the conclusion that nuclear weapons provide some form of physical protection against attack.  This conclusion is simply wrong.  The weapons and the threat of their use provide no physical protection.  The only protection provided is psychological and once the weapons start flying it will become clear that psychological protection is not physical protection.  One can believe the weapons make him safer, but this is not the same as actually being safer.  Because nuclear deterrence theory provides a false sense of confidence, it could lead a possessor of the weapons to take risks that would be avoided without nuclear threats in place.  Such risks could be counterproductive and actually lead to nuclear war.

Only the addition of a boost-phase intercept capable system can make current MD effective
Fox and Orman 11 (Eugene Fox and Stanley Orman, May 9 2011,  Vice President @ Orman Associates (a defense consulting firm), and Stanley, CEO @ Orman Associates, “BMD needs a space component”, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=6442464&c=FEA&s=COM)
Seven years ago in an article titled "BMD – Fact & Fiction," in The Journal of Social, Political and Economic Studies, we highlighted the fact that without the introduction of space-based interceptors, the ballistic missile defense (BMD) program was inadequate to meet the stated requirements for an effective missile defense. The system must be capable of protecting all 50 states, friends and allies around the world, and troops serving in crisis areas, including the forces of allies participating in multinational operations. A further requirement added by the George W. Bush administration was the need to be able to intercept enemy missiles of all ranges in all phases of their flight. The combination of these broad requirements implied the need for an effective form of global missile defense. Only such a broadly based system could protect U.S. and multinational forces wherever they are engaged, and at the same time protect America and its many friends and allies. The defense has to be global in nature because, in this proliferated environment, there can no longer be high confidence in a foreknowledge of the location from which a missile might be launched, or even the likely target of the attack. With the ability to mount launchers on the deck of a ship, an attack could come from anywhere on the high seas. In such a scenario, there would be no certainty of the country of origin, thus reducing the potential of deterrence through the threat of a counterstrike. This uncertainty imposes higher importance on the ability to intercept such an attack. In an attempt to meet these stringent requirements for an effective missile defense, the Missile Defense Agency has supported programs to develop fast-acceleration missiles and an airborne laser program in an attempt to provide a boost-phase capability. These programs have absorbed significant resources, but the technologies remain immature and the concepts for their integration into a deployable system were always problematic. However without the addition of some form of boost/ascent phase interception, no BMD system can meet the stated requirements. Realistically, the requirement for boost/ascent phase interception could only be met with either a laser or space-based kinetic interceptors. An operational airborne laser is still more than a decade away, assuming the problems already identified can be overcome. 
AT: BMD Solves

Extend Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave 7 from the Heg Advantage, current missile defense isn’t enough – only SMD capabilities will protect the US in the future

Current missile defense systems fail to deter Russia, China, and rogue states – SMD key to global missile defense capabilities 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 

Yet there is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, have placed a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals. And a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the decimation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct threat to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must deploy a system that is capable of comprehensive protection of the American homeland as well as its overseas forces and its allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Over the long term, U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. Our strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision-making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – would provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology and national security. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of technologies needed to overcome it, particularly with regard to ballistic missiles. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has emerged since President Bush’s historic December 2002 announcement of an “initial set” of missile defense capabilities provides extremely limited coverage, and no global capability. Instead, by the administration’s own admission, it is intended as a limited defense against a small, rogue state threat scenario. Left unaddressed are the evolving missile arsenals of – and potential missile threats from – strategic competitors such as Russia and China as well as terrorists launching short-range missiles such as Scuds from off-shore vessels. 

SMD plan would lead to cooperation  and spillover into global community leading to stability

Fredrick 9 (Lorinda A, Lt. Col., USAF, Air& Space Power Journal, 9/1/09, "Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense," http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, MM) 
Cooperation on missile defense initiatives could increase global stability. By banding together in coalitions, countries can deter war by repelling an attack against any member.52 States and rogue elements will not be able to strike surreptitiously if they know that the international community could quickly discern the origin of any launch and compute potential impact points. Attempts by a rogue element to destabilize the region through the attribution of attacks to a state may initially promote the rogue elements own agenda. However, data provided by missile defense and other sensors can refute such claims. The shared international ability to identify launch and impact points might deter states and rogue elements from launching in the first place. The more nations cooperate with each other, the more stable the world becomes. Policy makers need to invest in the development of many different capabilities, including SBMD, to negate missiles in their boost phase and use the information gleaned from these developments to inform decisions. One approach involves bringing a system to the prototype stage for testing and accurately gauging its performance. This approach could let the United States invest in only a limited number of prototypes, thus deferring large-scale production to allow further research, development, and testing. These efforts could decrease the risk of failure during production and deployment.53 When the need arises, the United States should capitalize on preexisting prototypes as long as the industrial base could support rapid production. By funding R&D for SBMD, the United States would ensure the viability of these technologies. The DOD cannot expect developments in commercial industry to be available for national security purposes. Competitive pressures force industry to fund near-term R&D programs and choose near-term survival over long-term possibilities.54 Applied research into SBMD technologies would allow the United States to gain more knowledge about boost-phase defenses. America will get as much R&D in SBMD technologies as it is willing to fund.
**If the neg makes the argument that this takes out the hegemony advantage, say that they have misinterpreted this card, that the fact that the US invented the prototype of SMD that the global community would use would ensure hegemony. There's a difference between global stability and hegemony, they aren't' mutually exclusive. Also the knowledge we gained would keep us ahead.
SMD is crucial to deter against the emergence of new rivals

Spring 09 (Baker-Master’s degree in national security studies, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy, “Obama Missile Defense Plan Puts the Nation at Risk”, 6/29/09, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/06/obama-missile-defense-plan-puts-america-at-risk) np

On February 2, 2009, Iran successfully launched a satellite into orbit using a rocket with technology similar to that used in long-range ballistic missiles. On May 20, 2009, Iran test-fired a 1,200-mile solid-fueled ballistic missile. North Korea attempted to launch a satellite on April 6, 2009, which, while failing to place the satellite in orbit, delivered its payload some 2,390 miles away in the Pacific Ocean. This was followed by a North Korean explosive nuclear weapons test on May 25, 2009. The ballistic-missile threat to the U.S. and its friends and allies is growing. Under these circumstances, common sense would dictate that the Obama Administration support full funding for the U.S. missile defense program. What does the Administration do? On April 6, 2009, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced that the Obama Administration's fiscal year (FY) 2010 broader defense budget would reduce the ballistic-missile budget by $1.4 billion.[1] This reduction was applied against an undisclosed baseline. The defense budget itself was released on May 7, 2009.[2] The budget reveals that overall missile defense spending in FY 2010, including for the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and the Army, will be reduced to $9.3 billion from $10.92 billion in FY 2009.[3] This $1.62 billion total reduction represents an almost 15 percent decline in U.S. military spending. This budget can be charitably described as a lackadaisical approach by the Obama Administration to meet the urgent requirement of defending Americans and U.S. friends and allies against ballistic-missile attack. This weak response by the Obama Administration comes at a time when polls show that Americans, by overwhelming margins, want the federal government to protect them against missile attack. A May 7-10, 2009, poll conducted by Opinion Research Corporation for the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance reveals that 88 percent of the respondents believe that the federal government should field a system for countering ballistic missiles capable of carrying weapons of mass destruction.[4] Unfortunately, the limits in the overall defense budget adopted by Congress make restoring funding to the missile defense program difficult. Nevertheless, Congress should seek both near- and long-term approaches to funding the missile defense program. Congress should also explore options for strengthening missile defense by better using the resources that are available under an admittedly inadequate defense budget. Further, Congress and the American people need to be reminded that while the United States has made progress in positioning missile defense systems in the field in recent years, the U.S. remains highly vulnerable to this threat. This is no time for the U.S. to slow the pace of developing and deploying effective defenses against ballistic missiles. Indeed, the Obama Administration and Congress need to accelerate the effort by focusing on developing and deploying the systems that offer the greatest capability. A detailed proposal for proceeding with the most effective systems was issued by the Independent Working Group on missile defense earlier this year.[5]The proposal specifically refers to space-based and sea-based defenses as the most effective components of the layered missile defense system design advocated by the Bush Administration. While the sea-based systems have continued to make progress in recent years, the effort to develop and deploy space-based interceptors has continued to languish. In accordance with the recommendations of the Independent Working Group, Congress should take the following steps: Attempt to restore funding to the overall missile defense program to build additional interceptors in Alaska, California, and Europe for countering long-range missiles; Support the Multiple Kill Vehicle (MKV) system (which allows more than one kill vehicle to be launched from a single booster) that the Obama Administration wants to terminate; Adopt language for preserving options for the continued development of the Airborne Laser (ABL) system; Provide support for continued pursuit of boost-phase missile defenses using modified air-to-air missiles; Strengthen the Obama Administration's own proposals for aggressive pursuit of sea-based missile-defense systems; and Adopt a finding that identifies ballistic missiles that transit space as space weapons.

SMD deters threats before adversaries attempt attacks

Frederick 08 (Lorinda A.- a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, JUNE 2008---Air University Research Management System)np
The previous discussion about the historical progression of SBMD programs highlighted the potential of SBMD to deter threats and protect US interests if deterrence should fail. Many characteristics of space-based missile defenses could create uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries about whether or not they could achieve their aims.29 These characteristics include rapid responsiveness, global power projection, and constant presence. SBMD could respond to boosting missiles before they have the opportunity to deploy countermeasures. The current BMD architecture cannot intercept missiles in their boost phase because its terrestrially based interceptors are designed for midcourse and terminal phase intercepts. “Boost-phase intercepts are preferable because they destroy ballistic missiles over the enemy’s territory before multiple reentry vehicles, sub munitions, and/or penetration aids can be released.”30 SBMD could engage threats before they can employ countermeasures and saturate terminal and midcourse defenses.31

AT: SMD Costly/Useless

1. Group their cost arguments:

a) Even if the plan is costly, there’s no impact isolated as to why this is bad—default to our hegemony and deterrence impact scenarios—don’t allow the block to read an impact—skews 2AC strategy—voting issue because it causes unfair sandbagging

b) Brilliant pebbles is the most cost-effective system ever tried—empirics prove our estimates are true

High Frontier 6—the nation's leading non-government authority on missile defense issues including missile defense, arms control, nuclear weapons, and strategic systems (8/14/2006, “Space-Based Missile Defense,” http://highfrontier.org/Archive/hf/, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART) **Diagrams not included
Below is an assessment by one of the Brilliant Pebbles contractors (TRW, now part of Northrop Grumman) of technological capabilities at the beginning of the George W. Bush administration. Thus, today’s technology is several generations more advanced that that flown on Clementine, and could empower even more capable space-based interceptors – which could reach even further into the Earth’s atmosphere to intercept even relatively short-range missiles in their boost phase. Such a modern version of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles constellation would be expected to cost about $16 billion in today’s dollars for development, acquisition and 10-years operation, including the cost of replacing each of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles once. This system could operate autonomously. Its sensors would pick-up the threat rocket as it cleared the clouds after lift-off – independent of DSP or SBIRS-High. And it would independently track the flight trajectory of the boosting rocket and its payload after burnout – and provide this information to other “shooters” in the layered defense, independent of SBIRS-Low. Thus, Brilliant Pebbles would not only provide a capability to intercept attacking ballistic missiles in all their phases of flight, they would support other layers by providing critical tracking information. If these cost estimates could be realized, such a space-based defense system would be the most cost-effective layered defense concept yet considered – by far. The associated timelines for this development activity would be approximately five (5) years, as it was for the original Brilliant Pebbles program. Given the intense 1989 reviews performed by the entire technical community, there is good confidence in these cost estimates and timelines, provided the program is managed effectively. 

2. No impact to arms race—cross-apply the above analysis. We’d solve Russian and Chinese war—only SBMD allows us to prevent attacks in the boost phase which removes any risk of conflict—that’s Pfaltzgraff.

3. We solve security and deterrence—that’s above.
AT: MD Destabilizing

1. Their arguments are inevitable and not specific to the affirmative—the dearth in strategic defense, violation of arms control treaties, and proliferation their evidence references should have been triggered by the 2007 Chinese ASAT attack and caused their miscalc impact

2. Missile defense solves stability—it deters conflict in North Korea, Iran, China and Russia by maintaining the strategic high ground of space—BMD can’t adequately defend us from attacks from multiple countries—that’s Pfaltzgraff and Mooney. 

(__) SBMD improves US deterrence—solves global stability

Lambakis 7—senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy (Steven, “Missile Defense From Space,” Policy Review, Feb/Mar 2007, Iss. 141, Proquest, DA: 7/20/2011//JLENART) 

THE POLICY BENEFITS of a space-based missile defense layer are straightforward. A more effective missile defense system that fully leverages space would provide a true on-call global defensive capability, and this could lead to increased stability in the world. Defenses deter attacks by reducing confidence in the success of any attack. The more effective the missile defense system is, the greater will be its deterrence value, and the less likely will we be to have to use it at all. At some point, when the system is seen by other governments as highly effective, they could recognize a diminishing marginal rate of return in their own ballistic missile investments. As more allies invest in missile defense, U.S. space-basing activities could build on current missile defense cooperative activities and open up new avenues for international collaboration, both to develop elements of the space-based layer and to participate in operations. Moreover, because no state can have sovereignty over the space above its territory, we could operate up there free of political constraints. The need for negotiating basing rights to locate sensors or interceptor fields would become less pressing. Improved system performance would give the U.S. leadership a better array of options. In the face of attempted blackmail, for example, the president and his advisors would have confidence in the nation's capabilities to defeat a missile, which would make it possible to avoid more destabilizing moves, such as offensive preventive attacks on enemy territory. It is equally true that strong defenses would support necessary offensive action. Effective defenses can buy time to understand the strategic consequences and overall impact of military action. 
4. We solve accidental launch—SBMD is crucial to deter attacks on US satellites—it’s SBMD’s job—that’s Wilson and IFPA.

AT: No Threats (Deter)

China has the most threatening capabilities against US dominance

Schendzielos 2k8

(Kurt Schendzielos is a writer for numerous military law journals and writes articles focusing on US space policy, “Protection in Space: A self-Defense Acquisition priority for U.S. Satellites”, Advanced Military Studies Program, Defense Information Technology Center, March 2008, pg online @ http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a485553.pdf // sc)

The Chinese OCS program represents the most likely adversarial capability threatening American space dominance today. China has both demonstrated a willingness to challenge American space dominance and has illustrated the capability to do so. Of all th epotential adversary nations examined China has the greatest likelihood of developing into a large-scale, peer to peer or near peer conflict that would likely involve unrestricted space warfare with the capacity to severely cripple American space capability. China has sent mixed messages when it comes to the acceptability and utility of ASATs. Some defense experts in China have argued that, “space warfare with a superpower should be a Chinese concern, and that China needs anti-ASAT technology, smaller satellites to reduce vulnerability and first strike capabilities in space.”81 This, however, is not China’s official state position. China has lobbied for a treaty banning weaponization of space for over two decades. It has sponsored and supported many efforts in the UN Conference of Disarmament to adopt measures that would avoid or mitigate an arms race extending into outer space.82

Russia threatening to destroy US space assets 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
With the collapse of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), the Russian Federation inherited the sprawling Soviet ballistic missile apparatus, which includes medium- and long-range solid- and liquid-fueled missiles. And, despite the economic and political turmoil that has punctuated Russian affairs in the past decade, Moscow retains a formidable offensive strategic arsenal – the cornerstone of which is the SS-18 Satan ICBM, slated to remain in combat service for the next ten or fifteen years. 48 Russia’s principal ballistic missile development project is the Topol ICBM, now in advanced testing. The Russian military has created a highly maneuverable variant, the Topol M, which can be outfitted with MIRV warhead technology. 49 Deployment of the first regiment of Topol M missiles, including between three and nine mobile launchers, is slated for 2007. 50 The Russian Navy has also announced that flight tests of its Bulava sea-launched strategic missile system, which has a range of at least 8,000 km and can carry ten or more MIRV warheads, will be completed in 2006. 51 Over the past several years, Russia has substantially altered its strategic posture. In late 2003, Russia unveiled a new military doctrine lowering the bar on the use of nuclear force to protect Russian interests in its “near abroad” of Central Asia and the Caucasus. 52 Russian President Vladimir Putin has subsequently announced the end of force reductions, and launched massive exercises of the country’s strategic forces. 53 Moscow and Beijing also agreed to hold joint military exercises focused on counter-terrorist operations in August 2005. 54 These steps are seen by Moscow as a hedge against Western encroachment into its near abroad, and a means to blunt the emerging American missile defense system. 

Iran weapon prolif from China and North Korea

Schendzielos 2k8

(Kurt Schendzielos is a writer for numerous military law journals and writes articles focusing on US space policy, “Protection in Space: A self-Defense Acquisition priority for U.S. Satellites”, Advanced Military Studies Program, Defense Information Technology Center, March 2008, pg online @ http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a485553.pdf // sc)

Currently there is no public evidence that Iran possesses any disruptive or destructive ASAT capability. Iran is also not expected to indigenously produce any such system in the foreseeable future.65 The concern, however, is a marginalized and threatened Iran would not necessarily have to domestically produce its own ASAT system. It is not unreasonable to suspect that disruptive or destructive ASAT technology could be proliferated to Iran by sympathetic nations seeking to reap the benefits of Iran degrading U.S. space dominance while simultaneously enjoying plausible deniability of the act. China is a perfect candidate for that role. Iran has been working closely with North Korea to help accelerate the Iranian space program capabilities.66 It is conceivable that Iran could obtain North Korean destructive ASAT technology or use North Korea as a broker to obtain Chinese destructive ASAT technology. Iran desires to increase its prestige throughout the Middle East. It is clearly working on establishing a space presence to obtain that goal.67 Iran is very aware of the advantage provided by space exploitation. It has built and orbited its own remote-sensing satellite and is working to produce a domestic launch capability.68 Iran has countered Voice of America signals being broadcast via satellite into Tehran using ground-based electronic warfare jamming techniques which is one of the first steps toward producing an OCS capability. Realistically, however, Iran has stumbled greatly in its attempt to domestically develop a space capability. Iran had to rely upon a Russian launch to orbit its domestically built Sina-1satellite in 2005.70 Evidence suggests, however, that Iran is continuing research converting theShahab-3 missile into a SLV, re-designated the Shahab-4 SLV, and conducted a successful test launch to near-orbital altitudes in early 2007.7122’sIf Iran should either procure or produce a nuclear weapon capability and develop a means to mate a nuclear warhead to a ballistic missile then it would have the same crude HAND ASAT capability that India most likely already possesses. The likelihood of such an event occurring is unknown. Iran is currently estimated to have Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) capability by 2015 and already has a Medium Range Ballistic Missile (MRMB) based on the North Korean No-Dong missile.72 Unfortunately, other disruptive and destructive ASAT technologies cannot be completely ruled out in the near term due to proliferation concerns centered around Iran partnership with North Korea.

U.S. is Vulnerable to ballistic missile threat
Spring 7-( Baker Spring is F M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. (April 25 Spring, “The Next Steps for Defense”, Heritage Foundation Reports). Lexis nexis) E.L.
 On July 4-5, 2006, North Korea test launched a salvo of ballistic missiles. n1 Iran took the same action on November 2, 2006, and January 22, 2007. n2 Clearly, the ballistic missile threat to the United States and its allies is not going away. n1. Michael A. Needham, "Responding to North Korea's Missile Provocation," Heritage Foundation WebMemo No. 1142, July 5, 2006, at www.heritage.org/research/AsiaandthePacific/upload/wm_1142.pdf. n2. Gareth Smyth, "Iran Tests Missiles as Fear of Attack Grows," Financial Times, January 22, 2007, at www.ft.com/cms/s/e8ce4b7c-aa4e-11db-83b0-0000779e2340.html (March 1, 2007). Congress and the American people need to understand that while the United States has made progress in putting missile defense systems in the field in recent years, in most respects the U.S. remains vulnerable to this threat. This is no time for the U.S. to slow the pace of developing and deploying effective defenses against ballistic missiles. Indeed, the Bush Administration and Congress need to accelerate the effort by focusing on developing and deploying the systems that offer the greatest capability. A detailed proposal for proceeding with the most effective systems was issued by the Independent Working Group on missile defense in June 2006. n3 The report specifically refers to space-based and sea-based defenses as the most effective components of the layered missile defense system design advocated by the Bush Administration. While the sea-based systems have continued to make progress in recent years, the effort to develop and deploy space-based interceptors has languished. n3. Independent Working Group, Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century: 2007 Report (Cambridge, Mass.: Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 2006), at www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf (September 18, 2006).

U.S. space assets are at risk of attack; they are too valuable to lose. 

STEELE, 1- thesis in MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE and Military Space Applications, and graduate student from sienna college (June 1, 2001, Claire E., “The Weaponization of Space a Strategic Estimate”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll2/id/459/rv/singleitem/rec/15). EE
Former Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen predicted future strikes on US space systems in his 1998 Annual Report to the President and Congress. “Because of the value of space systems to the US economy and the military in future conflicts, the US can expect attacks against US and allied space systems.”11 He further stated, “The spread of indigenous military and intelligence space systems, civil space systems with military and intelligence utility, and commercial space services with military and intelligence applications poses a significant challenge to US defense strategy and military operations.”12 Three years later, in his 2001 Annual Report to the President and Congress, former Secretary of Defense Cohen reiterates his position. “The ability of the US to access and utilize space is a vital national security interest because many of the activities conducted in space are critical to its national security and economic well-being. Potential adversaries may target and attack US, allied, and commercial space assets during crisis or conflict as an asymmetric means to counter or reduce US military operational effectiveness, intelligence capabilities, economic and societal posture, and national will.”13 Cohen is consistent in his belief that there is a threat. In addition to the NCA, the former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General John Shalikashvili also believed there is a threat to space assets. General Shalikashvili called these threats an “asymmetric challenge” in the current National Military Strategy. He specifically mentions an adversary denying the US access to critical overseas infrastructure, “exploiting commercial and foreign space capabilities, threatening our space-based systems, and interrupting the flow of critical information.”14 Shalikashvili concluded that these are legitimate military concerns requiring a possible military solution. The National Defense University Institute for National Strategic Studies, also concluded the US is at risk from an attack on space systems. In Strategic Assessment 1999: Priorities for a Turbulent World, the authors state, “Technologies exist today that could challenge US dominance in space. Satellites are vulnerable to attack or disruption, particularly commercial satellites that lack the hardening of military systems.”15 The authors quantify their position with the assertion that satellites can be readily tampered with by anyone. “Satellites can be attacked directly by jamming or nuclear electromagnetic pulse and radiation. Today, equipment purchased in any reasonably sized shopping mall can easily jam local GPS signals from a satellite orbiting at 11,000 nautical miles.”16 The NCA, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the National Defense University all believe there is a potential threat to space assets. That alone warrants a study of the primary question, should the US develop and employ space-based weapons? The space sanctuary advocates, Lieutenant Colonel Bruce M. DeBlois, Major Howard Belote, Dr. Robert Bowman, Lieutenant Colonel Larry K. Grundhauser, Major David Ziegler, and the Union of Concerned Scientists do not deny the existence of potential threat. They simply advocate using diplomatic means to counter the threat. The space sanctuary advocates will be discussed in the following section.

AT: Iran Turn
SMD key to preventing Iran-Israel war and containing escalation—overcomes countermeasures to terrestrial missile defense systems and destroys missiles in the boost phase

Phillips 10 (James, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “An Israeli Preventive Attack on Iran’s Nuclear Sites: Implications for the U.S.” pg. 8 http://www.voltairenet.org/IMG/pdf/An_Israeli_Preventive_Attack_on_Iran_s_Nuclear_Sites.pdf) RF
The U.S. and Israel, however, still need to keep an eye on the development of more sophisticated missile threats, which may include countermeasures designed to confuse or overwhelm existing and near-term missile defense systems. This is why Israel should ask the United States to develop and deploy space-based missile defense interceptors for its own defense and for the defense of U.S. allies. Such space-based systems will address the countermeasures threat because they will be effective in downing ballistic missiles in the boost phase, before such countermeasures are released. The U.S., however, has not pursued space-based defense options since the early 1990s. The Obama Administration has shown no commitment to move on this front. The U.S. needs to move forward in this area and Israel should be encouraging it to do so. 
SMD is key to deterring Iran 

Heritage Foundation 10 (No author, “Intercontinental Ballistic Missile”, from the Heritage Foundation-supported website 33 minutes,  http://www.33-minutes.com/33-minutes/intercontinental-ballistic-missile.htm) RF
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile Threat from Iran. The longest range was from the Shahab-3, which can travel approximately 1,200 miles. Iran clearly has missiles in its arsenal that can easily reach the Strait of Hormuz, Israel, and U.S. troops stationed throughout the Middle East. There is also no slow down for Iran in their attempts to obtain a nuclear weapon. They have already made repeated threats against Israel and it seems it is only a matter of time before they act on them.  Iran's short-range missile threat is clearly identifiable, and if they do obtain a nuclear weapon, it is potentially devastating for Israel, U.S. troops and allies in the region, and the rest of the Middle East. Iran will not stop there, however. They are working with Korea on their intercontinental ballistic missile capable of delivering a nuclear warhead. They have already been adapting the Shahab-3 missile to accommodate a nuclear warhead, so it is natural that they would use any long-range intercontinental ballistic missile for the same purpose. They are working on a two-stage missile, which could easily reach the whole of Europe and the East Coast of the United States. If they complete a three-stage missile, they will have the capability of reaching the entire U.S.  Now, more than ever, the U.S. needs to be investing in missile defense. There needs to be more sea-based Aegis destroyers with missile defense systems stationed in the Persian Gulf and along the coasts of Europe and the U.S. There needs to be more land-based missile defense systems placed throughout Europe and the Middle East. There needs to be more research and implementation of a space-based missile defense system for the U.S. to defend itself and its allies around the globe from the nuclear threat Iran will no doubt have in the near future.  For more on this, read the article, Mullahs and Missiles. The world has not become a more stable place with the proliferation of nuclear technologies. Only solid missile defense programs in place around the globe will deter the use of these devastating weapons. 

AT:  China Turn

North Korea, Iran, Russia, and China are all threats to the US with nuclear, biological, chemical, and EMP weapons

Lambakis 7 (Steven, a senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, “Missile Defense From Space” pg. 2-3) RF

The ballistic missile threat to the United  States, its deployed forces, and allies and  friends has been well defined. 6  This is a threat we downplay at our peril. Nations such  as North Korea and Iran — which also have significant programs to develop nuclear,  biological, and chemical weapons — as well as nonstate groups can pose significant,  even catastrophic, dangers to the U.S. homeland, our troops, and our allies. Russia and  China, two militarily powerful nations in  transition, have advanced ballistic missile  modernization and countermeasure programs.  Indeed, despite the reality that trade  relations with China continue to expand, its rapid military modernization represents a  potentially serious threat. Whether these nations become deadly adversaries hinges on  nothing more than a political change of heart in their respective capitals.   The intelligence community’s ability to  provide timely and accurate estimates of  ballistic missile threats is, by many measures, poor. Our leaders have been consistently  surprised by foreign ballistic missile developments. Shortened development timelines  and the ability to move or import operational missiles, buy components, and hire missile  experts from abroad mean the United States may have little or no warning before it is  threatened or attacked. There is no escaping the uncertainty we face.   And the stakes couldn’t be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an  American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information  Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100  billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully,  and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct  cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks  was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or  the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile  nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against  a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the  national economy, could rise above $4 trillion. 7 The economy could also be devastated by  the electromagnetic pulse generated by a  high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry  transformers within regional electrical power grids. 8  The interdependent telecommunications (including computers),  transportation, and banking and financial  infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such  an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This  situation could jeopardize the very viability  of society and the survival of the nation.  Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mind-numbing as they are terrifying.   

And, SMD is the only way to effectively counter these threats—thins out the missiles so terrestrial BMD can be more effective
Lambakis 7 (Steven, a senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, “Missile Defense From Space” pg. 6) RF

It is also known that enemies of the United States can put a nuclear weapon over U.S. territory using a ballistic missile. The detonation of this weapon at a high altitude could unleash an electromagnetic pulse that would wipe out satellite and airborne navigation, intelligence, and communications systems and impede any U.S. military response to the aggression. Such a pulse of energy would disable or destroy the unprotected technological infrastructure of a region or the nation. According to the emp Commission, “a regional or national recovery would be long and difficult and would seriously degrade the safety and overall viability of our nation. . . . [A]t some point the degradation of infrastructure could have irreversible effects on the country’s ability to support its population.”  Space-based interceptors may be the only effective way to counter this threat and mitigate the effects of an electromagnetic pulse resulting from the intercept. Engaging the missile close to its launch point would release the resulting explosion of gamma rays closer to the attacker’s territory. Relying on an intercept in space, in the midcourse of a missile’s flight, risks damaging unprotected satellites (i.e., just about all commercial and civilian satellites), regardless of who owns them.   Because the missile defense system is “layered” and will have multiple elements working together synergistically, sharing information, sharing existing sensors, communicating as a single system worldwide, even a small constellation of space-based interceptor platforms would allow the entire system to work more efficiently. The massive constellations projected back in the heady days of the Strategic Defense  Initiative, in other words, do  not seem to be necessary, especially when the targeted  adversaries have very limited ballistic missile inventories. By attacking even just a  portion of the threat missiles in boost and midcourse, the space layer has the effect of  thinning out the number of attacking missiles so that the other elements of the system,  which are based on the ground or at sea (midcourse and terminal systems), can be more  effective. 

China won’t increase its nuclear arsenal as a result of US missile defense—lack of technology, perception would wreck cooperation

Godwin 2 (Paul H.B, Senior Fellow, retired as professor of international affairs at the National War College, Washington, D.C., in 1998. He was previously professor of Asian Studies at the Air University, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, and has served as an analyst with the CIA. His research focuses on Chinese defense and security policies. Prof. Godwin is now a consultant and serves as a non-resident scholar in the Atlantic Council’s Asia-Pacific Program, “Potential Chinese Responses to U.S. Ballistic Missile Defense” pg. 70-71) RF
Since the mid-1980s, Chinese analysts conducting inquiries into China’s nuclear posture have demonstrated concern that a doctrine of minimum deterrence implemented by a small number of strategic weapons will not  provide sufficient security in the future.  U.S. missile defenses, even if limited to a “thin” terminal defense mode, provide an additional and significant incentive  to change this doctrine. Changing China’s nuclear force posture presents Beijing with a dilemma.   In part, of course, this dilemma is created by the lack of mature technologies in critical areas such as space systems and perhaps in the strategic weapons program itself.  The future of China’s DF-41 may be in doubt and the new class of SSBN may well be facing difficulties.  Nonetheless, in my judgment, the core problem is doctrinal.  A doctrinal decision would permit Beijing to focus resources on those technologies central to implementing the doctrine.  Doctrinal choices, however, have political consequences, and this may be where Beijing is facing its most troublesome problems.  Moving beyond minimum deterrence to some form of limited deterrence with its war-fighting implications will enhance U.S. and regional apprehension that China is adopting a more aggressive security policy.  Given the increased number and variety of weapons such a doctrine requires, China’s assertion that its nuclear forces were for defensive purposes only would be difficult to sustain.  Moreover, the expansion of China’s nuclear arsenal would occur just as the United States and Russia were agreeing to significant reductions in their own strategic forces, serving to underscore China’s build-up.  It could also lead to precisely the more capable U.S. BMD Beijing’s political strategy seeks to prevent.  Consequently, whereas limited deterrence may be attractive to analysts engaged in abstract assessments of nuclear doctrine and strategy, the potential political costs could be viewed as outweighing whatever increases in confidence this nuclear posture may provide.  Assuring the viability of China’s retaliatory forces has fewer liabilities and does not rule out the opportunity to shift to some form of limited deterrence in the future.  Accordingly, Beijing could choose the small but modern option as its first step toward a revised nuclear posture.  Deployments to fulfill this choice would also serve as the basis for building an assured minimum 

deterrence force structure, should the United States demonstrate the capability to deploy a multilayered BMD system.  

AT: Prolif Case Turn

Extend Pfaltzgraf 7- SMD solves the emerging threats of rogue nations by being able to take them out while they are still in their boost-phase so no decoys are deployed

Extend Mooney 8- SMD has the capability to destroy missiles before things like maneuvering and decoys prevent them from being destroyed from our current system
SMBD is crucial to non-proliferation efforts

Pfaltzgraff 09 (Dr. Robert L., Jr., President of The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, work encompasses alliance relations, crisis management, missile defense, the development and conduct of gaming exercises, arms control issues, and strategic planning in the emerging security environment. He holds an M.A. in international relations, a Ph.D. in political science, and an M.B.A. in international business from the University of Pennsylvania, “Space and U.S. Security: A Net Assessment”, January 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf)np
Space is crucially important to efforts to counter proliferation challenges. Three key proliferation chal​lenges were cited. The first is Iran and North Korea. If the United States and West are unsuccessful in preventing these countries from attaining a nuclear capability, significant proliferation will occur in the Middle East/Gulf, and in Northeast Asia. Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Iran are the potential triggers for a regional dynamic which could proliferate nuclear weapons. If any of these nations appear likely to develop and deploy nuclear weapons, they would probably all do so because none would want to be the last to acquire such a capability. In Northeast Asia, if North Korea goes nuclear, Japan may decide to develop its own nuclear weapons capability. South Korea would likely explore the nuclear option as would Taiwan. An alternative to nuclear weapons proliferation lies in updating U.S. security guarantees. Space is crucial to such an endeavor. This is an area that should be explored as we consider 21st century security architectures. Many of those who would seek nuclear weapons have been allies or friends of the United States. Such states would want to acquire nuclear weapons if they concluded that U.S. security guarantees were no longer cred​ible. This underscores the basic point that the nuclear proliferation cascade expected to follow a North Korean or Iranian nuclear capability includes primarily states friendly to the United States. Hence, the importance of new architectures that include security guarantees. Space-based missile defenses will be essential to such architectures. The second challenge is how to manage the expansion of nuclear energy which will be far more widely used in the decades ahead as energy demands increase, together with environmental opposition to fossil fuels. We must reduce the risk of proliferation by restrictions on nuclear fuel enrichment to prevent/curtail clandestine weaponization. We will need to factor the importance of space into our efforts to cope with verification and other challenges of separating peaceful uses of nuclear energy from efforts to acquire nuclear weapons. The third challenge is nuclear terrorism. The United States is highly dependent on space to combat terror​ism, particularly for intelligence gathering, reconnaissance, and surveillance. Space allows the United States to penetrate easily across borders to fight terrorism. Space-based defenses would allow interception of attacks on critical space assets with direct ascent capabilities such as those tested by China in January or electro-magnetic pulse (EMP) attacks launched perhaps by terrorists.

BMD is an effective deterrent - even if it doesn’t destroy the missile it prevents the missiles from being used- that solves prolif
Frederick 9 (Lorinda, Lt. Colonel of the USAF, “ Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense,” September, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, EMM)

BMD should primarily be considered a vital part of a deterrent strategy and secondarily an effective tool to protect against ballistic missile attacks. BMD is an integral part of deterrence because it makes escalation less likely. Confidence in BMD technology may allow US decision makers to accept an increased risk of attack and allow time for other instruments of power to defuse the situation. Adversaries must consider US defensive capabilities in relation to their offensive capabilities. Confident that inbound ballistic missiles will not reach the homeland, the United States could choose not to respond in kind to such provocation. Extending BMD to friendly states bolsters deterrence because it effectively conveys to potential aggressors the US commitment to defense. Extended deterrence can keep other states out of the conflict. For example, the United States provided Israel with theater missile defense (TMD) during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm to protect the Israelis and keep them out of the broader conflict. Extended deterrence may encourage allies to “forgo indigenous development or procurement of duplicative military capabilities, thereby enhancing US counterproliferation efforts.” BMD is more than just a defensive measure that the United States possesses to knock down threatening missiles. Decision makers should think of it as a vital part of deterrence to help restrain rogue elements and proliferators. 
AT: No risk Prolif

1. no prolif scenario read in 1ar

2. we solve four inevitable wars:

1.Iran, extend kuhner 9

2.China, extend clark 09

3. North Korea, extend Schoroeder 11

4. Russia, extend arbatov 7

AT: No Coop=> Impacts
(IF YOU ALREADY READ THE INHERENCY TRICK IN THE 2AC JUST CROSS APPLY IT HERE, OTHERWISE READ THIS)

US committed to MD- contracts prove
UPI 11 (UPI.com, March 14 2011, “Companies given missile defense contracts”, http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2011/03/14/Companies-given-missile-defense-contracts/UPI-67901300112987/)
WASHINGTON, March 14 (UPI) -- The U.S. Missile Defense Agency says it is granting competitive awards to five small U.S. businesses for advisory and assistance services. The businesses named are COLSA Corp., Huntsville, Ala.; Engineering Research and Consulting, Inc., Huntsville, Ala.; Millennium Engineering and Integration Co., Arlington, Va.; Torch Technologies, Inc., Huntsville, Ala.; and DCS Corp. of Alexandria, Va. The indefinite-delivery/indefinite-quantity awards are being made under a Small Business Set-Aside Request for Proposal, the MDA said. Each contract has a not-to-exceed ordering ceiling of $861 million with a performance period through March 2016. Under the awards the companies will provide advisory and assistance services to the Directorates for Engineering, Test, Advanced Technology and Information Management and Technology Operations. The contractors will assist the directorates in providing engineering, technical analysis and support, scientific, systems engineering, test planning and test execution activities in support of the Ballistic Missile Defense System. The MDA Engineering and Support Services Program Office will centrally manage these contracts through competitive task orders for which the companies will have an opportunity to bid. The MDA said it will enter obligations with the companies using research, development, test and evaluation funds.

This makes your turn inevitable, already has pissed off multiple nations:

1) China
NTI, 07 (James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, “China's Opposition to US Missile Defense Programs”, Last Copyrighted 2007, http://www.nti.org/db/china/mdpos.htm#China%27s%20Opposition%20to%20TMD%20in%20Japan, Manchester)
China's position on TMD is largely influenced by its profound mistrust of Japan, which dates back to the Japanese annexation of Manchuria in 1931 and atrocities committed during World War II. Ambassador Sha has stated, "We are still suffering from our nightmare with Japan since the war. These are a people who even deny the fact that there was something called the Nanking Massacre; some of them feel it didn't happen at all. So how can we have any confidence in a country like that?"21 Despite China's strong opposition to TMD cooperation with Japan, PRC officials have indicated a willingness to accept deployment of lower-tier TMD in Japan. China considers lower-tier theater missile defenses to be “legitimate” missile defenses since these systems have a limited footprint that can only protect small areas such as military bases and troop deployments from missile attacks.22 China's concerns about Japan's development of an upper-tier TMD system, especially a sea-based one, are based on the fear that such a system would also be capable of defending Taiwan in the event of a missile attack from the mainland. The US Navy's Theater Wide (NTW) system could be based in Japan but still be easily deployed near Taiwan. According to a 1999 Pentagon report, one Aegis cruiser equipped with the NTW system could defend all of Taiwan.

2) Russia
Woolf 2 (Amy F. Woolf, June 14 2002, specialist in national defense foreign affairs, defense, and trade division, “National Missile Defense: Russia’s Reaction”, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/11635.pdf)
The Threat to Russia’s Deterrent. Russian analysts have argued that the United States could undermine Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent, and possibly acquire a disarming first strike capability, with even a relatively limited missile defense capability. First, they note that Russia’s arsenal of strategic offensive nuclear weapons is likely to decline sharply over the next decade, to perhaps fewer than 1,500 warheads, as older weapons are retired and financial constraints preclude the acquisition of newer weapons. But the United States could maintain a much larger offensive nuclear force of several thousand nuclear weapons, even under prospective arms control scenarios. In addition, NATO enlargement, the U.S. advantage in antisubmarine warfare, and the U.S. advantage in precision-guided conventional weapons, such as the sea-launched Tomahawk cruise missile, provide the United States and its allies with the ability to conduct conventional attacks on strategic targets in Russia in a comprehensive first strike. If the United States launched an attack against Russia with its conventional and nuclear forces, and destroyed a large percentage of Russia’s diminished nuclear forces, a few hundred missile defense interceptors could be sufficient to intercept Russia’s retaliatory strike. Hence, according to this argument, even a limited missile defense system could “undermine strategic stability” and contribute to U.S. efforts to “achieve radical changes in the military balance.”22 Russian analysts also note that China is likely to react to the deployment of a U.S. NMD system by expanding its military capabilities and its offensive missile forces. One Russian analyst, Alexander Pikayev, has stated that China has already adopted a $10 billion package for a new nuclear buildup in reaction to U.S. plans to deploy an NMD system together with a TMD system in the Western Pacific, and that China would have to significantly increase the size of its missile force to maintain the credibility of its deterrent in the face of a U.S. NMD. But, according to Pikayev and other Russian analyts, these weapons could pose as much of a threat to Russia as they could to the United States: “Currently, the predominance of Chinese conventional weapons vis-a-vis the vast but sparsely populated Russian Far East is balanced by Moscow’s superiority in nuclear weapons. China’s nuclear build-up might considerably erode this superiority, further weakening Russia’s position in the Far East.”23 According to Pikayev, this imbalance with Chinese forces might compel Russia to withdraw from the 1987 Intermediate Forces Treaty. Possible Military Responses Hence, in spite of U.S. claims to the contrary, many Russian officials and analysts appear to believe that U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and deployment of a nationwide missile defense system would undermine the existing framework of arms control agreements, upset international strategic stability, incite new arms races, and threaten the credibility of Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent. Several Russian officials have declared that, if the United States were to follow this path, Russia would feel compelled to withdraw from a range of arms control agreements so that it could deploy the military forces that it would need to offset the U.S. threat to its nuclear deterrent. These military responses could include changes in the deployment of several different types of nuclear weapons. 

And- previous attempts to develop SMD should have triggered the link

Hitchens 02 (Theresa-CDI Vice President, “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette? 
The Policy Implications of U.S. Pursuit of Space-Based Weapons”, April 18, 2002, http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm) np

The second factor driving U.S. political-military thinking about weaponizing space is the push, now being rapidly accelerated by the Bush administration, to develop missile defenses. The administration already has announced its intent to withdraw, on June 13, 2002, from the ABM treaty, not only opening the path for development of missile interceptors but also clearing the way for the United States to develop anti-satellite weapons targeted against potentially hostile spy satellites. The Pentagon's just-revised missile defense plans include a much greater emphasis on the potential for space-based systems, in particular for shooting down enemy missiles in their boost phase as they begin to ascend through the atmosphere. Although it is unclear if these plans are a deliberate foot in the door to the weaponization of space, their implementation would have that effect. A decision to move forward with space-based missile defense systems would end today's policy of restraint — with or without an overt move to rewrite the National Space Policy. The newly named Missile Defense Agency (formerly the Ballistic Missile Defense Agency) has proposed spending $1.33 billion from 2003 to 2007 on developing "Space-Based Boost" — in essence reviving the Reagan-era concept of Brilliant Pebbles, a constellation of orbiting, kinetic kill vehicles designed to knock out enemy ICBMs in their boost phase. "Concept assessment" is due to be completed in early 2003, according to Pentagon fiscal year (FY) 2003 budget documents, with an aim to "support a product line decision not earlier than FY 2006."
13 The development program is being designed to include at least limited experiments in space. Research on the Space Based Laser has been ongoing for some time, and laser technology has slowly progressed. The program has experienced developmental trouble, however, and Congress cut FY 2002 funding, bringing to a halt the program's planned Integrated Flight Experiment of an early prototype. The Missile Defense Agency is now reevaluating the program, but intends to continue exploring technologies through 2007 — proposing $284.8 million in spending from FY 2003-2007.
14 Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz recently testified to Congress that the Pentagon budget for FY 2003 includes about $103 million for directed energy technology (including Space-Based Laser).
15 

AT: Weaponization
(you don’t have to read all these cards, up to you what you chose to read)

US leadership solves weaponization


Steele 2k1

(Claire E. Steele is a writer for the Military Art and Science, “The Weaponization of Space: A Strategic Estimate”, Master of Military Art and Science, Defense Technology Information Center, 2001, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:uJ0mFsKWEbkJ:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a396953.pdf+space+based+weaponization&site=default_collection&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc) 

In summary, the Union of Concerned Scientists, Deblois, Belote, Bowman, Grundhauser, Ziegler, and Kagan all believe the US should pursue a diplomatic solution to the weaponization of space debate instead of a military solution. Space-based weapons are not inevitable if the US does not lead the way. Under the keep space sanctuary course of action, the US should not be the first nation to weaponize space. US Possible Response: Defensive Weapons and Measures Only Those who believe the US should defend itself from threat using space-based assets subscribe to the defensive weapons and measures only policy. Air Force Doctrine Document (AFDD) 2-2, Space Operations, defines defensive counter space as, Active and passive actions to protect US space related capabilities from enemy attack or interference . . . . Active defense operations include conducting surveillance of adversary launch sites, identifying and neutralizing blinders and jammers, and maneuvering spacecraft. Reporting potential and known space system attacks is an important aspect of active defense . . . . Passive defense includes survivability measures such as redundancy, filtering, frequency hopping, command and mission data link encryption, and hardening. Also, camouflage, concealment, deception, redundancy, mobility, and dispersion can defendelements of a space system.25

Space missile defense wouldn’t weaponize space, it’s a response to the weaponization of space
Spring 7- (Baker Spring is F M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. (April 25 Spring, “The Next Steps for Defense”, Heritage Foundation Reports) lexis nexis.) E.L.


Arms control advocates are currently focused on preventing the weaponization of space. They base their proposals on the assertion that space is not already weaponized, n23 which is valid only if properly defining the term "space weapons" is irrelevant to the exercise of controlling them. n24 n23. Jeffrey Lewis, "What If Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Crisis Scenarios," Center for Defense Information, July 2004, at www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf (April 18, 2007). n24. Ibid., p. 12. The fact is that space was weaponized when the first ballistic missile was deployed, because ballistic missiles travel through space on their way to their targets. The threat that these weapons pose to U.S. security and the U.S. population is undeniable. The superior effectiveness of space-based interceptors in countering ballistic missiles is based on the fact that ballistic missiles transit space. As a result,space-based interceptors are ideally located to intercept ballistic missiles in the boost phase. Congress needs to reject the charge that space-based ballistic missile defense interceptors would constitute an unprecedented move by the U.S. to weaponize space. It can do so by adding a preamble to the amendment to provide more robust funding for construction of a space test bed. This preamble should take the form of a congressional finding that the deployment of ballistic missiles weaponized space and that the government has a fundamental obligation to protect the U.S. population and territory against ballistic missile attack. The preamble should go on to state that space-based interceptors will likely be the most effective defense against ballistic missiles precisely because ballistic missiles are space weapons. The preamble should conclude by stating that the construction of the space test bed and eventual deployment of space-based interceptors is a response to the weaponization ofspace brought about by the deployment of ballistic missiles. President Bush and missile defense supporters in Congress should also be prepared to counter proposals in defense authorization and appropriations bills calling for the U.S. to enter into an international agreement that imposes sweeping prohibitions on space weapons, including by implication all forms of anti-satellite weapons. n25 Such legislation can be expected to avoid defining "space weapons," but enactment of such legislation, by requiring U.S. acceptance of an international agreement banning space weapons, would likely have a devastating impact on U.S. national security and cripple the U.S. missile defense program. n25. Sebastian Sprenger, "House Dems Eye Legislation to Press Bush on Arms Control for Space," Inside Missile Defense, Vol. 13, No. 4 (February 14, 2007), pp. 9-10. An undefined ban on space weapons could be interpreted as requiring the U.S. to withdraw all satellites that are elements of broader U.S. strike weapons systems, all ballistic missiles and rockets capable of delivering a payload to low-earth orbit or higher, all nuclear weapons that can be mated to such ballistic missiles or rockets, a wide range of electronic jamming capabilities, kinetic kill vehicles capable ofspace flight, and strike systems capable of destroying satellite ground stations, just to name a few. The missile defense program would be crippled because most missile defense systems have some inherent anti-satellite capability. An undefined ban on space weapons would effectively drive the U.S. military back to the mid-20th century. 

SMD is not a weapon 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
However, whether directed energy weapons are offensive or defensive, like surface ships and submarines, depends on how they are used. Space-based directed energy missile defense systems, deployed to destroy ballistic missiles launched against the United States, cannot be deemed offensive systems. To argue otherwise is to equate those who would launch such an attack using missiles armed with WMD warheads with those who seek to defend themselves from such an attack. Equally absurd is the notion that the United States can, and should, take the lead in banning space-based systems and thus provide an example to the international community. Here the assumption is that the United States can establish global regimes that will strengthen or create international norms against the weaponization of space. The burden of proof that such an American approach would achieve its objectives is not supported by the history of conflict. The ability of states and other actors to utilize new geographical arenas, whether at sea, on land, or in the air, has led to conflict and competition based on available technologies in these diverse settings. At the same time, it is suggested that a decision by the United States to forego the deployment of space-based assets will lead to comparable restraint on the part of others. It may be equally plausible to suggest that such self abnegation by the United States will only encourage others to fill the resulting political vacuum. This debate is discussed in greater detail in the next two Sections of this report. 

Space is already weaponized, SMD would deter space weaponization threats
Spring 7-( Baker Spring is F M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. (February 6, “The Still Enduring Features of the Debate Over Missile Defense”, Heritage Foundation Reports), Lexis Nexis) E.L.

As noted earlier, missile defense opponents have shifted tactics from opposing missile defenses across the board to focusing their efforts on opposing those missile defense programs that are likely to be the most effective. Therefore, their highest priority is to kill any prospects for deploying missile defense interceptors in space. They have taken the approach of charging that such a deployment will mean that the U.S. has broken an international taboo against weaponizing space. The implication of this argument is that the deployment of missile defense interceptors in space will be both highly dangerous and wildly provocative. This argument is both factually incorrect and ignorant of the purpose of missile defense interceptors. It is factually incorrect because space is already weaponized in so far as ballistic missiles transit space. This is the reason that space-based interceptors will be so effective. They will already be located where the missiles fly. The missiles will be coming to the interceptors instead of the interceptors chasing after the missiles. It is ignorant of the purpose of space-based interceptors because such interceptors are designed to protect the U.S. and its friends and allies against ballistic missiles that have already been fired, either in anger or by accident. The idea that for the U.S. to defend itself under this circumstance is somehow provocative defies common sense. The debate over space-based missile defense may come to a head next year. It is anticipated that the Bush Administration will ask for initial funds under the missile defense budget to construct a spacetest bed. While this funding request by itself does not represent a serious program to develop and deploy space-based interceptors, it could serve as the vehicle for the fundamental debate over the option of deploying missile defense interceptors in space. At a minimum, missile defense proponents in Congress will need to ensure the approval of this request. Alternatively, they could propose directing missile defense funding to a larger program that revives Brilliant Pebbles technology and tests it in space. If an impending debate over space-based missile defense is to take place, it might be preferable to debate a truly substantive program rather than a more symbolic program.

Space weaponization is inevitable – the US must deploy space weapons first to maintain supremacy 

Bell 99 (Thomas D. Bell, LT. Colonel, USAF, Center for Strategy and Technology at Air War College, January 1999, “Weaponization of Space: Understanding Strategic and Technological Inevitabilities”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/csat6.pdf) JB
It is clear that societies will weaponize space as an increasing number of high-value resources in the form of commercial and military systems migrate to space. The questions that remain are whether now is the time to begin the inevitable weaponization of space; whether to protect space given ints increasing importance to the United States, whether the US should be the first nation to do so; and finally the implications for the United States Air Force of this weaponization. During the twentieth century, both to reduce the cost of maintaining large standing armies and to protect human life in battle, the US turned to technological superiority as the basis for success in warfare. In World War II, long range bombers, carrier aviation, and the atomic bomb provided the technological edge required for the defeat of the Third Reich and the Japanese Empire. Arguably, in Korea and Vietnam, technological superiority was present even if the will to use it was not. In the Persian Gulf War, the United States gained a decisive advantage through its ability to apply technological superiority. Whether measured in terms of space assets, air refueling, precision guided munitions, or stealth, coalition forces led by the United States fought the war on a different technological level than their Iraqi opponents. This technological asymmetry allowed the United States to fight a short war with minimal casualties. Technological asymmetry provides another advantage. It allows the United States to control crisis escalation. With technological superiority, America can threaten to escalate to prevent an unwanted turn of events (e.g., threaten to escalate to nuclear war against a non- nuclear adversary in response to a chemical attack). The United States never wants to fight a war from a position of technological parity or inferiority. To do so may well shift escalation dominance to the enemy, especially if that enemy is unconstrained by public opinion. The problem with technological superiority, however, is that it is never constant and never guaranteed. American forces were not the only ones to learn lessons from the Gulf War. Potential future adversaries also watched and learned. They saw the success of a well-led coalition that employed air refueling, precision guided munitions, stealth, and uncontested access to space assets. No doubt future adversaries are trying to develop their capabilities in these areas as well as develop countermeasures to reduce US effectiveness. The United States cannot hope to fight another war with the same technology and achieve the same level of success as in 1991. The US must never again plan to face an adversary who does not contest its ability to use information gained from space assets. The playing field has once again changed and the US military must also change in order to defeat the next enemy. The weaponization of space provides the asymmetric technology the US needs to win the next war. The United States is the only nation with the economic and scientific potential to make this technology a reality in the next thirty years. The technological development of weapons that 5apply force in, from, and through space must have the goal of fielding weapons as the technology matures. Just as the doctrine of daylight precision bombing guided the development of the long- range bombers of World War II, today's Air Force must develop doctrine for the employment of space weapons. This space version of strategic bombardment doctrine will serve both as a guide to technological development and as a plan for the long-term structure of the Air Force. If no war comes, US space-based capabilities will have proven an effective deterrent force; if war does come, as the inevitable result of competition on earth or in space, technological asymmetry will once again be a large factor in giving the United States the capability for winning a decisive victory. To be effective, however, institutional and doctrinal change must accompany this technological asymmetry.

China and other countries militarizing in the status quo – The US must weaponized in order to maintain its capabilities 

Adams 10 (Jonathan Adams, staff writer on military issues for the Christian science Monitor, October 28, 2010, China is on path to 'militarization of space',

http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space) JB
Is China's space exploration a military strategy? Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2. The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States. The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan. "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' " More broadly, some in the US see China's moon program as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington. The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon. With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space."
Russia, China, and South America are all militarizing space as a result of the US floundering on missile defense policy  

Frolov 08 (Vladimir Frolov, he former director of the National Laboratory for Foreign Policy and now serves as President of LEFF GROUP, his own government and public communications company, PHD, 9/19/08, “Russia Profile Weekly Experts Panel: A New Arms Race?”, http://russiaprofile.org/experts_panel/a1221842130/print_edition/) JB
Last week, Russia sent strategic bombers and a nuclear guided missile cruiser task force to Venezuela for “maneuvers,” an apparent tit-for-tat for the United States sending its warships to the Black Sea to “deliver humanitarian aid” to Georgia. The U.S. Congress voted to approve the construction of missile defense sites in Poland and the Czech Republic, as well as in another unidentified country. A Russian commander of missile forces once again indicated that Russia would target those sites with nuclear missiles. Speaking on the anniversary of September 11, 2001, Medvedev said that the United States would have been much better off working with Russia to defeat international terrorism as opposed to propping up “rotten regimes” (alluding to Mikheil Saakashvili’s Georgia). Prime minister Putin also made it clear that Russia harbored no designs on the territory of former Soviet states, but would respond with overwhelming force if provoked. What is Russia’s leadership up to? Is Moscow indicating its readiness to engage the West in a new arms race or in a new round of cooperation? Are there any preconditions for a new arms race? Or is Moscow signaling that it is prepared to work with the West constructively, provided that Russia’s interests are respected? How will the West read these seemingly conflicting signals from Russia? Eugene Kolesnikov, Private Consultant, the Netherlands: The arms race during the Cold War was about maintaining full parity between two irreconcilable ideologies and socio-economic systems. The arrangement of the world governance system and related military potentials during that era was quite simple: it consisted of two competing camps and a collection of non-aligned countries that were either too big to swallow or too unimportant to worry about. The military forces of the non-aligned block were not threatening the status quo between the big players. After the peaceful disbanding of the Soviet empire, a very short period of disarmament ensued. The United States and Western Europe started to reduce their armies and arsenals on the premise that a new benign world order was in the offing, while Russia largely neglected its military, being completely preoccupied with the economic, social and political devastation. Only parity in the nuclear “mutually assured destruction” was maintained. This brief interlude, having excited the pacifists and believers in the post-modern world order based on supranational interests, ended as abruptly as it started. The United States single-mindedly embarked on a new mission of imposing a U.S.-centric democratic world hegemony, underpinned, not surprisingly, by military force. The ABM treaty was scrapped, the “star wars” concept was dusted off, space military predominance was declared a vital U.S. interest, NATO rushed to the countries around Russia, Iraq was invaded, the EU countries were continuously pressured into increasing their NATO military budgets, and Japan was encouraged to graduate from its anti-war policies and increase its offensive military capability. This “unipolar” moment, however, did not last long. Four major factors started to determine the course of militarization around the world, while U.S. policymakers were still congratulating each other on the great opportunities that the unipolar moment offered for the planet. These four major factors were the rise of China, the revival of Russia, fast economic growth in Asia and South America and a sense of insecurity setting in everywhere as a result of the collapse of the bi-polar world, as well as the United States’ inability to be the world policeman and security guarantor—made abundantly clear by the U.S. failures in Afghanistan and Iraq. The world as a whole has taken to arms. This time, however, the race is fueled by different goals. America wants to maintain its military predominance. China and Russia are re-arming as fast as they can without hurting economic growth, to be able to defend their sovereign status. Enriched Asian countries are snapping up arms to secure their positions vis-à-vis each other and the rising China. South American regimes are doing a similar thing. And now the EU is seriously thinking about creating its own military capability. The world has become more insecure and arguably much more dangerous than it was during the second half of the 20th century. In this context, Russia is undeniably in the arms race, but the race is not about achieving full parity with the United States. It is about catching up with the advances in military technology and re-building military forces for the purposes of securing Russia's independence, particularly vis-à-vis the United States and China. The unfortunate aspect of modern militarization is that it is likely to transform into a truly Cold-War-type mode as far as anti-ballistic defense systems and space militarization are concerned. Despite the sense of superiority that overwhelmed the U.S. establishment, it must realize that a country with only three percent of the world’s population and 25 percent of the world’s GDP cannot maintain a 50 percent share of the world’s military spending forever. This realization is the true reason behind the American plans for global anti-ballistic missile defense and space militarization. The United States believes that over the next two to three decades, it can beat the others (Russia and China) in these spheres and gain a decisive strategic military advantage. Both Russia and China will do everything possible to thwart this vital threat. A frightening Cold-War-type arms race to counter the U.S. missile defense systems and militarization of space is about to take off in earnest, unless the United States gives in to the Russian and Chinese demands to leave the nuclear and space parity alone. This arms race is perhaps as dangerous as the Cold War one. This time, however, the trigger is in the hands of only one party –the U.S. establishment. Unfortunately, the signs are that the United States is already pulling the trigger. Ethan S. Burger, Adjunct Professor, Georgetown University Law Center, & Scholar-in-Residence, School of International Service, American University, Washington DC With the price for a barrel of oil dropping to about $100, foreign direct and portfolio investment in the country plummeting, and the Russian infrastructure deteriorating, the Russian government can ill-afford a new arms race. Similarly, given the size of the U.S. budgetary and trade deficits, adding more defense spending to an already huge defense budget would create major funding problems for key domestic programs, and would be difficult to justify politically. The same cannot be said for many European NATO countries. The situation in Georgia may have made the Europeans more willing to increase their paltry defense expenditures. The Poles and the Czechs do not regard military preparedness as an abstraction.
Space capabilities have multiple military benefits, offensive capabilities are key to possess power in space combat. 

Schendzielos, 8- United States Air Force and School of Advanced Military Studies (Major Kurt M.,2008, “Protection in Space: A Self- Defense Acquisition Priority for U. S. Satellites: A Monograph”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll3/id/2290/rv/singleitem/rec/14). EE
The first and most obvious advantage of developing timely and responsive satellite defenses is that America’s critical space capability would be preserved. Some of the technologies like increasing redundancy or whipple bumpers and nanotechnology can provide additional protection not only against ASATs but against a whole host of natural electromagnetic and projectile events that occur every day. Since nature can sometimes represent the biggest threat to the largest number of U.S. satellites, the additional protection ensures the availability of space exploitation when needed. The expeditionary nature of the American military depends greatly upon space for command and control, and modern military battlefields almost require precision weapons, many of which are also dependent upon space assets. Unfettered space support is necessary for the U.S. military to continue to function as it has over the past decade and predicted to do so in the future. Many of the technologies presented as possible near-term candidates have been developed for terrestrial application. Just as the technology transfer can go from air assets to space assets, so can the applications of some of the technologies developed for protecting satellites. The miniaturization and autonomous processing that will inevitably precipitate from micro- and nano-satellite development can greatly aid unmanned aircraft development in addition to other air, sea, and ground platforms. 163 Aircraft could be made lighter and more capable. Ships could conserve space for additional supplies and ground vehicles could be made more reliable and have more room to carry additional equipment or supplies. Nanotechnology shielding could produce new means of concealing military vehicles from a vast array of sensors including from electronic sniffers. 164 Just as the space race of the 1960s produced a great deal of spin off technologies, not just for NASA, but for the U.S. military and for the civilian population as well. Similar spin offs can be reasonably expected from developing effective satellite ASAT defense. Lastly, building an overwhelming defense may actually discourage adversary nations from pursuing offensive capabilities against the U.S. 165 “If a weapon is vulnerable, yet capable of dramatically affecting the outcome of a conflict, the state that possesses it has an even more powerful incentive to employ the weapon early on in a conflict” 166 Conversely, if a weapon is vulnerable and not capable of affecting the outcome of a conflict, which satellite self-defense would achieve against current generation ASATS, then there would be little motivation to resort to ASATs

Space Weaponization Pushed By Corporate Lobbies – Government is being Bribed

Caldicott &Eisendrath, 7-  (is an Australian physician, author, and anti-nuclear advocate who has founded several associations dedicated to opposing the use of depleted uranium munitions, nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons proliferation, war and military action in general. *** Chairman, Project for Nuclear Awareness (Helen and Craig, War in Heaven, pgs. 48-61). gh~hak)

William D. Hartung, President's Fellow at the World Policy In​stitute and correspondent for The Nation, estimates that from 2001 to 2006, the top missile defense contractors donated more than $4.1 million dollars to thirty key members of Congress. He states that Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Boeing, SAlC, and General Dynamics made $13.1 million in campaign contributions between 2001 and 2006, and spent $30.2 million on lobbying in the year 2000 (the most recent year for which full data are avail​ able). The same companies that have been involved in missile de​ fense are also actively pursuing the billions of dollars of contracts involved in space weaponization.8 As Alice Slater, president of the New York-based Global Re​source Action Center for the Environment, points out, "Our gov​ernment is being bribed by these corporations pushing for Star Wars. They have absolutely no regard for the safety and well-being of the world. This is almost a cliche about corporate greed-at a grand scale."9 What all this means is that many decisions to develop and deploy missile defen.se systems and other space weapons are be​ing made for political and economic rather than security reasons. This is why it ,is critical for citizens to ask questions and demand answers about many so-called military judgments. Although George Bush Senior had disapproved of missile defense as vice president under Gerald Ford, during his 1988 presiden​tial campaign the first President Bush supported full deployment and called for the ABM Treaty to be reinterpreted. Huge projected costs, however-over $250 billion-,-led him to abandon the idea of a comprehensive national missile defense system, and to advance a limited system named “Global Protection Against Accidental Launch Systems (GPALS), instead.

Space weapons good- stability and deterrence
Moltz 2k2

(James Clay Moltz is the  Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the NSA, expert on:  space security, nuclear proliferation and nonproliferation, Russian and Northeast Asian security, international relations theory, and U.S. national security policy, received the 2010 Richard Hamming Award for Interdisciplinary Achievement, worked previously as a staff member in the U.S. Senate, served as a consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment, “Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs”, Center for Non-Proliferation Studies, Montery Institute of International Studies, Jul 2002, Print: 25-26 // sc)

 There are sound political and strategic justifications for looking to space. First, a weapon that exploits Earth's orbit may increase the number of foreign policy and military options available to our leaders and commanders. More options mean that a leader may not be forced to take a more destructive or weaker course of action, that he has choices on how his country should act in a dynamic, complex, and often dangerous world. Effective military options, in other words, can work to improve deterrence and stability and help leaders deal more intelligently, even more diplomatically, with surprises. Second, enhanced military power in the hands of states that uphold the rule of international law can work to improve peace and stability in the world. Treaties dealing with the space environment are written to establish stability and order on the space frontier. And this is good. Washington has never considered space to be a domain of anarchy. Indeed, it is in the U.S. interest to develop proper laws and exercise force in a restrained and responsible manner to prevent space from devolving into a lawless, disorderly realm. Some international treaties act as arms control agreements to ban, reduce, or limit weapons. But we ought not lose sight of the fact that weapons, in the hands of the right governments, can serve the international common good and be a positive catalyst for stability-even in space. This view of arms in space is consistent with the freedom of space principle and the peaceful uses of space tradition that Washington has followed throughout the space era. 

Space Weapons have strategic utility

1) Precision
Weidenheimer ‘98

(Colonel Randall S. Weidenheimer is the SBIRS Low SPO Program Manager and expert on space based weaponization, “Increasing the Weaponization of Space: A Prescription for Further Progress”, Maxwell Air Force Base, Defense Technology Information Center, April 1998, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:VSZAUPnN058J:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a397245.pdf+space+based+weaponization&site=default_collection&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc)

Space weapons have the potential to incorporate the three desirable weapon characteristics – long-range precision, variety of effects, and massed effects with dispersed forces – while contributing to Full-Dimensional Protection, Precision Engagement, and Dominant Maneuver. Space weapons would do this by performing both space control and force application functions. Space control activities would support both Full-Dimensional Protection and Precision Engagement, while force application activities would support both of these also as well as Dominant Maneuver. Full-Dimensional Protection. Full-Dimensional Protection entails “control of the battle space to ensure our forces can maintain freedom of action during deployment, maneuver and engagement, while providing multi-layered defenses for our forces and facilities at all levels.”4Space weapons, performing the space control function, would be a key element of Full-Dimensional Protection by helping ensure the safety of U.S. and allied space-based forces (from enemy attack) as well as ground-based friendly forces from enemy intelligence/surveillance/reconnaissance (ISR) observation.5And,eventually, space weapons would be needed to protect U.S. forces from enemy space weapons. In addition, space weapons would contribute to Full-Dimensional Protection by doing force application against enemy forces, specifically by performing the ballistic missile defense mission. Precision Engagement. Space weapons also provide a capability to do Precision Engagement, which is expected to be accomplished by “a system of systems that enablesour forces to locate the objective or target, provide responsive command and control, generate the desired effect, assess our level of success, and retain the flexibility to reengage with precision when required.”Space weapons have the potential to deliver accurate, controllable force, with virtually no warning, against a target located anywhere within the vicinity of the Earth. Space weapons would perform precision engagement against targets to do both space control missions (e.g., precisely engaging enemy satellites) and force application missions (e.g., precisely engaging a host of potential space- or earth-located targets). These precise attacks could be used in support of Full-Dimensional Protection, or to achieve other U.S. objectives, such as destroying an adversary’s command and control system. 

2) Maneuverability 
Weidenheimer ‘98

(Colonel Randall S. Weidenheimer is the SBIRS Low SPO Program Manager and expert on space based weaponization, “Increasing the Weaponization of Space: A Prescription for Further Progress”, Maxwell Air Force Base, Defense Technology Information Center, April 1998, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:VSZAUPnN058J:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a397245.pdf+space+based+weaponization&site=default_collection&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc)

Dominant Maneuver. Space weapons could be used to achieve Dominant Maneuver. Dominant Maneuver involves “the multidimensional application of information, engagement, and mobility capabilities to position and employ widely dispersed joint air, land, sea, and space forces to accomplish the assigned operational tasks.”Space weapons can help the U.S. achieve dominant maneuver by providing capabilities that are virtually omni-present yet dispersed, and that have the ability to focus effects decisively at a point in time and space of DoD’s choosing. Space weapons, doing force application, can provide the long range, lethal fire, particularly deep into denied territory, that may be vital to achieving an objective for a U.S. operation.

Space based weapons have advantage over ground systems

Possel ‘98

(William H. Possel, Lasers and Missile Defense: new concepts for Space-Based and Ground-Based Laser Weapons”, Air War College: Center for Strategy and Technology, Defense Technology Information Center, 1998, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:eJj_FOY8cZYJ:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a425537.pdf+space+missile+defense&site=tr_all&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc)
A space-based weapon system possesses unique capabilities against ballistic missiles. It has the distinct advantage over ground systems of being able to cover a large theater of operations that is limited only by theplatform's orbital altitude. As the platform's altitude increases, the size of the area it “sees” increases. Ultimately, ifthe platform is orbiting in a geosynchronous orbit, it can provide coverage of nearly half the earth's surface. Alternatively, if a laser is deployed in low-earth orbit, it decreases the distance from the laser to the missile, and yetincreases the number of weapon platforms that are required to provide global coverage. Each alternative presents a range of strengths and weaknesses as those pertain to effectiveness, technological feasibility, and cost 

Space based weapons are key to space control

Hardesty 05

(Captain David C. Hardesty was a member of the US Navy and is an expert in Law. He is also a journalist for the Navy Law Review, “Space-Based Weapons: Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives”, Naval War Coll Newport, Defense Technology Information Center, 2005, pg online @ http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA521114 // sc)

 If technical and fiscal challenges are overcome, there is little doubt that an integrated combination of airborne, terrestrial, and space-based lasers with orbiting relay mirrors would be a flexible weapons constellation. Striking at 186,000miles a second, laser weapons and mirrors help overcome the problems posed by the large distances and high speeds for targeting in and from space.11 Perhaps they would be most effective at space control, but they would also be useful for boost-phase intercept of ballistic missiles. This is a critical missile-defense function, particularly when dealing with nuclear, chemical, or biological warheads. If not destroyed in boost, nuclear-tipped missiles may deploy decoys, and chemical or biological warfare payloads might be broken into small, separate submunitions or canister reentry vehicles, each of which is a lethal weapon that must be destroyed.12 In such cases there is a high likelihood that defenses would be overwhelmed 

Space weapons key to deterrence

Hardesty 05

(Captain David C. Hardesty was a member of the US Navy and is an expert in Law. He is also a journalist for the Navy Law Review, “Space-Based Weapons: Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives”, Naval War Coll Newport, Defense Technology Information Center, 2005, pg online @ http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA521114 // sc)

The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization reported five major findings. One of these concerned the inevitability of weaponizing space: Every medium of transport—air, land, sea—has seen conflict. Space will be no different. . . . As with national capabilities in the air, on land, and at sea, the United States must have the capabilities to defend its space assets against hostile acts and to negate the hostile use of space against American interests. Explicit national security guidance and defense policy [are] needed to direct development of doctrine and concepts of operations for space capabilities, including weapons systems that operate in space and that can defend assets in orbit and augment current air, land, and sea forces. This requires a deterrence strategy for space, which in turn must be supported by a greater range of space capabilities.

Weaponization of space key to US military capabilities

Spacy ‘98

(William L. Spacy is a member of the US Air Force and writes articles about space weapons, “Does the United States Need Space-Based Weapons?”, Air Univ Maxwell Afb Al School of Advance Airpower Studies, Jun 1998, Defense Technology Information Center, pg online @  http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA391888 // sc)

The arguments in favor of weaponizing space center around the fact that the United States relies heavily on space-based assets for both military and commercial needs. Protecting these assets will become increasingly important as access to space becomes cheaper and the technology needed for this access becomes more available. As General Estes said before Congress: “Increased reliance on space systems means improved capabilities, but also new vulnerabilities…The U.S. must be able to control the medium of space to assure our access and deny the same to any adversary”5. Retired General “Mike” Loh, former commander of U.S. Air Combat Command, echoed this concern at a recent Center for Security Policy roundtable discussion titled “The Need for American Space Dominance.” In outlining the U.S. dependence on space-based assets, General Loh noted that “It is almost frightening when you…look at how little we have allowed for the protection…of those assets”6. While these statements do not explicitly call for space-based weapons to affect this control, a key underlying assumption of this argument is that space-based weapons are needed to do the job. As a consequence no restrictions should be placed on their development, testing, and eventual deployment. 

Space will involve into a theatre for war- US weapons key to success

Spacy ‘98

(William L. Spacy is a member of the US Air Force and writes articles about space weapons, “Does the United States Need Space-Based Weapons?”, Air Univ Maxwell Afb Al School of Advance Airpower Studies, Jun 1998, Defense Technology Information Center, pg online @  http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA391888 // sc)

Another line of argument in favor of space-based weapons, or at least an argument for why they are inevitable, devolves from the fact that every environment accessible to man has eventually become an arena for combat. This line of reasoning was noticeable in then-Secretary of the Air Force Sheila Widnall’s address to the National Security Forum in May 1997: “You have, first off, a fundamental question of whether we will place weapons in space. We have a lot of history that tells us that warfare migrates where it can—that nations engaged in a conflict do what they can, wherever they must. At a very tender age, aviation went from a peaceful sport, to a supporting function, very analogous to what we do today in space—to a combat arm. Our space forces may well follow that same path”7. This argument holds that the evolution of warfare will inevitably require placing weapons in space in order to fulfill a multitude of military roles. These roles include defending against ballistic missile attack, defending space-based assets (the space control mission), and attacking terrestrial targets (the force application mission).Some take the argument a step further, believing that it is probably too late to head off the weaponization of space. Major General Dickman, the DOD Space Architect, made this argument in a 1997 Huntsville address:“To hope that there will never be conflict in space is to ignore the past. As space access becomes routine, … as national security becomes a matter of information dominance as well as other military strength, the risk-benefit assessment for interfering with space capabilities will change. Tomorrow, space won’t provide a sanctuary forsystems that can provide a decisive edge in combat, any more than the air or the ocean depths do today. 

Tomorrow, commercial endeavors will look to the government for protection, as they have on land and at sea forover 200 years”8.The main contention of the argument is that space today is analogous to aviation prior to World War I. Th etransition of aviation from being a support service to being a combat arm will soon be emulated by space systems. Any attempt to thwart this process is not only doomed to fail; it will leave the United States vulnerable to attack from nations that aggressively pursue space weaponization.
No international desire to weaponize space- environmental damage and space exploration hazards
UNIDR 2k4

(United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research is an  institute within the United Nations — conducts research on disarmament and security with the aim of assisting the international community in their disarmament thinking, decisions and efforts , “Safeguarding Space for All: Security and Peaceful Uses”, Conference Report, March 2004, Print: pg 50 //sc)

 Even if the United States seeks to minimize the destructive effects of space warfare by using non-explosive techniques, other nations are likely to choose different standards for defending their national security interests in space. The debris and disruption caused by space weapons would thus result in extended impairment of global commerce that relies on satellites to transmit data, while producing environmental damage and creating hazards to space exploration. Companies that depend on space-aided commerce would be particularly hard hit by the flight-testing, deployment or use of space weapons. Insurance companies that cover space-related activities would look for less risky investments, or raise their rates appreciably" There is a widespread international desire to avoid the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons. At the same time, a number of nations appear to be hedging their bets by engaging in research and development programmes that would allow them to compete effectively in the event that another country crosses these thresholds first. Only one country-the United States-has publicly endorsed a doctrine of "space dominance" that includes "space force application". The full fruition of this doctrine would deepen fissures in alliance ties and relations among major powers, whose assistance is most needed to form "coalitions of the willing" to stop and reverse proliferation. 

Weapons in space needed

Donatelli 97 (Delia E, Executive Research Fellow for the Department of the Air Force, 1997, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces: National Defense University,  "Is the Weaponization of  Space Inevitable?" pg.1-4, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA331513&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, MM)

Development of technologies for directed energy and kinetic energy space weapons systems has progressed to the point where the United States (US) could demonstrate concepts within 5-10 years if adequate funding is provided. While Congress debates whether such weapons are needed and should be funded, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General Fogleman and the Commander in Chief of United States Space Command, General Estes/ take the position that weapons in space are necessary and inevitable. They view space as the medium where the next step in the natural evolution of military operations will occur. Operation Desert Storm emphasized the importance of space assets to US military operations, a conclusion as obvious to the rest of the world as to the US. This implies a vulnerability, noted in the recent Army After Next war game held at the Army War College Jan 27- Feb 6, 1997, which could be exploited by any individual, nation, or state wishing to target the US/ We do not know who might be our future adversaries. With the end of the Cold War, relations between countries may be more volatile and more ambivalent, with today's allies possibly tomorrow's adversaries? This is a concern not only for military operations. Today space assets play a critical role in the everyday life of government, industry, business, and every individual in the US. Their importance to other nations is growing rapidly. Many in the military believe space weapons will be required to protect these vital assets and to ensure US access to space. There is some Congressional support for this view. However, many policymakers and members of Congress question the need for such systems. They fear these weapons would be destabilizing and would lead to another arms race. Since the end of World War II and the beginning of the space age the need and the rationale for weapons in space has been discussed and debated, with no consensus. The United States and the Soviet Union, the only space powers in the early years, saw no benefit in initiating an arms race in space because there was no decisive military advantage in orbital weapons over existing strategic weapons. Instead, emphasis was on the use of space for peaceful purposes. There was tacit acceptance of non-lethal military activities in space, such as communications, surveillance, and particularly, reconnaissance. Two types of systems developed during this period were precursors for future space weapons, intercontinental ballisde missiles (ICBM) and anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons. ICBMs became, and still remain, part of the strategic arsenal of both nations. The development of ASATs was never fully exploited, although both nations contmue to pursue relevant systems and technologies. In 1983 President Reagan proposed the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) to develop a multi-layer defense against a massive nuclear attack. This system included space weapons and revived the debate on weaponizing space. As the threat diminished with the end of the Cold War, funding for SDI and space weapons was reduced and the debate subsided. Countering weapons of mass destruction, however, remains a national security concern. In the view of some policymakers, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery is the greatest single threat to world security.' This concern continues to drive a demand for space weaponry. 2 Although weaponizing space has been a hotly debated topic in the past, particularly during the Reagan Administration, the dramatically changed environment presents a new context in which to address this topic. In the past debate centered on whether or not space weapons would upset the strategic balance between the US and the Soviet Union. Today's debates must address military, political, and economic factors arising from the internationalization and the commercialization of space activities. The development of space weapons technologies for missile defense and for protecting space assets continues, with new technologies and systems being proposed, as noted in the Air Force's "Global Engagement" strategy In time systems will be ready for testing, and decisions will be required as to whether or how to proceed. Once the systems exist and are successfully tested, it will be difficult to overcome the momentum for their deployment. Once deployed, it will be difficult to overcome the momentum for their use. If we simply follow this path a decision is made by default, and the weaponization of space becomes inevitable. The political and economic consequences are of sufficient concern to require a more disciplined approach, It is preferable to identify issues and subject them to open debate before systems are developed and ready to deploy. Issues to consider include whether space weapons are appropriate or if new options offer preferable solutions, and whether military advantages outweigh political and economic liabilities. When these are evaluated in the post Cold War environment, the weaponization of space may be neither necessary nor inevitable. This paper addresses the need for space weapons and issues and concems relating to their deployment. It begins with definitions of space weapon and weaponization of space. This is followed by an overview of the evolving global environment, including a summary of space 3 activities and stakeholders. The advantages and liabilities of space weapons are discussed within the context of national interests, from military, political, and economic perspectives. Alterative for addressing needs served by space weapons are considered. 4 

Weaponization of space key to domestic security and other issues 

Donatelli 97 (Delia E, Executive Research Fellow for the Department of the Air Force, 1997, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces: National Defense University,  "Is the Weaponization of  Space Inevitable?" http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA331513&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, MM)
The strategic environment which frames the context for the space weapons debate has evolved from the latter part of the Cold War. This evolution is reflected in the change in emphasis of our national interests as described in the 1996 National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement. During this period space activities expanded worldwide in a new era of international cooperation. Nations are pooling their resources to fund civilian space programs, and a commercial market is growing with international consortia being the major players. The number of stakeholders is increasing with the level of international cooperation. Past debates on space weapons occurred in an environment considerably different from the current one. Some previous arguments are still relevant, but new considerations arise from the growth in commercial and international space activities and changes in the strategic environment, If space weapons are to be considered for deployment, the degree to which they enhance national security interests in this environment must be established. Debates on these weapons began during the Cold War and culminated during the Reagan Administration with the SD1. Our interests during the Cold War centered on containing the spread of Communism, nuclear arms control, and maintaining the balance of power between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Warsaw Pact. Development of ASATs was an ongoing pursuit of both the US and the Soviet Union and the primary concern of Cold War debates on space-based weapons until the advent of SDL Recent History. 12 President Reagan proposed SDI in March 1983 to provide a "system-of-systems" multilayered defense against a massive nuclear attack. This defense included directed energy and/or kinetic energy space-based weapons that could destroy attacking missiles shortly after launch. It was envisioned that constellations of satellites carrying these weapons would provide the ultimate protection against incoming ballistic missiles and would render nuclear weapons obsolete. The Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) was established by President Reagan in 1985 to pursue ballistic missile defense technologies, including those for space weapons, and to develop systems capable of defending against the large numbers of ballistic missiles that constituted an attack under Cold War scenarios. Although significant progress was made in system concept and technology development, no systems were developed. There was significant opposition to SDI or "Star Wars", as it was popularly known. The controversy centered on costs, technical feasibility, and the concern that rather than render nuclear weapons obsolete, it could accelerate the arms race by driving the Soviet Union to overcome the envisioned defenses. After the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, President Bush initiated discussions with the newly established Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) to work cooperatively in developing a system for Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS). This would be a smaller scale version of the system originally envisioned by President Reagan and would provide protection from a limited number of ballistic missiles launched by a rogue nation, or an accidental or unauthorized launch from the Former Soviet Union (FSU). There was tentative agreement with Russia to pursue a cooperative effort, but after the presidential election in 1992, the new Democratic administration decided -not to pursue these discussions further. 13 The new Clinton Administration determined the projected threat did not warrant expenditure on systems for global or national missile defense. The only acknowledged threat was in theater, and for that the Administration would support development of ground-based systems capable of intercepting tactical missiles such as the Scud missiles used by Iraq in the Persian Gulf War. Many space programs were either cut drastically or terminated, and technology programs for space based weapons were to be phased out. The Persian Gulf War proved space support to be indispensable to US military operations, a conclusion recognized by the international community as well? The difficulties incurred in defending forces from Iraqi Scud missile attacks, and a heightened awareness of the potential threat of ballistic missiles available to Third World and rogue nations, revived support for developing missile defenses and protecting space assets. The new Republican Congress in 1994 reopened the debate on missile defense with strong support for both theater ballistic missile defense (TBMD) and national ballistic missile defense (NBMD). Congress significantly increased funding over the levels recommended in the President's budget and included additional funding for space systems. While the Clinton Administration supports TBMD and the development of technology for a ground-based NBMD system, it has been adamant in its objection to supporting any efforts that would lead to space weapons. However, Congress continues to provide limited research and development funding for space-based missile defense systems to the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), formerly SDIO, and to the Army for ASAT development? National Interests. The 1996 National Security Strategy defines our national interests as follows? 14 Enhancing our security. Promoting prosperity at home. Promoting democracy. Today the direct threat to our territorial integrity, our Democratic system, and our material welfare has diminished significantly However, there are emerging threats not specific to the US, but global in nature which are of concern to our security. These include terrorism, crime, drug trafficking, ethnic conflict, rapid population growth, environmental decline, and poverty. These can breed economic stagnation, political instability, and sometimes collapse of state governments. The nearly 100 conflicts since the end of the Cold War have virtually all been intrastate affairs Although in principle our national interests have not changed since the Cold War, the emphasis and the objectives associated with these interests evolve to reflect our changing perspective. Security concerns are now secondary to, and often defined by, economic interests? The emphasis is on supporting free trade and democratic institutions to enhance US security and prosperity. Many of the problems we face are international or global and can only be addressed through cooperative efforts with other nations. Economic and security interests are inseparable in many cases, with diplomacy increasing in importance as the role of military force decreases.

AT: Space Mil Inevitable
Militaries are becoming increasingly dependent upon space – militarization is inevitable

Newberry 01, (Robert D. Newberry, Major USAF. Space Doctrine for the Twenty-first Century. Air University press. Print)KL
The second trend is the transition of space forces from being important to many to being vital to all. Space power has become increasingly important to political, economic, and military power. Terrestrial military forces in particular are becoming increasingly dependent on space power in the conduct of their operations. The time compression caused by continuous awareness gives organizations less time to react to crises. This has elevated the importance of space power for state and nonstate actors alike (e.g., businesses, private volunteer organizations, and potential terrorist groups). The trend is for space power to become a concern of all organizations, regardless of their technical sophistication. Gen Robert T. Herres put it well when he forecast that “no nation will be fully able to control its own destiny without significant space capabilities

Space militarization inevitable – multiple warrants
Montluc 09, (Bertrand de Montluc of the French Space Agency “The New International Politic and Strategic Context for Space Policies”, Space Policy, Volume 25, Issue 1, February 2009, Pages 20-28. Web. Science Direct.) KL
The main premise behind this approach is simple: the changing international scene, post-1989, followed by 9/11 and the war in Iraq, has meant that space capabilities are becoming, at least for the major states possessing nuclear weapons, an integral part of their strategic posture – even if the ‘space’ layer may appear to be of limited or marginal importance – while others see it as an ‘asymmetrical’ capability that discredits certain advantages of the potential enemy (implicitly the USA), thereby directly or indirectly diminishing the effectiveness of national deterrents. For the emerging countries, furthermore, space programmes and systems act rather as a symbol (one among many) of a determination to achieve national independence, regional influence and technological maturity, in short: a national identity. Beyond this lies the question of whether it is conceivable that the global arms race will develop in the next few years in fields other than nuclear, such as space, since it is now clear that satellites are increasingly one of the key elements of any modern strategic posture and of anti-missile defence systems, whose arrival on the scene now seems inevitable.13
***Add-on’s***

ASAT’s Add-on

Protecting satellites is critical to the global economy – internet communications, secure encryption networks 

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) CMR 

The positioning and navigation capabilities of GPS are not the only critical infrastructure enablers provided by this well known space system, “…its value as a global time standard rather than as a navigation aid is more important. It is virtually the only global source for accurate timing.”24 Multiplexed global communication systems rely on GPS to ensure the timing of send and receive signals. Precise GPS timing signals are essential in the process that allows for advanced military and commercial encryption techniques for secure communications. Without these signals, encrypted communications would be cumbersome and slow, and high-speed commercial electronic secure Internet communications would be lost—catastrophically so: “The increased dependence on accurate timing also means a greater economic vulnerability to outages— accidental or deliberate. For example, the Leonid meteor storm that occurs every 33 years last peaked in 1999. It had the potential to knock out much of the global positioning constellation, which would have caused a massive disruption to life on Earth.”25 As vital as secure encrypted communications are for military users, they also allow for trillions of dollars of financial transactions to occur daily around the globe. Loss of GPS connectivity could trigger a financial collapse of world monetary markets, allowing for the kind of economic crisis that too often precedes military conflict.

Protecting satellites is a key part of SMD

IFPA 9 (The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc., IFPA’s products and services help government policy-makers, military and industry leaders, and the broader public policy communities make informed decisions in a complex and dynamic global environmentSpace and US Security: A Net Assessment, January 2009, pdf)

Lastly, as noted earlier, Dr. Pfaltzgraff is a member of the Department of State’s International Security Advisory Board (ISAB). The ISAB, which meets on a regular basis in Washington, D.C., provides the Secretary of State and other senior Department officials with insights/advice on vital national security challenges encompassing topics such as WMD terrorism, proliferation, and U.S. space policy. In this capacity, Dr. Pfaltzgraff helped draft the ISAB’s Report on Space Policy. It examines the 2006 U.S. National Space Policy, emerging threats from space, the role of space in U.S. national security, the defense of satellites from threats such as the January 2007 Chinese direct-ascent anti-satellite weapon, as requirements for space-based missile defense.
Protecting satellites is critical to the global economy – internet communications, secure encryption networks 

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) CMR 

The positioning and navigation capabilities of GPS are not the only critical infrastructure enablers provided by this well known space system, “…its value as a global time standard rather than as a navigation aid is more important. It is virtually the only global source for accurate timing.”24 Multiplexed global communication systems rely on GPS to ensure the timing of send and receive signals. Precise GPS timing signals are essential in the process that allows for advanced military and commercial encryption techniques for secure communications. Without these signals, encrypted communications would be cumbersome and slow, and high-speed commercial electronic secure Internet communications would be lost—catastrophically so: “The increased dependence on accurate timing also means a greater economic vulnerability to outages— accidental or deliberate. For example, the Leonid meteor storm that occurs every 33 years last peaked in 1999. It had the potential to knock out much of the global positioning constellation, which would have caused a massive disruption to life on Earth.”25 As vital as secure encrypted communications are for military users, they also allow for trillions of dollars of financial transactions to occur daily around the globe. Loss of GPS connectivity could trigger a financial collapse of world monetary markets, allowing for the kind of economic crisis that too often precedes military conflict.

Econ/Heg Add-On

Even if a missile strike on the US doesn’t escalate, it would still destroy the economy and hegemony

Lambakis 7 (Steven, PhD and Senior Analyst @ National Institute for Public Policy, “ Missile Defense From Space,” Feb 19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html, EMM)

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

The intelligence community's ability to provide timely and accurate estimates of ballistic missile threats is, by many measures, poor. Our leaders have been consistently surprised by foreign ballistic missile developments. Shortened development timelines and the ability to move or import operational missiles, buy components, and hire missile experts from abroad mean the United States may have little or no warning before it is threatened or attacked. There is no escaping the uncertainty we face.
And the stakes couldn't be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100 billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully, and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion.7

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

Heg Add-On

Space BMD is vital to hegemony - ensures diplomatic, deterrent, and flexible capabilities. Otherwise nations will hold us hostage with their nuclear arsenals

Lambakis 7 (Steven, PhD and Senior Analyst @ National Institute for Public Policy, “ Missile Defense From Space,” Feb 19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html, EMM)

The policy benefits of a space-based missile defense layer are straightforward. A more effective missile defense system that fully leverages space would provide a true on-call global defensive capability, and this could lead to increased stability in the world. Defenses deter attacks by reducing confidence in the success of any attack. The more effective the missile defense system is, the greater will be its deterrence value, and the less likely will we be to have to use it at all.

At some point, when the system is seen by other governments as highly effective, they could recognize a diminishing marginal rate of return in their own ballistic missile investments. As more allies invest in missile defense, U.S. space-basing activities could build on current missile defense cooperative activities and open up new avenues for international collaboration, both to develop elements of the space-based layer and to participate in operations.

Moreover, because no state can have sovereignty over the space above its territory, we could operate up there free of political constraints. The need for negotiating basing rights to locate sensors or interceptor fields would become less pressing.

Improved system performance would give the U.S. leadership a better array of options. In the face of attempted blackmail, for example, the president and his advisors would have confidence in the nation's capabilities to defeat a missile, which would make it possible to avoid more destabilizing moves, such as offensive preventive attacks on enemy territory. It is equally true that strong defenses would support necessary offensive action. Effective defenses can buy time to understand the strategic consequences and overall impact of military action.

Our choices are fundamental to making moral judgments. The moral issues surrounding a national security crisis are tied to considerations of operational effectiveness. Are we doing our best to provide protection against some of the worst weapons imaginable? What would the consequences of not acting be, or of not being able to act because of a blackmail threat? What would be the result if Washington were unable to respond to increased terrorist activity worldwide or an upswing in the global weapons of mass destruction trade? A space-based layer would reinforce American strength, which in turn would allow the U.S. to better defend its interests and pursue its foreign policy goals. A powerful and influential United States is good for world peace, stability, and enforcing the rule of law internationally. 

SBMD rules – checks back escalation, rogue state proliferation, and fosters coop

FREDERICK 8 – Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours (LORINDA, DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE, https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod.../display.aspx?//salathe)

Credible deterrence depends on technological capability and political will. During the Cold War, the United States relied on the nuclear triad to deter ballistic missile threats emanating from the Soviet Union. Today, the threat is expanding to rogue elements and proliferators of missile technologies undeterred by Cold War methods. The current land- and sea-based missile defense architecture provides a limited defense against these threats but it lacks redundancy and depends on the proper positioning of assets to intercept missiles in their midcourse and terminal phases of flight. There is no reliable capability to intercept missiles during the boost phase – a capability perhaps best provided from space. Technologies spawned from President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative had to comply with the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. This predisposed the United States to pursue land- and sea-based missile defenses while stifling SBMD programs, such as Brilliant Pebbles and Clementine. Policies stemming from the SDI and the ABM Treaty influenced the technologies pursued for missile defense. US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty opened the door for renewed research into the possibilities of SBMD. The United States may need to renew research in SBMD technologies to deter and defend against ballistic missile threats. Adding a space-based layer to the existing BMD architecture gives the United States another means of deterring threats through global power projection, persistence, timeliness, and flexibility. SBMD may also provide options besides escalation and reassure allies and coalition partners. The United States policy remains against deploying SBMD capabilities without having fully explored the possibilities. Policymakers should not rule out SBMD technologies before their time. Information gleaned from applied research into SBMD technologies could inform policy-makers about the benefits and costs of boost phase defenses. The United States could also take a multilateral approach to SBMD with the current international space regime. Today’s threat environment and the need for new methods to deter aggression justifies renewed research and a multilateral approach to deploying a SBMD.

Credibility/Heg Add-On

Space BMD raises US international credibility and preeminence

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)
 In the years ahead the United States should continue to deploy a missile defense for the U.S. homeland and its forward-deployed forces. We should be prepared to include allies and coalition partners wherever feasible. Our ability both to defend the United States itself and to protect our overseas forces, allies, and coalition partners from missile attack, can reinforce U.S. security guarantees and provide reassurance to friendly countries in regions such as the Middle East and the Asia-Pacific area. An America vulnerable to missile attack by regional aggressors may be an America reluctant to take appropriate military action to defend its friends, allies, and regional interests. The result would be the erosion of extended deterrence and growing incentives on the part of countries formerly under our extended deterrence umbrella to acquire their own nuclear weapons. At the same time missile defense reduces the incentive to take hostile action against the United States and its allies by increasing the risk that such moves will be successfully countered. The stronger the U.S. commitment to allies and coalition partners, reinforced by missile defense, the more limited will be the opportunity on the part of aggressive powers to split friends from the United States. A U.S. missile defense that is global in reach will contribute greatly to the credibility of U.S. overseas commitments, interests, and relationships. 

For reasons discussed elsewhere in this report (see sections 1 and 2), a layered defense that includes a space-based capability affords the maximum opportunity to destroy a ballistic missile early in its trajectory from wherever it is launched, and it provides continuous coverage on a global basis for both the United States and its allies and coalition partners. With a space-based missile defense system, the United States would not be dependent on ground-based installations deployed overseas – perhaps in locations controlled by states or groups hostile at the time to U.S. interests. Sea-based systems also afford greater flexibility than a ground-based missile defense (GMD) system because they can be moved more easily to crisis regions where they are needed to protect U.S. or allied interests. Provided sea-based systems are in place or rapidly deployable, they furnish a capability for regional missile defense and thus can help prevent or limit escalation. As noted below, the growing number of nations (for example, Japan and South Korea) with Aegis missile-defense capabilities on their ships will mean that defenses are already in place, allowing for less pressure to get U.S. missile defense assets to the region. 

Terrorism Add-on

Terrorist attack inevitable now- budget cuts
Roth 11 (Zachary Roth, February 25 2011, senior national affairs reporter for the lookout, “budget cuts could increase the risk fo nuke terror attack”, http://beta.news.yahoo.com/blogs/lookout/experts-warn-budget-cuts-could-increase-risk-nuke-20110225-061821-092.html) 
But less than a year later, proposed budget cuts could badly hamper America's ability to counter that threat. Nuclear-security experts are expressing alarm about the potential impact of steep cuts to the country's nuclear nonproliferation program--as well as intense frustration at what they see as the White House's failure so far to push back against the cuts. Critics say rolling back nonproliferation funding could undermine a cornerstone of Obama's foreign-policy agenda. The budget passed last week by the House of Representatives cut total funding (pdf) for nuclear security programs by more than $600 million. Before any cuts are enacted, of course, the Senate and the Obama administration will weigh in. But specialists in nuclear security are blunt about how the House cuts would weaken this critical initiative. "These cuts make it easier and more likely that a terrorist is going to acquire a nuclear weapon, and attack the United States," Jim Walsh, a nuclear proliferation expert at MIT's Security Studies Program, told The Lookout. The human and economic cost of such an attack, Walsh added, would be "off the charts." Experts say that if terrorists detonated a nuclear device in a high-density area like Times Square, the attack could ultimately kill hundreds of thousands of people and do tens of billions of dollars worth of damage. Perhaps Obama's central policy achievement as a senator came when he teamed up with Sen. Dick Lugar, an Indiana Republican, to pass a bill that secured $48 million in funding for nonproliferation efforts. And as president, Obama used an April 2009 speech in Prague to lay out his vision for a nuclear-free world, boldly declaring that he aimed to secure all loose nuclear material around the world in four years. Obama is far from alone in stressing the urgency of the issue. During a 2004 presidential debate, both candidates were asked what they viewed as the greatest threat to national security. "Nuclear terrorism," answered Sen. John Kerry. Said President Bush: "I agree with my opponent that the biggest threat facing the country is weapons of mass destruction in the hands of a terrorist network." But the House budget would cut $97 million from programs to remove highly enriched uranium--which terrorists could use to build a nuclear device--from unsecured sites around the world. That would make Obama's four-year goal all but impossible, according to Walsh. "If we make these cuts, there's no way we're going to meet that goal," he said. Alexandra Toma, a co-chair of the Fissile Materials Working Group, a coalition of nonproliferation organizations, said that one of those programs, run by the National Nuclear Security Administration, has secured enough nuclear material to make more than 120 weapons. "Cutting this program would mean we secure less material," Toma told The Lookout. And Kenneth Luongo, president of the Partnership for Global Security, noted that Ukraine and Belarus--two former Soviet republics that are hotspots for unsecured nukes--recently agreed to voluntarily give up their bomb-grade uranium. But amazingly, because of funding constraints imposed by Congress--some of which pre-date last week's House budget--the United States can't yet take them up on the offer. "So, nuclear material that countries are willing to give up is going to sit in those countries," Luongo told The Lookout, "because Congress is essentially playing politics with national security." Beyond the issue of securing loose nukes, the proposed cuts also would hamper America's ability to stop a weapon from getting into the country--and to mitigate the damage in the event that terrorists carry out a successful attack. A program that conducts international inspections of shipping containers--the most likely way that terrorists could smuggle a bomb into the country--would lose $61 million. A separate program that detects efforts to import nuclear material into the United States would be stripped of $31 million. And a program to fund weapons-of-mass-destruction training for first responders would be cut by 51 percent, meaning that 46,000 first responders wouldn't be trained. In short, experts say, the proposed cuts would jeopardize all three lines of defense--stopping nukes from getting into the wrong hands; detecting them before they get into the country; and limiting the cost of an attack. 

SMD is key to more effective MD- it’s the only way to counter rising nations, terrorists, and proliferation
Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert Pfaltzgraff, 2009,  PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)
There is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War era. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, place a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and these states are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals at a time when the United States debates deep reductions in its strategic nuclear forces beyond those already made since the end of the Cold War and has no current modernization program. With a new administration, furthermore, the future development of even our limited missile defense system is in question. Furthermore, a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the devastation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct challenge to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must move well beyond the initial missile defense deployments of recent years to deploy a system capable of comprehensively protecting the American homeland as well as U.S. overseas forces and allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. America’s strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail based on the threat to use such capabilities. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – can provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology, and national security. Space-based missile defense affords maximum opportunities for interception in boost phase before rocket boosters have released warheads and decoys or penetration aids. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of offensive ballistic missile technologies needed to overcome it. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. 

Prolif Add-on

Plan prevents proliferation, and an India-Pakistan Nuclear War
Fisher 98 (Richard D. Fisher is a senior policy analyst for the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation, Ominous clouds over Asia;
Nuclear wake-up call, The Washington Times May 29, 1998, Lexis Nexis) E.L.

 The nuclear saber-rattling between India and Pakistan serves as a potent reminder that the United States has no defense against a nuclear-missile attack. President Clinton should respond by doing more than condemning nuclear-test blasts. He should commit the United States to the immediate development of an emergency missile-defense program and to early deployment of a global missile-defense system. America has been defenseless against missile attacks ever since the first Soviet ICBM went on-line back in the early 1960s. That vulnerability is now increasing due to the rapid worldwide proliferation of weapons of mass destruction -and the means to deliver them. The nuclear-missile race between India and Pakistan is merely the latest evidence that the end of the Cold War has not meant the end of America's vulnerability. The Indian government wants to build nuclear weapons both to demonstrate India's "great power" status and to send a message to China and Pakistan. India already is manufacturing about 100 missiles, some of which could carry a small tactical nuclear weapon up to 150 miles, and by the year 2000 may have 20 missiles capable of traveling 1,300 miles - almost far enough to hit Beijing. The prospect of two nuclear giants, India and China, jostling for dominance in Asia is not comforting. Pakistan, too, has been flashing its credentials for nuclear-club membership. Ironically, Pakistan's nuclear-weapons and missile programs received technical assistance from China, which explains why India so desperately wants to send a message to both countries. China, meanwhile, may have received illegal technical assistance on its missile program from U.S. companies - with the full knowledge and approval of the Clinton administration. Congress should investigate these allegations. The threat to the United States and its allies in Asia is that India's nuclear program could cause China to build more nuclear missiles of its own. China might even resume its nuclear-testing program - suspended in 1996 after tremendous international pressure - as a necessary step toward developing a new long-range missile that can carry multiple warheads. The nuclear duel between India and Pakistan poses another risk: Rogue states with nuclear ambitions, such as Iran, Iraq, Libya and North Korea, now have an added incentive to follow suit. There is also the real possibility of nuclear war between India and Pakistan, which have fought three wars since the 1940s and are still embroiled in a dispute over which country has a rightful claim to the Indian province of Kashmir. A nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan would devastate both countries and wreak severe environmental damage on other countries. The lesson for America is that a decades-long commitment to "arms control" has failed to stem nuclear proliferation. Indeed, arms control alone will never be enough to protect the United States from the growing nuclear threat. America needs active defenses against proliferation. Policy-makers should do what President Reagan first proposed 15 years ago and build a global missile defense system. Instead, they're moving in the opposite direction. The Clinton administration refused to support the Senate's American Missile Protection Act of 1998, which would have mandated an early missile defense, and it canceled the "Brilliant Pebbles" space-based missile interceptor system. In Congress, the House National Security Committee cut funding for space-based lasers. At a minimum, the administration should double its $93 million request for space-based laser funding. And instead of implementing the administration's plan for a small national missile defense based on the old ICBM threat, the United States should build a system of space-based laser and missile interceptors to defuse regional missile conflicts of the type that could occur between India and Pakistan. This is not a new idea. In 1991, President George Bush proposed the Global Protection Against Limited Strikes program, which would use a combination of ground-and space-based systems to provide a nearly assured defense against a limited missile strike on the United States and its allies. President Clinton canceled this program, a decision that seems increasingly foolish with each additional nuclear-test blast. What the United States needs now is strong leadership to ensure that effective missile defenses are put in place as soon as possible. To be sure, some will oppose missile defenses no matter how many times we are reminded of America's vulnerability. They will say the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty makes it illegal for the United States to field a national missile-defense system. But the ABM Treaty was signed with a nation - the Soviet Union - that no longer exists. Besides, the threat to the United States no longer necessarily comes from the former Soviet Union but from all the other nations that are acquiring the world's deadliest weapons and the missiles to deliver them. How many more reminders do U.S. leaders need? 

Space Missile Defense protects U.S. space assets from Chinese attack and deters proliferation 

Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance January 19, 2007 (PR Newswire US Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance President Riki Ellison States That China Encourages World-Wide Ballistic Missile Proliferation by Its Actions, Lexis Nexis) E.L.

ALEXANDRIA, Va., Jan. 19 /PRNewswire/ -- Riki Ellison, President of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance ( http://www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org/ ) has gone on record with the membership by posting an alert on the MDAA web site detailing why the shoot-down by China of its satellite is cause for world concern in that the act is encouraging proliferation of ballistic missiles. His remarks to the 9,000 members are as follows: "China's display of the use of ballistic missiles for space intercepts, as reported today by The New York Times and The Washington Post adds incentive and endorses proliferation of missiles to countries seeking that technology. China has proven, especially to Iran and North Korea that ballistic missile capability represents power, self defense and an ability to deter. This model of international behavior will only encourage proliferators to develop their ballistic missile capability." "MDAA is very concerned, as the world should be, by the symbolic and demonstrative gesture of the Chinese government and their military in launching a ballistic missile that destroyed a satellite 500 miles in space orbit on January 11. This internationally visible display sent a strong message of Chinese power and intentions to the United States and the other countries throughout the world that have current space assets and satellites in space. The vulnerability of space assets to Chinese ballistic missile attacks or threats of that capability now exists and has been demonstrated. It is imperative that our new Congress and the President of the United States put forward strong measures in diplomatic means and condemnation acts with the international community to the People's Republic of China for their action." "We as a world have to address a ballistic missile race and as we have seen; diplomacy, arms control, United Nations Sanctions, international condemnation and pre-emptive military action has yet to stop the proliferation of ballistic missiles. The facts remain, ballistic missile proliferation continues to grow, making our world more unstable and dangerous." In closing, Riki Ellison says with great conviction "Peace is the incentive for Missile Defense." 
SMBD is crucial to non-proliferation efforts

Pfaltzgraff 09 (Dr. Robert L., Jr., President of The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, work encompasses alliance relations, crisis management, missile defense, the development and conduct of gaming exercises, arms control issues, and strategic planning in the emerging security environment. He holds an M.A. in international relations, a Ph.D. in political science, and an M.B.A. in international business from the University of Pennsylvania, “Space and U.S. Security: A Net Assessment”, January 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf)np
Space is crucially important to efforts to counter proliferation challenges. Three key proliferation chal​lenges were cited. The first is Iran and North Korea. If the United States and West are unsuccessful in preventing these countries from attaining a nuclear capability, significant proliferation will occur in the Middle East/Gulf, and in Northeast Asia. Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Iran are the potential triggers for a regional dynamic which could proliferate nuclear weapons. If any of these nations appear likely to develop and deploy nuclear weapons, they would probably all do so because none would want to be the last to acquire such a capability. In Northeast Asia, if North Korea goes nuclear, Japan may decide to develop its own nuclear weapons capability. South Korea would likely explore the nuclear option as would Taiwan. An alternative to nuclear weapons proliferation lies in updating U.S. security guarantees. Space is crucial to such an endeavor. This is an area that should be explored as we consider 21st century security architectures. Many of those who would seek nuclear weapons have been allies or friends of the United States. Such states would want to acquire nuclear weapons if they concluded that U.S. security guarantees were no longer cred​ible. This underscores the basic point that the nuclear proliferation cascade expected to follow a North Korean or Iranian nuclear capability includes primarily states friendly to the United States. Hence, the importance of new architectures that include security guarantees. Space-based missile defenses will be essential to such architectures. The second challenge is how to manage the expansion of nuclear energy which will be far more widely used in the decades ahead as energy demands increase, together with environmental opposition to fossil fuels. We must reduce the risk of proliferation by restrictions on nuclear fuel enrichment to prevent/curtail clandestine weaponization. We will need to factor the importance of space into our efforts to cope with verification and other challenges of separating peaceful uses of nuclear energy from efforts to acquire nuclear weapons. The third challenge is nuclear terrorism. The United States is highly dependent on space to combat terror​ism, particularly for intelligence gathering, reconnaissance, and surveillance. Space allows the United States to penetrate easily across borders to fight terrorism. Space-based defenses would allow interception of attacks on critical space assets with direct ascent capabilities such as those tested by China in January or electro-magnetic pulse (EMP) attacks launched perhaps by terrorists.

AT: Impact turn

Proliferation doesn’t create international stability

Russell, 3 – Richard L. Russell,  Professor of National Security Affairs at the National Defense University's Near East and South Asia Center for Strategic Studies (2003, Journal of Strategic Studies, “The Nuclear Peace Fallacy: How Deterrence Can Fail”, http://www.tandfonline.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1080/01402390308559311) MH
The lesson that many are drawing from this tragic sequence of events is that international terrorist organizations, particularly if armed with weapons of mass destruction (WMD) - chemical, biological and nuclear weapons are the most formidable threat to international stability. That concern has been heightened by the anthrax scare in the American postal system and revelations made during the Afghan campaign that Al-Qaeda had sought chemical, biological and radiological weapons. Osama bin Laden even received briefings from two retired Pakistani scientists on nuclear, chemical and biological weapons in August 2001.' A terrorist organization such as Al-Qaeda armed with nuclear weapons is a discomforting thought, but logistic obstacles will hamper the acquisition of nuclear weapons by nonstate international actors. The more likely threats of nuclear weapons will come from state actors that are more able to acquire and support a nuclear weapons infrastructure to include delivery systems such as combat aircraft and ballistic missiles. Much of the scholarly literature on WMD focuses on technical questions such as the requirements for production and weapons capabilities. Less attention has been devoted to the effects of the WMD proliferation on the conduct of international politic^.^ Do nuclear weapons increase or decrease the prospects for armed conflict between nation-states? Within the small body of scholarly literature that has probed this question, a notable school of thought counter-intuitively argues that the proliferation of nuclear weapons increases the prospects for international stability. The argument merits serious attention because of its profound policy implications. If the spread of nuclear weapons to increasing numbers of nation-states enhances international stability, then policy ought to be aimed at supporting proliferation rather than stemming it as currently conceived, particularly by the United States. 

China AL Add-on

Space based defenses prevent Chinese accidental launch

Bill Gertz, Geopolitics editor, national security correspondent, October 16, 2008, THE WASHINGTON TIMES PLUGGED IN - NATIONAL SECURITY; INSIDE THE RING; B01, Lexis Nexis, E.L.
"We have the potential to expand our space-based capabilities from mere space situational awareness to space protection," Mr. Kyl said in a Senate floor speech. "In the past 15 years, the ballistic missile threat has substantially increased and is now undeniable," he said on Sept. 29. A total of 27 nations now have missile defenses, and last year, over 120 foreign nations fired ballistic missiles, he said. North Korea and Iran both are developing missiles and selling the technology for them, he added. Mr. Kyl also said the Pentagon's annual report expressed concerns about accidental or unauthorized launches of long-range missiles from China and about the growing vulnerability of vital satellite systems to attack by anti-satellite weapons, as shown by China's 2007 anti-satellite weapons test. Mr. Kyl said he hopes Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, who will choose what government or private-sector agency will conduct the study, will choose the Institute for Defense Analyses, a federally funded research center, to carry out the study. A Senate report on the study stated that independent groups that could produce it include Energy Department national laboratories, or scientific and technical organizations. A defense official said space-based missile defenses were last considered during the first Bush administration as part of its Global Protection Against Limited Strike, or GPALS, a missile-defense plan focused on then-Soviet missiles using a combination of ground-based interceptors, sea-based missiles and space-based interceptors. The Clinton administration canceled all work on space-based missile defense and focused instead on tactical defenses against short-range missiles. The current Bush administration's missile-defense program is limited to the deployed ground-based interceptors in Alaska and California and ship-based interceptor missile defense. The defense official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity, said space-based defenses are needed for global, rapid defense against missiles. "It's really the only way to defend the U.S. and its allies from anywhere on the planet," the official said. 

Moral Obl. Add-on

Space based BMD is a D - Rule

Lambakis 07 (Steven Lambakis, Steven Lambakis is a senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy and the author of On the Edge of Earth: The Future of American Space Power, February and March 2007, “Missile Defense From Space”, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-02177.pdf) JB
Improved system performance would give the U.S. leadership a better array of options. In the face of attempted blackmail, for example, the president and his advisors would have confidence in the nation’s capabilities to defeat a missile, which would make it possible to avoid more destabilizing moves, such as offensive preventive attacks on enemy territory. It is equally true that strong defenses would support necessary offensive action. Effective defenses can buy time to understand the strategic consequences and overall impact of military action. Our choices are fundamental to making moral judgments. The moral issues surrounding a national security crisis are tied to considerations of operational effectiveness. Are we doing our best to provide protection against some of the worst weapons imaginable? What would the consequences of not acting be, or of not being able to act because of a blackmail threat? What would be the result if Washington were unable to respond to increased terrorist activity worldwide or an upswing in the global weapons of mass destruction trade? A space-based layer would reinforce American strength, which in turn would allow the U.S. to better defend its interests and pursue its foreign policy goals. A powerful and influential United States is good for world peace, stability, and enforcing the rule of law internationally. Clearly, cost must be addressed too, but it is not the show-stopper that one might imagine. This, after all, is more of an affordability question. And matters of affordability are driven mainly by whether the system in question is a priority or key element within the desired national security architecture. We cannot know the full impact of a space layer on overall system effectiveness, deployment requirements, and cost until we have defined a space architecture. We cannot predict what the cost would be, even in ballpark terms, with any confidence without this top-level information. Much will depend on the role our defense leadership sees for space-based interceptors and the determination regarding how such a layer would enhance overall system effectiveness. We also need to factor in technological progress, especially as it enables interceptor weight reductions and drives down the cost per pound to orbit. Without taking these factors into account, we cannot determine how many satellite platforms we will need in a constellation or how many space launches we will need to populate it. Congress should push the Bush Administration to begin studying the feasibility of integrating a space-based layer into the missile defense system. Experiments must be conducted if we are to determine whether space basing makes sense from an overall system point of view. Perhaps we will not get as much out of a space-based layer as we thought, or perhaps the cost will be too great. We need to settle these questions. We also need to take some of the technical challenges off the table. Can we do proper command and control? Can space-based sensors provide the data needed to discriminate target objects? How long can we keep interceptors loaded with solid propellant on-station in space? There are strong arguments for going to space, but we need to find out where truth lies. Once the technical questions are answered, it will be up to the critics of expanding military uses of space to explain why it is that the Earth’s orbits ought to be exempted from the logic of war and military competition that otherwise govern military behavior on land, at sea, and in the air. No nation has a right to deny our access to space to defend this country or promote economic prosperity. This has been understood for over 45 years, but I believe that the consequences of this statement have yet to be fully comprehended. With a debate in Congress over space-based missile defense interceptors, I believe we will finally be able to bring some clarity to the discussion of weapons in space. The positions we take in this argument will have consequences for space control and offensive strike weapons. The nation’s leaders should welcome this opportunity to grapple with an issue that is certain to affect the influence and power of the United States for the remainder of this century and beyond. There will be ambiguity and vacillation in our public discourse and lawmaking until we define a clear vision for the use of space and have established the right policies to support it. There is a strong case to be made for clarifying the options before us and for determining whether it makes sense to invest more in space defenses. Evolving the ballistic missile defense system to incorporate a layer that will allow us to better protect ourselves is logical. Should it become clear that space defenses would deliver an improved missile defense system, pursuing this course of action would also be a strategically prudent and morally desirable step to take.

Spc Debris Add-On

SBLs can shot down space debris

Weeden 11 (Brian-Bachelor's in Science (B.S.) in Electrical Engineering from Clarkson University and a Masters in Science (M.S) in Space Studies from the University of North Dakota. He is also a graduate of the International Space University Space Studies Program, “Overview of the legal and policy challenges of orbital space debris removal”, 2/1/11---ScienceDirect)np

LEO is commonly defined as the region of Earth orbit below 2000 km in altitude [8]. This region is home to the vast majority of the space debris objects, a significant number of active spacecraft, and all the spacecraft carrying humans in Earth orbit. Space debris in this region will re-enter the Earth’s atmosphere through a process known as natural decay. The upper atmosphere exerts a drag force on satellites in LEO which over time causes them to lose energy and altitude and eventually fall out of orbit and into the atmosphere. The length of time it takes for objects to re-enter is a function of their altitude as shown in Fig. 3, namely, the higher the altitude, the longer their orbits will take to decay naturally. Most ADR technologies in the LEO regime take advantage of this natural decay process and perform their function by accelerating natural decay, either by increasing the atmospheric drag on the space debris object or moving the debris object to an orbit at lower altitude. For smaller pieces of debris, one of the most promising ADR techniques uses lasers, either ground- or space-based. These lasers are fired at a piece of space debris and exert a change in velocity (delta-V), either through ablation or momentum exchange, which changes the object’s orbit [10]. Repeated firings over one or more orbit revolutions can be used to lower the object’s orbital altitude and speed up its re-entry into the Earth’s atmosphere. The primary challenge with enhanced drag techniques is controlling the atmospheric re-entry to ensure that the object does not endanger people or infrastructure on the ground. Laser techniques are also mostly limited to debris objects between 1 and 10 cm, largely because of detection and tracking requirements.
(Space Debris Impact)

Intel Add-on

Space-based systems key to intel

Dunlap NO DATE (Charles J....Jr., Major General, ARI (airpower Research Institute), "Shortchanging the Joint Flight?" http://www.cgsc.edu/carl/docrepository/121007dunlap.pdf, MM)
Certainly, Airmen do not discount the value of human intelligence, and readily agree that in "many cases HUMINT is the best and only source of adversary intentions." Airmen, nevertheless, consider it only one contributor to the overall intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) picture. They view HUMINT's main use as "amplify, clarify, or verify" information collected by technical assets, of which the air component has many, both airborne and space-based. As the air component usually has little in the way of HUMINT resources, it relies primarily on other government agencies for it

Space-based systems key to intel

Dunlap NO DATE (Charles J....Jr., Major General, ARI (airpower Research Institute), "Shortchanging the Joint Flight?" http://www.cgsc.edu/carl/docrepository/121007dunlap.pdf, MM)
Events like this emphasize the psychological dimension of technical intelligence collection; that is insurgents never really never know the capabilities of the collection systems, and , therefore are forced to assume that they are always being monitored. In fact, airpower's capability to persistently collect is increasingly collect is increasing pervasive with the advent of long-term duration airborne platforms like Global Hawk and full-time, persistent space-based systems to complement other technological means.
SMD intel solves satellite collisions.
Grebenshchikov 9 (Andrey, the Third Secretary of the department for Security and Disarmament Affairs in the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, "Towards a Norm of No Harmful Interference," 6/15-16/2009, Space Security 2009: Moving Towards a Safer Space Environment, UNIDIR, pg. 8, MM)

The final speaker of the panel was Andrey Grebenshchikov, the Third Secretary of the Department for Security and Disarmament Affairs in the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Mr. Grebenshchikov presented a report prepared by a group of Russian government experts-Mr. Alexander Klapovsky from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Vladimir Putkov from the Russian Space Agency, Mr. Sergey Ionov from the Ministry of Defense, and himself-reviewing the collision incident of 1 a February 2009 between the Russian satellite, Cosmos 2251, and the US satellite, Iridium 33. This collision shines light on the issue of space debris and the need for space object data exchange. Even though the us satellite had the capability to maneuver to avoid the situation, the collision nevertheless occurred. Here, the key problem was the lack of proper information collection and dissemination. Because of this incident and the predictions of the trends in space debris, Russia is proposing that a better system for data exchange be developed and, therefore, has decided to submit to the United Nations Secretary General its revised proposals on international outer space transparency and confidence-building measures in the implementation of UN General Assembly resolution 63/68.

Diplomacy Add-On
Space asset diplomatic power could be used to create space technology partnerships
Whiting 02 (Lieutenant Colonel Stephen N., graduated from the United States Air Force Academy, Bachelors of Science degree in Aeronautical Engineering, “Policy, Influence, and Diplomacy: Space as a National Power Element”, June 2002—Air University Research Management System)np
The second component of space assets. diplomatic power is the ability to induce international actors toward desired behaviors, or away from undesirable behaviors, through the granting or termination of technology partnerships. Although this power is fundamentally coercive in nature, it is generally perceived as a relatively benevolent form relying on the promise of benefits to the target state rather than threatening punishment. Called .persuasive influence. by Lt Col Gregory M. Billman, he defines it as .action taken.to benefit another side in some way. Noteworthy is the lack of threatening force to effect a change in an entity.s behavior..181 Interestingly, .Cooperative uses of the armed forces have occurred far less frequently than have coercive uses..182 As such, this is an area ripe for investigation. Since, by its very nature, the ability to negotiate and carry out technology partnerships occurs over long time periods (measured in years and decades rather than weeks and months), this facet of space assets diplomatic power is normally only effective during peacetime. Further, since the nature of a partnership implies an ability by both parties to contribute to their mutual goals (although the contributions may not be equal), space technology partnerships are most effective among first and second world countries with some industrial or scientific capacity capable of being oriented toward space technologies.
Space technology is key to the space private industries in the respective countries

Zervos and Siegal 08 (Dr. Vasilis- BA in Economics from the American College of Greece M.Sc. from the University of Birmingham, UK Ph.D from the University of York, UK and Donald Ph.D.,Columbia University Graduate School of Business, Business Economics, “Technology, security, and policy implications of future transatlantic partnerships in space: Lessons from Galileo”, 7/31/08---ScienceDirect)np
There are clear benefits for both the US and European public sectors from such collaboration at industry level, as well as for the space industries involved. However, there are also greater complications associated with such collaborations. This is because a US-European partnership would not simply exist on a technical level, but would also require the formation of partnerships for developing the relevant programs, managing them and marketing the resulting commercial services in the US. The creation of value-added products unavailable with the current GPS, even in the shape of combined Galileo-GPS signals for superior positioning performance, by transatlantic partnerships and major participation of US contractors could allow for the involvement of US public partners in similar projects. Indicative of such requirements for future strategic projects are the conditions laid out by US officials in forming partnerships with overseas countries and industries in defence: “Increased U.S. procurement of foreign products can only work if our companies have access to their markets as well. Countries seeking access to our defense market must also reconsider their investment priorities. These allies should invest their limited development budgets in creation of new capabilities instead of seeking to displace sales of U.S. existing products” (Commission, 2002: 6–14). Such candidate programs with substantial commercial opportunities in space could well be those where both partners would have incentives to contribute to the R&D phase. A prominent example could be the development of re-usable launch vehicles, which are separately developed by Europe and the US. These systems are expected to have substantial dual-use capabilities and could be used for high-speed travel, with substantial commercial and military markets facing them. The substantial costs of developing such re-usable launch vehicles make it unlikely that very different versions would be used for military and civil/commercial applications, rather than a shared platform. The development of such a platform would fall under the ‘medium sensitivity’ public programs of Table 6, as commercial markets ranging from tourism to high-speed business transportation would develop, as partly serviced by the Anglo-French Concorde aircraft from the 1970s until its retirement in 2003. This Anglo-French collaboration dating back to the 1960s resulted in major industrial restructuring and paved the way for the development of a European aerospace industry and the success of Airbus. Transatlantic collaboration along those lines for a re-usable launch vehicle would not only expand the supply of existing markets but develop new markets and products, commercializing space capabilities and technology, while addressing security concerns.

Ext-SMD=Diplomacy
SMD could be used to achieve diplomatic objectives for the US
Whiting 02 (Lieutenant Colonel Stephen N., graduated from the United States  vzaAir Force Academy, Bachelors of Science degree in Aeronautical Engineering, “Policy, Influence, and Diplomacy: Space as a National Power Element”, June 2002—Air University Research Management System)np
From its initial emphasis in the late 1950s as a means of superpower competition, through today’s use of space assets to enable terrestrial military forces, space power has conferred diplomatic advantages to those nations able to employ it. Even so, its potential remains underdeveloped. Since space is the newest medium in which military forces operate, it is to be expected that policy makers have not used space assets as tools of diplomacy to the same degree they have used other, more traditional means. Yet, their lack of focus on this particular tool or means is perplexing. Such esteemed space theorists as James Oberg have misunderstood the power of space assets to affect diplomatic objectives. He states, .Space power, alone, is insufficient to...ensure the attainment of terrestrial political objectives..159 As affirmed in Colin Gray.s statement above, space professionals have given insufficient thought to (among other strategic implications of space assets) codifying precisely how, when, and where to use space assets for diplomatic purposes short of combat. The analysis that follows seeks to fill part of this void by classifying the diplomatic uses of space assets.160 While the model presented is holistic in its applicability across the spectrum of conflict, its rudimentary nature is evidence that future theorists and strategists still need to accomplish much work. Exploiting space systems to directly achieve diplomatic objectives is a capacity available now, and this opportunity is due to a confluence of trends. First, an increasingly important characteristic of the post-Cold War world is the escalating impact of globalization and interdependency among states. Particularly among the most developed states, those participating heavily in the information age, the development and distribution of knowledge is replacing the manufacturing and distribution of goods as society.s central source of wealth, prestige, and power.161 The linkages connecting these states to the outside world and to elements within their own societies are becoming indispensable, as these are the conduits for information exchange. Especially for states with global trade and military interests, and despite the enormous growth of fiber optics technology for data transmission and communications, space assets are a critical component for these information transactions. The same holds for lesser-developed states, particularly if their internal communications infrastructures are rudimentary or fragmented. For the United States, DoD Directive 3100.10, Space Policy, states the case flatly: .The globally interdependent information- and knowledge-based economy as well as information-based military operations make the information lines of communication to, in, through, and from space essential to the exercise of United States power..162 Because of this growing globalization and interdependence, a second trend has emerged in which states are becoming more dependent on space systems for the well being of their societies. International commercial trade and finance are reliant on space assets for competitive efficiency. People, too, are slowly changing, in part from just the notion and perception of space utilization. The enormity of space, which highlights humanity.s fragile existence, creates a sense of global closeness previously unrealized. Space assets, which provide instant communication and visual images from dazzling perspectives, cement the sense of interconnectivity. As declared by Steven Lambakis, .Satellites.have spawned a global social revolution, affecting how we think and go about our daily business, entertain ourselves, and relate at home and abroad to our family, friends, and business associates..163 The character and role of space is becoming so pervasive that the ability to use space assets to influence other states and thus directly achieve diplomatic objectives is rapidly emerging, if not already at hand. Explaining and categorizing the diplomatic uses of space assets is done to better inform the policy-making community of the potential uses of this important tool of statecraft. David Baldwin points out that, .Improved understanding of statecraft is one of the most valuable contributions that scholars can make to the functioning of democratic political processes..164 Certainly, the American military is not responsible for making foreign policy (a point already made in Chapter 1). Nevertheless, it does play an important role in foreign policy.s execution through the interagency process and through the regional engagement activities of the unified commands. In that sense, military professionals are an important part of the foreign policy community. Their input is highly sought, heavily valued, and weighed carefully by civilian policy-makers. Moreover, as professionals, it is their duty to provide the best, most considered input possible.

EMP add-on

(pick and choose which cards you would like to use)

Absent SMD, the US will be vulnerable to a EMP strike that would destroy us

 Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 

According to the 2004 report of the EMP Commission, 85 the United States faces a threat from EMP that could have catastrophic consequences based on even a single nuclear warhead. EMP is generated by any nuclear weapon burst at any altitude above a few dozen kilometers, with the height of burst being significant in determining the area exposed to EMP. The EMP threat arises from the ability, whether by terrorists or states, to launch relatively unsophisticated missiles with nuclear warheads to detonate at altitudes from 40 to 400 kilometers above the earth’s surface. The rationale for such action would be the high political-military payoff in the form of devastating consequences. An EMP attack would constitute a highly successful asymmetric strategy against a society as heavily dependent as the United States is on electronics, energy, telecommunications networks, transportation systems, the movement of inventories in its manufacturing sector, and food processing and distribution capabilities. As noted in the EMP Commission report, EMP was an unintended result of a nuclear detonation at an altitude of about 400 kilometers during the Starfish nuclear weapons tests above Johnstone Island in the Central Pacific in 1962. The effects, felt some 1400 kilometers away in Hawaii, included “the failure of street lighting systems, tripping of circuit breakers, triggering of burglar alarms, and damage to a telecommunications relay facility.” Nuclear tests conducted by the Soviet Union, also in 1962, produced damage to overhead and underground buried cables at distances as far away as 600 kilometers, together with surge arrester burnout, spark-gap breakdown, blown fuses, and powersupply breakdown. 86 The destruction and mayhem caused by an EMP explosion would be far more substantial today given the ubiquity of electronics and society’s increased reliance on them to run critical infrastructures. Several potential enemies either already have, or could soon acquire, the capability to attack the United States with a high-altitude nuclear explosion EMP that would cover a wide geographic region. Such a weapon need not be detonated directly over the United States itself to produce major damage to America’s critical infrastructures such as telecommunications, banking and finance, fuel/energy, transportation, food and water supply, emergency services, government activities, and space systems. U.S. satellites, both civilian and military, are vulnerable to a range of attacks that include EMP, especially in low-earth orbits. Again, as the EMP Commission concluded, “The national security and homeland security communities use commercial satellites for critical activities, including direct and backup communications, emergency response services, and continuity of operations during emergencies.” 87 Such satellites could be disabled by collateral radiation effects from an EMP attack on ground targets. Thus it is obvious that an interdependence exists between the objects of a potential EMP attack. Disabling one of the infrastructures, such as telecommunications or electricity, would have severe consequences for others, with cascading effects from which an advanced, technologically dependent society such as the United States might not easily recover. An EMP attack mounted against the United States would have far broader international consequences, given the interdependence of America and other economies in an era of globalization. An EMP attack against other economies, such as Japan or a European nation, would have major effects in the United States, and on other countries if the attack was on the United States. The services that would be essential to cope with the consequences of a terrorist attack, such as hospitals and emergency services, themselves might be disabled and therefore would not be available when and where they were most needed. As Senator John Kyl has pointed out, “A terrorist organization might have trouble putting a nuclear warhead ‘on target’ with a Scud, but it would be much easier to simply launch and detonate in the atmosphere. No need for the risk and difficulty trying to smuggle a nuclear weapon over the border or hit a particular city. Just launch a cheap missile from a freighter in international waters – al-Qaeda is believed to own about eighty such vessels – and make sure to get it a few miles in the air.” 88 Notably, Russia has considered attack options that include EMP. During the May 1999 NATO air campaign against Serbia, members of the Russian Duma, meeting with U.S. congressional counterparts, reportedly speculated about the paralyzing effects of an EMP attack on the United States. 89 To amplify on the Rumsfeld statement cited under “Ship-borne Scud Threat,” above, Iran is reported to have tested whether its ballistic missiles, such as the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by remote control while still in high-altitude flight. The most plausible explanation for such tests is that Iran is developing the capability to explode a high-altitude nuclear weapon that could destroy critical electronic and technological infrastructures. 90 Without an effective missile defense the United States will remain vulnerable to the EMP threat given its extensive dependence on high-tech, electronic infrastructure that cannot easily be hardened to withstand such an attack. The ability to launch an incapacitating EMP strike against the United States provides enemies with an asymmetric threat that would not only inhibit U.S. military action but would also strike a severe economic and psychological blow. 

The US is vulnerable against EMP attacks – collapses key infrastructures 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 

Several potential enemies either already have, or could soon acquire, the capability to attack the United States with a high-altitude nuclear explosion EMP that would cover a wide geographic region. Such a weapon need not be detonated directly over the United States itself to produce major damage to our critical infrastructures such as telecommunications, banking and finance, fuel/energy, transportation, food and water supply, emergency services, government activities, and space systems. U.S. satellites, both civilian and military, are vulnerable to a range of attacks that include EMP, especially in low-earth orbits. Again, as the EMP Commission concluded: “The national security and homeland security communities use commercial satellites for critical activities, including direct and backup communications, emergency response services, and continuity of operations during emergencies.” 76 Such satellites could be disabled as a result of collateral radiation effects arising from an EMP attack on ground targets. Thus it is obvious that an interdependence exists between the objects of a potential EMP attack. Disabling one of the infrastructures, such as telecommunications or electricity, would have severe consequences for others, with cascading effects from which an advanced, technologically dependent society such as the United States might not easily recover. An EMP attack mounted against the United States would have far broader international consequences, given the interdependence of the U.S. and other economies in an era of globalization. An EMP attack against other economies, for example, Japan or European countries, would have important effects in the United States. The services that would be essential to cope with the consequences of a terrorist attack themselves might be disabled and therefore would not be available when and where they were most needed. As Senator John Kyl has pointed out, “A terrorist organization might have trouble putting a nuclear warhead ‘on target’ with a Scud, but it would be much easier to simply launch and detonate in the atmosphere. No need for the risk and difficulty trying to smuggle a nuclear weapon over the border or hit a particular city. Just launch a cheap missile from a freighter in international waters – al Qaeda is believed to own about eighty such vessels – and make sure to get it a few miles in the air.” 

 Notably, Russia has considered attack options that include EMP. During the May 1999 NATO air campaign against Serbia, members of the Russian Duma, meeting with U.S. congressional counterparts, reportedly speculated about the paralyzing effects of an EMP attack on the United States. 

 Iran is reported to have tested whether its ballistic missiles, such as the Shahab 3 or the Scud, could be detonated by remote control while still in high-altitude flight. The most plausible explanation for such tests is that Iran is developing the capability to explode a high-altitude nuclear weapon that could destroy critical electronic and technological infrastructures. 
9 Without an effective missile defense the United States will remain vulnerable to the EMP threat given its extensive dependence on high-tech, electronic infrastructure that cannot easily be hardened to withstand such an attack. The ability to launch an incapacitating EMP strike against the United States provides enemies with an asymmetric threat that would not only inhibit U.S. military action but would also strike a severe economic and psychological blow. 
The US is vulnerable now to EMP attacks – SMD solves 

Pfaltzgraff 9 (Robert L. Jr., founder and president of the Institute for Foreign Policy, AnalysisIFPA's program encompasses studies on proliferation, counterproliferation, homeland security, the future of alliances, national security strategy, force structure modernization priorities, and peace building/peace enforcement requirements, Advised NATO Defense College, National Defense University, the Marine Corps University, the Army War College, the Air University, the Naval War College, and the Armed Forces Staff College, member of the Department of State’s International Security Advisory Board (ISAB) between 2006 and 2009, “Space and U.S. Security A Net Assessment,” January 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a494460.pdf DA: 7/2/11, PC) 

In addition to shortfalls in our future space workforce, it is possible to survey U.S. vulnerabilities in space by reference to the risk of attack and the consequences of the destruction of specific space-based assets. Risk may be assessed by determining the availability of capabilities in the hands of adversaries of the United States that could mount such an attack. The incentive to destroy U.S. space-based capabilities would be enhanced by the impact of the devastating consequences that their destruction would bring upon the United States—leading in a worst-case situation to a “world without the United States” to which the Iranian leader Ahmadinejad has referred. An attack would be mounted against space systems themselves or against their ground-based infrastructure. Anti-satellite attacks could be staged from the ground or from space. Treaty-based efforts to prevent the development and deployment of such capabilities, even if they were to prove feasible, would probably be inadequate in themselves for reasons already discussed. For example, the definition of a space weapon is difficult in itself because satellites can be attacked from Earth or from space, making verification perhaps impossible. Because it is more dependent than any other nation on space, the threat to and from space is greatest to the United States. Space systems such as those deployed by the United States have various vulnerabilities. They include strikes that could be mounted against ground stations, launch systems, or orbiting satellites. Our space systems are vulnerable to disruption or actual destruction, as well as to efforts on the part of an adversary to deny use of them. Such efforts could include interference with satellite systems, detonation of a nuclear weapon in space causing electromagnetic pulse (EMP) effects, or use of micro-satellites to attack our satellites. Just as control of the seas has been essential to the right of innocent passage for commerce, the ability of the United States to maintain assured access to space will depend on space control. The already extensive importance of space for commercial and military purposes, as well as its prospective role in missile defense reinforces the case that the United States must maintain control of space in the twenty-first century. Among the areas of U.S. space vulnerability is electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack. As pointed out elsewhere in this net assessment and to quote from the EMP Commission Report, “Ubiquitous Earth-orbiting satellites are a mainstay of modern critical national infrastructures. Satellites provide Earth observations, communications, navigation, weather information, and other capabilities.” 72 Other countries such as Iran and North Korea are developing EMP-related technologies, including missiles that could launch nuclear warheads. China and Russia already possess such capabilities. The wider availability of these technologies in the decades ahead will make U.S. space- and ground-based assets increasingly vulnerable to EMP attack. U.S. space systems in low-Earth orbits are especially susceptible to nuclear detonations at high altitudes and therefore to EMP attack. In addition, EMP could have devastating consequences for the control systems and ground infrastructure of space systems. The nuclear weapons effects on satellites could be the collateral consequences of an EMP attack mounted principally against other targets, or an EMP attack could be carried out with U.S. low-Earth orbit space systems as their primary target. Thus the cascading effects of an EMP attack would extend to a spectrum of electronic systems on Earth as well as the space capabilities that are vital to such infrastructures, including for example the communications systems on which nearly all Americans depend in their daily lives, whether for commercial or individual purposes such as cell phones and television. The electromagnetic pulse effects of even a single nuclear weapon exploded at high altitude above or near the United States would disrupt the electrical power systems, electronics and information systems on which we vitally depend, producing catastrophic damage from which recovery would be protracted, painful, and potentially impossible. Space systems could be vulnerable to EMP effects resulting from one or more nuclear detonations at altitudes between 40 and 400 kilometers.

EMP Strike would destroy 70% of US electrical load instantaneously  

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, 2007 , “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 
As their fortunes worsen – and the indications point in that direction – they are very likely to become desperate in their search to regain their footing and momentum; so that the possibility of mounting an EMP attack most surely has entered their minds, as some intelligence sources indicate, and, from their perspective, the sooner the better, for time is not on their side. What better way to strike two blows at once than by putting “the Great Satan’s lights out” – to deal a terrible blow both to Americanism and to electronic modernism in one grand, mother-of-all feat. Such a feat could involve a ballistic missile fitted with even a low-yield nuclear warhead, timed to detonate over the target at, for example, an altitude of 400 kilometers. It could be launched via a long-range missile from land or one of shorter range – even a Scud – from the deck of a freighter. The EMP effect occurs when the resulting gamma rays “interact with the atmosphere to produce a radio-frequency wave of unique, spatially varying intensity that covers everything within line-of-sight of the explosion’s center point.” The EMP commission’s report selected a point above Columbus, Ohio, to demonstrate its scenario. The exposure radius would be about 1,600 kilometers, reaching east well past New York City and Washington, south to Miami, over to Dallas–Houston, westward past Omaha, and northward running from Winnipeg to Quebec. 41 The consequences of such an event would be grim. Seventy percent of the total electrical power load of the nation is within this radius. The EMP impact would be virtually instantaneous over the region. It would produce three electromagnetic pulses, each microseconds apart with a cumulative effect of instant burnout in spots that then “cascades” into successive failures in equipment and systems that are dependent on electricity. Thus, electric power and their grids fail; telecommunications and computers go, along with banking and other financial systems; pumps to run gas stations and lift water from wells and rivers quit; virtually all transportation stops; avionics and navigation systems cease; frozen foods rot; heartlung machines die, and on and on. It is not a condition that gets fixed quickly, since equipment and components first must be replaced or repaired, which obviously takes considerable time. 
Risk of EMP attack is high-it would knock out US electricity and devastate telecommunications collapsing the global economy

Cooper and Pfaltzgraff 10 (Dr. Henry F., was Chief US Negotiator at the Geneva Defense and Space Talks with the Soviet Union (1985-1989) and was appointed the first civilian Stra​tegic Defense Initiative (SDI) director in 1990. Previously he served as Deputy to the Assistant Secretary of Air Force for Research and Devel​opment, with responsibility for Air Force strategic and space systems, He is a member of the Independent Working Group, Dr. Robert L, Jr., is President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, and Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School, Tufts University. He has advised key of​ficials on military strategy, defense modernization, He has served on the International Security Advisory Board (ISAB), U.S. State Department, Co-Chairman of the Independent Working Group, “Countering the EMP Threat: The Role of Missile Defense”, 2010, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGWhitePaper.pdf) np
According to the EMP Commission, the United States faces an EMP threat that could have catastrophic consequences from even a single nuclear warhead. The EMP threat arises from the ability, whether by terrorists or states, to launch even relatively unsophisticated missiles with nuclear warheads to detonate from 40 to 400 kilometers altitude above the Earth’s surface, with greater heights-of-burst exposing larg​er areas on the ground to EMP.5 Such action would provide the attack​er with high political-military payoff in the form of devastating con​sequences. An EMP attack would constitute an asymmetric strategy against the United States, which is heavily dependent on electronics, energy, telecommunications networks, transportation systems, bank​ing, the movement of inventories, and food processing and distribu​tion capabilities. The EMP Commission reported that EMP was an unanticipated re​sult of a nuclear detonation at an altitude of about 400 kilometers dur​ing the Starfish nuclear weapons tests above Johnston Island in the Central Pacific in 1962. Effects, felt some 1400 kilometers away in Hawaii, included “the failure of street lighting systems, tripping of circuit breakers, triggering of burglar alarms, and damage to a telecommu​nications relay facility.” The Commission also reported that 1962 high altitude nuclear tests conducted by the Soviet Union also produced damage at distances as far away as 600 kilometers to overhead and un​derground buried cables, together with surge arrester burnout, spark-gap breakdown, blown fuses, and power-supply interruption. The destruction and mayhem caused by an EMP explosion would be far more substantial today given the ubiquity of more fragile electronics and our greater reliance on them to run critical infrastructures. More​over, an EMP burst could directly affect the 3,000 commercial and mil​itary flights airborne over the United States at any given time, possibly causing them to crash. Most of those aircraft, equipped with electron​ic-interface fly-by-wire control systems, would become unguided mis​siles, plummeting to Earth and leading to many thousands of fatalities and enormous physical damage. Such a weapon need not be detonated directly over the United States itself to produce major damage to America’s critical infrastruc​tures such as telecommunications, banking and finance, fuel/energy, transportation, food and water supply, emergency services, govern​ment activities, and space systems. U.S. satellites, both civilian and military, are vulnerable to a range of attacks that include EMP, espe​cially in low-Earth orbits. Again, as the EMP Commission concluded, “The national security and homeland security communities use com​mercial satellites for critical activities, including direct and backup communications, emergency response services, and continuity of op​erations during emergencies.” Such satellites could be disabled by col​lateral radiation effects from an EMP attack on ground targets. Thus, it is obvious that an EMP attack would have cascading ef​fects. Disabling even one of the elements of our critical infrastructure, such as telecommunications or electricity, would have severe conse​quences for others – effects from which an advanced, technologically dependent society such as the United States might not easily recover. An EMP attack on the United States would have global consequenc​es, extending from Europe to Northeast Asia and in and beyond this Hemisphere given America’s interdependence with other economies. By the same token an EMP attack against other technologically ad​vanced economies, such as Japan or Europe, would have major effects in the United States. The services essential to coping with the conse​quences of a terrorist attack, such as hospitals and emergency servic​es, might be disabled and therefore unavailable when and where they were most needed. As Senator Jon Kyl has pointed out: “A terrorist organization might have trouble putting a nuclear warhead ‘on target’ with a Scud, but it would be much easier to simply launch and detonate in the atmo​sphere. No need for the risk and difficulty trying to smug​gle a nuclear weapon over the border or hit a particular city. Just launch a cheap missile from a freighter in in​ternational waters – al-Qaeda is believed to own about eighty such vessels – and make sure to get it a few miles in the air.”6 Several countries either already have, or could soon acquire, such EMP attack capabilities. For example, during the May 1999 NATO air campaign against Serbia, members of the Russian Duma, meeting with U.S. congressional counterparts, reportedly speculated about the par​alyzing effects of an EMP attack on the United States.7 Iran is report​ed to have tested whether its ballistic missiles, such as the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by remote control while still in high-altitude flight. One plausible explanation for such tests is that Iran is developing the capability to explode a high-altitude nuclear weap​on that could destroy critical electronic and technological infrastruc​tures.8 Without a countervailing strategy that includes a missile de​fense configured against an EMP attack, the United States will remain especially vulnerable to the EMP threat given its extensive dependence on high-tech, electronic infrastructure that cannot easily be hardened to withstand such an attack.
SBMD would provide layered defense of critical infrastructure, deters an EMP threat and would shoot it down immediately if launched

Lambakis 07 (Steven, senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, “Missile Defense from Space”, February and March 2007, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-02177.pdf)np

While space assets generally follow predictable orbital paths, they do provide a unique form of mobility — they can be present and persistent over many places on the globe. Indeed, in 2007, the Missile Defense Agency will begin demonstrations with two satellites hosting sensors designed to provide very fine surveillance and tracking data on in-flight ballistic missiles and payloads. A constellation of these satellites would become the sensor backbone of a global missile defense capability and would make possible the global mission endorsed by the Bush administration: the protection of the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends. Similarly, a space-based interceptor layer would enable a global on-call missile defense capability and a timely response to rapidly evolving threats, even threats emanating from unpredicted locations with very different azimuths from those we plan to be able to defeat today.10 A space-defense capability also would allow the country to engage longer-range threats originating from deep within the interior of a threat country. It is also known that enemies of the United States can put a nuclear weapon over U.S. territory using a ballistic missile. The detonation of this weapon at a high altitude could unleash an electromagnetic pulse that would wipe out satellite and airborne navigation, intelligence, and communications systems and impede any U.S. military response to the aggression. Such a pulse of energy would disable or destroy the unprotected technological infrastructure of a region or the nation. According to the emp Commission, “a regional or national recovery would be long and difficult and would seriously degrade the safety and overall viability of our nation. . . . [A]t some point the degradation of infrastructure could have irreversible effects on the country’s ability to support its population.” Space-based interceptors may be the only effective way to counter this threat and mitigate the effects of an electromagnetic pulse resulting from the intercept. Engaging the missile close to its launch point would release the resulting explosion of gamma rays closer to the attacker’s territory. Relying on an intercept in space, in the midcourse of a missile’s flight, risks damaging unprotected satellites (i.e., just about all commercial and civilian satellites), regardless of who owns them. Because the missile defense system is “layered” and will have multiple elements working together synergistically, sharing information, sharing existing sensors, communicating as a single system worldwide, even a small constellation of space-based interceptor platforms would allow the entire system to work more efficiently. The massive constellations projected back in the heady days of the Strategic Defense Initiative, in other words, do not seem to be necessary, especially when the targeted adversaries have very limited ballistic missile inventories. By attacking even just a portion of the threat missiles in boost and midcourse, the space layer has the effect of thinning out the number of attacking missiles so that the other elements of the system, which are based on the ground or at sea (midcourse and terminal systems), can be more effective.
An EMP attack causes a laundry list 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
As noted in Section 1 of this report, the electromagnetic pulse effects of even a single nuclear weapon exploded at high altitude above or near the United States would disrupt the electrical power systems, electronics and information systems on which we vitally depend, producing catastrophic damage from which recovery would be protracted, painful, and potentially impossible. Space systems could be vulnerable to EMP effects resulting from one or more nuclear detonations at high altitudes. 1 Satellites in low-earth orbit are considered to be especially at risk from the collateral radiation effects resulting from an EMP attack. Commercial satellites are vitally important to support such governmental services as weather forecasting and communications, emergency response services, and military operations. The destruction or disabling of such satellites would have possibly catastrophic implications for homeland security and for the U.S. military. The ability to prevent an EMP attack being launched against such assets must become a national priority. Missile defense should form an essential part of a strategy to deter and interdict an EMP attack. 
Ext-Capabilities Now
Multiple rogue states already have EMP capabilities

 Eisenreich 09 (Jason C., Major, United States Air Force, “

 The All Seeing Eye: Space-Based Persistent Surveillance in 2030”, April 2009--- Air Research Information Management System)np
While a very powerful weapon, an EMP weapon is also indiscriminate. Therefore, any nation utilizing such capability would also have to expect that its satellites will be destroyed or degraded as well. For a nation with a nascent or non-existent space capability, an EMP weapon presents a unique capability of inflicting an asymmetric impact on the U.S. Because U.S. dependence on satellite capabilities is so well known, any nation with a basic ballistic missile capability and access to a nuclear weapon could launch such an attack and destroy satellites already on orbit as well as make LEO an inoperable area for a significant amount of time. Not only large powers such as Russia and China have access to the components necessary for such an attack. Spacefaring nuclear nations like India could easily pair on hand capabilities to exercise this option. Also, smaller powers such as Pakistan, Iran, and North Korea would need only relatively small amounts of progress to be able to have such a capability.
Without SMD the US at risk of an EMP strike from rogue states
Cynamon 09 (Charles H.-Colonel, USAF, “Defending America’s Interests in Space”, 2/12/09—Air University Research Management System)np

The potential exists for a rogue nation either to detonate an EMP weapon in space, disabling most satellites, or to destroy a critical US intelligence collection satellite in low earth orbit though a direct ascent ASAT weapon. One should first determine if it’s possible to counter the effects of both threats strictly with passive defensive capabilities. In the case of an EMP detonation in space, all satellites theoretically could be hardened to an extreme extent to prevent damage induced by the various radiation types released, the dose levels and the dose rates. As for direct ascent ASAT weapons, theoretically these can be countered by improved space situational awareness (SSA) for ample warning time coupled with increased on-board fuel for satellite maneuvers to avoid the impending attack. As a singular event, passive defenses may seem to be a reasonable cost to bear. In reality, these passive defenses alone cannot insure the ability to survive and operate after such attacks. Intelligence, even with perfect SSA, is unlikely to discern the exact target for a direct ascent ASAT attack thus requiring all possible targets to maneuver for safety. Furthermore, the penalties for hardening all satellites and increasing onboard fuel are prohibitive and would come at the expense of payload capabilities and launch costs. Therefore, other defensive approaches short of space weapons should be considered.
Ext-Its Bad
EMP strike to US space assets would devastate US military operations and the economy
Pfaltzgraff 09 (Dr. Robert L., Jr., President of The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, work encompasses alliance relations, crisis management, missile defense, the development and conduct of gaming exercises, arms control issues, and strategic planning in the emerging security environment. He holds an M.A. in international relations, a Ph.D. in political science, and an M.B.A. in international business from the University of Pennsylvania, “Space and U.S. Security: A Net Assessment”, January 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf)np
Because it is more dependent than any other nation on space, the threat to and from space is greatest to the United States. Space systems such as those deployed by the United States have various vulnerabilities. They in​clude strikes that could be mounted against ground stations, launch systems, or orbiting satellites. Our space systems are vulnerable to disruption or actual destruction, as well as to efforts on the part of an adversary to deny use of them. Such efforts could include interference with satellite systems, detonation of a nuclear weapon in space causing electromagnetic pulse (EMP) effects, or use of micro-satellites to attack our satel​lites. Just as control of the seas has been essential to the right of innocent passage for commerce, the ability of the United States to maintain assured access to space will depend on space control. The already extensive importance of space for commercial and military purposes, as well as its prospective role in missile defense reinforces the case that the United States must maintain control of space in the twenty-first century. Among the areas of U.S. space vulnerability is electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack. As pointed out else​where in this net assessment and to quote from the EMP Commission Report, “Ubiquitous Earth-orbiting satellites are a mainstay of modern critical national infrastructures. Satellites provide Earth observations, communications, navigation, weather information, and other capabilities.”72 Other countries such as Iran and North Korea are developing EMP-related technologies, including missiles that could launch nuclear warheads. China and Russia already possess such capabilities. The wider availability of these technologies in the decades ahead will make U.S. space- and ground-based assets increasingly vulnerable to EMP attack. U.S. space systems in low-Earth orbits are especially susceptible to nuclear detonations at high altitudes and therefore to EMP attack. In addition, EMP could have devastating consequences for the control sys​tems and ground infrastructure of space systems. The nuclear weapons effects on satellites could be the collateral consequences of an EMP attack mounted principally against other targets, or an EMP attack could be carried out with U.S. low-Earth orbit space systems as their primary target. Thus the cascading effects of an EMP attack would extend to a spectrum of electronic systems on Earth as well as the space capabilities that are vital to such infrastructures, including for example the communications systems on which nearly all Americans depend in their daily lives, whether for commercial or individual purposes such as cell phones and television. The electromagnetic pulse effects of even a single nuclear weapon exploded at high altitude above or near the United States would disrupt the electrical power systems, electronics and information systems on which we vitally depend, producing catastrophic damage from which recovery would be protracted, painful, and potentially impossible. Space systems could be vulnerable to EMP effects resulting from one or more nuclear detonations at altitudes between 40 and 400 kilometers.73 Satellites in low-Earth orbit are considered to be especially at risk from the collateral radiation effects resulting from an EMP attack. Low-Earth orbit is usually delineated within an altitude that begins at about 140 kilometers and extends several hundred kilometers. Therefore, there is a convergence between the LEO and the altitude region in which EMP effects would be directly felt on orbiting satellites. Commercial satellites are vitally important to support such governmental services as weather forecasting and communications, emergency response services, and military operations. The destruction or disabling of such satellites would have possibly catastrophic implications for homeland security and for the U.S. military as well as the overall economy and society. Because the United States is most dependent of all nations on space, it is the most vulnerable. The space programs of other nations are being developed for several reasons, including the military and commercial importance attached to space, but also in some cases as asymmetrical means to be able to challenge the U.S. in crisis situations by threatening U.S. space-based assets. By the same token, as other nations develop space-based capabilities, their vulnerability also will increase. Therefore, we turn next to a brief survey of what others are doing in space.
***AT: OFF-CASE***
***Topicality***

AT: T mesosphere
W/Meet:
LEO is approximately 932 miles above the earth  

Global Com no date (globalcomsatphone.com, “LEO vs. GEO satellites when used with mobile satellite services”, http://www.globalcomsatphone.com/globalcom/leo_geo.html)
A Low Earth Orbit or (LEO) is any Earth orbit up to 1,500 kilometers in altitude. LEO satellites rotate the earth and currently deliver significant voice quality over the Geosynchronous (GEO) satellite systems. Globalstar and Iridium constellations both use LEO satellites. GEO satellite systems orbit at an altitude of 35,000 kilometers (22,369 miles) above the earth’s surface. GEO satellites never change location they move with the earth. GEO satellites are basically stationary over a certain region of the earth. They are best used for Television transmission and high-speed data transmission.

***AT: Disadvantages***

AT: Spending

SBMD costs less than former estimates

Canavan 1—PhD from UC-Davis and scientists @ Physics Division Office of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (Gregory, “Space-Based Missile Defense: Has Its Time Come?” Marshall Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/56.pdf, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART) 

Finally, there is the question of cost. Taking the average cost per interceptor and multiplying it times the constellation size, you can get the total cost to handle a single shot and a single launch. For a system that is what I would call “current performance” and velocities on the order of 6 km per second or so, one would pay somewhere in the range of .05 to .1 billion dollars. That sounds like such a wonderful deal, but you do have to take into account the fact that you don’t shoot just one interceptor; you’d probably shoot two, so that you have a 99% rather than a 90% probability of intercept. And in order to have a margin against expected threats, you should probably be in a position to go against five missiles simultaneously launched. That moves things up by a factor of ten, and you wind up with a boost-phase layer which would cost on the order of four billion dollars for stuff in orbit. This actually still seems sort of cheap. Theater defense is only cheaper by a factor of three or four than the strategic systems and its much larger absentee ratios take away much of the advantage of the smaller launch. 
Brilliant pebble is cheap and still maintains accurate attacks against missiles
Canavan 1—PhD from UC-Davis and scientists @ Physics Division Office of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (Gregory, “Space-Based Missile Defense: Has Its Time Come?” Marshall Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/56.pdf, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART) 

The boost phase is the new element that’s been added. A serious attempt at boost phase goes back about fifteen years. That’s the first time that Edward Teller and I were able to postulate a version of a space-based interceptor, subsequently known as the Brilliant Pebble (BP), that was capable and agile enough, but also light and cheap enough, to do two things: hit with high probability in boost, and survive long enough to be able to attack or to defend. So boost phase is an additional, key element. 
SBMD is less costly than other BMD concepts—it’s also key to hegemony

High Frontier 6—the nation's leading non-government authority on missile defense issues including missile defense, arms control, nuclear weapons, and strategic systems (8/14/2006, “Space-Based Missile Defense,” http://highfrontier.org/Archive/hf/, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)

Since the beginning of the space age, space-based systems have been an indispensable part of the nation’s first line of defense. The United States uses space-based systems to gather reconnaissance and surveillance information that is vital to our defense and intelligence activities. Without control of our space systems, it is fair to say that the United States cannot maintain dominance of the modern battlefield. Because of the 1972 ABM Treaty, the role space-based systems could play in a viable ballistic missile defense system was severely limited for 30-years – to providing early warning and gathering tracking information. These constraints have been removed when President Bush withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002; and, from a legal perspective, the best space technology and designs now can be used to build effective space-based ballistic missile defenses. However, the legacy of the ABM Treaty continues to restrain actual development of such systems. So far, only space-based sensors are actually part of the administration’s plans for a global defense of the United States and its overseas troops, allies and friends. However, as discussed below, space-based interceptors would actually be far more effective and less costly that all other ballistic missile concepts. Sensors – All missile defense system concepts are supported by space-based sensors, which provide attack warning and assessment information. For example, since the 1960s, the Defense Support Program (DSP), a constellation of satellites that detect missile launches, space launches and nuclear detonations, has served as the nation’s primary early-warning capability. These satellites are equipped with infrared sensing technologies developed in the 1960s and early 1970s, but since their deployment, have provided uninterrupted coverage. They detected Iraqi Scud launches during the Gulf War, allowing US forces to evacuate civilians and deploy PAC-2 missiles against the Scuds, saving countless lives. The DSP satellites are operated by the 21st and 50th Space Wings, stationed at Peterson AFB in Colorado and Schriever AFB, also in Colorado.
Brilliant pebbles is the most cost-effective system ever tried—empirics prove our estimates are true

High Frontier 6—the nation's leading non-government authority on missile defense issues including missile defense, arms control, nuclear weapons, and strategic systems (8/14/2006, “Space-Based Missile Defense,” http://highfrontier.org/Archive/hf/, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART) **Diagrams not included
Below is an assessment by one of the Brilliant Pebbles contractors (TRW, now part of Northrop Grumman) of technological capabilities at the beginning of the George W. Bush administration. Thus, today’s technology is several generations more advanced that that flown on Clementine, and could empower even more capable space-based interceptors – which could reach even further into the Earth’s atmosphere to intercept even relatively short-range missiles in their boost phase. Such a modern version of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles constellation would be expected to cost about $16 billion in today’s dollars for development, acquisition and 10-years operation, including the cost of replacing each of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles once. This system could operate autonomously. Its sensors would pick-up the threat rocket as it cleared the clouds after lift-off – independent of DSP or SBIRS-High. And it would independently track the flight trajectory of the boosting rocket and its payload after burnout – and provide this information to other “shooters” in the layered defense, independent of SBIRS-Low. Thus, Brilliant Pebbles would not only provide a capability to intercept attacking ballistic missiles in all their phases of flight, they would support other layers by providing critical tracking information. If these cost estimates could be realized, such a space-based defense system would be the most cost-effective layered defense concept yet considered – by far. The associated timelines for this development activity would be approximately five (5) years, as it was for the original Brilliant Pebbles program. Given the intense 1989 reviews performed by the entire technical community, there is good confidence in these cost estimates and timelines, provided the program is managed effectively. 

AT: Weaponization 

Status quo BMD is already seen as a space weapon

Sheehan, 7 - Professor of International Relations, University of Swansea. He has taught courses on the international politics of space for the past twenty years, and is the author of numerous books including: International Security: An Analytical Survey; National and International Security; The Balance of Power: History and Theory (also published by Routledge); Arms Control: Theory and Practice; and The Arms Race (Michael, “The International Politics of Space,” Routledge, pdf)

China has adamantly opposed the American ballistic missile defence programme and its encouragement of regional allies to participate in the development of ballistic missile defence technology. This is hardly surprising given the limited numbers of strategic nuclear weapons that China has deployed as part of its deterrence posture. China has pursued a ‘minimum deterrent’ strategy, and having a comparatively small nuclear force means that its capability would be made vulnerable with the deployment of even a limited defensive system. While it is possible for China to develop countermeasures to any defensive system, this creates additional and unwanted technological and ﬁnancial demands for China. In this regard, China has beneﬁted from the ‘strategic partnership’ formed with Russia in the mid-1990s which has given her access to advanced data and technology acquired by the Soviet Union during its Cold War confrontation with the United States. Even though the United States claims to wish to deploy only a minimal capability suitable for intercepting individual launches from ‘rogue’ states, this hardly reassures China given that even a limited system would threaten their limited offence. Moreover, they are well aware that the US system could be upgraded to a more capable system if a later administration wished it, and indeed the National Missile Defense programme speciﬁcally provides for this eventuality. China is also aware that the United States has demonstrated in the past that it does not see itself as constrained by treaties and agreements it has signed, if it decides that these no longer serve American interests. China perceives the Bush administration’s deployment of the ground-based Midcourse Missile Defence system as a clear and decisive ﬁ rst step on the road to the weaponisation of space. Chinese military specialists have argued that the missile systems deployed on America’s west coast could also be used as ASAT systems.

Chinese concerns were increased after 2000 by a sense that US support for the weaponisation of space was gaining momentum with the advent of the George W. Bush administration. Ominous for China were the demands in the Rumsfeld Commission Report that the United States move quickly ‘to ensure that the president will have the option to deploy weapons in space’, 38 and the American withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2002. China also took note of the language used in the 2004 Counterspace Doctrine paper, 39 and the 2006 revision of US National Space policy.

Space weaponization is not inevitable-only military hardliners believe so

Hitchens 02 (Theresa-CDI Vice President, “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette? 
The Policy Implications of U.S. Pursuit of Space-Based Weapons”, April 18, 2002, http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm) np

"I believe that weapons will go into space. It's a question of time. And we need to be at the forefront of that," Pete Teets, undersecretary of the Air Force and director of the National Reconnaissance Office, told a March 6 conference in Washington.
2 While Teets, who is now the Pentagon's lead official for procurement of space programs, was careful to say that no policy decision to put weapons in space has yet been made, his views reflect a consensus among top Air Force leaders — and indeed, among military officials across the board. The prevailing wisdom in all branches of the services is that "conflict in space is inevitable."
3 This conclusion that warfare is going into orbit has not come out of nowhere. While there has been little public or policy-level discussion, the Air Force in particular has been seriously wrestling with the question for at least a decade (and even longer, if one counts early discussions in the post-Sputnik era). In fact, the debate continuing today had already reached national policy levels during the Clinton administration, up to and immediately after, the release of the National Space Policy in 1996. What is new is the Bush administration's seemingly wholehearted embrace of the need for space-based weapons — vice the Clinton administration's much more qualified stance — and the military's increasingly open advocacy. The Bush administration's views were directly reflected in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), released Oct. 1, 2001. "A key objective ... is not only to ensure U.S. ability to exploit space for military purposes, but also as required to deny an adversary's ability to do so," states the QDR. The QDR cites the need to improve space systems as one of six critical goals of overarching military transformation — thus placing top political priority on the issue within the Pentagon. The appointment of Teets to his two-hatted job and his subsequent stand-up of two new positions — a deputy for Military Space and a Directorate of National Security Space Integration — were among the Pentagon first steps toward "national security space transformation."
4 Even before the QDR, a report to the Office of Secretary of Defense from an independent panel called for robust efforts to assure "space dominance" as a key transformational capability. The report, called Transformation Study Report and dated April 27, 2001, states: "Space capabilities are inherently global, unaffected by territorial boundaries or jurisdictional limitations; they provide direct access to all regions and, with our advanced technologies, give us a highly asymmetrical advantage over any potential adversary."
5 The study recommended, among other things, the development of microsatellites for both offensive and defensive missions. 

US leadership solves weaponization


Steele 2k1

(Claire E. Steele is a writer for the Military Art and Science, “The Weaponization of Space: A Strategic Estimate”, Master of Military Art and Science, Defense Technology Information Center, 2001, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:uJ0mFsKWEbkJ:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a396953.pdf+space+based+weaponization&site=default_collection&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc) 

In summary, the Union of Concerned Scientists, Deblois, Belote, Bowman, Grundhauser, Ziegler, and Kagan all believe the US should pursue a diplomatic solution to the weaponization of space debate instead of a military solution. Space-based weapons are not inevitable if the US does not lead the way. Under the keep space sanctuary course of action, the US should not be the first nation to weaponize space. US Possible Response: Defensive Weapons and Measures Only Those who believe the US should defend itself from threat using space-based assets subscribe to the defensive weapons and measures only policy. Air Force Doctrine Document (AFDD) 2-2, Space Operations, defines defensive counter space as, Active and passive actions to protect US space related capabilities from enemy attack or interference . . . . Active defense operations include conducting surveillance of adversary launch sites, identifying and neutralizing blinders and jammers, and maneuvering spacecraft. Reporting potential and known space system attacks is an important aspect of active defense . . . . Passive defense includes survivability measures such as redundancy, filtering, frequency hopping, command and mission data link encryption, and hardening. Also, camouflage, concealment, deception, redundancy, mobility, and dispersion can defendelements of a space system.25

Space missile defense wouldn’t weaponize space, it’s a response to the weaponization of space
Spring 7- (Baker Spring is F M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. (April 25 Spring, “The Next Steps for Defense”, Heritage Foundation Reports) lexis nexis.) E.L.


Arms control advocates are currently focused on preventing the weaponization of space. They base their proposals on the assertion that space is not already weaponized, n23 which is valid only if properly defining the term "space weapons" is irrelevant to the exercise of controlling them. n24 n23. Jeffrey Lewis, "What If Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Crisis Scenarios," Center for Defense Information, July 2004, at www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf (April 18, 2007). n24. Ibid., p. 12. The fact is that space was weaponized when the first ballistic missile was deployed, because ballistic missiles travel through space on their way to their targets. The threat that these weapons pose to U.S. security and the U.S. population is undeniable. The superior effectiveness of space-based interceptors in countering ballistic missiles is based on the fact that ballistic missiles transit space. As a result,space-based interceptors are ideally located to intercept ballistic missiles in the boost phase. Congress needs to reject the charge that space-based ballistic missile defense interceptors would constitute an unprecedented move by the U.S. to weaponize space. It can do so by adding a preamble to the amendment to provide more robust funding for construction of a space test bed. This preamble should take the form of a congressional finding that the deployment of ballistic missiles weaponized space and that the government has a fundamental obligation to protect the U.S. population and territory against ballistic missile attack. The preamble should go on to state that space-based interceptors will likely be the most effective defense against ballistic missiles precisely because ballistic missiles are space weapons. The preamble should conclude by stating that the construction of the space test bed and eventual deployment of space-based interceptors is a response to the weaponization ofspace brought about by the deployment of ballistic missiles. President Bush and missile defense supporters in Congress should also be prepared to counter proposals in defense authorization and appropriations bills calling for the U.S. to enter into an international agreement that imposes sweeping prohibitions on space weapons, including by implication all forms of anti-satellite weapons. n25 Such legislation can be expected to avoid defining "space weapons," but enactment of such legislation, by requiring U.S. acceptance of an international agreement banning space weapons, would likely have a devastating impact on U.S. national security and cripple the U.S. missile defense program. n25. Sebastian Sprenger, "House Dems Eye Legislation to Press Bush on Arms Control for Space," Inside Missile Defense, Vol. 13, No. 4 (February 14, 2007), pp. 9-10. An undefined ban on space weapons could be interpreted as requiring the U.S. to withdraw all satellites that are elements of broader U.S. strike weapons systems, all ballistic missiles and rockets capable of delivering a payload to low-earth orbit or higher, all nuclear weapons that can be mated to such ballistic missiles or rockets, a wide range of electronic jamming capabilities, kinetic kill vehicles capable ofspace flight, and strike systems capable of destroying satellite ground stations, just to name a few. The missile defense program would be crippled because most missile defense systems have some inherent anti-satellite capability. An undefined ban on space weapons would effectively drive the U.S. military back to the mid-20th century. 

SMD is not a weapon 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
However, whether directed energy weapons are offensive or defensive, like surface ships and submarines, depends on how they are used. Space-based directed energy missile defense systems, deployed to destroy ballistic missiles launched against the United States, cannot be deemed offensive systems. To argue otherwise is to equate those who would launch such an attack using missiles armed with WMD warheads with those who seek to defend themselves from such an attack. Equally absurd is the notion that the United States can, and should, take the lead in banning space-based systems and thus provide an example to the international community. Here the assumption is that the United States can establish global regimes that will strengthen or create international norms against the weaponization of space. The burden of proof that such an American approach would achieve its objectives is not supported by the history of conflict. The ability of states and other actors to utilize new geographical arenas, whether at sea, on land, or in the air, has led to conflict and competition based on available technologies in these diverse settings. At the same time, it is suggested that a decision by the United States to forego the deployment of space-based assets will lead to comparable restraint on the part of others. It may be equally plausible to suggest that such self abnegation by the United States will only encourage others to fill the resulting political vacuum. This debate is discussed in greater detail in the next two Sections of this report. 

Space is already weaponized, SMD would deter space weaponization threats
Spring 7-( Baker Spring is F M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. (February 6, “The Still Enduring Features of the Debate Over Missile Defense”, Heritage Foundation Reports), Lexis Nexis) E.L.

As noted earlier, missile defense opponents have shifted tactics from opposing missile defenses across the board to focusing their efforts on opposing those missile defense programs that are likely to be the most effective. Therefore, their highest priority is to kill any prospects for deploying missile defense interceptors in space. They have taken the approach of charging that such a deployment will mean that the U.S. has broken an international taboo against weaponizing space. The implication of this argument is that the deployment of missile defense interceptors in space will be both highly dangerous and wildly provocative. This argument is both factually incorrect and ignorant of the purpose of missile defense interceptors. It is factually incorrect because space is already weaponized in so far as ballistic missiles transit space. This is the reason that space-based interceptors will be so effective. They will already be located where the missiles fly. The missiles will be coming to the interceptors instead of the interceptors chasing after the missiles. It is ignorant of the purpose of space-based interceptors because such interceptors are designed to protect the U.S. and its friends and allies against ballistic missiles that have already been fired, either in anger or by accident. The idea that for the U.S. to defend itself under this circumstance is somehow provocative defies common sense. The debate over space-based missile defense may come to a head next year. It is anticipated that the Bush Administration will ask for initial funds under the missile defense budget to construct a spacetest bed. While this funding request by itself does not represent a serious program to develop and deploy space-based interceptors, it could serve as the vehicle for the fundamental debate over the option of deploying missile defense interceptors in space. At a minimum, missile defense proponents in Congress will need to ensure the approval of this request. Alternatively, they could propose directing missile defense funding to a larger program that revives Brilliant Pebbles technology and tests it in space. If an impending debate over space-based missile defense is to take place, it might be preferable to debate a truly substantive program rather than a more symbolic program.

Space weaponization is inevitable – the US must deploy space weapons first to maintain supremacy 

Bell 99 (Thomas D. Bell, LT. Colonel, USAF, Center for Strategy and Technology at Air War College, January 1999, “Weaponization of Space: Understanding Strategic and Technological Inevitabilities”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/csat6.pdf) JB
It is clear that societies will weaponize space as an increasing number of high-value resources in the form of commercial and military systems migrate to space. The questions that remain are whether now is the time to begin the inevitable weaponization of space; whether to protect space given ints increasing importance to the United States, whether the US should be the first nation to do so; and finally the implications for the United States Air Force of this weaponization. During the twentieth century, both to reduce the cost of maintaining large standing armies and to protect human life in battle, the US turned to technological superiority as the basis for success in warfare. In World War II, long range bombers, carrier aviation, and the atomic bomb provided the technological edge required for the defeat of the Third Reich and the Japanese Empire. Arguably, in Korea and Vietnam, technological superiority was present even if the will to use it was not. In the Persian Gulf War, the United States gained a decisive advantage through its ability to apply technological superiority. Whether measured in terms of space assets, air refueling, precision guided munitions, or stealth, coalition forces led by the United States fought the war on a different technological level than their Iraqi opponents. This technological asymmetry allowed the United States to fight a short war with minimal casualties. Technological asymmetry provides another advantage. It allows the United States to control crisis escalation. With technological superiority, America can threaten to escalate to prevent an unwanted turn of events (e.g., threaten to escalate to nuclear war against a non- nuclear adversary in response to a chemical attack). The United States never wants to fight a war from a position of technological parity or inferiority. To do so may well shift escalation dominance to the enemy, especially if that enemy is unconstrained by public opinion. The problem with technological superiority, however, is that it is never constant and never guaranteed. American forces were not the only ones to learn lessons from the Gulf War. Potential future adversaries also watched and learned. They saw the success of a well-led coalition that employed air refueling, precision guided munitions, stealth, and uncontested access to space assets. No doubt future adversaries are trying to develop their capabilities in these areas as well as develop countermeasures to reduce US effectiveness. The United States cannot hope to fight another war with the same technology and achieve the same level of success as in 1991. The US must never again plan to face an adversary who does not contest its ability to use information gained from space assets. The playing field has once again changed and the US military must also change in order to defeat the next enemy. The weaponization of space provides the asymmetric technology the US needs to win the next war. The United States is the only nation with the economic and scientific potential to make this technology a reality in the next thirty years. The technological development of weapons that 5apply force in, from, and through space must have the goal of fielding weapons as the technology matures. Just as the doctrine of daylight precision bombing guided the development of the long- range bombers of World War II, today's Air Force must develop doctrine for the employment of space weapons. This space version of strategic bombardment doctrine will serve both as a guide to technological development and as a plan for the long-term structure of the Air Force. If no war comes, US space-based capabilities will have proven an effective deterrent force; if war does come, as the inevitable result of competition on earth or in space, technological asymmetry will once again be a large factor in giving the United States the capability for winning a decisive victory. To be effective, however, institutional and doctrinal change must accompany this technological asymmetry.

China and other countries militarizing in the status quo – The US must weaponized in order to maintain its capabilities 

Adams 10 (Jonathan Adams, staff writer on military issues for the Christian science Monitor, October 28, 2010, China is on path to 'militarization of space',

http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space) JB
Is China's space exploration a military strategy? Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2. The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States. The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan. "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' " More broadly, some in the US see China's moon program as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington. The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon. With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space."
Russia, China, and South America are all militarizing space as a result of the US floundering on missile defense policy  

Frolov 08 (Vladimir Frolov, he former director of the National Laboratory for Foreign Policy and now serves as President of LEFF GROUP, his own government and public communications company, PHD, 9/19/08, “Russia Profile Weekly Experts Panel: A New Arms Race?”, http://russiaprofile.org/experts_panel/a1221842130/print_edition/) JB
Last week, Russia sent strategic bombers and a nuclear guided missile cruiser task force to Venezuela for “maneuvers,” an apparent tit-for-tat for the United States sending its warships to the Black Sea to “deliver humanitarian aid” to Georgia. The U.S. Congress voted to approve the construction of missile defense sites in Poland and the Czech Republic, as well as in another unidentified country. A Russian commander of missile forces once again indicated that Russia would target those sites with nuclear missiles. Speaking on the anniversary of September 11, 2001, Medvedev said that the United States would have been much better off working with Russia to defeat international terrorism as opposed to propping up “rotten regimes” (alluding to Mikheil Saakashvili’s Georgia). Prime minister Putin also made it clear that Russia harbored no designs on the territory of former Soviet states, but would respond with overwhelming force if provoked. What is Russia’s leadership up to? Is Moscow indicating its readiness to engage the West in a new arms race or in a new round of cooperation? Are there any preconditions for a new arms race? Or is Moscow signaling that it is prepared to work with the West constructively, provided that Russia’s interests are respected? How will the West read these seemingly conflicting signals from Russia? Eugene Kolesnikov, Private Consultant, the Netherlands: The arms race during the Cold War was about maintaining full parity between two irreconcilable ideologies and socio-economic systems. The arrangement of the world governance system and related military potentials during that era was quite simple: it consisted of two competing camps and a collection of non-aligned countries that were either too big to swallow or too unimportant to worry about. The military forces of the non-aligned block were not threatening the status quo between the big players. After the peaceful disbanding of the Soviet empire, a very short period of disarmament ensued. The United States and Western Europe started to reduce their armies and arsenals on the premise that a new benign world order was in the offing, while Russia largely neglected its military, being completely preoccupied with the economic, social and political devastation. Only parity in the nuclear “mutually assured destruction” was maintained. This brief interlude, having excited the pacifists and believers in the post-modern world order based on supranational interests, ended as abruptly as it started. The United States single-mindedly embarked on a new mission of imposing a U.S.-centric democratic world hegemony, underpinned, not surprisingly, by military force. The ABM treaty was scrapped, the “star wars” concept was dusted off, space military predominance was declared a vital U.S. interest, NATO rushed to the countries around Russia, Iraq was invaded, the EU countries were continuously pressured into increasing their NATO military budgets, and Japan was encouraged to graduate from its anti-war policies and increase its offensive military capability. This “unipolar” moment, however, did not last long. Four major factors started to determine the course of militarization around the world, while U.S. policymakers were still congratulating each other on the great opportunities that the unipolar moment offered for the planet. These four major factors were the rise of China, the revival of Russia, fast economic growth in Asia and South America and a sense of insecurity setting in everywhere as a result of the collapse of the bi-polar world, as well as the United States’ inability to be the world policeman and security guarantor—made abundantly clear by the U.S. failures in Afghanistan and Iraq. The world as a whole has taken to arms. This time, however, the race is fueled by different goals. America wants to maintain its military predominance. China and Russia are re-arming as fast as they can without hurting economic growth, to be able to defend their sovereign status. Enriched Asian countries are snapping up arms to secure their positions vis-à-vis each other and the rising China. South American regimes are doing a similar thing. And now the EU is seriously thinking about creating its own military capability. The world has become more insecure and arguably much more dangerous than it was during the second half of the 20th century. In this context, Russia is undeniably in the arms race, but the race is not about achieving full parity with the United States. It is about catching up with the advances in military technology and re-building military forces for the purposes of securing Russia's independence, particularly vis-à-vis the United States and China. The unfortunate aspect of modern militarization is that it is likely to transform into a truly Cold-War-type mode as far as anti-ballistic defense systems and space militarization are concerned. Despite the sense of superiority that overwhelmed the U.S. establishment, it must realize that a country with only three percent of the world’s population and 25 percent of the world’s GDP cannot maintain a 50 percent share of the world’s military spending forever. This realization is the true reason behind the American plans for global anti-ballistic missile defense and space militarization. The United States believes that over the next two to three decades, it can beat the others (Russia and China) in these spheres and gain a decisive strategic military advantage. Both Russia and China will do everything possible to thwart this vital threat. A frightening Cold-War-type arms race to counter the U.S. missile defense systems and militarization of space is about to take off in earnest, unless the United States gives in to the Russian and Chinese demands to leave the nuclear and space parity alone. This arms race is perhaps as dangerous as the Cold War one. This time, however, the trigger is in the hands of only one party –the U.S. establishment. Unfortunately, the signs are that the United States is already pulling the trigger. Ethan S. Burger, Adjunct Professor, Georgetown University Law Center, & Scholar-in-Residence, School of International Service, American University, Washington DC With the price for a barrel of oil dropping to about $100, foreign direct and portfolio investment in the country plummeting, and the Russian infrastructure deteriorating, the Russian government can ill-afford a new arms race. Similarly, given the size of the U.S. budgetary and trade deficits, adding more defense spending to an already huge defense budget would create major funding problems for key domestic programs, and would be difficult to justify politically. The same cannot be said for many European NATO countries. The situation in Georgia may have made the Europeans more willing to increase their paltry defense expenditures. The Poles and the Czechs do not regard military preparedness as an abstraction.
Space capabilities have multiple military benefits, offensive capabilities are key to possess power in space combat. 

Schendzielos, 8- United States Air Force and School of Advanced Military Studies (Major Kurt M.,2008, “Protection in Space: A Self- Defense Acquisition Priority for U. S. Satellites: A Monograph”, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/fullbrowser/collection/p4013coll3/id/2290/rv/singleitem/rec/14). EE
The first and most obvious advantage of developing timely and responsive satellite defenses is that America’s critical space capability would be preserved. Some of the technologies like increasing redundancy or whipple bumpers and nanotechnology can provide additional protection not only against ASATs but against a whole host of natural electromagnetic and projectile events that occur every day. Since nature can sometimes represent the biggest threat to the largest number of U.S. satellites, the additional protection ensures the availability of space exploitation when needed. The expeditionary nature of the American military depends greatly upon space for command and control, and modern military battlefields almost require precision weapons, many of which are also dependent upon space assets. Unfettered space support is necessary for the U.S. military to continue to function as it has over the past decade and predicted to do so in the future. Many of the technologies presented as possible near-term candidates have been developed for terrestrial application. Just as the technology transfer can go from air assets to space assets, so can the applications of some of the technologies developed for protecting satellites. The miniaturization and autonomous processing that will inevitably precipitate from micro- and nano-satellite development can greatly aid unmanned aircraft development in addition to other air, sea, and ground platforms. 163 Aircraft could be made lighter and more capable. Ships could conserve space for additional supplies and ground vehicles could be made more reliable and have more room to carry additional equipment or supplies. Nanotechnology shielding could produce new means of concealing military vehicles from a vast array of sensors including from electronic sniffers. 164 Just as the space race of the 1960s produced a great deal of spin off technologies, not just for NASA, but for the U.S. military and for the civilian population as well. Similar spin offs can be reasonably expected from developing effective satellite ASAT defense. Lastly, building an overwhelming defense may actually discourage adversary nations from pursuing offensive capabilities against the U.S. 165 “If a weapon is vulnerable, yet capable of dramatically affecting the outcome of a conflict, the state that possesses it has an even more powerful incentive to employ the weapon early on in a conflict” 166 Conversely, if a weapon is vulnerable and not capable of affecting the outcome of a conflict, which satellite self-defense would achieve against current generation ASATS, then there would be little motivation to resort to ASATs
Space Weaponization Pushed By Corporate Lobbies – Government is being Bribed

Caldicott &Eisendrath, 7-  (is an Australian physician, author, and anti-nuclear advocate who has founded several associations dedicated to opposing the use of depleted uranium munitions, nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons proliferation, war and military action in general. *** Chairman, Project for Nuclear Awareness (Helen and Craig, War in Heaven, pgs. 48-61). gh~hak)

William D. Hartung, President's Fellow at the World Policy In​stitute and correspondent for The Nation, estimates that from 2001 to 2006, the top missile defense contractors donated more than $4.1 million dollars to thirty key members of Congress. He states that Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Boeing, SAlC, and General Dynamics made $13.1 million in campaign contributions between 2001 and 2006, and spent $30.2 million on lobbying in the year 2000 (the most recent year for which full data are avail​ able). The same companies that have been involved in missile de​ fense are also actively pursuing the billions of dollars of contracts involved in space weaponization.8 As Alice Slater, president of the New York-based Global Re​source Action Center for the Environment, points out, "Our gov​ernment is being bribed by these corporations pushing for Star Wars. They have absolutely no regard for the safety and well-being of the world. This is almost a cliche about corporate greed-at a grand scale."9 What all this means is that many decisions to develop and deploy missile defen.se systems and other space weapons are be​ing made for political and economic rather than security reasons. This is why it ,is critical for citizens to ask questions and demand answers about many so-called military judgments. Although George Bush Senior had disapproved of missile defense as vice president under Gerald Ford, during his 1988 presiden​tial campaign the first President Bush supported full deployment and called for the ABM Treaty to be reinterpreted. Huge projected costs, however-over $250 billion-,-led him to abandon the idea of a comprehensive national missile defense system, and to advance a limited system named “Global Protection Against Accidental Launch Systems (GPALS), instead.

Space weapons good- stability and deterrence
Moltz 2k2

(James Clay Moltz is the  Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the NSA, expert on:  space security, nuclear proliferation and nonproliferation, Russian and Northeast Asian security, international relations theory, and U.S. national security policy, received the 2010 Richard Hamming Award for Interdisciplinary Achievement, worked previously as a staff member in the U.S. Senate, served as a consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment, “Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs”, Center for Non-Proliferation Studies, Montery Institute of International Studies, Jul 2002, Print: 25-26 // sc)

 There are sound political and strategic justifications for looking to space. First, a weapon that exploits Earth's orbit may increase the number of foreign policy and military options available to our leaders and commanders. More options mean that a leader may not be forced to take a more destructive or weaker course of action, that he has choices on how his country should act in a dynamic, complex, and often dangerous world. Effective military options, in other words, can work to improve deterrence and stability and help leaders deal more intelligently, even more diplomatically, with surprises. Second, enhanced military power in the hands of states that uphold the rule of international law can work to improve peace and stability in the world. Treaties dealing with the space environment are written to establish stability and order on the space frontier. And this is good. Washington has never considered space to be a domain of anarchy. Indeed, it is in the U.S. interest to develop proper laws and exercise force in a restrained and responsible manner to prevent space from devolving into a lawless, disorderly realm. Some international treaties act as arms control agreements to ban, reduce, or limit weapons. But we ought not lose sight of the fact that weapons, in the hands of the right governments, can serve the international common good and be a positive catalyst for stability-even in space. This view of arms in space is consistent with the freedom of space principle and the peaceful uses of space tradition that Washington has followed throughout the space era. 

Space Weapons have strategic utility

1) Precision
Weidenheimer ‘98

(Colonel Randall S. Weidenheimer is the SBIRS Low SPO Program Manager and expert on space based weaponization, “Increasing the Weaponization of Space: A Prescription for Further Progress”, Maxwell Air Force Base, Defense Technology Information Center, April 1998, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:VSZAUPnN058J:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a397245.pdf+space+based+weaponization&site=default_collection&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc)

Space weapons have the potential to incorporate the three desirable weapon characteristics – long-range precision, variety of effects, and massed effects with dispersed forces – while contributing to Full-Dimensional Protection, Precision Engagement, and Dominant Maneuver. Space weapons would do this by performing both space control and force application functions. Space control activities would support both Full-Dimensional Protection and Precision Engagement, while force application activities would support both of these also as well as Dominant Maneuver. Full-Dimensional Protection. Full-Dimensional Protection entails “control of the battle space to ensure our forces can maintain freedom of action during deployment, maneuver and engagement, while providing multi-layered defenses for our forces and facilities at all levels.”4Space weapons, performing the space control function, would be a key element of Full-Dimensional Protection by helping ensure the safety of U.S. and allied space-based forces (from enemy attack) as well as ground-based friendly forces from enemy intelligence/surveillance/reconnaissance (ISR) observation.5And,eventually, space weapons would be needed to protect U.S. forces from enemy space weapons. In addition, space weapons would contribute to Full-Dimensional Protection by doing force application against enemy forces, specifically by performing the ballistic missile defense mission. Precision Engagement. Space weapons also provide a capability to do Precision Engagement, which is expected to be accomplished by “a system of systems that enablesour forces to locate the objective or target, provide responsive command and control, generate the desired effect, assess our level of success, and retain the flexibility to reengage with precision when required.”Space weapons have the potential to deliver accurate, controllable force, with virtually no warning, against a target located anywhere within the vicinity of the Earth. Space weapons would perform precision engagement against targets to do both space control missions (e.g., precisely engaging enemy satellites) and force application missions (e.g., precisely engaging a host of potential space- or earth-located targets). These precise attacks could be used in support of Full-Dimensional Protection, or to achieve other U.S. objectives, such as destroying an adversary’s command and control system. 

2) Maneuverability 
Weidenheimer ‘98

(Colonel Randall S. Weidenheimer is the SBIRS Low SPO Program Manager and expert on space based weaponization, “Increasing the Weaponization of Space: A Prescription for Further Progress”, Maxwell Air Force Base, Defense Technology Information Center, April 1998, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:VSZAUPnN058J:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a397245.pdf+space+based+weaponization&site=default_collection&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc)

Dominant Maneuver. Space weapons could be used to achieve Dominant Maneuver. Dominant Maneuver involves “the multidimensional application of information, engagement, and mobility capabilities to position and employ widely dispersed joint air, land, sea, and space forces to accomplish the assigned operational tasks.”Space weapons can help the U.S. achieve dominant maneuver by providing capabilities that are virtually omni-present yet dispersed, and that have the ability to focus effects decisively at a point in time and space of DoD’s choosing. Space weapons, doing force application, can provide the long range, lethal fire, particularly deep into denied territory, that may be vital to achieving an objective for a U.S. operation.

Space based weapons have advantage over ground systems

Possel ‘98

(William H. Possel, Lasers and Missile Defense: new concepts for Space-Based and Ground-Based Laser Weapons”, Air War College: Center for Strategy and Technology, Defense Technology Information Center, 1998, pg online @ http://dsearch.dtic.mil/search?q=cache:eJj_FOY8cZYJ:www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a425537.pdf+space+missile+defense&site=tr_all&client=dticol_frontend&proxystylesheet=dticol_frontend&ie=UTF-8&access=p&oe=UTF-8 // sc)
A space-based weapon system possesses unique capabilities against ballistic missiles. It has the distinct advantage over ground systems of being able to cover a large theater of operations that is limited only by theplatform's orbital altitude. As the platform's altitude increases, the size of the area it “sees” increases. Ultimately, ifthe platform is orbiting in a geosynchronous orbit, it can provide coverage of nearly half the earth's surface. Alternatively, if a laser is deployed in low-earth orbit, it decreases the distance from the laser to the missile, and yetincreases the number of weapon platforms that are required to provide global coverage. Each alternative presents a range of strengths and weaknesses as those pertain to effectiveness, technological feasibility, and cost 

Space based weapons are key to space control

Hardesty 05

(Captain David C. Hardesty was a member of the US Navy and is an expert in Law. He is also a journalist for the Navy Law Review, “Space-Based Weapons: Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives”, Naval War Coll Newport, Defense Technology Information Center, 2005, pg online @ http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA521114 // sc)

 If technical and fiscal challenges are overcome, there is little doubt that an integrated combination of airborne, terrestrial, and space-based lasers with orbiting relay mirrors would be a flexible weapons constellation. Striking at 186,000miles a second, laser weapons and mirrors help overcome the problems posed by the large distances and high speeds for targeting in and from space.11 Perhaps they would be most effective at space control, but they would also be useful for boost-phase intercept of ballistic missiles. This is a critical missile-defense function, particularly when dealing with nuclear, chemical, or biological warheads. If not destroyed in boost, nuclear-tipped missiles may deploy decoys, and chemical or biological warfare payloads might be broken into small, separate submunitions or canister reentry vehicles, each of which is a lethal weapon that must be destroyed.12 In such cases there is a high likelihood that defenses would be overwhelmed 

Space weapons key to deterrence

Hardesty 05

(Captain David C. Hardesty was a member of the US Navy and is an expert in Law. He is also a journalist for the Navy Law Review, “Space-Based Weapons: Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives”, Naval War Coll Newport, Defense Technology Information Center, 2005, pg online @ http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA521114 // sc)

The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization reported five major findings. One of these concerned the inevitability of weaponizing space: Every medium of transport—air, land, sea—has seen conflict. Space will be no different. . . . As with national capabilities in the air, on land, and at sea, the United States must have the capabilities to defend its space assets against hostile acts and to negate the hostile use of space against American interests. Explicit national security guidance and defense policy [are] needed to direct development of doctrine and concepts of operations for space capabilities, including weapons systems that operate in space and that can defend assets in orbit and augment current air, land, and sea forces. This requires a deterrence strategy for space, which in turn must be supported by a greater range of space capabilities.

Weaponization of space key to US military capabilities

Spacy ‘98

(William L. Spacy is a member of the US Air Force and writes articles about space weapons, “Does the United States Need Space-Based Weapons?”, Air Univ Maxwell Afb Al School of Advance Airpower Studies, Jun 1998, Defense Technology Information Center, pg online @  http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA391888 // sc)

The arguments in favor of weaponizing space center around the fact that the United States relies heavily on space-based assets for both military and commercial needs. Protecting these assets will become increasingly important as access to space becomes cheaper and the technology needed for this access becomes more available. As General Estes said before Congress: “Increased reliance on space systems means improved capabilities, but also new vulnerabilities…The U.S. must be able to control the medium of space to assure our access and deny the same to any adversary”5. Retired General “Mike” Loh, former commander of U.S. Air Combat Command, echoed this concern at a recent Center for Security Policy roundtable discussion titled “The Need for American Space Dominance.” In outlining the U.S. dependence on space-based assets, General Loh noted that “It is almost frightening when you…look at how little we have allowed for the protection…of those assets”6. While these statements do not explicitly call for space-based weapons to affect this control, a key underlying assumption of this argument is that space-based weapons are needed to do the job. As a consequence no restrictions should be placed on their development, testing, and eventual deployment. 

Space will involve into a theatre for war- US weapons key to success

Spacy ‘98

(William L. Spacy is a member of the US Air Force and writes articles about space weapons, “Does the United States Need Space-Based Weapons?”, Air Univ Maxwell Afb Al School of Advance Airpower Studies, Jun 1998, Defense Technology Information Center, pg online @  http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA391888 // sc)

Another line of argument in favor of space-based weapons, or at least an argument for why they are inevitable, devolves from the fact that every environment accessible to man has eventually become an arena for combat. This line of reasoning was noticeable in then-Secretary of the Air Force Sheila Widnall’s address to the National Security Forum in May 1997: “You have, first off, a fundamental question of whether we will place weapons in space. We have a lot of history that tells us that warfare migrates where it can—that nations engaged in a conflict do what they can, wherever they must. At a very tender age, aviation went from a peaceful sport, to a supporting function, very analogous to what we do today in space—to a combat arm. Our space forces may well follow that same path”7. This argument holds that the evolution of warfare will inevitably require placing weapons in space in order to fulfill a multitude of military roles. These roles include defending against ballistic missile attack, defending space-based assets (the space control mission), and attacking terrestrial targets (the force application mission).Some take the argument a step further, believing that it is probably too late to head off the weaponization of space. Major General Dickman, the DOD Space Architect, made this argument in a 1997 Huntsville address:“To hope that there will never be conflict in space is to ignore the past. As space access becomes routine, … as national security becomes a matter of information dominance as well as other military strength, the risk-benefit assessment for interfering with space capabilities will change. Tomorrow, space won’t provide a sanctuary forsystems that can provide a decisive edge in combat, any more than the air or the ocean depths do today. 

Tomorrow, commercial endeavors will look to the government for protection, as they have on land and at sea forover 200 years”8.The main contention of the argument is that space today is analogous to aviation prior to World War I. Th etransition of aviation from being a support service to being a combat arm will soon be emulated by space systems. Any attempt to thwart this process is not only doomed to fail; it will leave the United States vulnerable to attack from nations that aggressively pursue space weaponization.
No international desire to weaponize space- environmental damage and space exploration hazards
UNIDR 2k4

(United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research is an  institute within the United Nations — conducts research on disarmament and security with the aim of assisting the international community in their disarmament thinking, decisions and efforts , “Safeguarding Space for All: Security and Peaceful Uses”, Conference Report, March 2004, Print: pg 50 //sc)

 Even if the United States seeks to minimize the destructive effects of space warfare by using non-explosive techniques, other nations are likely to choose different standards for defending their national security interests in space. The debris and disruption caused by space weapons would thus result in extended impairment of global commerce that relies on satellites to transmit data, while producing environmental damage and creating hazards to space exploration. Companies that depend on space-aided commerce would be particularly hard hit by the flight-testing, deployment or use of space weapons. Insurance companies that cover space-related activities would look for less risky investments, or raise their rates appreciably" There is a widespread international desire to avoid the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons. At the same time, a number of nations appear to be hedging their bets by engaging in research and development programmes that would allow them to compete effectively in the event that another country crosses these thresholds first. Only one country-the United States-has publicly endorsed a doctrine of "space dominance" that includes "space force application". The full fruition of this doctrine would deepen fissures in alliance ties and relations among major powers, whose assistance is most needed to form "coalitions of the willing" to stop and reverse proliferation. 

Weapons in space needed

Donatelli 97 (Delia E, Executive Research Fellow for the Department of the Air Force, 1997, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces: National Defense University,  "Is the Weaponization of  Space Inevitable?" pg.1-4, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA331513&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, MM)

Development of technologies for directed energy and kinetic energy space weapons systems has progressed to the point where the United States (US) could demonstrate concepts within 5-10 years if adequate funding is provided. While Congress debates whether such weapons are needed and should be funded, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General Fogleman and the Commander in Chief of United States Space Command, General Estes/ take the position that weapons in space are necessary and inevitable. They view space as the medium where the next step in the natural evolution of military operations will occur. Operation Desert Storm emphasized the importance of space assets to US military operations, a conclusion as obvious to the rest of the world as to the US. This implies a vulnerability, noted in the recent Army After Next war game held at the Army War College Jan 27- Feb 6, 1997, which could be exploited by any individual, nation, or state wishing to target the US/ We do not know who might be our future adversaries. With the end of the Cold War, relations between countries may be more volatile and more ambivalent, with today's allies possibly tomorrow's adversaries? This is a concern not only for military operations. Today space assets play a critical role in the everyday life of government, industry, business, and every individual in the US. Their importance to other nations is growing rapidly. Many in the military believe space weapons will be required to protect these vital assets and to ensure US access to space. There is some Congressional support for this view. However, many policymakers and members of Congress question the need for such systems. They fear these weapons would be destabilizing and would lead to another arms race. Since the end of World War II and the beginning of the space age the need and the rationale for weapons in space has been discussed and debated, with no consensus. The United States and the Soviet Union, the only space powers in the early years, saw no benefit in initiating an arms race in space because there was no decisive military advantage in orbital weapons over existing strategic weapons. Instead, emphasis was on the use of space for peaceful purposes. There was tacit acceptance of non-lethal military activities in space, such as communications, surveillance, and particularly, reconnaissance. Two types of systems developed during this period were precursors for future space weapons, intercontinental ballisde missiles (ICBM) and anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons. ICBMs became, and still remain, part of the strategic arsenal of both nations. The development of ASATs was never fully exploited, although both nations contmue to pursue relevant systems and technologies. In 1983 President Reagan proposed the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) to develop a multi-layer defense against a massive nuclear attack. This system included space weapons and revived the debate on weaponizing space. As the threat diminished with the end of the Cold War, funding for SDI and space weapons was reduced and the debate subsided. Countering weapons of mass destruction, however, remains a national security concern. In the view of some policymakers, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery is the greatest single threat to world security.' This concern continues to drive a demand for space weaponry. 2 Although weaponizing space has been a hotly debated topic in the past, particularly during the Reagan Administration, the dramatically changed environment presents a new context in which to address this topic. In the past debate centered on whether or not space weapons would upset the strategic balance between the US and the Soviet Union. Today's debates must address military, political, and economic factors arising from the internationalization and the commercialization of space activities. The development of space weapons technologies for missile defense and for protecting space assets continues, with new technologies and systems being proposed, as noted in the Air Force's "Global Engagement" strategy In time systems will be ready for testing, and decisions will be required as to whether or how to proceed. Once the systems exist and are successfully tested, it will be difficult to overcome the momentum for their deployment. Once deployed, it will be difficult to overcome the momentum for their use. If we simply follow this path a decision is made by default, and the weaponization of space becomes inevitable. The political and economic consequences are of sufficient concern to require a more disciplined approach, It is preferable to identify issues and subject them to open debate before systems are developed and ready to deploy. Issues to consider include whether space weapons are appropriate or if new options offer preferable solutions, and whether military advantages outweigh political and economic liabilities. When these are evaluated in the post Cold War environment, the weaponization of space may be neither necessary nor inevitable. This paper addresses the need for space weapons and issues and concems relating to their deployment. It begins with definitions of space weapon and weaponization of space. This is followed by an overview of the evolving global environment, including a summary of space 3 activities and stakeholders. The advantages and liabilities of space weapons are discussed within the context of national interests, from military, political, and economic perspectives. Alterative for addressing needs served by space weapons are considered. 4 

Weaponization of space key to domestic security and other issues 

Donatelli 97 (Delia E, Executive Research Fellow for the Department of the Air Force, 1997, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces: National Defense University,  "Is the Weaponization of  Space Inevitable?" http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA331513&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, MM)
The strategic environment which frames the context for the space weapons debate has evolved from the latter part of the Cold War. This evolution is reflected in the change in emphasis of our national interests as described in the 1996 National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement. During this period space activities expanded worldwide in a new era of international cooperation. Nations are pooling their resources to fund civilian space programs, and a commercial market is growing with international consortia being the major players. The number of stakeholders is increasing with the level of international cooperation. Past debates on space weapons occurred in an environment considerably different from the current one. Some previous arguments are still relevant, but new considerations arise from the growth in commercial and international space activities and changes in the strategic environment, If space weapons are to be considered for deployment, the degree to which they enhance national security interests in this environment must be established. Debates on these weapons began during the Cold War and culminated during the Reagan Administration with the SD1. Our interests during the Cold War centered on containing the spread of Communism, nuclear arms control, and maintaining the balance of power between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Warsaw Pact. Development of ASATs was an ongoing pursuit of both the US and the Soviet Union and the primary concern of Cold War debates on space-based weapons until the advent of SDL Recent History. 12 President Reagan proposed SDI in March 1983 to provide a "system-of-systems" multilayered defense against a massive nuclear attack. This defense included directed energy and/or kinetic energy space-based weapons that could destroy attacking missiles shortly after launch. It was envisioned that constellations of satellites carrying these weapons would provide the ultimate protection against incoming ballistic missiles and would render nuclear weapons obsolete. The Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) was established by President Reagan in 1985 to pursue ballistic missile defense technologies, including those for space weapons, and to develop systems capable of defending against the large numbers of ballistic missiles that constituted an attack under Cold War scenarios. Although significant progress was made in system concept and technology development, no systems were developed. There was significant opposition to SDI or "Star Wars", as it was popularly known. The controversy centered on costs, technical feasibility, and the concern that rather than render nuclear weapons obsolete, it could accelerate the arms race by driving the Soviet Union to overcome the envisioned defenses. After the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, President Bush initiated discussions with the newly established Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) to work cooperatively in developing a system for Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS). This would be a smaller scale version of the system originally envisioned by President Reagan and would provide protection from a limited number of ballistic missiles launched by a rogue nation, or an accidental or unauthorized launch from the Former Soviet Union (FSU). There was tentative agreement with Russia to pursue a cooperative effort, but after the presidential election in 1992, the new Democratic administration decided -not to pursue these discussions further. 13 The new Clinton Administration determined the projected threat did not warrant expenditure on systems for global or national missile defense. The only acknowledged threat was in theater, and for that the Administration would support development of ground-based systems capable of intercepting tactical missiles such as the Scud missiles used by Iraq in the Persian Gulf War. Many space programs were either cut drastically or terminated, and technology programs for space based weapons were to be phased out. The Persian Gulf War proved space support to be indispensable to US military operations, a conclusion recognized by the international community as well? The difficulties incurred in defending forces from Iraqi Scud missile attacks, and a heightened awareness of the potential threat of ballistic missiles available to Third World and rogue nations, revived support for developing missile defenses and protecting space assets. The new Republican Congress in 1994 reopened the debate on missile defense with strong support for both theater ballistic missile defense (TBMD) and national ballistic missile defense (NBMD). Congress significantly increased funding over the levels recommended in the President's budget and included additional funding for space systems. While the Clinton Administration supports TBMD and the development of technology for a ground-based NBMD system, it has been adamant in its objection to supporting any efforts that would lead to space weapons. However, Congress continues to provide limited research and development funding for space-based missile defense systems to the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), formerly SDIO, and to the Army for ASAT development? National Interests. The 1996 National Security Strategy defines our national interests as follows? 14 Enhancing our security. Promoting prosperity at home. Promoting democracy. Today the direct threat to our territorial integrity, our Democratic system, and our material welfare has diminished significantly However, there are emerging threats not specific to the US, but global in nature which are of concern to our security. These include terrorism, crime, drug trafficking, ethnic conflict, rapid population growth, environmental decline, and poverty. These can breed economic stagnation, political instability, and sometimes collapse of state governments. The nearly 100 conflicts since the end of the Cold War have virtually all been intrastate affairs Although in principle our national interests have not changed since the Cold War, the emphasis and the objectives associated with these interests evolve to reflect our changing perspective. Security concerns are now secondary to, and often defined by, economic interests? The emphasis is on supporting free trade and democratic institutions to enhance US security and prosperity. Many of the problems we face are international or global and can only be addressed through cooperative efforts with other nations. Economic and security interests are inseparable in many cases, with diplomacy increasing in importance as the role of military force decreases.

(read next card if BP mechanism)

Brilliant Pebbles are used for defense, space is already weaponized 

Miller 04-(JOHN J. MILLER, is the national political reporter for National Review and wall street journal MAY 24, 2004. The High Ground, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/210768/high-ground/john-j-miller)
One reason why some in the Pentagon may resist proposals like Brilliant Pebbles is because the foes of missile defense will label them “space weapons” and demand that the United States forsake the “weaponization” of space. This is a canard, because space was weaponized long ago. Every ICBM leaves the atmosphere and thereby becomes a space weapon. The main difference with Brilliant Pebbles is that the mini-satellites would be based in space, rather than on the ground. The fact that they’re meant strictly for defensive purposes won’t stop arms-control liberals from calling them “weapons.” “The notion that defensive space-based interceptors will somehow weaponize space is intellectually dishonest,” said Sen. Jon Kyl, Republican of Arizona, in March. “And we shouldn’t be using the phrase ‘weapons in space.’ Space is already used by militaries and of offensive missile in space is no less using space than its defensive interceptor.”
AT: Arms race

No risk of arms race – empirically proven 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
Indeed, far from producing a costly and deadly arms race, the deployment of a robust, global, space-based missile defense is likely to make it more expensive, and therefore less attractive, for other states to build missiles or to engage in regional arms races based on the deployment of missiles. There is no empirical or historical basis for the contention that such an effort will lead other states to step up their missile-related programs, leading to an escalating race to deploy missiles designed to overcome whatever missile defense is deployed by the United States. In fact, following the ABM Treaty in the 19
0s, the Soviet Union nevertheless deployed large numbers of advanced missile systems, negating the logic that the ABM Treaty reduced the incentive or need to deploy new generations of missiles designed to defeat deployed missile defenses. The ABM Treaty codified a strategic relationship of mutual vulnerability in which the Soviet Union nevertheless built large numbers of additional intercontinental ballistic missiles and nuclear warheads whose purpose was to increase U.S., not mutual, vulnerability – and to assure that, in the event of nuclear war, the Soviet Union would have had strategic superiority. Contrary to the assertions of many of its proponents, the lesson of the ABM Treaty is that in the absence of a U.S. missile defense capability, other states have been developing missile programs without having to take into account an American defense. This has provided an array of competitors with a relatively cheap option of developing even primitive missiles in order to acquire an asymmetrical advantage over the United States. The thirty-year experience of the ABM Treaty, together with other efforts to restrict weapons proliferation and deployment by international agreement, does not lend credence to efforts now underway to impose new international legal prohibitions against space-based missile defense. If past experience is any indicator, such efforts are more likely to place onerous restrictions on the United States, as happened with the ABM Treaty, than to provide universally-accepted norms to govern the peaceful use of space. Furthermore, access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to states and terrorist organizations seeking WMD and their delivery systems. As such, space control is crucial to U.S. national security in the twenty-first century, together with space-based missile defense.

No risk of an arms race – SBMD doesn’t decrease the deterrent of other countries 

Frederick 4 (Lorinda A., Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance, Master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College, served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements, “DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE,” June 2008) 

Although some worry that a unilateral US approach to SBMD could start a new arms race or increase tension, the lens of complex realism questions the inevitability of these outcomes. Realism typically focuses on relative power and not absolute power, and  SBMD do not have to upset the balance of relative power.7 New arms races would happen if nations, such as Russia and China, perceive their ability to wage war is being threatened by US pursuit of SBMD. If SBMD are properly designed and deployed, they should not decrease the deterrent effect of the Russian and Chinese ballistic missile arsenals. The United States is not interested in renewing or starting arms races with any country. Although the unilateral pursuit of SBMD could produce such adverse effects, the United States, aware of such possibilities, could strive to avoid them.

No risk of an arms race – empirically proven 

McLaughlin 2 (Kevin, Washington Quarterly, Vice Commander, U.S. Air Force Warfare Center, served in staff assignments at the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Headquarters Air Force, the National Reconnaissance Office, and Headquarters Air Force Space Command, professional staff member on the Commission to Assess National Security Space Management and Organization chaired by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Masters in Space Systems Management, 2002 National Defense Fellowship, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Would Space-Based Defenses Improve Security?,” Summer 2002,  http://www.twq.com/02summer/mclaughlin.pdf DA: 7/1/11) 

Observers have not yet fully understood or analyzed another possible reality. The current striking disparity between the United States and all other countries in economic, technological, and military endeavors places extreme limits on most countries’ abilities to respond meaningfully. Old concerns that U.S. advances in missile defense or space would spawn undesirable arms races may no longer be valid. 3 For example, the United States is the only nation capable of implementing and sustaining decisive military force on a global basis . The war in Afghanistan provided a snapshot of this ability. The nation’s development and use of many capabilities—mode rn airpower; long-range precision weapons; command, control, and communications and intelligence; and highly skilled soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen — have drastically outpaced all other countries. No other country could carry out the mission that the United States is executing in Afghanistan. Any other country or alliance, such as the proposed 60,000 - person Europe an Rapid Reaction Force, performing a similar mission in the near term or in the midterm is equally doubtful. Even more significantly, in the current global war on terrorism, the United States is working to increase the scope of its capabilities to operate simultaneously in several spots around the world. Primarily, U. S. we a l t h, global responsibilities, and national security needs drive this reality. The administration’s FY 2003 defense budget request of $379 billion is more than six times larger than that of Russia, the second-largest spender, and more than the combined spending of the next 25 nations . 4 This disparity creates its own dynamic with unique qualities, one of which may be the limitation of t h e incentive for many nations even to try to compete, decreasing the likelihood that U.S. developments will face traditional countermeasures. For example, the B-2 stealth bomber provides the United States with an unchallenged military capability that other nations would have viewed as destabilizing only a few years ago. The airplane can fly anywhere in the world undetected and can attack targets through defenses that officials previously thought were impenetrable. Yet, this revolutionary capability has not given rise to a race to build stealth bombers, nor has it resulted in a huge defensive investment by the Chinese, the Russians, or the Europeans to develop technology to counter it. Other nations have not cried out in indignation—an indication that the United States can use such overwhelming capabilities without threatening the world’s strategic stability. Other than the B-2, any number of U.S. technological advances, such as unmanned combat air vehicles (UCAVs), information dominance capabilities, and the previously mentioned SBIRS system, serve as examples of adv anc ed U.S. war fighting capabilities revolutionizing the nation’s military capabilities and further increasing the disparity between the United States and the rest of the world, but that have not seemed to produce arms races or other traditional responses. For these reasons, U.S. development of spacebased missile defenses will arguably contribute to U.S. security and possibly in a way neither destabilizing nor likely to spawn an arms race in space. 
SMD will slow any arms race, and absent SMD arms race will escalate faster, the ABM proves

Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, 2007 , “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf, Manchester) 
In other words, if anything, a credible missile defense – even in development stage – is much more likely to help slow an arms race and discourage proliferation because it raises the costs and lowers the chances of success for aggressor nations or terrorist groups to try to find ways to overwhelm an effective missile defense system with their offensive weapons. In this sense it can become a deterrent and thus contribute to stability. Arguably, there is some evidence of this likelihood, in that at least some of the reasons for the Soviet Union’s collapse was due to an inability to keep up with U.S. technological developments in this field. Even as the USSR was scaling itself down, it was engaging in ways to share missile defense technology and use – an effort that was discontinued by the U.S. government after 1993. 10 To close the loop in this logic train: if America has never had missile defense, why have the Soviet/Russian and Chinese nuclear arms buildups continued unabated over these many years, as has the growth of proliferation? According to the MAD culture, one would have thought arms races and proliferation would have long since slowed – thus making a case based on fact that America indeed should continue to forego missile defense. But there is no fact to substantiate such a claim. To the contrary, while certainly some arms control initiatives have proved useful – paradoxically because of U.S. arms buildups during the Cold War 11 – if history is any example, effective missile defense capabilities could actually help to strengthen and enhance responsible arms control efforts, rather than to foster arms races and proliferation, as opponents so vigorously maintain.
There evidence has it backwards, only SMD can contain further proliferation
Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf) 
Indeed, far from sparking a costly and deadly arms race, the deployment of a robust, global, space-based missile defense is likely to make it more expensive, and therefore less attractive, for other states to build missiles or to engage in regional arms races based on the deployment of missiles.  There is no empirical or historical basis for the contention that such an effort will lead other states to step up their missile-related programs, leading to an escalating race to deploy missiles designed to overcome whatever missile defense is deployed by the United States. In fact, following the ABM Treaty in the 1970s, the Soviet Union nevertheless deployed large numbers of advanced missile systems, negating the logic that the ABM Treaty reduced the incentive or need to deploy new generations of missiles designed to defeat deployed missile defenses. The ABM Treaty codified a strategic relationship of mutual vulnerability in which the Soviet Union nevertheless built large numbers of additional intercontinental ballistic missiles and nuclear warheads whose purpose was to increase U.S., not mutual, vulnerability – and to assure that, in the event of nuclear war, the Soviet Union would have had strategic superiority. Contrary to the assertions of many of its proponents, the lesson of the ABM Treaty is that in the absence of a U.S. missile defense capability, other states have been developing missile programs without having to take into account an American defense. This has provided an array of competitors with a relatively cheap option of developing even primitive missiles in order to acquire an asymmetrical advantage over the United States. The 30-year experience of the ABM Treaty, together with other efforts to restrict weapons proliferation and deployment by international agreement, does not give credence to efforts now underway to impose new international legal prohibitions against space-based missile defense. If past experience is any indicator, such efforts are more likely to place onerous restrictions on the United States, as happened with the ABM Treaty, than to provide universally accepted norms to govern the peaceful use of space. Furthermore, access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to states and terrorist organizations seeking WMD and their delivery systems. Given these factors, space control is crucial to U.S. national security in the twenty-first century, together with space-based missile defense. 
Proliferation is inevitable

Arbatov and Dvorkin 8 ( Alexei Arbatov and Vladimir Dvorkin, April 6 2008,  corresponding member of the Russian Academy of Sciences, member of the Editorial Board of Russia in Global Affairs, “NUCLEAR WEAPONS AFTER THE COLD WAR”, http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/governance/future/PDFs/11066NuclearWeapon_fin%5B1%5D.pdf)
If the problems explored above are not solved in a constructive manner (including in the spirit of the highlighted proposals for resolving the issues of the fuel cycle and withdrawal from the NPT), then further nuclear proliferation is entirely probable. The danger is not only in the fact that, with the growth of the number of countries with nuclear weapons, the risk that they will be used also grows. The problem is even more serious: the majority of new countries possessing nuclear weapons will not have survivable weapon systems or reliable warning or command-control systems. In addition, their domestic political situations are frequently unstable, and they are at increased risk of civil wars and coups. The risk of a first or preemptive strike, and also of the unauthorized use of nuclear weapons, will be far higher among these states. But even this is not all. The probability of the intentional or unintentional transfer of nuclear materials or weapons from these countries into the hands of terrorist organizations will sharply increase, given their foreign policies and domestic political situations, corruption in civilian and military organs, the low reliability of security services, and the weak safety, accounting and control of nuclear weapons and materials. Of particular concern are the world’s huge stockpiles of significantly enriched uranium and plutonium for energy, military and scientific purposes (according to current estimates, there are up to 1,900 tons of uranium and 1,860 tons of plutonium). In both nuclear and threshold countries, these stockpiles are maintained under a wide range of accounting systems, and with systems of storage and protection that are not fully reliable. Thus, it may be concluded with sufficient confidence that the next wave of proliferation, if it gathers steam, will not just exponentially raise the threat of the use of nuclear weapons, but, by bringing together numerous risk factors, will make the use of nuclear weapons in the foreseeable future practically inevitable. 
No risk of arms races – nations will respond by proliferating 

Krepon and Katz-Hyman 6 (Michael, co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Cdenter where he directs programming on the space security and South Asia, directed defense policy and programme reviews at the US arms control and Disarmament Agency, author and co-author of 12 books, Michael Katz-Hyman, research associate for the Space Security Project of the Henry L. Stimson Center, “Space Weapons and Proliferation,” ,” from the UNIDIR March 2006 conference, Building the Architecture for Sustainable Space Security Conference Report 30-31 March 2006,” March 2006, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/ouvrages/pdf-1-92-9045-185-8-en.pdf DA: 7/6/11, PC) 
Will flight testing or deploying space weapons prompt arms races? 2 This assertion figures prominently in the writings of both critics and boosters of space warfare initiatives. 3 We contend that the arms race argument is weak and beside the point, since arms racing is not needed to negate the space weapons of a potential adversary. Advanced space-faring nations such as China and the Russian Federation could compete in making lowEarth orbit inhospitable to satellites with modest investments and unsophisticated techniques. Any nation that possesses medium-range ballistic missiles, space tracking capabilities and the means to precisely insert a satellite into orbit also has the ability to destroy a satellite. Rather than engaging in an expensive arms race, states threatened by US space warfare initiatives are likely to respond in cost-effective ways to counter US weapons. The fundamental problem associated with space weapons is not their expense or their propensity to generate arms races. Instead, the fundamental problem associated with space weapons is how easily they can pollute space, and how much long-term and costly damage could result from relatively inexpensive investments. We argue that additional proliferation of nuclear weapons, rather than new arms races, is the most likely outcome in the event of renewed interest in space warfare. Proliferation will be a natural consequence of more nations feeling less secure as a result of space weapons. Furthermore, in the absence of united fronts against proliferation by major powers and by US friends and allies, international efforts to strengthen non-proliferation and disarmament norms are likely to fail, and hedging strategies against a more worrisome future are likely to multiply.
No arms race with Russia - no funding 

Krepon and Katz-Hyman 6 (Michael, co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Cdenter where he directs programming on the space security and South Asia, directed defense policy and programme reviews at the US arms control and Disarmament Agency, author and co-author of 12 books, Michael Katz-Hyman, research associate for the Space Security Project of the Henry L. Stimson Center, “Space Weapons and Proliferation,” ,” from the UNIDIR March 2006 conference, Building the Architecture for Sustainable Space Security Conference Report 30-31 March 2006,” March 2006, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/ouvrages/pdf-1-92-9045-185-8-en.pdf DA: 7/6/11, PC) 
For space warfare initiatives to generate an arms race, both contestants need to be able to compete, and see value or necessity in the competition. Moscow’s ability to engage in an arms race with the United States is now very much in doubt. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute estimates Russian military expenditures to be approximately US$ 20 billion a year, or less than 5% of the US defence budget. 16 Russian-deployed nuclear forces continue to decline in numbers, the result of block obsolescence of Cold War-era investments, funding constraints, defence production impediments and national decisions to apply limited resources to other priorities. From a high point in 1986 of over 40,000 stockpiled warheads, the Russian nuclear arsenal is estimated to consist of 16,000 warheads, no more than half of which may now be operational. 17 By contrast, during certain phases of the Cold War, the former Soviet Union increased its stockpile size by 1,000 warheads per year. 18 It will be difficult for Moscow to reverse the decline of its strategic nuclear arsenal, let alone engage in an arms race at present. While the Russian Federation’s economic prospects have improved since 2002, these constraining factors still apply, suggesting that new predictions of an arms race in the event of a resumption of US space warfare tests are overdrawn. 

No risk of an arms race with China – empirically proven

Krepon and Katz-Hyman 6 (Michael, co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Cdenter where he directs programming on the space security and South Asia, directed defense policy and programme reviews at the US arms control and Disarmament Agency, author and co-author of 12 books, Michael Katz-Hyman, research associate for the Space Security Project of the Henry L. Stimson Center, “Space Weapons and Proliferation,” ,” from the UNIDIR March 2006 conference, Building the Architecture for Sustainable Space Security Conference Report 30-31 March 2006,” March 2006, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/ouvrages/pdf-1-92-9045-185-8-en.pdf DA: 7/6/11, PC) 
Compared to Moscow, Beijing is better positioned economically to increase its strategic forces if the Pentagon implements its new doctrine for space control. Beijing’s views regarding space-to-ground weapons, national missile defence and ASATs are likely to parallel those of Moscow. A united diplomatic front on space weapons between Beijing and Moscow is now very much in evidence, with military and technical interactions also possible. Beijing will need to be more sensitive than Moscow about US national missile defence deployments, given the far smaller size and more relaxed readiness rates of its strategic nuclear forces, but Beijing possesses an insurance policy in the form of a burgeoning supply of shorter-range missiles that can target nearby US bases, allies and friends. China’s strategic nuclear posture was markedly relaxed during the Cold War, when Beijing faced not one, but two hostile nuclear superpowers. Even during the height of the border dispute with Moscow in 1969, Beijing kept its nuclear powder dry. 19 Now, as then, Beijing’s leadership appears confident that national security interests can be met with numbers of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles that Moscow or Washington would consider to be unacceptably low. Since the early 1980s, public estimates of the total inventory of Chinese warheads have remained flat, with recent unclassified estimates suggesting a total stockpile of perhaps 200 weapons, of which approximately 130 may be operationally deployed. 20 The Pentagon currently estimates that China has deployed approximately 20 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). This number is expected to grow to perhaps 60 ICBMs by 2010, an increase of eight per year. 21 By way of comparison, during peak periods of the Cold War arms race, the former Soviet Union and the United States each produced an average of 300 ocean-spanning missiles annually. 22 China’s strategic nuclear forces, unlike those of the Russian Federation and the United States, have remained at low states of readiness to respond in the event of an attack. China’s liquid-fuelled ICBMs may not be mated with warheads. The deployed Chinese ballistic missile nuclear submarine “fleet” presently consists of one boat, which has difficulty operating at sea. 23 Furthermore, China rarely tests its ICBMs, having carried out no more than 20 such tests over the last 34 years. 24 In contrast, during the Cold War arms race, it was not unusual for the former Soviet Union and the United States to each flight test over 35 ocean-spanning missiles per year. 25 The relaxed biorhythms of China’s strategic modernization programmes suggest a strong inclination to spend as little as is required to deter nuclear threats, while applying resources to higher priorities such as the maintenance of domestic tranquillity, economic growth and contingencies related to Taiwan. While more attention is being paid to China’s longest-range nuclear forces, these efforts do not begin to rise to the level of an arms race. 26 Beijing, like Moscow, is likely to retain and improve various means to counter US space warfare initiatives, 27 while pursuing diplomatic initiatives against the resumption by Washington of flight-testing techniques for space weapons. 28 If, however, Washington initiates flight tests of an actual ASAT, Beijing and Moscow are unlikely to remain passive. Whether their responses are subtle or overt would depend on how they perceive they can best influence US choices, while meeting national security requirements. 
Weapons don’t spark arms race- clash of policies do

Moltz 2k2

(James Clay Moltz is the  Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the NSA, expert on:  space security, nuclear proliferation and nonproliferation, Russian and Northeast Asian security, international relations theory, and U.S. national security policy, received the 2010 Richard Hamming Award for Interdisciplinary Achievement, worked previously as a staff member in the U.S. Senate, served as a consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment, “Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs”, Center for Non-Proliferation Studies, Montery Institute of International Studies, Jul 2002, Print: 26-27 // sc)

Different governments have very different ambitions and policy objectives. Arms control is an instrument of policy. And so are weapons. States do not go to war because of weapons. Weapons do not have a moral say, one way or the other. Governments go to war because of a clash of policies. So without universal political will, without agreement on fundamental ends, arms control must be a weak tool-not entirely irrelevant. but weak. As we learned in the 1930s and '40s with the Washington and London na,-al disarmament accords, it restrains the lawabiding, but not the criminal. If arms control is to be successful, it must reflect political realities. Many say that introducing weapons into space will cause an arms race. I am not certain what an arms race is-weapons programs and the make-up of armed forces around the world have always changed with the times. Countermeasures and offense/defense competition have always been a part of the natural evolution in military capabilities. Yet it is asserted that a U.S. program to build ASATs will cause others to do the same, to compete, I suppose, with the United States. States, of course, have many incentives to start a weapons program, (not just reacting to what Washington does). So we can't ignore unique national security requirements. I would also observe that there is no evidence that unique capabilities residing in U.S. stealth bombers and fighters, its aircraft carriers, advanced satellites, and superior land power forces have sparked in-kind arms racing, although governments do seek ways to counter U.S. superiority in less direct, unconventional Putting Military Uses of Space in Context ways. The rise of American aircraft carriers did not spark hell-bent arms racing for carriers. The appearance of U.S. stealth planes, and specialized advanced satellites, did not turn the \vorld upside down, with adversaries focused single-mindedly on matching the United States in these areas. Why do we presume that other states will not jump to space simply to counter the operational advantages the United States currently enjoys there? History tells us that this is what will happen. States will not need the incentive of an American ASA T program to do so. 

Space arms race inevitable without weaponization- China proves

Blazejewski 08

(Kenneth S. Blazejewski is in private practice in New York City, focusing primarily on international corporate, space development and financial transactions. He received his master’s degree in public affairs from the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University and his JD degree from the New York University School of Law, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations”, Strategic Studies Quarterly, 2008, Defense Technology Information Center, pg online @ http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a509492.pdf // sc)
Second, China has developed the means to attack some US satellites, and there is no guarantee that China does not ultimately seek to develop a robust space weapons program. China’s ASAT test demonstrates that the Chinese have been working assiduously at developing their space weapons program. Although China made a decision in the early 1990s to focus its space resources on civilian programs, an annual official budget of $2.5billion for space programs and a growing number of dual-use technology programs suggest that China’s military space capacity is growing. For instance, China has long conducted research on the development of beam weapons that can be incorporated into ASAT weapons systems. China is known to have tested high-power microwave weapons for jamming satellite communication. If China is indeed pursuing a full-blown space weapons program, a space arms race may be inevitable despite a US decision not to launch the first space weapons program. 

Inevitability doesn’t affect space based weapons development- it’s long term

Hardesty 05

(Captain David C. Hardesty was a member of the US Navy and is an expert in Law. He is also a journalist for the Navy Law Review, “Space-Based Weapons: Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives”, Naval War Coll Newport, Defense Technology Information Center, 2005, pg online @ http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA521114 // sc)

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

SBL’s don’t violate any space treaties

Aubin, 2k - director of Strategy Execution in the Raytheon Company’s Corporate Strategy group, former  director of policy and communications for the Air Force Association (10/00,  Team SLB-IFX,  “The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment: Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase” http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf)MH
The Space-Based Laser (SBL) is a next-generation directed energy missile defense system being explored today to provide global, boost-phase intercept of ballistic missiles tomorrow. SBL is being pursued in a technology demonstration program aimed at launching an experimental laser into space in 2012 to shoot down a ballistic missile in 2013. The technology demonstration will be conducted in full compliance with all relevant international treaties, including the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972. Known as an Integrated Flight Experiment, or IFX, the program will help Department of Defense policymakers decide whether to pursue an operational SBL system designed to protect the United States and its allies from ballistic missiles as part of a layered defense. In the future, an operational SBL would be integrated within the National Missile Defense architecture and the family of theater missile defense programs.

Missile defense does not violate the OST 

Indian Pugwash Society 9 (Society dedicated to promote study, discussion, knowledge, and stimulate general interest in problems relating to science and world affairs, written in association with the Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses, Contributors: Arvind Gupta – senior diplomat with expertise on security issues and is Lal Bahadur Shastri Chair, Amitav Malik – former member of the National Security Advisory Board and Director Defense Science Centre, Ranjana Kaul – partner, Dua Associates, Rajaram Nagappa – former associate director of Vikram Sarabhai Space Centre, Sampreet Sethi – Senior research fellow at the Centre for Air Power Studies, P.K. Sundaram – senior research fellow at the Indian Pugwash Society, Ajey Lele – Research fellow at the Institute of Defense Studies and Analyses, Space Security Need For A Proactive Approach, 2009, print, page 54, PC)   
However, the OST does not expressly prohibit the development, testing and deployment of conventional weapons in the expanses of outer space, nor does it prohibit the development, testing and deployment of ground-based systems that can reach targets in space using conventional, nuclear or directed-energy kill mechanisms. As a result, Article IV has often been cited to support the claim that all military activities in outer space are permissible, unless specifically prohibited by another treaty or customary international law. By that measure, the Chinese ASAT test in January 2007, the firing of the SM-3 Missile by the US Navy at an incoming satellite or the US Missile Defence does not represent a breach of the OST.
Space Based BMD doesn’t violate The Outer Space Treaty and International law

Lambakis 07 (Steven Lambakis,  a senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy and the author of On the Edge of Earth: The Future of American Space Power, February and March 2007, “Missile Defense From Space”, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-02177.pdf) JB
Unhindered access to space and freedom to navigate are accepted ideas in most countries today. Customary practice and international treaties and conventions have supported and promoted the idea that space is a great “commons,” analogous to the high seas, and ought not to be subject to national restrictions or governance. The United States has always considered the space systems of any nation to be national property with the right of passage through and operation in space without interference, so long as those systems do not threaten U.S. security. Washington supports exploration and use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes. “Peaceful purposes,” states U.S. policy, allow defense and intelligence-related activities in pursuit of national security and other goals. Determining peaceful purposes, in other words, is done not by looking at whether an activity is military or nonmilitary. The determining factor, rather, is more directly tied to aggressive intent. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty enshrines the principle that outer space shall be free for exploration and use by all states in accordance with international law. The United States has consistently endorsed and abided by this treaty. Washington was among the first to endorse plans for a treaty banning weapons of mass destruction in space. This treaty puts celestial bodies off-limits to nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, and it prohibits the stationing of such systems in orbit. The United States also sponsored in 1963 a treaty to ban nuclear testing in space, the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Nuclear tests in space simply posed too many risks to our own communications and reconnaissance satellites, so it made sense to ban them. Space debris can create hazardous conditions for astronauts and hinder access to space, so Washington also has been an advocate of establishing responsible practices that minimize the impact of debris, although we must balance this too with the obligation to ensure national security. Our love of freedom, in other words, does not mean we have a love of anarchy. The United States has long recognized that freedom of action in space is not without limitation. Yet there are some who believe that the current space law regime is insufficient — insufficient, that is, for constraining U.S. arms development in that arena.11 We see space as a great “commons,” analogous to the high seas and not subject to national governance.The bottom line is this: There are currently no legal restrictions on developing and deploying space-based interceptors that rely on hit-to-kill technologies to execute the missile defense mission.
OST does not prevent weaponization- not verification process

UNIDR 2k4

(United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research is an  institute within the United Nations — conducts research on disarmament and security with the aim of assisting the international community in their disarmament thinking, decisions and efforts , “Safeguarding Space for All: Security and Peaceful Uses”, Conference Report, March 2004, Print: pg // sc)

Thomas Graham Jr. (Eisenhower Institute in Washington, DC) spoke on the law and the military use of outer space. He pointed out that military activity in space is largely unregulated, and that there is as yet no legal regime preventing the weaponization of space. The Outer Space Treaty laid the groundwork for international order in outer space, but was limited in its application as it does not cover outer space in to to, but only celestial bodies. In addition, the Outer Space Treaty as well as the Partial Test Ban Treaty have few inspection or verification provisions. As Graham also pointed out, there is a large arsenal of international resolutions attesting to the intended peaceful uses of outer space. Examples included several General Assembly declarations, specific domestic national legislation governing space-related activities and parts of the Outer Space Treaty. This legal corpus might serve as a point of departure for devising an international legal regime securing outer space as a common good

SMD wouldn’t violate the OST, and space is already weaponized

Denny 10- (Bart Denny, Analyst at Camber Corporation, Space Systems Analyst at U.S. Air Force (Civilian), Naval Missile Defense Operations Officer, April 29, 2010, time to revisit space-based missile defense, http://www.bartdenny.com/time-for-space-based.html)
The hurdles to placing a revived Brilliant Pebbles-like system in orbit are predominantly political, not technical, in nature. Originally, space-based missile defenses faced stiff opposition because of their prohibition by the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972. The U.S., of course, withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002, but there remains continued unfriendliness, in the U.S. and abroad, to deploying weapons in space. Some mistakenly claim that such weapons are a violation of the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, although that treaty actually prohibits placing weapons of mass destruction, in space, not weapons en bloc. From a practical standpoint, weapons have already travelled into space. The then-Soviet Union, the U.S., and China have all demonstrated anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, and admittedly, even the current surface-based U.S. BMDS provides a displayed dual-use--if not originally purposed--capability as an ASAT weapon. Boost and mid-course missile defenses should have little trouble in downing space launches, as well. The potential for the wide use of missile defenses as a space denial platform rightly puts many people, in many nations, ill at ease. 

Treaties won’t prevent SBL

Erwin, 1 – Sandra Erwin, Editor of National Defense Magazine (6/01, National Defense Magazine, Vol. 85, Iss. 571; pg. 16, 4 pgs, “Killing missiles from space: Can the U.S. Air Force do it with lasers?”, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Killing+missiles+from+space%3A+Can+the+U.S.+Air+Force+do+it+with+lasers%3F&rft.jtitle=National+Defense&rft.au=Sandra+I+Erwin&rft.date=2001-06-30&rft.issn=0092-1491&rft.volume=85&rft.issue=571&rft.spage=16&rft.externalDBID=FNDF&rft.externalDocID=73435269)MH

 An experimental satellite loaded with a megawatt laser could be launched into orbit some time between 2010 and 2012. Its mission would be to zap an intercontinental ballistic missile, fired from a location on Earth, hundreds of miles away. Exotic space-based beam weapons--the so-called Star Wars systems--have been in and out of the spotlight for more than two decades. The idea of a space-based shield against Soviet nuclear missiles was embraced by Ronald Reagan in 1983. The plan faded away with the end of the Cold War. In the early 1990s, the Pentagon shifted its financial resources from celestial defenses to land-based theater systems that would protect troops from short-range tactical missiles. But the notion of deploying a missile-- defense system in space did not vanish entirely. Congressional Republicans, particularly, provided funding for military space research, even when the administration did not support the projects. Space-based anti-missile weapons are banned by the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. But, from a technological standpoint, it appears that such a system is achievable, provided that the Pentagon commits the funding. Even though the based missile defenses, it cannot stop the United States from pursuing research and testing technologies. That is exactly what the U.S. Air Force plans to do, under a program called Space-- Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX). The $4 billion program is co-- sponsored by the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization. The Air Force expects to formalize the technical specifications for SBL-IFX this fall. The experiment currently is scheduled for 2013, which would require that, by 2012, the Air Force launch what is expected to be a 40-foot long, 40,000-pound spacecraft, loaded with a megawatt laser, beam-control optical mirrors and a beam-director telescope. Only a heavy Delta IV-type launch could lift the SBL-IFX, which would be among the weightiest military payloads ever sent into low orbit (about 250 to 300 miles high). By comparison, NASA's Hubble space telescope weighs about 30,000 pounds. The program's director, Air Force Col. Neil McCasland, cautions that it is too early to label the SBL-IFX as a definitive missile-defense option for the United States. "It is only a demonstration," he said in an interview. But there is potential, he noted, to evolve the technology toward the deployment of a global network of space-based interceptor satellites, which would destroy intercontinental-class ballistic missiles (ICBMs) using directed energy. Congressional supporters of the SBL would like McCasland to accelerate the program, and aim for a 2010 launch. It is not clear, however, how much it would cost to do that. The Pentagon budgeted $138 million annually for the program for the next two years, said McCasland. According to a U.S. Senate source, there are "quite a few" members of Congress who would like to move SBL forward at a faster pace. The source stressed, nevertheless, that additional funding for SBL is not guar. anteed, and that the system should not be viewed as a reincarnation of Reagan's Star Wars model, but rather as a complement to the land-based national missile defense (NMD) currently in development. "SBL would be the final stepping stone" in a layered system, said the source. The SBL-IFX is not about sending a robotic weapon into space, with no humans in the control loop, McCasland said. It is not going to detect, intercept and shoot autonomously, he explained. Like most engineering tests, it will have a carefully planned test scenario. 
AT: Start DA
Link non-unique
By Fred Weir, Correspondent / June 8, 2011, The Christian science monitor, New US-Russia arms race? Battle lines grow over missile defense, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Europe/2011/0608/New-US-Russia-arms-race-Battle-lines-grow-over-missile-defense
Last November, at NATO's Lisbon summit, presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev agreed to search for a joint formula to build a system that would protect Eurasia and North America without threatening Russia's aging nuclear deterrent, seen by the Kremlin as the foundation of its national security. But if anything, the two sides have grown further apart since then, with Mr. Medvedev warning bleakly at a press conference last month that Russia might be forced to withdraw from the New START nuclear-arms reduction treaty and potentially plunge Europe into a new arms race if current US plans for antimissile deployments are carried out.

Russia will pull out of START because of NATO’s defense shield

Levkov Igor, Jul 9, 2011, Russia crucial in European missile defense Voice Of Russia http://english.ruvr.ru/2011/07/09/53001182.html
While repeating over and over that NATO’s missile defense shield is not directed against Russia, western politicians and military are doggedly refusing to confirm this on paper. Moscow warns that it unless the two sides manage to strike agreement on missile defense within the next 11 months it will step up efforts to build a space defense system and a tactical missile group on its western borders and may even pull out of the START-3 Treaty. Rasmussen promised that the agreement would be in place by NATO’s next summit in Chicago. Igor Maksimychev, a senior employee with the Institute of Europe of the Russian Academy of Sciences, says that by promising that, NATO is just playing for time, undermining the basics of the current global security system. "A third US missile defense stronghold close to Russia’s borders would break the existing balance of strength. A country that comes under attack may inflict irreparable damage on the attacker. Whoever fires the first will die the second. And if one of the parties abstains from retaliatory strike, the entire systems will hang on a thread." 

Russia will withdraw from START because of the current U.S. missile defense system in Europe 

The Real Agenda, May 16, 2011, Russia Could Abandon START Treaty, http://real-agenda.com/2011/05/16/russia-could-abandon-start-treaty/

Further deployment of the US missile defense system in Europe gives Russia the right to withdraw from the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov has said. “START may become a hostage of the so-called US European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA),” Ryabkov said at Monday’s meeting of the Expert Council on cooperation between Russia and NATO at the State Duma. The official noted that Moscow has repeatedly warned its partners that if the scale of the US missile defense system creates a threat to Russia’s strategic nuclear forces, Russia has the right to withdraw from the agreement. That would be considered “an exceptional circumstance” mentioned in Article 14 of the New START. He added that Russia will have to take responsive measures if the US and NATO develop their missile defense shield without taking Moscow’s opinion into account. “In this situation, we will have to take the necessary measures to restore the disrupted balance of power,” Ryabkov said, cites Interfax. The official also observed that Moscow is disappointed over Washington’s denial to give legal guarantees that the US missile defense system will not be targeted against Russia.

START is illegitimate and won’t prevent Nuclear War
Taylor Dinerman March 15, 2011, The Fight Against The New START Treaty Has Only Just Begun, Hudson new york, http://www.hudson-ny.org/1939/against-new-start-treaty
With the arrival of the Obama administration in Washington, however, the Arms Controllers regained most of their old power -- and went back to their old habits. The New START Treaty, ratified by the US Senate in December 2010, is a perfect example of a Cold War type of agreement. It does nothing actually to reduce the threat of nuclear war, and it weakens America's military posture. The Treaty is therefore already losing its precarious legitimacy . What we already know about the Treaty is bad enough. What we do not know, but may soon find out, may be enough to discredit not only the treaty, but the whole Arms Control process as we have known it. Often, with Arms Control Treaties, as in diplomacy, what is not said is often more important that what was said. A good example of this was the way that the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) treaty of 1988 failed to say anything about British French and Chinese nuclear weapons that were aimed at the USSR. Russia was so desperate to make a deal that it agreed the Zero-Zero formula, which would abolish all US and Soviet intermediate range nuclear missiles, a proposal it had violently rejected in 1983, when the Reagan administration had first suggested it. Although Gorbachev felt, it came to light, humiliated, Reagan and later George H. W. Bush had the good sense not to rub the humiliation in. Advocates of the New Start Treaty claim that it does not mention defensive forces, except in the preamble, and thus nothing in the treaty prevents the US from building up its defensive forces. Yet no one knows what side deals were made. If we are to judge by the Obama administration's proposed cuts in US Missile Defense programs, there are grounds to take another, extremely careful look at the negotiating record. The Senate needs to ask exactly what the Administration told to Russians about US Missile Defense programs.The dramatic cut in the 2012 budget for the only national missile defense system the US currently has operational -- a system called the Ground Based Defense and based in Alaska and California -- provides only a limited defense of the homeland. What is proposed in the Administration's 2012 budget looks suspiciously like another step, fulfilling a promise to dismantle America's missile defense programs. In 2009, the White House killed the Bush administration's planned deployment of 10 Ground Based Interceptors (GBI) -- similar to the ones used by the Ground Missile Defense system in Poland, and supported by a radar in the Czech Republic -- can be seen in this light

IT– Missile Attack
START leaves the U.S. vulnerable to a Russian missile attack

Baker Spring; 4/8/2010; “New START Would Render U.S. Vulnerable to Missile Attack” The Heritage Foundation, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/04/08/new-start-would-render-u-s-vulnerable-to-missile-attack/

The Obama Administration, while acknowledging that there would be language in the preamble of New START alluding to a link between strategic offensive arms and missile defenses, asserted flatly that it would not impose any restrictions on U.S. missile defense options. The assertions have turned out to be misrepresentations.

The language in the preamble is much more substantive than just an allusion to an undefined link between offensive strategic arms and missile defenses. Basically, the language asserts that missile defense capabilities must come down as the numbers of strategic nuclear arms come down.

Further, this is language the Obama Administration has agreed to in New START. This is not the unilateral statement issued by Russia today regarding its threat to withdraw over advancements in the U.S. missile defense program, which the Administration could have said it does not share.

Whether the Obama Administration wants to admit it or not, it has let Russia use New START to impose not just a direct limit on U.S. missile defense options, but a limit that will impose ever more severe restrictions on these options as time goes on and the number of strategic offensive arms come down under New START’s provisions. It is now clear that New START will render the U.S. unable to defend itself against missile attack, and therefore is inimical to U.S. vital interests.


IT: Nuke War
START undermines national security and leads to nuclear war

Marilyn M.; 4/11/2010; “How Does the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty Undermine America’s National Security?” Politics, from the Heritage, http://politics.gather.com/viewArticle.action?articleId=281474978166484

After more than a year of negotiations on a follow-on to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), Presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev will sign the agreement this week. And while many arms control advocates are jubilant about a 30 percent reduction in U.S. and Russian nuclear reductions, larger questions linger. Foremost, will the treaty be adequately verifiable, will it impose limitations on US defense modernization, and will it reduce the likelihood of aggression and war? Heritage has the answers.
Arms control advocates frequently assert that the fewer nuclear weapons there are, the safer we all will be. This is not so. Pursuing reductions in a haphazard way can lead to increased instability and heighten the likelihood of a nuclear war. There are three issues that are important to consider:
Verification: The Russians have a long and well documented history of violating arms control agreements, and the White House clearly lost ground on the issue of verification.
Nuclear Modernization: The truth is that America’s nuclear infrastructure is rapidly aging, in deep atrophy, and is losing its reliability and effectiveness. The U.S. is not producing new nuclear weapons, and its ICBM force is shrinking and not being modernized. In contrast, Russia and China are engaged in a major modernization effort
Missile Defense: It is absolutely imperative that a new START agreement not undermine our post-Cold War defensive posture by linking offensive weapons with missile defense. But reports indicate that the treaty does exactly that. While a White House press statement claims that the treaty will have no constraints on missile defense, the Kremlin seems to be under the opposite impression. In fact, Russian major general Vladimir Dvorkin says Moscow will scrap the treaty if the U.S. pursues missile defense.
The Heritage Foundation has argued that the U.S. should have used the treaty to move Moscow away from a nuclear posture based on threat of nuclear Armageddon and intimidation and toward a fundamentally more defensive posture. Unfortunately, the Administrated has squandered this opportunity.
Signing arms control treaties to score a public relations stunt and a photo opportunity in pursuit of unrealistic “getting to zero” pipe dream is bad policy. The Senate should keep this in mind when considering the new Treaty’s ratification.
It's frightening to have such an inexperienced person as President, especially one whose ego is too huge that he is not aware of his shortcomings.

I was reading a book about a company that has done so well here in the US, even during times that other companies were having economic troubles.  One of the chapters was about leadership.

Sadly, our president knows nothing about leadership.  Leadership requires that you have followers, or more ideally collaborators.  Obama still does have worshipers, but they are fewer every day.  And the people with whom he has surrounded himself are not much more qualified.

The world has to be wondering what we were thinking putting this unqualified man into such a position of power, a man who has zero pride in America.  And the more unwise decisions he makes, the more harm our country faces.

As The Heritage Foundation said:

Signing arms control treaties to score a public relations stunt and a photo opportunity in pursuit of unrealistic “getting to zero” pipe dream is bad policy.

Campaigning and photo ops do seem to be this president's main priority.  Then, when he decides to be "the president" he works on ways to take over our lives and change the country into something it was never meant to be.

AT Cooperation DA

1. Hegemony solves international cooperation—it’s crucial to preventing intensifying conflict between other great powers which would make international cooperation impossible—that’s Kagan.
2. SBMD promotes international cooperation—US funding is key to promoting support for SBMD technology and to prevent attacks in the boost-phase

Frederick 9—Masters of Military Operational Art and Science at the Air Command and Staff College (Lorinda A, Fall 2009, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense,” Air & Space Power Journal, Vol. 23, Iss. 3, Proquest, DA: 7/20/2011//JLENART)
SBMD progressed through various programs, such as GPALS, Brilliant Pebbles, Clementine, and SBL, despite dwindling support from presidential administrations following President Reagan's. Pres. George W Bush paved the way for the next administration to put SBMD on the international agenda. According to The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (2006), the United States may need new approaches to deter state and nonstate actors and deny them the objectives of their attacks.50 Additionally, the National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (2002) states that "today's threats are far more diverse and less predictable than those of the past. States hostile to the United States and to our friends and allies have demonstrated their willingness to take high risks to achieve their goals, and are aggressively pursuing WMD and their means of delivery as critical tools in this effort. As a consequence, we require new methods of deterrence."51 Cooperation on missile defense initiatives could increase global stability. By banding together in coalitions, countries can deter war by repelling an attack against any member.52 States and rogue elements will not be able to strike surreptitiously if they know that the international community could quickly discern the origin of any launch and compute potential impact points. Attempts by a rogue element to destabilize the region through the attribution of attacks to a state may initially promote the rogue elements own agenda. However, data provided by missile defense and other sensors can refute such claims. The shared international ability to identify launch and impact points might deter states and rogue elements from launching in the first place. The more nations cooperate with each other, the more stable the world becomes. Policy makers need to invest in the development of many different capabilities, including SBMD, to negate missiles in their boost phase and use the information gleaned from these developments to inform decisions. One approach involves bringing a system to the prototype stage for testing and accurately gauging its performance. This approach could let the United States invest in only a limited number of prototypes, thus deferring large-scale production to allow further research, development, and testing. These efforts could decrease the risk of failure during production and deployment.53 When the need arises, the United States should capitalize on preexisting prototypes as long as the industrial base could support rapid production. By funding RSr1D for SBMD, the United States would ensure the viability of these technologies. The DOD cannot expect developments in commercial industry to be available for national security purposes. Competitive pressures force industry to fund near-term RoO programs and choose near-term survival over longterm possibilities.54 Applied research into SBMD technologies would allow the United States to gain more knowledge about boost-phase defenses. America will get as much RSr1D in SBMD technologies as it is willing to fund. 
3. We don’t link to this space debris argument—no reason why SBMD would prevent cooperation on space debris issues. 
AT: Japan Relations

Chinese ASATs will cause Japanese support for BMD

Hitchens, 7 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information (Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space?, cs5_chapter2.pdf)

Likewise, the Chinese action may spur Japan not only to speed its efforts at developing missile defenses but possibly to develop military space capabilities. “It may fuel the argument that Japan should develop space technology for national defense, especially as it came in the midst of the North Korean nuclear crisis,” said Yasunori Matogawa, a professor of space engineering at the Institute of Space and Astronautical Science, part of the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency.47 Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe said Tokyo had demanded an explanation from the Chinese government; while Foreign Minister Taro Aso criticized Beijing for failing to give advance notice of the test which he doubted was for “peaceful use” of space.48 Japanese officials have continued to charge that the Chinese government has yet to give a full and credible account of the test and future plans.49

AT: China Relations

Leaked statements prove US-Sino relations over space are uniquely low—Obama arguments don’t apply—he has the same fears as Bush

GSN 11 [Global Security Newswire, “Leaks Reveal Chinese-U.S. Anti-Satellite Tensions,” February 3, 2011, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110203_5787.php, DavidK]

The Bush administration quietly castigated China over its 2007 antisatellite test one month before the United States shot down one of its own orbiters, the London Telegraph yesterday quoted leaked U.S. diplomatic communications as saying (see GSN, Jan. 28). China eliminated one of its orbiting satellites in January 2007 (see GSN, Jan. 19, 2007); the United States carried out a similar operation the following year (see GSN, Feb. 21, 2008). “The United States has not conducted an antisatellite test since 1985,” the State Department noted in January 2008. “A Chinese attack on a satellite using a weapon launched by a ballistic missile threatens to destroy space systems that the United States and other nations use for commerce and national security. Destroying satellites endangers people,” the Bush administration said in a formal protest. “Any purposeful interference with U.S. space systems will be interpreted by the United States as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict," the document warns. "The United States reserves the right, consistent with the U.N. Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military.” Washington hinted at military implications of its own antisatellite maneuver, which was conducted ostensibly to prevent the contents of the satellite's fuel tank from causing environmental damage, according to the Telegraph. The U.S. Embassy in Beijing obtained “direct confirmation of the results of the antisatellite test” from the U.S. Pacific Command, according to records obtained by the openness organization Wikileaks. A U.s. Defense Department spokesman said yesterday, though, that "the United States did not engage our own satellite to test or demonstrate an antisatellite (ASAT) capability. The purpose was to prevent the satellite's hydrazine fuel from causing potential harm to life on the ground." The U.S. satellite shootdown prompted an "angry" response from Beijing, documents indicate. China's assistant foreign minister in one case suggested the Pentagon's antimissile effort was both “defensive” and “offensive” since “it includes lasers that attack a missile in launch phase over the sovereign territory of the launching country" (see GSN, Jan. 11). The United States in a January 2010 cable expressed concern about possible antisatellite intentions behind a Chinese test missile interception that month. The test used an SC-19 missile involved in Beijing's 2007 antisatellite demonstration. “This test is assessed to have furthered both Chinese ASAT (antisatellite) and ballistic missile defense technologies,” the document states. The Obama administration had the same fears as its predecessor about China's possible military ambitions in space, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said. Potential future space-based military threats have increasing prompted concerns among Western governments, according to the Telegraph. British Defense Secretary Liam Fox last year warned that an electromagnetic pulse, caused by the detonation of a nuclear weapon near the edge of earth's atmosphere, could knock out crucial electrical systems (see GSN, Sept. 21, 2010; London Telegraph , Feb. 2).

China relations inevitably low - this evidence is future predictive

Scissors 1/19, Derek, fellow in the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation [“The Year of Opportunity,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/19/the_year_of_opportunity?page=0,0] 

The only reason the exchange rate garners attention is that it appears to be easily tied to the salient political topic of job losses. Given the tense political climate awaiting America in 2012, that conversation isn't going away. Obviously, 2012 is an election year in the United States, presidential as well as congressional. Control of the Senate will again be in play, spurring more simple-minded China-bashing of the type seen last year. The presidential race could act as gasoline on that fire. Obama has hardly demonstrated a commitment to free trade, and the Republican nomination will draw a huge number of candidates, including fiery populists. The tone of the American political debate could be as anti-China as it has been since Tiananmen. Meanwhile, in fall 2012, the Chinese Communist Party will select its next set of top leaders. And none of the incoming leadership will want to be accused of having bowed to U.S. pressure. In other words, China, too, is going to be more recalcitrant and possibly even hostile in 2012. Next year will therefore see more American aggressiveness over the exchange rate, as candidates fall over each other to be more outraged. It could also see contemptuous Chinese dismissals of even legitimate American economic concerns. Trade sanctions will be introduced in Congress and proceed toward law. We can only hope that the coincidence of these dual political transitions and high U.S. unemployment doesn't make 2012 the year a serious bilateral trade conflict finally breaks out. Looking forward to that, from the vantage point of a less pressured time, it's crucial to act fast. The new U.S. House of Representatives is not yet as obsessed with the exchange rate as the previous, and the presidential race is still more curiosity than calamity. On the Chinese side, Hu Jintao and his Politburo Standing Committee are better able to make notable decisions than they will be in 2012. This lull in bilateral relations is not a general improvement. The relative quiet of 2011 must be exploited to make progress that can sustain Sino-American relations through the rough waters ahead. Happily, there are multiple fronts on which to make progress, including North Korea, Iran, freedom of the seas, and so on. 

U.S – Sino relations low – Conflict over Thailand 

Symonds 7-2 – Journalist for wsws (Peter, 2, “US-China rivalry compounds Thai election tension”, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2011/jul2011/thai-j02.shtml)

As Thailand prepares to go to the polls on Sunday, the result threatens to unleash further political unrest after five years of a bitter power struggle within the Thai ruling elites between supporters and opponents of former Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra. A major factor adding fuel to these internal tensions is the sharpening rivalry between the United States and China. Under the Obama administration, the US has aggressively intervened in Asia by strengthening military ties throughout the region and encouraging regional allies to take a tougher stance against China on contentious issues, such as maritime disputes in the South China Sea. Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs Kurt Campbell has already indicated that the US intends to actively intervene in Thailand. Speaking to the Centre for Strategic and International Studies on May 31, he declared that he would like to see “a more consequential engagement” in Thailand. After referring to the election, Campbell added: “Overall, we believe that as a treaty ally, that this is a relationship that we need to focus on more and the course of the next few months is likely to be decisive.” A comment by Council of Foreign Relations fellow Joshua Kurlantzick on June 9 hinted at the methods that the Obama administration might use—the cynical banner of “human rights” that is being exploited to justify the bombing of Libya and other US interventions around the world. “To be sure, Thailand’s political crisis is an internal matter and the United States can only exercise so much leverage over another country’s domestic politics. But Washington could begin to treat Thailand more like other countries with serious human rights problems.” Kurlantzick warned that Bangkok had already “become more comfortable with China’s rising power than most other countries in South East Asia.” He continued: “The United States should not be worried that criticism will push it entirely into China’s camp. Washington still has significant leverage in South East Asia. Bangkok still cannot get from the China relationship what it obtains from the United States, in terms of high-level military ties and training, as well as effective intelligence cooperation.” This renewed focus on Thailand stems from a sense in Washington that China has been able to use its economic muscle to strengthen its influence in Bangkok to the detriment of longstanding strategic ties with the US. Campbell’s comments indicate that the US is not about to allow the potential for exacerbating political turmoil to deter it from reasserting a dominant role in Bangkok.

US-China relations low now

Nye 1/18, Joseph, Professor at Harvard University [“Viewpoint: China's hubris colours US relations” http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-12209538] HURWITZ 

When Barack Obama became US president, one of his top foreign policy priorities was to improve relations with China. Yet on the eve of President Hu Jintao's state visit to Washington, US-China relations are worse, rather than better. Administration officials feel their efforts to reach out to China have been rebuffed. Ironically, in 2007, President Hu Jintao had told the 17th Congress of the Communist Party that China needed to invest more in its soft, or attractive, power. From the point of view of a country that was making enormous strides in economic and military power, this was a smart strategy. By accompanying the rise of its hard economic and military power with efforts to make itself more attractive, China aimed to reduce the fear and tendencies to balance Chinese power that might otherwise grow among its neighbours. But China's performance has been just the opposite, and China has had a bad year and a half in foreign policy.

AT: Russia DA

Russia wouldn’t respond to US SBMD

Podvig 08 (Pavel-PhD in political science, affiliate and former research associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University, “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space”, 2008, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/militarySpace.pdf)np

Although a large-scale development effort of the kind described above cannot be ruled out completely, experience of the last several years has demonstrated that it is highly unlikely. For example, as discussed, Russia is experiencing substantial difficulties with the Glonass system. Similarly, deployment of a new naval intelligence system (or of any other military system) would require the kind of development effort that Russia has not yet been able to manage successfully. The possibility that Russia will develop its own capability to deploy weapons in space or to build an anti-satellite system seems to be even more remote. First, Russia would certainly not become the first country to develop and deploy a space-related weapons system, as this would contradict its longstanding policy on the weaponization of space and its practice of following the United States in most technological developments. Besides, it is unlikely that without the United States committing itself to space-weapons development Russia would be able to make a decision to initiate any substantial effort of its own. Even if the United States decided to introduce weapons in space, Russia would be unlikely to follow. Its experience with anti-satellite programs is discouraging— the capabilities of the Soviet system were very limited and if used would have had virtually no impact on the ability of the United States to operate its own space-based systems. With the increase in U.S. capabilities in space, a system of the kind that the Soviet Union had in the 1970s would be even less useful today. Among other factors that would make development of space-related weapons systems less likely are the very high cost of such systems and the lack of a proper organizational structure to support a development project in this area.
SMD wouldn’t threaten Russia

Denny 10- (Bart Denny, Analyst at Camber Corporation, Space Systems Analyst at U.S. Air Force (Civilian), Naval Missile Defense Operations Officer, April 29, 2010, time to revisit space-based missile defense, http://www.bartdenny.com/time-for-space-based.html)
Space-based missile defenses represent no threat to the strategic arsenals of Russia or other major nuclear weapons states. Surface and, if built, space-based missile defenses will not be destabilizing factors in the relationship between nuclear-armed states, if the U.S. constructively engages the international community as to their purpose and convincingly shows their benefit to all who seek the protection of these systems. Rather, missile defenses will be a key factor--along with diplomacy, counter-proliferation and non-proliferation activities, and verifiable disarmament--in ushering in a world without nuclear weapons. A space-based interceptor system, similar in concept to Brilliant Pebbles, would at last provide a viable boost-phase defense, greatly enhancing the layered defense against ballistic missiles. 
AT: Sino-Russia Relations
Sino-Russia alliance strong now - economics

Li 11 (Hao, International Business Times, “Oil cements China-Russia alliance,” 1/11, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/99736/20110111/oil-cements-china-russia-alliance.htm, EMM)
Much of China's economic success can be attributed to exports to the U.S. and foreign direct investments from the U.S. Now, economic relationships between these two countries have worsened -- trade imbalance and debt monetization are two issues -- and new realities may drive China back to the arms of Russia. The new reality is that China needs energy and Russia is only too happy to supply it. Russia is the second largest oil exporter (behind Saudi Arabia) and the largest oil producer in the world. Under the government of Vladimir Putin, the energy sector's size relative to the overall economy grew and became an increasingly important asset for Moscow. This burgeoning sector is responsible for the bulk of the Russian government's revenues and accumulation of foreign exchange reserves. It is a key foreign policy tool for Putin and funds his domestic policy. Energy production is simply too important for the Russian government, which is unlikely to cut back or cede control over it. China, for its part, may have already become the largest energy consumer in the world in 2009. While the U.S. still tops the world in oil consumption and imports, China in 2010 imported 239 million tons of oil, up 17.5 percent from 2009, reported the General Administration of Customs. Imports in 2010 accounted for 52 percent of China's total consumption. By 2020, analysts think that figure will jump to 65 percent. Having to import over 50 percent of one's oil is a "globally recognized energy alert level," said China Daily, a state-run newspaper. China's surge in oil and overall energy consumption reflects its huge manufacturing base and growing domestic consumer demand. Furthermore, China is already wary of its primary source of oil imports, which comprises of shipments from the Middle East. This route takes the precious cargo though the Strait of Hormuz, across the Indian Ocean, and up the Strait of Malacca. At any of these points, China-bound oil shipments face potential threats from foreign naval powers. It's thus easy to imagine China, one of the largest buyers of energy, and Russia, a leading exporter of it, becoming natural friends. Indeed, the Sino-Russian relationship is getting close and closer. Last November, China and Russian decided to dump the U.S. dollar and instead use their domestic currencies for bilateral trade. Since January 1 2011, Russia has also pumped 390,000 tonnes of crude oil to China. This Sino-Russo pipeline is expected to transport 15 million tonnes of crude oil per year until 2030. 

No spillover - even if China and Russia cooperate over space weapons it wouldn’t cause the other balancing their evidence cites

Bremmer 7 (Ian, President of Eurasia Group, the leading global political risk consulting firm, “ Should We Be Worried About Russia and China Ganging Up on the West?,” Aug 29, http://www.slate.com/id/2172874, EMM)
Yet the Russian and Chinese governments are highly unlikely to substantially align their foreign policies anytime soon. They will continue to cooperate when cooperation serves them, but their fundamental interests are not compatible.

First, Russia is one of the world's leading exporters of oil and gas. China's demand for both has grown enormously in recent years—and will continue to rise as its economy expands. The two countries are building a solid buyer-seller energy relationship.

But the differences in their foreign-policy goals emerge when we remember that Russia needs high energy prices, while China would like to see them fall. So many international conflicts today have potential implications for energy prices that Russia and China will frequently find themselves on different sides of key issues.

Neither government supports tough U.N. sanctions on Iran. But if Tehran were to retaliate against Western attempts to thwart its nuclear ambitions by deliberately pushing oil prices to new heights, Russia's economy would profit while China's would suffer. That's why Russia and China, no matter how forcefully they resist the imposition of severe U.N. sanctions, cannot view the international conflict over Iran in quite the same way.

Second, China's economic and military expansion inspires dread among Moscow's military and security elite, which fears, among other things, that Russia's resource-rich Far East could eventually become a zone of intense Sino-Russian competition. There are some 18 million ethnic Russians in Siberia; there are now about 300 million Chinese across the border in China's northern provinces. 
As Russians leave the sparsely populated eastern territories in search of opportunities in the country's increasingly prosperous cities, waves of (mostly illegal) Chinese migrants are moving in. The trend is likely to intensify, feeding an anti-Chinese xenophobia that has existed in Russia for centuries. The risk of interethnic violence is bound to grow, complicating relations between the two governments.

Third, state-owned Chinese firms have expressed interest in buying increasing volumes of Russian equities. Russia will happily accept the cash, but the Kremlin is loath to accept investment that gives any foreign power a stake in the so-called strategic sectors of the Russian economy.

Today, trade with Russia, estimated at around $40 billion, accounts for just 2 percent of China's trade total. According to Chinese customs data, U.S.-Chinese trade reached $262 billion in 2006. Trade with the European Union came in at around $272 billion. Given the importance of trade for the Chinese leadership's vision of China's future, these numbers reveal that Beijing's interest in any anti-Western alliance will remain limited.

Finally, the Russian and Chinese governments now see the world (and their roles in it) in fundamentally different ways. China is well on its way to becoming a status-quo power. The Chinese Communist Party's first priority is to safeguard its legitimacy at home by generating prosperity for the Chinese people.

To build that prosperity, Beijing has embarked on a "Go Out" foreign investment strategy meant to secure the reliable long-term supplies of energy and other resources on which future growth will depend. To ensure the strategy's success, China must maintain reasonably positive relations with the United States and the European Union, home to wealthy consumers who buy increasing volumes of China's manufacturing goods and companies that both invest in China and transfer new technologies to Chinese firms. International conflict—with America or any other powerful state—puts some of this commerce at risk.

For Moscow, on the other hand, the international status quo has become intolerable. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, demand has grown within Russian society for a more assertive role on the international stage, one that satisfies domestic demand for a forceful reassertion of Russia's historical importance.

Following a decade of relative poverty and rising fears that Western powers were encircling Russia and profiting from its weakness, President Vladimir Putin's government has embarked on a self-consciously aggressive new foreign policy. The steep rise in energy prices over the past four years finances the project.

But even Russia's anti-Americanism is limited. Moscow's relations with Western governments have reached their lowest point since the end of the Cold War. But Putin is not Ahmadinejad, and the Kremlin has no interest in becoming a pariah. The Kremlin forcefully insists that it has remained within the letter of international law in righting recent wrongs.

Russia and China will continue to find tactical advantage in working together on specific foreign-policy issues. The Shanghai Cooperation Organization is, in part, a tool designed for that purpose. Some of that coordination is bound to come at the West's expense. But the two countries' foreign policies will continue to diverge, limiting the likelihood of any anti-Western alliance. 

The Sino-Russian alliance is useless - no risk of countering US power or a destabilizing effect

Bin 7 (Yu, Senior Fellow @ the Shanghai Institute of American Studies and Prof of PoliSci @ Wittenburg University, “Crouching alliance, Hidden Angst?” October 10, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/crouching-alliance-hidden-angst, EMM)

Note: SCO = Shanghai Cooperation Organization (includes both China and Russia)

SHANGHAI: In mid-August, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) conducted a multi-state military exercise in Russia’s Volga-Urals region, code-named “Peace-Mission 2007.” The SCO allowed some 80 nations to observe rehearsal of the drill, but not the US, an omission that could command considerable outside attention, if not alarm. 

The joint exercise has prompted some analysts to suggest that Moscow and Beijing are not merely creating their own “space,” separate from that of the West, but are poised to shape this regional security group into a military alliance. Such speculation would be rash. 

Washington’s perspective about the SCO is divided: On one hand, both of the ongoing US anti-terror wars in Afghanistan and Iraq are fought close to SCO peripheries. But as the world’s only regional security group that does not include direct participation of the US, SCO is also a distant force for the world’s sole superpower, still in its “unipolar moment.”

Peace-Mission 2007 – involving some 4,000 troops and 1,000 pieces of large armament, including 80 aircraft – was unprecedented in many dimensions: It was the first SCO exercise in conjunction with its annual summit meeting, and the joint exercise involved armed forces of all of its member states – Russia, China, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. China sent 1,600 troops and 45 aircraft to Russia, the longest force-projecting operation for the People’s Liberation Army. SCO members not only dispatched their best units, but also practiced with more integration. For example, generals gathered in the same situation room; all units interfaced through a Russian communication mechanism; and commandos of different SCO states boarded and dropped from the same choppers.

Despite many of these “firsts,” Peace-Mission 2007 was a far more realistic application of SCO’s military power to its declared anti-terrorist goal. Unlike Peace-Mission 2005, a joint exercise held in China, no strategic bombers participated this time. Both sides dispatched their fighter-bombers, plus attack helicopters. On the ground, only infantry fighting vehicles and other support vehicles were involved. Because of the inland setting, naval forces did not participate. In 2005, cruise missiles were launched from submarines, while marines hit the beaches for targets that looked more like regular military than stateless transnational terrorist groups.

Beyond military-technical issues, relations among SCO members, particularly Moscow and Beijing, are perhaps not as strong or harmonious as commonly perceived. A military alliance is the least likely outcome for SCO for several reasons. 

SCO is, first and foremost, a community of nations with diverse religious backgrounds of Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, Hindu and Confucianism. Beyond culture, the organization is a meeting place of the East and West; democracies and non-democracies; large and small nations; and relatively developed, newly industrialized, and less developed. In more tangible terms, this loosely-held entity occupies much of the Eurasian continent and represents almost half of the world’s population.

The economies of the key member and observer states relate more to the outside world than to one another: Russia’s energy, China’s manufacturing and India’s information technology. SCO is indeed a league of its own. Such vast geographic reach and the cultural mix have many implications for both the global system and member states themselves. For the foreseeable future, expect SCO to remain preoccupied with its own issues. Decision-making may never be swift, given the equal status of its member states and the consensus-building process.

Within SCO, Moscow and Beijing may not have entirely identical interests regarding Central Asia. Moscow may be more interested in stretching SCO military and security functions because of its stronger military presence in this former Soviet space. Beijing, however, is keen in exploring SCO’s economic and non-security-related potential. Although these two dimensions may supplement each other in managing regional affairs, Russia may not perceive Beijing’s rapid economic advancement into the region as entirely harmless. 

Space weaponization won’t unite China and Russia - empirically proven

Weitz 8 (Richard, Senior Fellow @ the Hudson Institute, “China and Russia Hand in Hand: Will it Work?” Jan, http://www.globalasia.org/l.php?c=e109, EMM)
Despite their overlapping interests in countering US military activities in space, Russia has been very circumspect about cooperating with China’s space program. On December 26, 2006, the head of the Russian Space Agency, Anatoly Perminov, acknowledged that the Russian Federation had an established policy of not sharing advanced space tech-nologies with China for fear of creating a formidable future competitor. According to Perminov, though the Chinese space program may lag decades behind that of Russia and the US, and still employs Soviet-era technologies, the Chinese were “quickly catching up.” He said Russia would cooperate on joint projects, such as exploring the moon or supporting the International Space Station, but would not sell or otherwise transfer space-related technologies to China.9 Besides concerns about preserving Russia’s leading position as a provider of commercial space services, the Russian position recognizes that many aerospace technologies have a direct military application. For example, China could use imported space technologies to develop improved military reconnaissance sat-ellites or long-range ballistic missiles. The authorities have not hesitated to punish Russian scientists (most notoriously, physicist Valentin Danilov) who have violated Moscow’s export controls on space technology. 

Furthermore, Russian leaders presumably do not want to jeopardize their country’s extensive collaboration with the US in civilian space activities, as well as potential opportunities for cooperating with NATO countries on certain space defense issues. Russian officials are undoubtedly aware that the recent Chinese anti-satellite test has generated efforts, especially within the US Congress, to tighten international restrictions on transfers of sensitive aerospace technologies to China. When Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov returned from a February 2007 visit to Washington, he stressed Moscow’s continued interest in co-operating with the US in space exploration, including implementing some bilateral agreements that “could be linked with plans on military use of space.”10 At present, neither Russia nor the US appears eager to act on Chinese desires to join the consortium developing the International Space Station.

As with space weapons, Beijing and Moscow have largely failed to coordinate their mutual opposition to the US deployment of missile defense systems in North America, Europe and Asia. Both China and Russia oppose the Bush administration’s efforts to construct national and regional ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems. Although the two countries explored a coordinated response to the Bush administration’s initial missile defense plans, the Putin government eventually decided in 2001 to acquiesce to the US decision to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. From 2001 to 2006, Chinese and especially Russian officials became increasingly uncomfortable with US BMD plans, but they expressed their opposition largely independently of each other. Russia sought to work with NATO on establishing a compatible European BMD architecture, but by 2006 Moscow had focused its efforts on preventing the US from deploying its BMD systems in Eastern and Central Europe. In contrast, Chinese officials concentrated their attention on the expanding US-Japanese BMD research and development program. A particular Chinese concern is that the system might eventually cover Taiwan, a development that could embolden Taiwanese separatist aspirations if it appeared to neutralize the threat of China’s growing fleet of medium-range missiles. 

AT: Space Debris 

Space deterrence key to preventing debris

SWF, 9 – staff writers, Secure World Foundation (SWF) is headquartered in Superior, Colorado, with offices in Washington, D.C. and Vienna, Austria. SWF is a private operating foundation dedicated to the secure and sustainable use of space (4/24, “Space Deterrence Concept Critical To US Space Asset Security,” http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Space_Deterrence_Concept_Critical_To_US_Space_Asset_Security_999.html)

A fundamental workshop observation is that the U.S. faces the key issue of what the face of 21st century deterrence might look like. In a post- Cold War era, the number, range, and variety of players has increased significantly, and space is perhaps the most globalized of political and military arenas.

As such, there is much debate as to what the face of deterrence for space should look like, and how large a role it should play in overall US strategic thinking in protection its space assets.

"Maturing the discussion of space deterrence is important because deterrence ultimately provides the best protection of space and enhances U.S. national security", says Colonel Sean McClung, Director of the National Space Studies Center at Maxwell Air Force Base.

McClung adds: "Successful space deterrence can prevent conflicts that create massive debris fields and result in a universal inability to effectively use the space environment."

Other events on this topic, most notably those of the National Defense University and the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, highlight the currency of this theme and its consideration by the upper echelons of political and military thinkers.

Low probability of space debris collisions – re-entering the atmosphere and moving space assets solve 

Singer 4 (Jeremy, Space News Staff Writer, Space.com, “Space-Based Missile Interceptors Could Pose Debris Threat,” September 13, 2004, http://www.space.com/328-space-based-missile-interceptors-pose-debris-threat.html DA: 7/1/11) 

WASHINGTON D.C. - A U.S. Defense Department report says tests of space-based missile interceptors that could take place beginning in 2012 will create debris that could threaten the international space station, space shuttles and satellites in low Earth orbit. However, to the study, conducted by the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), the threat is not severe because the debris likely would re-enter the atmosphere before colliding with anything, and NASA could move the international space station to avoid debris if necessary. The MDA posted the "Draft Programmatic Environment Impact Statement" for national missile defense systems on its Internet site Aug. 9. Most activities associated with land-based missile interceptors have no significant impact on the environment, or could be handled relatively easily by following safety procedures for handling hazardous waste and reducing harmful emissions in the air, the review concluded. The MDA plans to begin testing space-based missile interceptors that rely on kinetic energy to destroy their targets around 2012. Debris from these tests is unlikely to cause problems on Earth, as it would probably burn up upon re-entering the atmosphere or land in an ocean or otherwise unpopulated area, the report said. However, even tiny particles generated by collisions in space could pose a threat to people and spacecraft in orbit, the report said. Many of these particles would be too small for the Pentagon's space surveillance systems to track, the report said, noting that those surveillance systems generally cannot track objects less than 10 centimeters across. Particles less one-tenth of a millimeter in diameter could damage a spacecraft, and would be especially troublesome if there were many collisions, the report said. Debris from one-tenth of a millimeter to 1 millimeter across could cause significant damage, and anything larger could penetrate a critical spacecraft component, like a flight computer or propellant tank, and lead to loss of the spacecraft, the report said. The report said a chunk of debris 10 centimeters in diameter, the smallest sort of debris ground-based radars can track, might be as destructive to an orbiting spacecraft as 25 sticks of dynamite. Spacewalking astronauts could have their space suits penetrated by debris even 1 millimeter in diameter, the report said. The report states that in most cases, debris created by a missile defense test would re-enter the atmosphere before completing a full orbit, and therefore would put satellites at risk only briefly. In other cases, spacecraft like the international space station could be moved to avoid collisions with debris, the report said. A Defense Department official said missile defense tests today are designed to avoid creating debris that could collide with satellites, and that the locations of manned and unmanned spacecraft will continue to be taken into consideration if the Pentagon conducts space-based missile defense tests. Nicholas Johnson, chief scientist and program manager of NASA's Orbital Debris Program Office at Johnson Space Center in Houston, said missile intercepts are capable of producing debris large enough to damage the international space station, but the probability of impact "might indeed be small depending upon the nature and number of intercepts." Johnson said he meets periodically with his counterparts at the MDA, and their discussions to date have focused on the potential for orbital debris hazards resulting from ground-based interceptor testing. He said the guiding principle has always been to alter any planned tests to eliminate any risk to the space station, as opposed to moving the station. "Any debris, orbital or sub-orbital, created during future MDA tests which pose a risk to NASA space assets, including the [space station], are of concern to NASA," Johnson said. "Consequently, NASA has been engaged with MDA and other [Defense Department] organizations since early this year to address this issue." Johnson said he has not engaged his MDA counterparts in detailed discussions of orbital debris hazards posed by a space-based missile defense system, primarily because such a system does not yet exist. Johnson said even ground-based interceptor tests have the potential to create at least temporary debris hazards in low Earth orbit. Should missile defense tests produce debris large enough to be tracked by U.S. space surveillance assets, there is a collision-avoidance process that calls for the space station to maneuver if the risk from known orbital debris exceeds a certain threshold, Johnson said.

SMD debris won’t cause problems

Singer 04-(Jeremy Singer, Space News Staff Writer, September 13, 2004, Space-Based Missile Interceptors Could Pose Debris Threat, http://www.space.com/328-space-based-missile-interceptors-pose-debris-threat.html)
WASHINGTON D.C. - A U.S. Defense Department report says tests of space-based missile interceptors that could take place beginning in 2012 will create debris that could threaten the international space station, space shuttles and satellites in low Earth orbit. However, to the study, conducted by the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), the threat is not severe because the debris likely would re-enter the atmosphere before colliding with anything, and NASA could move the international space station to avoid debris if necessary. The MDA posted the "Draft Programmatic Environment Impact Statement" for national missile defense systems on its Internet site Aug. 9. Most activities associated with land-based missile interceptors have no significant impact on the environment, or could be handled relatively easily by following safety procedures for handling hazardous waste and reducing harmful emissions in the air, the review concluded. The MDA plans to begin testing space-based missile interceptors that rely on kinetic energy to destroy their targets around 2012. Debris from these tests is unlikely to cause problems on Earth, as it would probably burn up upon re-entering the atmosphere or land in an ocean or otherwise unpopulated area, the report said. 
AT: PTX – Plan Popular
Congress has turned a corner and now supports MD
Spring 10 (Baker Spring, May 14 2010, writer for The Foundry, “Is Congress Turning the Corner on Missile Defense?”,  http://blog.heritage.org/2010/05/14/is-congress-turning-the-corner-on-missile-defense/ )

Congress may be turning the corner on missile defense. It is reported that the House Subcommittee on Strategic Forces added $361.6 million to the Obama Administration’s inadequate $9.9 billion request for the overall missile defense program in fiscal year 2011. This is a significant departure from last year, where Congress, with the notable exception of the valiant effort by House Republicans to oppose it, acquiesced in the Obama Administration’s $1.6 billion reduction in the broader program. The increase in funding is to go to the following components of the broader missile defense program: 1) the Patriot PAC-3 interceptor; 2) the AN/TPY-2 missile defense radar; 4) the Standard Missile-3 interceptors; 5) the Airborne Laser; and 6) the U.S.-Israeli missile defense cooperation program. The increases, in large measure, were paid for by reductions in funding for a number of satellite programs. 
GOP love BMD- find it intricate to US national security 
Babbin 9 (Jed Babbin, September 17 2009, writer for human events, “Obama Slow-rolls European ballistic missile defense”, http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=33596)
President Obama today announced the cancellation of the Bush administration’s plan to build ballistic missile defenses in Europe, a series of radars in the Czech Republic and ten missile interceptors in Poland. Defense Secretary Robert Gates -- the author of the Bush-era plan -- spoke after the president. Gates said that the cancellation of the earlier plan was a reflection of cost savings and changes in technology. Gates emphasized that these moves were in response to new intelligence reports that the Iranian long-range missile threat was years off and that the short-range missile threat, especially the Shahab-3 missile Iran is perfecting, was more immediate. Instead of the Bush plan, Obama said he was negotiating with our NATO allies -- and apparently Russia -- to put in place a new plan in several parts. First, improved SM-3 interceptor missiles could be placed in Eastern Europe to answer the intermediate-range missile threat. Second, U.S. navy Aegis destroyers equipped with phased-array radar and armed with SM-3 missile interceptors could be stationed in the waters between Iran and Europe. Unanswered is the problem of delay, especially in the Aegis fleet. We have too few Aegis-equipped and SM-3 armed vessels now to provide flexible missile defenses in areas such as Hawaii and Japan, under threat of North Korean missiles. How many more Aegis ships can be built -- and how quickly -- to protect Eastern Europe? That question remains unanswered. And that compels the conclusion that Obama is slow-rolling missile defense, with every intention of not completing it. Several Republican senators issued statements condemning Obama’s action. "President Obama's decision to abandon critical missile defense systems raises grave concerns," said U.S. Senator Jim DeMint (R-S.C.), member of the Foreign Relations Committee and Chairman of the Senate Steering Committee. "Our top priority must be the security of America and our allies, not the appeasement of Moscow and Tehran. Breaking our word to friends in Poland and the Czech Republic in exchange for the supposed good will of Vladimir Putin is naive and sets a dangerous precedent. This action and others have signaled weakness to our friends and enemies.” “Today, on the 70th anniversary of Russia’s invasion of Poland, President Obama has signaled to our European allies that the United States will suddenly and inexplicably walk away from our commitment, turning our back on our allies in an apparent effort to appease Russia,” said U.S. Sen. Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.), a member of the Armed Services Committee. “This callous and cavalier decision leaves our friends out on a limb, high and dry. President Obama’s announcement is indicative of a larger hostility towards our nation’s longstanding missile defense plans. Through a series of actions, the Obama Administration is dismantling this important program, and, in the process, undermining our national security and exposing our country to serious missile threats from foreign nations like Iran and North Korea.” “I have long viewed the deployment of a layered ballistic missile defense as an urgent priority, vital to the future of our country’s national security,” said U.S. Sen. Jim Inhofe (R-Okla.), a senior member of the Armed Services committee and a member of the Foreign Relations Committee. “The Obama... Administration’s decision to cancel the third missile defense site scheduled to be deployed in Poland and the Czech Republic is short-sighted and leaves America and our allies vulnerable to the growing missile threat from Iran. Iran has developed short and medium range missiles capable of hitting targets in the Middle East and southeastern Europe. Our only true defense is an effective layered defensive capability to shoot down ballistic missiles that threaten this country, our allies and our deployed forces around the globe.” 
Plan’s popular - public support and fear of China

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)
Despite the political obstacles, there is a desire within the general American public to maintain space superiority, including the deployment of space-based missile defense. If the United States is perceived as no longer dominant in space, many people will want to know how and why such dominance was lost and what needs to be done to restore it.

By the same token, there is a broad, but mistaken, belief that the United States is already defended by missile defense (which underscores the public’s support for missile defenses). Moreover, as noted above, China’s increasingly prolific space program could offer another catalyst to building an American consensus on missile defense. The fact that several other nations are manifestly interested in space and pursuing their own programs provides yet another important consideration for pressing forward with a robust U.S. missile defense program that prominently includes space. 

Plan’s popular - public support and fear of China

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)
Despite the political obstacles, there is a desire within the general American public to maintain space superiority, including the deployment of space-based missile defense. If the United States is perceived as no longer dominant in space, many people will want to know how and why such dominance was lost and what needs to be done to restore it.

By the same token, there is a broad, but mistaken, belief that the United States is already defended by missile defense (which underscores the public’s support for missile defenses). Moreover, as noted above, China’s increasingly prolific space program could offer another catalyst to building an American consensus on missile defense. The fact that several other nations are manifestly interested in space and pursuing their own programs provides yet another important consideration for pressing forward with a robust U.S. missile defense program that prominently includes space. 

Military spending popular
Wood 10 (David Wood, 2010, chief military correspondent for politics daily, “Congress on Military Spending Cuts: Not now, Maybe Never”,  http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/05/13/congress-on-military-spending-cuts-not-now-maybe-never/)
Last week Defense Secretary Robert Gates asked that Congress help pare down Pentagon costs. This week he got the answer: a loud raspberry. One key problem is the military's skyrocketing personnel costs -- for pay, health care and generous benefits. The cost of the military's health insurance, whose premiums haven't been raised since 1995, is "eating us alive,'' Gates has said. Pay is another driver of rising costs. Both the Pentagon and Congress have lavished generous annual raises on military personnel well above increases for comparable civilian pay and wages. This year, an Army private first class, unmarried and in the first year of his or her service, will draw $35,948 in pay with $3,355.43 of that tax-free. That's not counting a slew of other benefits, ranging from reduced-cost health care to free college courses. In contrast, the average male wage earner, 16-24 years old, earns $24,596, according to the U.S Bureau of Labor Standards. No one, of course, would argue that young Americans who put their lives on the line should be underpaid. But that's the problem, as Gates discovered this week: It is politically popular to say yes to defense spending -- and political suicide to say no. 
SMD popular with the public 

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
V. Are there opportunities that can be seized to press forward with space-based missile defense? Despite the political obstacles, there is a desire within the general American public to maintain space superiority, including the deployment of space-based missile defense. If the United States is perceived as no longer dominant in space, many people will want to know how and why such dominance was lost and what needs to be done to restore it. By the same token, there is a broad, but mistaken, belief that the United States is already defended by missile defense (which underscores the public’s support for missile defenses). Moreover, as noted above, China’s increasingly prolific space program could offer another catalyst to building an American consensus on missile defense. The fact that other nations are manifestly interested in space and pursuing their own programs provides yet another important consideration for pressing forward with a robust U.S. missile defense program that prominently includes space. 

Public and GOP like the plan

Foust 7/6—senior analyst at Futron Corp. and publisher with The Space Review (Jeff, 7/6/11, “Americans want to be leaders in space exploration. But what does that mean?” http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/07/06/americans-want-to-be-leaders-in-space-exploration-but-what-does-that-mean/, DA: 7/6/2011//JLENART) 

The Pew Research Center released poll results yesterday that concluded that Americans wants the US to remain leaders in space exploration. Fifty-eight percent of those polled said they agreed it was “essential” that the US “continue to be a world leader in space exploration”. Slightly higher positive responses came from people with family incomes in excess of $75,000, and somewhat more Republicans said yes than Democrats or independents; there was little differentiation based on education. This is the first time that Pew has asked this question, so there are no comparable previous poll results. (Pew asked in the same poll if the shuttle program had been a good investment for the country, and 55% said yes; that sounds good until you see that in previous polls in the 1980s that number had been as high as 73%.) However, one problem with the question is that the poll doesn’t define what it means for the US to be a “world leader” in space exploration. Does it mean having any kind of human spaceflight program? One that is oriented to going to the Moon? to Mars? to a near Earth asteroid? One that relies exclusively on its own government-owned and -operated crewed spacecraft, or one that purchases flights to at least low Earth orbit? Or, perhaps, one that places a much greater emphasis on robotic planetary exploration over human spaceflight altogether? Different people can have very different reasons for answering yes. Perhaps more telling, though, is that no matter how you define leadership in space exploration, nearly two in five Americans polled don’t think it’s essential. 
Plan is popular-key to increase homeland security 

Taylor 06 (Fred D., Jr, Major, USAF, “

 “The Quest for Security: The Space-Based Missile Defense Debate”, April 2006-Air University Research Management System)np
Recognizing that there is a valid security threat to the United States, the discussion centers on how to best address the threat in a polarized political environment with competing priorities. The debate for a space-based missile defense layer is more political than technical. Domestic arguments question whether or not the benefits of a space-based missile defense layer warrant the significant investment. There is sufficient political will supporting a missile defense system, which could be extended to also support adding a space-based layer. The nature of the threat has driven a more urgent need to consider space-based missile defenses. Analysts recognize that the US “can not firmly predict the threats we will face tomorrow nor should we presume that we will recognize threats as they emerge in the future. A missile defense is a hedge against that state of uncertainty.”45 In an effort to increase homeland security and protect forces and allies abroad a space-based missile defense layer is the most capable near-term method to defend against threats unknown in location, motivation and extent.

SMD is popular-its cost effective

Taylor 06 (Fred D., Jr, Major, USAF, “

 “The Quest for Security: The Space-Based Missile Defense Debate”, April 2006-Air University Research Management System)np
Cost Considerations. The ability to address emerging threats is of concern to many US leaders but in light of other threats and competing defense priorities they question whether or not a space-based missile defense layer justifies the cost. Terrorism is the greatest threat to the United States today as confirmed by the September 11, 2001 attacks. The cost of the September 11, 2001 attacks has been estimated to be $167B with an immediate cost of $27.2B (the cost in human lives is incalculable).57 As a result, the United States has spent more than $250B from FY01 to FY05 on homeland security. Compared to the cost of the September 11, 2001 attacks the prospect of even just one long-range missile armed with WMD striking the United States is unacceptable. The cost of deploying space-based interceptors is considerably less than the cost of the September 11, 2001 attacks and recent Homeland Defense spending. Experts such as David Wright, a member of the Union of Concerned Scientists and co-author of a recent report on the feasibility of space weapons believe that “any complete weapons system in space would be very expensive, running into the many billions of dollars. Developing a shield to defend against a single missile attack would require deploying 1,000 space-based interceptors and cost anywhere between $20 billion and $100 billion.”58 In the event of a ballistic missile attack lawmakers would not be able to politically account for their actions if they did not take all necessary steps to defend the country considering that “the thousands upon thousands of casualties and the vast accompanying destruction such an attack could cause have raised a threat which no responsible leader can disregard.”59 This factor and the potential long-term security benefits of a space-based missile defense layer would outweigh the cost. Recognizing this dilemma the Senate Armed Services Committee has applied some pressure on other leaders to accelerate the development of space-based defenses that can engage the threats before they can apply countermeasures.60 Proponents such as Senator Bob Smith (R-NH) contend “one of the best ways to defend against ballistic missile attack on our homeland is to develop a boost-phase ballistic missile interceptor.”61 To date, missile defense has had majority support in the legislative and executive branches of government.
SMD is supported by BMD proponents-Congress sees it as the only way to protect ourselves

Beljac 08 (Dr. Marko-PhD at Monash University and he has taught at the University of Melbourne. “Congress Funds Leg Up For Space-Based Missile Defense”, 9/23/08, http://scisec.net/?p=63)np

As pointed out a few times before the most hawkish supporters of Ballistic Missile Defense are especially interested in space-based missile defense. They have received an important leg up with Congress approving funding of a study, previously rejected, on space-based missile defence, which the Pentagon will out-source. The push for this came from Sen Jon Kyl, who is an uber-Hawk that employs some serious twisted logic, as can be seen from this post at the ACW blog I was made aware of this by reading a report in The Washington Times by Bill Gertz …Congress voted recently to approve $5 million for a study of space-based missile defenses, the first time the development of space weapons will be considered since similar work was canceled in the 1990s. Appropriation of the money for the study was tucked away in a little-noticed provision of the Continuing Resolution passed recently by Congress and followed two years in which Congress rejected $10 million sought for the study… …A defense official said space-based missile defenses were last considered during the first Bush administration as part of its Global Protection Against Limited Strike, or GPALS, a missile-defense plan focused on then-Soviet missiles using a combination of ground-based interceptors, sea-based missiles and space-based interceptors. The Clinton administration canceled all work on space-based missile defense and focused instead on tactical defenses against short-range missiles. The current Bush administration's missile-defense program is limited to the deployed ground-based interceptors in Alaska and California and ship-based interceptor missile defense. The defense official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity, said space-based defenses are needed for global, rapid defense against missiles. "It's really the only way to defend the U.S. and its allies from anywhere on the planet," the official said… Generally there are two types of space based BMD that we can talk about those being space based interception in the boost phase or space based exo-atmospheric interception in the midcourse phase. The latter would involve the use of directed energy interception such as lasers and is way off. The Bush the Elder space based BMD was called “brilliant pebbles” and was a form of space based boost phase interception. This study will focus on the boost phase primarily. A number of things can be said about this, following the Union of Concerned Scientists report on The Physics of Space Security especially section 9 on space basing. The first is that even for a very limited capability we are talking big bucks. As the trainee Mercury astronauts stated in The Right Stuff, “no bucks, no Buck Rogers”. …Similar to the ground attack system analyzed above, the structure of the missile defense constellation would depend on what parts of the Earth the system was intended to cover. Truly global coverage would require some satellites in polar orbits. A system using satellites in orbits with inclinations less than about 45° would not be able to defend against launches from locations with latitudes above about 45°. Such a system would cover the Middle East and almost all of the United States and China, but would not cover Russia or northern Europe. The Brilliant Pebbles system proposed as part of the Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) system in the early 1990s by the first Bush administration was intended to include 1,000 SBIs for global coverage of one or two missiles launched simultaneously from a single site.… Moreover, …A technical analysis of boost-phase missile defense published by the American Physical Society (APS) in July 2003 found that a similar number of interceptors were required.16 The APS panel considered a constellation of SBIs in orbits at an altitude of 300 km that would place a minimum of one and occasionally two interceptors within range of any launch site between 30° and 45° latitude (which includes North Korea and the Middle East), but would provide no coverage above 45° and somewhat limited coverage near the equator. They determined that this system would require roughly 1,600 SBIs to engage solid fueled missiles (with a boost phase of 170 seconds), and roughly 700 SBIs to engage liquid-fueled missiles (with a boost phase of 240 seconds). Increasing the regions of the Earth covered by the system would significantly increase the number of SBIs needed; global coverage would roughly double the number required.…

AT: PTX – Plan Unpopular
SBMD are politically controversial-empirically proven

Pfaltzgraff 09 (Robert L.- is President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, and Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School, Tufts University. He has advised key of​ficials on military strategy, defense modernization, He has served on the International Security Advisory Board (ISAB), U.S. State Department, Co-Chairman of the Independent Working Group “Boost-Phase Missile Defense”, 4/3/09, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Pfaltzgraff_Boost-Phase.Missile.Defense_Capitol.Hill-Marshall.Inst_3.April.09.pdf)np
Space-based defenses as well as sea-based defenses, and I would add the airborne laser, have boost-phase intercept capabilities. Yet space-based defenses have been politically the most controversial and therefore politically the least acceptable. As a result we have failed to deploy space-based interceptors that could destroy missiles and warheads in boost phase as well as midcourse and terminal phases. As we point out in the IWG Report, the United States had developed a missile defense that could have begun operating as early as the mid 1990s that included space-based interceptors known as Brilliant Pebbles providing for a layered defense against missiles launched from any point against the United States itself of its interests overseas. By the early 1990s, as a result of the technology investments during the preceding decade, the space-based elements were more technically mature and capable of rapid development than the ground-based missile components of the missile defense system then envisioned. The space-based missile defense based on kinetic energy interceptors would have placed heavy emphasis on boost-phase interception. It was a program that had survived numerous peer reviews, had been approved by the Pentagon’s acquisition authorities, and yet was curtailed by Congress in 1991 and 1992 and then canceled by the Clinton Administration. Despite this cancelation, advances in the commercial , civil, and other defense sectors since that time would now permit even lighter mass, lower cost, and higher performance than would have been possible with the 1990-era technology base. Advances in technology would make possible boost-phase intercept of even short- and medium-range ballistic missiles as well as ICBMs.
SMD drains political capital  

IFPA 7 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, aids senior government policy makers, and industry leaders, “Missile Defense the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,” 2007 Report, http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/IWGreport.pdf DA: 7/5/11, PC) 
The principal obstacles confronting space-based defense are political rather than technological. Neither do the questions facing space-based defense relate primarily to cost or schedule. Instead, the problem lies principally with the politics of missile defense. Polls suggest that there is broad public support for deployment of such systems. Many apparently believe that the United States has long had a deployed missile defense. Nevertheless, a small but vocal minority has so far succeeded in shaping the debate against space-based defense and against missile defense in general. Greater involvement in missile defense at the highest levels of the executive branch is thus necessary if we are to move ahead. 

There’s strong momentum against BMD

Defense News 9

(January 30, 2009,  “SASC Chair: Cuts, Acquisition Reform Coming”, Defense News, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3926970)

Confronted by two costly wars and a collapsing economy, the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee is preparing to trim military spending on weapons, committee chairman Sen. Carl Levin said Jan. 30. Sen. Carl Levin declined to name specific weapons that are likely to be on the chopping block. "We are going to cut weapons systems," Levin said during a news conference in an ornate Armed Services Committee hearing room. "That's not just me speaking. The secretary of defense and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs [of Staff] have spoken about [how] we have got to face the reality that there's going to be a reduction somewhere in the defense budget," said Levin, D-Mich. "We don't want to reduce personnel; we don't want to shortchange personnel" amid a war, he said. "So we've got to look to the future and make savings there. There's the fact of life." Levin declined to name specific weapons that are likely to be on the chopping block. But he said "I'd love to see" cuts to the missile-defense program. Too much money has been spent on missile defense systems before adequate, realistic testing has been done, he said. 

Plan is unpopular

Sheenan, ‘7 – Mike, prof of IR @ university of Swansea (The International Politics of Space, page 121. Series: Space Power and Politics, ed. Everett C Dolman and John Sheldon,  both @ School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, USAF Air. )

While there may be clear military rationales in favour of the weaponisation of space by the United States, it is a decision that would have considerable political implications. It is also true that to date there have always existed powerful cultural and political domestic obstacles in the United States to such a development. Even at the outset of the space age leading US politicians speculated on the idea of space as a force for peace rather than a theatre of war. House Majority Leader McCormack suggested in 1958 that the exploration of space had the potential to encourage a revived understanding ‘of the common links that bind the members of the human race together and the development of a strengthened sense of community of interest which quite transcends national boundaries’.84 President Kennedy similarly suggested that it was ‘an area in which the stale and sterile dogmas of the Cold War could be literally left a quarter of a million miles behind’.85 US National Space Policy states that the United States is committed to the exploration and use of outer space ‘by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefi t of all humanity’.86 US national space policy does allow for the use of space for the purpose of national defence and security, but nevertheless, the weaponisation of space would seem to run counter to a very long-standing national policy. Similarly, the US National Security Strategy declares that uninhibited access to space and use of space are essential to American security. Space policy objectives include protecting US space assets, ‘preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction to space, and enhancing global partnerships with other space-faring nations across the spectrum of economic, political and security issues’.87 It is also notable that the US armed forces are aware of the need to respect the concept of space as a ‘global commons’, so that if ‘the United States impedes on the commons, establishing superiority for the duration of a confl ict, part of the exit strategy for that confl ict must be the return of space to a commons allowing all nations full access’.88 Current US military space doctrine is careful to emphasise the political implications of military operations in space and the need to be sensitive to legal issues. USDD 2-1.1, Counterspace Operations, insists that ‘in all cases, a judge advocate should be involved when considering specifi c counterspace operations to ensure compliance with domestic and international law and applicable rules of engagement’. 89 

Clash between engineers and policymakers makes NMD highly contentious and results in political gridlock
Johnson-Freese and Nichols 4/14  (April 14 2011, Dr. Joan Johnson-Freese is a professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College , Dr. Thomas M. Nichols is a professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College and a fellow of the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government “Academic Stovepipes Undermine US Security” http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8518/academic-stovepipes-undermine-u-s-security SG)
In space policy, as well, there is a wide gap between the technical and policy communities. "Space" as an object of policy came of age during the Cold War and provided both the means to peer over the Iron Curtain and the staging area from which nuclear-tipped ICBMs would pierce it. NASA, as the face of the U.S. civil space program, joined in this effort by gloriously beating the Soviets in the moon race. Space was as much a Cold War weapon as any tank or jet, and the scientists and engineers who facilitated these political goals were can-do heroes.   Though the political will required for a robust human space exploration program has since faltered in the United States, enthusiasm for use of space assets as military force multipliers, capable of providing a considerable edge over America's opponents, has not. Consequently there is a political and military policymaking contingent that feels that if using space gives the United States an advantage, then it stands to reason that the total control of space would be even better. But the lure of space dominance can tempt supporters to ignore pesky impediments like the laws of physics, which they assume can be solved by people they respect but whose expertise they do not understand.   Missile defense represents the most severe collision of space, nuclear weapons and politics. Accustomed to technological miracles, Americans assume that technical problems can always be fixed with enough money. Engineers are not asked if missile defense is a viable solution to the horrific threat of nuclear warheads carried on missiles, and political analysts do not care about the difficulties involved in developing hardware. In the end, this disconnect could produce a situation where a U.S. president is asked to rely on a system that technical experts cannot assure him will work but that political advisers insist must be brandished.   Stovepiping is not exclusively an American problem. Most national representatives to multinational organizations tasked to deal with nuclear and space weapons issues are professional bureaucrats on assignment, unfamiliar with either the policy issues or the accompanying technical systems in their portfolios. The result is gridlock on these politically charged and technologically complicated issues. 
Military spending is no longer a sacred cow - Congress is now hostile to BMD spending

Garofalo 10 (Pat, July 8th, “Conservatives Profess Support For Defense Budget Cuts, But Still Want Weapons The Pentagon Calls Unnecessary”, http://thinkprogress.org/2010/07/08/isakson-palin-defens/)

With the country facing unsustainable long-term structural deficits in the coming years, more and more lawmakers have been willing to broach the once untouchable subject of cutting defense spending to save money. House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (D-MD) said a few weeks ago that “any conversation about the deficit that leaves out defense spending is seriously flawed before it begins.” Rep. Paul Ryan (R-WI) added that “there are billions of dollars of waste you can get out of the Pentagon, lots of procurement waste. We’re buying some weapons systems I would argue you don’t need anymore.” Sen. Johnny Isakson (R-GA) tried to sing the right notes yesterday, saying with regard to defense spending that “there are savings everywhere. We should be looking, as a Congress, toward finding savings.” However, Isakson that bristled at the notion that a program the Pentagon has repeatedly said it doesn’t want should be cut: One expenditure, the second engine for the F-35 program, did receive Isakson’s support. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has recommended President Obama veto any defense spending bill that includes funding of the second engine. “The second engine makes sense from a standpoint of having a redundant system to protect the aircraft,” he said. Gates has called the second engine “costly and unnecessary,” while U.S. Air Force Secretary Michael Donley has referred to it as “another rock” on top of the F-35 program. Isakson is hardly alone in paying lip service to cutting defense spending while opposing actual cuts in weapons systems that no one wants. Rep. Mike Pence (R-IN) has said “if we are going to put our fiscal house in order, everything has to be on the table. We have to be willing to look at domestic spending, we have to be able to look at entitlements, and we have to look at defense.” But Pence also supports the second engine.

High cost goes against GOP demands to cut spending- unpopular

Union of Concerned Scientists 11 (June 2011 Fact Sheet, “Space-Based Missile Defense: Why it Would Reduce U.S. Security)
A space-based boost-phase defense is intended to intercept attacking missiles during the first few minutes of  their flight, while the missiles’ engines are still burning. To reach attacking missiles during this very short time,  SBIs must be stationed in low-altitude orbits. However, in these orbits SBIs move rapidly with respect to the  ground and cannot stay over any one location on Earth. To keep at least one interceptor within reach of a  given missile launch site at all times therefore requires many SBIs in orbit. A 2003 American Physical Society  study showed that many hundreds or thousands of SBIs would be required to provide limited coverage against  ballistic missiles launched from areas of concern. This estimate is consistent with the size of the space layer in  the Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) missile defense system, which was proposed (but not  built) by the George H.W. Bush administration in the early 1990s. GPALS called for 1,000 to 5,000 SBIs.   Doubling the number of missiles that such a defense could engage would require doubling the size of the  entire constellation of SBIs.    Moreover, given the technology expected for the next decade, each SBI would weigh up to a ton or more. As a  result, deploying such a system would be enormously expensive and actually would exceed U.S. launch  capabilities. Additionally, such a system would raise significant issues for crowding and traffic management in  space.    Yet even if such a large system were built and the technology worked perfectly, it would not provide a reliable  defense, for two reasons.  First, even if the constellation of hundreds to thousands of interceptors described  above were in place, only one or two SBIs would be in position to reach any given launching missile in time to  destroy it. Consequently, the defense could be overwhelmed by simultaneously launching multiple missiles  from one location.   

Obama cut spending for missile defense- plan is viewed as flip flop, kills credibility
Carafano 11 (April 20 2011, James Jay is the Deputy Director of The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and is Director of the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation “Resetting Missile Defenses – Analysis”, SG)
In his first year in office, President Obama immediately laid down his marker on missile defense  by requesting $1.5 billion less for the Missile Defense Agency (the U.S. missile defense program  coordinator) than the last budget request of G. W. Bush. By some accounts, the administration  came into office envisioning much deeper cuts—as much as 50 percent.    
Obama is completely ignoring space missile defense

Kyl 11 (March 19 2011, Jon Kyl Senator for Arizona “Defending against ballistic missile threats” http://kyl.senate.gov/legis_center/defense.cfm SG)
President Obama has reduced funding for missile defense by about $4 billion compared to the previous Administration’s plans; eliminated advanced projects like the Kinetic Energy Interceptor and Air-Borne Laser; and drastically altered U.S. agreements with Poland and the Czech Republic, which would have deployed missile defenses for the protection of the United States.  Moreover, he has completely overlooked space-based missile defense, which could substantially reduce the threat posed by ballistic missiles. 

***AT: Counterplans***

AT: Treaty CP’s

Treaties fail in the context of space based BMD
McKnight 03 (John Carter McKnight, a member of the Board of Directors of the Space Frontier Foundation, author of a biweekly online column, “The Spacefaring Web,” The Mars Society’s first Executive Director, Jan 30, 2003, “Let’s Weaponized Space”, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-03d.html) JB
Multilateral weapons-ban treaties can be useful in certain limited circumstances. They will be obeyed if the technologies they ban are unreliable or obsolescent: this is why the chemical weapons ban has largely been observed. They will be useful if the primary danger is to non-combatants, the weapon's military utility can be met by other means, and their supply can be interdicted - making the recent land mine treaty valuable and effective. Neither set of circumstances applies to space weaponry. Most space weapon proposals involve using space-based means to influence Terrestrial battles, as a defense against ground-to-ground missile attacks, or the sort of space piracy described here. In none of these cases do the weapons systems meet the criteria for an effective treaty ban. The only consequence of such a treaty would be to endanger lives and property in space. As many of the treaty activists are generally anti-space and anti-technology (Rep. Kucinich, though supportive of the NASA center in his district, is the Congressional leader of opposition to biotechnology), such an outcome is probably generally desired by treaty supporters. Opposition to a treaty ban by no means mandates support for American ballistic missile defense initiatives, unilateralist foreign policies or the growing influence of the military-industrial complex. The wisdom and utility of Star Wars is open to debate. Each system, each policy, should be addressed on its own merits. Neither complete acquiescence nor universal bans are realistic, rational or appropriate responses to the complexities of politics and technology. Citizenship requires us to think for ourselves and act responsibly for the preservation of our civilization - and for its expansion into space. A space weapons ban is an abdication of that responsibility.
Arms controls treaties not popular- US refuses engaging in discussions

UNIDR 2k4

(United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research is an  institute within the United Nations — conducts research on disarmament and security with the aim of assisting the international community in their disarmament thinking, decisions and efforts , “Safeguarding Space for All: Security and Peaceful Uses”, Conference Report, March 2004, Print: 54 // sc)

 Negotiating a multilateral treaty prohibiting space warfare in general and ASAT tests in particular will not be easy. The forum in Geneva established for this purpose, the Conference on Disarmament (CD), now has 66 members and operates by consensus. The United States has opposed a negotiating mandate for space arms control, and appears reluctant even to engage in preliminary discussions on this subject. Several nations are likely to be uncomfortable with the transparency measures necessary to provide assurance of compliance and early warning of troubling activities. Nor will it be simple to construct a widely acceptable, common sense definition of what constitutes the acts of space warfare to be prohibited. The mix of monitoring arrangements and transparency measures sufficient to verify that prohibited activities are not being carried out also poses a significant challenge.

AT: Consult CP’s 

     Europe

Europe says no

McLaughlin 2 (Kevin, Washington Quarterly, Vice Commander, U.S. Air Force Warfare Center, served in staff assignments at the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Headquarters Air Force, the National Reconnaissance Office, and Headquarters Air Force Space Command, professional staff member on the Commission to Assess National Security Space Management and Organization chaired by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Masters in Space Systems Management, 2002 National Defense Fellowship, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Would Space-Based Defenses Improve Security?,” Summer 2002,  http://www.twq.com/02summer/mclaughlin.pdf DA: 7/1/11) 

*Europe. Characterizing the European position on this issue is difficult because the views differ from country to country. Some European nations fundamentally and philosophically oppose missile defenses and any efforts to militarize the realm of space further. Others fully embrace the concept of leveraging space capabilities in support of national security needs, including those associated with missile defense. Despite these differences, making some general observations about the core group of European countries that typically cooperate on European defense and space policy--France, Germany, Italy, and Great Britain--is possible. Concerns about economic, industrial, and technological competition seem to dominate these nations' views of U.S. military space programs. Current disparities between U.S. and European investment in defense and space capabilities drive a perception, which the French articulate most often, that these disparities are a threat to Europe. Europe will likely resist any effort to field missile defense capabilities in a manner that does not include a strong role for itself and the likelihood of sharing technology with the United States.

     Russia 

Russia says no – exposes Russia’s weak space programs 

McLaughlin 2 (Kevin, Washington Quarterly, Vice Commander, U.S. Air Force Warfare Center, served in staff assignments at the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Headquarters Air Force, the National Reconnaissance Office, and Headquarters Air Force Space Command, professional staff member on the Commission to Assess National Security Space Management and Organization chaired by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Masters in Space Systems Management, 2002 National Defense Fellowship, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Would Space-Based Defenses Improve Security?,” Summer 2002,  http://www.twq.com/02summer/mclaughlin.pdf DA: 7/1/11) 

* Russia. The Russians have a long-standing and mature understanding regarding the use of space in support of their national interests, including military and missile defense missions. Like the United States, the Soviet Union of the Cold War viewed a broad-based space program as a political statement of the superiority of Soviet technical know-how and capability. Their national effort included an advanced military space program with interests in space weapons, antisatellite systems, and missile defense. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Russian economy has forced the Russian government to reduce the scope of many of its activities, including its national space program, drastically. This cutback has pressured the Russian government to consolidate its space efforts around its most important core capabilities while striving to preserve the perception within the international community that it remains a preeminent space power. Russia resists U.S. plans to deploy a layered missile defense, especially one that heavily leverages space capabilities, because they would highlight glaring weaknesses in the Russian ability to fund and deploy equivalent systems. In addition, such steps would provide ammunition to Russian conservatives who would try and cast U.S. missile defense plans as threats to the effectiveness of the Russian nuclear deterrent force. If successful, such arguments could cause Russia to pursue nuclear modernization programs aggressively and to reject U.S. calls for further cuts in strategic nuclear warheads.

     China 
China says no – wrecks their nuclear deterrent 

McLaughlin 2 (Kevin, Washington Quarterly, Vice Commander, U.S. Air Force Warfare Center, served in staff assignments at the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Headquarters Air Force, the National Reconnaissance Office, and Headquarters Air Force Space Command, professional staff member on the Commission to Assess National Security Space Management and Organization chaired by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Masters in Space Systems Management, 2002 National Defense Fellowship, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Would Space-Based Defenses Improve Security?,” Summer 2002,  http://www.twq.com/02summer/mclaughlin.pdf DA: 7/1/11) 

* China. China also has deep misgivings about U.S. missile defense plans, but its concerns are different from Europe's and Russia's problems. No country has ever perceived China as a premier economic, military, or technological power. Its limited nuclear deterrent capability is one of its most valued military capabilities, however, especially as a balance to U.S. capabilities and interests in East Asia. China's national potential and ambitions all point toward a desire to challenge the United States as a strategic power in the first half of the twenty-first century. Increases in China's strategic, conventional, and space military investments, as well as a determined effort to enlarge its economy, are evidence of these ambitions. China also recognizes the current U.S. advantages made possible by the integration of space throughout the U.S. economy and national security sector. The Chinese have openly discussed the need in any war with the United States to attack U.S. space capabilities using asymmetric methods, including antisatellite weapons. Within this environment, China objects to U.S. missile defense plans and the use of space to support those plans. Such U.S. efforts throw the viability of the Chinese nuclear force into question and create political pressures for the Chinese to respond in a manner that appears to counterbalance new U.S. capabilities and in ways that other nations might find destabilizing.

AT: Internat Co-op CP

Extend: 

The US must lead the way, or hegemony will be crushed
Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  
International Negotiations Fail

 Zahariadis 03-(Nikolaos, Zahariadis, July 1, 2003, Domestic strategy and international choice in negotiations between non-allies, http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1G1-108836669.html,)
But not all strategies are "created equal." Different strategies are appropriate at different times. Despite the obvious nature of this point, two-level game analysts have paid little attention to it. Under what conditions is strategy most effective? The answer is important for three reasons. First, it highlights a point not frequently made in the scholarly literature. International negotiations fail largely because policy makers pursue ineffective strategies. Second, focusing on the dynamics of negotiations underlines a counterintuitive, policy-relevant implication. Under certain conditions weakness can be turned to strength. If so, realist predictions of a state's likely cooperative behavior must be qualified. Third, while many analysts have stressed the importance of domestic politics and strategies on international negotiations, relatively little attention has been paid to assessing the effectiveness of such strategies. (2)

AT: Ban BMD CP
CP links to politics—Reagan proves

Andreasen 4—national security consultant and lectures at the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs (Steve, “ Reagan Was Right: Let’s Ban Ballistic Missiles,”  Survival, vol. 46, no. 1, Spring 2004, ingenta, DA: 7/27/2011//JLENART) **NOTE—ZBM stands for Zero Ballistic Missiles. It is a policy Reagan tried to implement during his administration in 1986.
After Reykjavik, President Reagan took some heat – from both sides of the political aisle in Washington and from European allies – for proposing that the most straightforward way to eliminate ballistic missile threats was to eliminate ballistic missiles. In hindsight, however, Reagan was right. Let’s get rid of these ‘god-awful’ missiles before they get us. 
Russia says no—concessions make them weaker with regard to the US and China and BMD is key to their nuclear deterrent

Andreasen 4—national security consultant and lectures at the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs (Steve, “ Reagan Was Right: Let’s Ban Ballistic Missiles,”  Survival, vol. 46, no. 1, Spring 2004, ingenta, DA: 7/27/2011//JLENART) **NOTE—ZBM stands for Zero Ballistic Missiles. It is a policy Reagan tried to implement during his administration in 1986.
As for Russia, convincing Moscow of the merits of global ZBM will not be an easy task. Many Russians believe nuclear weapons are even more necessary today than during the Cold War as a means to compensate for Russia’s political, economic and military weakness. Moreover, Russia relies most extensively on its force of offensive ballistic missiles – in particular, ICBMs – to maintain its nuclear deterrent. Given that the US has a more robust force of bombers and cruise missiles, Russia may view global ZBM as unequal, and seek US concessions in other areas (for example, the elimination of long-range heavy bombers and nuclear cruise missiles, or limitations on precision-guided conventional munitions). On top of this, global ZBM could exacerbate Russia’s vulnerability to China and other regional powers, or at least further equalise their relative military capabilities, raising Russian suspicions as to US motivations. Beyond these military calculations, lingering suspicions remain in the United States and Russia about each other. Some in the US fear the return of a less democratic, more hostile Russian leadership, while some in Russia question the true intentions of the United States, in particular as NATO moves closer to Russia’s border. Thus, political relations between the US and Russia may not have matured to the stage where each is prepared to abandon its most potent military threat against the other. 
UK and France say no—security commitments and long-term investments prevent

Andreasen 4—national security consultant and lectures at the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs (Steve, “ Reagan Was Right: Let’s Ban Ballistic Missiles,”  Survival, vol. 46, no. 1, Spring 2004, ingenta, DA: 7/27/2011//JLENART) **NOTE—ZBM stands for Zero Ballistic Missiles. It is a policy Reagan tried to implement during his administration in 1986.
Global ZBM would have a greater impact on the force postures of Britain and France. Both European states have made greater investments than China in long-range ballistic missiles – specifically, SLBMs – and thus would be giving up more. And both have security commitments that are more far-flung than China, extending beyond NATO and Europe; for this reason, they may feel less able than China to compensate for the loss of ballistic missiles. The more difficult case – one that Washington would approach with the utmost care, due to the ‘special relationship’ between the two countries – would be London. Without SLBMs, in order to maintain a nuclear weapons capability, the British would have to revisit their 1998 decision to remove air-delivered nuclear weapons from service, or seek to deploy nuclear-armed cruise missiles on submarines (neither of which may be feasible). Paris would be better off than London under global ZBM in that France would still maintain a force of land- and sea-based aircraft capable of delivering nuclear-armed cruise missiles. That said, given that both the UK and France continue to view ballistic missiles as an important component of their security, global ZBM will need to surmount major hurdles in London and Paris. 
Lack of focus from key nations prevents a functional CP—the US and Russia are preoccupied in other areas—kills diplomatic initiatives and bolsters negotiating hurdles

Andreasen 4—national security consultant and lectures at the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs (Steve, “ Reagan Was Right: Let’s Ban Ballistic Missiles,”  Survival, vol. 46, no. 1, Spring 2004, ingenta, DA: 7/27/2011//JLENART) **NOTE—ZBM stands for Zero Ballistic Missiles. It is a policy Reagan tried to implement during his administration in 1986.
Negotiation of a global ZBM agreement would require a significant investment in multilateral diplomacy – beginning with Washington and Moscow – at a time when the United States is preoccupied with Iraq and the ongoing war on terror, and Russia with post-communist reforms and the war in Chechnya. From the outset, there would be high negotiating hurdles – the kind that always exists when each party is asked to give up something significant. Would the effort be justified, even if ZBM were understood initially as an organising principle that could only be implemented in practice over a period of many years? 
AT: Increase BMD CP

BMD/NMD fails—can’t protect the US from Chinese and Russian attacks, diplomatic and technical issues prevent

Puttré and McKenna 5—engineering/technology freelance writer AND Canadian businessman and former politician and diplomat with the US (Michael and Frank, “From the Ground Up,” Journal of Electronic Defense, Vol. 28, Iss. 12, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART) 

In fact, one of the challenges to NMD had been the diplomatic one. First of all, there was the ABM Treaty to be withdrawn from, since many of the technologies required for strategic ballistic-missile defense were banned under it. But this was accomplished with surprisingly little shoe-banging from Russia in 2002, despite apocalyptic predictions from critics. Subsequently, the US has taken pains to assure Russia and even China - which was not a party to the ABM Treaty - that NMD is not intended to counter their strike capabilities. The assumption, strategically, is that the time-proven concept of deterrence will continue to keep the peace with both nations, at least with regard to nuclear war. From a practical standpoint, Russia appears confident that it will remain able to overwhelm or evade any NMD system the US deploys, and the latest generation of Russian ICBMs, the Topol-M, bears this out (see sidebar). China, which is understood to have only a limited number of true ICBMs capable of striking the continental US, has reasons to be more suspicious of US intentions with regard to NMD. Certainly, a bubbling disagreement over the status of Taiwan (see "Flashpoint Taiwan Straits," JED, November 2004, p. 51) runs the risk of open conflict between the US and China. A 1999 Rand report entitled "Planning a Ballistic Missile Defense System of Systems: An Adaptive Strategy" pointed out that managing the objections of China would be an important component to deploying NMD. Leaving aside diplomatic issues, there are real technical challenges to deploying a robust NMD capability. The Rand report put it this way: "Even under ideal circumstances and with the latest technologies, ballistic-missile defense is exceedingly difficult. Destroying an RV [reentry vehicle] in flight requires an end-to-end sequence of successful tasks: detecting and classifying the threat missile, predicting the threat trajectory, cueing sensors down the line, tracking the target, discriminating the target from clutter and countermeasures, acquiring the target for intercept, intercept, kill assessment, and repeating the sequence as required. A failure anywhere in this chain precludes successful intercept." 
BMD fails—tests prove the technology isn’t ready to go online and it’s expensive

Telegraph Herald 5—American newspaper from Dubuque, IA (2/15/5, Associated Press, “Ballistic missile defense system fails another test; Failure draws fire from critics who say the technology is too expensive and unproven,” lexis, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART) 

A test of the national ballistic missile defense system failed Monday when an interceptor missile didn't get out of its silo, the second failure in as many months. The failed test came less than a week after North Korea declared it had nuclear weapons, giving new attention to a possible threat from that nation. An initial test evaluation blamed equipment at a Pacific island site rather than the interceptor itself. If that assessment bears out, it would come as a relief to defense officials because it would mean no new problems had been discovered with the missile. Still, the failure drew new fire from critics who say the technology is too expensive and unproven. It was unclear how the latest failure would affect the experimental interceptor bases in Alaska and California, which are located to defend against missiles launched from North Korea across the Pacific Ocean. In Monday's test, the interceptor missile launched from Kwajalein Island in the Pacific was to target a mock ICBM fired from Kodiak Island, Alaska. The target missile launched at 1:22 a.m. EST without any problems, but the interceptor did not launch, the Missile Defense Agency said in a statement. The previous test, on Dec. 15, failed under similar circumstances. The target missile launched, but the interceptor did not. Military officials later blamed that failure on fault-tolerance software that was oversensitive to small errors in the flow of data between the missile and a flight computer, and shut down the launch. The Dec. 15 test was the first in two years. Before that, the program had gone five-for-eight in attempts to intercept a target. Missile defense officials say each test costs $85 million. 
Current BMD tests under Obama have failed—that destroys confidence in the system and leaves the US open to attack

PR Newswire, quoting Ellison, 10—Ellison is the chairman and founder of the MDAA and an expert in international missile defense (12/17/10, “Lack of Priority Causes Obama's Missile Defense to Fail,” Proquest, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART)

WASHINGTON, Dec. 17, 2010 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- Riki Ellison, Chairman and Founder of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance (MDAA), www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org, has analyzed the recent missile test held out at Vandenberg Air Force Base earlier this week which failed. Ellison is one of the top lay experts in the field of missile defense in the world. His analysis is outlined below regarding this: "The number one priority for ballistic missile defense as stated and outlined clearly by President Barack Obama is the defense of the United States homeland. The American public demands, supports and expects ballistic missile defense for the protection of the U.S. homeland. "U.S. military and intelligence agencies have testified in Congressional hearings that the ballistic missile threat to the United States from North Korea is real and that Iran could have a capability as early as 2015 to strike the U.S. homeland. There are thirty Ground-Based Interceptors (GBI) deployed today that the Administration has deemed necessary to protect our nation from long-range ballistic missile threats. These thirty deployed GBIs also help dissuade North Korea and Iran from developing long-range missiles that could strike the U.S. "For the military, especially those in United States Northern Command (NORTHCOM), to fulfill their mission of defending the U.S. there must be demonstrated consistent success in the GBI's capability to intercept and destroy an incoming ballistic missile. The mission is too important to our nation's national security for it to fall short. "The last two GBI intercept tests, and the only two conducted under President Obama, have failed to intercept leaving a lack of confidence in the system and a perception of vulnerability to North Korea and Iran. The last time the GBI had two failed tests in a row was between 2003 and 2005 when the system was being initially developed and was not yet fully operational. "More priority and better focus is required to understand the problem within the system that has been successful in eight out of fifteen tests. It will take time before answers as to why this test was a failure come to light, but urgency is required to clearly resolve the issue and fix the problem. "Initial analysis of the failed test looks similar to the earlier failed test this year, when at the last minute the Exo-atmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV) failed to make the intercept. Tracking and discrimination information of the target from the sensors, most notably the Sea-based X-band radar (SBX), put the EKV in the right location. There has to be a focus on gathering a clear understanding of the root cause of the failure; from the first failure of the EKV this year to making the adjustments before launching a second similar test with a much more robust complex target and stretching the flight of the EKV to the farthest distance it has ever flown. This is especially important when these tests, including pre- and post-test analysis, cost the U.S. taxpayer over $150 million apiece from an already tight missile defense budget. "Quality control will always be a challenge for a very complex system that has numerous points of failure linked to the sophisticated technology and coordination required to hit an approximately 6' long object traveling close to 15,000/MPH, 120 miles up in space with a missile launched thousands of miles away. Modernization is needed to reduce failure points across the system and increase its reliability. Modernization is also required for the sustainment of confidence in the system into the future; the system is expected to perform up to and possibly beyond 2030.
(read MD fails cards)
AT: MTCR CP

MTCR fails—can’t solve North Korea or China—makes Iran prolif inevitable

Pomper and Harvey 10—senior research associate at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies AND research associate at the center (Miles and Cole, “Beyond Missile Defense: Alternative Means to Address Iran's Ballistic Missile Threat,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 40, Iss. 8, DA: 7/26/2011//JLENART) 
One key country is not restricted by the MTCR in any way: North Korea. Pyongyang does not belong to the MTCR and has been a principal supplier of missiles and technology to Iran. In the mid-1990s, Iran received 1,500-kilometer-range No Dong missile engines from North Korea, in addition to numerous shorter-range missiles in the late 1980s and early 1990s.18 The No Dong formed the basis for Iran's Shahab-3 and Ghadr-1 missiles. Throughout the 1990s and recently, the United States continued to determine that North Korea was providing missile-related assistance to Iran.19 The North Korean and Chinese examples indicate the main flaws in the MTCR arrangement: the regime is not universal and relies heavily on political will to implement its provisions in the partner countries. Nevertheless, the MTCR is important as a guide for national export control laws and decisions, as a prod to encourage states to live up to their political obligations, and as an information-sharing venue. Moreover, it is only the first barrier against the supply of components and technologies to Iran's missile program. International and unilateral sanctions that impose financial costs on states or organizations that contribute to Iran's missile program form a second layer.
AT: No Real Threats

Even if there isn’t a specific scenario for attack SMD is key to deterrence

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

One might raise the question, however: why is there ‘‘a need for space-based weapons, missile defense . . . when the threat is theoretical?’’14 The obvious answer lies in ‘‘the very fact that we have no real defense’’ against ballistic missiles.15 It also lies in the fact that space is a ‘‘hostile place’’ where ‘‘enemy missiles or warheads will spend most of their time.’’16 To this, finally, should be added the fact that it is meaningless to make a distinction between civil and military space systems. It is all the same thing. According to the Director-General of the European Space Agency (ESA), Jacque Dordain, ‘‘the distinction between defense-related and civil space systems makes little sense today,’’ because ‘‘the same satellites, the same systems can be used for both.’’ Space has already been militarized since several manufacturing satellites are utilized for security and defense purposes. The ‘‘weaponization’’ of space goes a lot further than its ‘‘militarization’’ and might be defined ‘‘as the testing or deployment of technologies specifically designed to fight a war in or from space.’’17 On this count, therefore, some scholars argue that the cost of missile defense is one ‘‘that we cannot afford not to bear.’’18 Others voice the view that the experience of Iraq is bound to incite ‘‘a more aggressive approach to making missile defenses work against a more plausible range of missile threats. Anything less would be irresponsible.’’19 The heart of the matter is that building a missile-defense system requires of a great power to militarily control space, a fact that is destined to enable it to attain global hegemony. 

COC fails

Double-bind: Either A the counterplan bans debris generating activities and other ASAT capabilities like microwaves and jamming still occur or B the counterplan bans weapons in which case it runs into definition problems

Hansel 10. (Mischa, PhD Candidate at the Chair for International Politics and Foreing Policy analysis at the University of Cologne. “The USA and arms control in space: an IR analysis.” Space Policy, Volume 26, Issue 2, May 2010, pg 91-98. 

Considering these criteria, one approach looks the most promising: an international treaty which prohibits debris-increasing activities. First, definitional problems are limited: the physical damaging of space objects is clearly separable from other activities like, for instance, electronic warfare (EW) techniques such as jamming and spoofing. Nonetheless, some remaining issues would have to be solved: would the use of missiles against space-based assets be legitimate during emergencies, or where there is a threat posed by a paralyzed satellite or even an incoming asteroid? The EU Code of Conduct does allow the damage or destruction of outer space objects when “justified by imperative safety considerations”.47 In addition, provisions have to be made as to whether any employment of kinetic energy weapons is illegitimate, or only those activities producing long-term space debris. The destruction of the US 193 satellite by the US Navy is particular illustrative in this regard, because of the lack of debris left from that incident according to the US military.48 Again, the EU Code of Conduct is more permissive than other space powers might like it to be. It explicitly rejects only those activities which may cause “long-lived space debris”.49 Given these and other issues, crafting the language of an arms control treaty will not be an easy task. On the other hand, these challenges pale in comparison to an effort to ban ‘space weapons’. First, any kind of space-based asset might be used as a ‘space weapon’, whether or not it was built for that purpose. In the end, even a satellite could serve as an ASAT by being maneuvered into another one.50 Second, some of the subtler and less efficient ASAT techniques can be employed even by non-state actors. There is a global market for jamming devices. Interference with satellite communications already happens on a daily basis. If an arms control agreement tried to cover all these capabilities it would guarantee its own non-efficiency from the start. Finally, ground-based, air-based, and sea-based missiles could be part of an ASAT system as well. There is hardly reason to expect any state to abandon these capabilities for the sake of space security alone. An attempt to ban space weapons will for all of these reasons run into all kinds of ambiguities. Behavior-oriented approaches like the EU Code of Conduct are therefore far more promising than capabilities-oriented approaches from the standpoint of institutionalism. 

Cooperation solves

Cooperation is key to preventing weaponization

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

After 50 years of human experience in space, the future of space security is destined to move either ‘‘into efforts to forge new forms of international cooperation for the commercial development of space’’ or ‘‘into a new era of space nationalism, replete with space-based offensive and defensive weapons.’’74 Unless cooperation is opted for, in the near future the main theaters of the great power competition are likely to shift from Earth to space. The key driving force behind this incremental change will be the pursuit of the great powers of our era to develop and deploy an effective global anti-missile shield with space-based components. In this respect, the highest stake in the struggle for mastery in the world will be the military control of space. Put it in terms of grand strategy, in addition to ideology and an ensuing discourse, one, if not the sole, effective grand strategic means for a great power to attain the grand strategic end of global hegemony is space control. 

Debris based coc fails

China and Russia won’t sign on to a “debris prevention” treaty because they know we are more dependent

Hansel 10. (Mischa, PhD Candidate at the Chair for International Politics and Foreing Policy analysis at the University of Cologne. “The USA and arms control in space: an IR analysis.” Space Policy, Volume 26, Issue 2, May 2010, pg 91-98. 

By taking a closer look at relative gains and losses, neo-realism makes sense of some striking features of the Russian and Chinese proposal. The term ‘weapons in space’, while being troubled with all kind of ambiguities, certainly covers a broader range of techniques than an agreement more narrowly directed against physical destruction of space assets. In the Russian and Chinese draft treaty it refers to “any device placed in outer space, based on any physical principle, which has been specially produced or converted to destroy, damage or disrupt the normal functioning of objects in outer space, on the Earth or in the Earth's atmosphere”.57 It would therefore be advantageous to space powers with comparatively few technological options, or, as in Russia's case, with rather limited research and development budgets. What is also striking is that the Russian and Chinese proposal does not include the very capability the PLA tested in 2007. Thus, modifying and testing ballistic missiles for ASAT purposes would still be permitted by international law. To a neo-realist this comes as no surprise either. For why should those powers owning fewer space assets care as much about the space environment as the USA, which has all kinds of militarily useful space systems? Quite the contrary, they might even have an interest in reserving for themselves the option of employing the most devastating ASAT capabilities. Debris-increasing kinetic energy ASATs certainly belong in that category. Denying the space environment to the enemy (although to oneself as well) is, after all, an equivalent to “scorched earth” approaches in terrestrial warfare.58 What does not make any sense in terms of absolute gains and losses is, when understood in terms of relative military power, an option at least worth considering whenever vital national interests are at stake. 

China and Russia don’t care about debris and there are too many loopholes

Hansel 10. (Mischa, PhD Candidate at the Chair for International Politics and Foreing Policy analysis at the University of Cologne. “The USA and arms control in space: an IR analysis.” Space Policy, Volume 26, Issue 2, May 2010, pg 91-98. 

Seeing China and Russia not supporting a high-level commitment to refrain from debris-producing activities would therefore be consistent with neo-realist predictions. In contrast, what is striking from a realistic perspective is that such an approach is not supported by the USA. Again, the conclusion is based on the distribution of relative gains. First, the USA owns and operates more satellites than any other spacefaring nation. In terms of dedicated military spacecraft there is an even larger gap.59 Based on these considerations one would logically expect the USA to be in favor of a code of conduct against indiscriminately harmful activities in space. However, this is not just about numbers. It is also because the political usability of the USA's military power is so dependent on space-based information infrastructures: space assets are an indispensable component of the ‘American way of war’. For instance, the percentage of guided munitions (via lasers or GPS signals) grew from just 8% in the 1991 Gulf War to 34% in the 1999 Kosovo air campaign and 59% during Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) in Afghanistan (2001–2002). By the time Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) took place, that figure had risen to 68%.60 In 1991 the majority of intra-theatre and inter-theatre communications (85%) were already transmitted by satellites.61 But 500,000 US soldiers in 1991 had seven times less bandwidth at their disposal than 50,000 in Afghanistan in 2001. By exploiting these space-based systems and services conventional military power could be used more decisively, selectively, and efficiently than ever before.62 Precision warfare has superseded attrition. Most notably, the risks to American soldiers have been minimized, at least in conventional battle.63 Given the political importance of space-based capabilities for US conventional military power there is thus even more reason for the USA to limit the chances of physical weapons testing and warfare in space. Finally, there is a third rationale for the USA to encourage a code of conduct or treaty against debris-producing activities. Development and deployment of more discriminating ASAT technologies – be they lasers, micro-satellites, microwave weapons, jammers, or even cyber attack tools – would still be allowed after such an agreement. And in all these technological fields the USA is either further ahead than other space powers or on par with them.64 What is more, the US military already prefers capabilities which are able to deliver reversible and temporary effects.65 This is because third parties' space assets are likely to become a target in future conflicts. For example, the US military could employ the Counter Communication System (CCS), a sophisticated jamming device, to make sure that commercial communication satellites are inaccessible in the military theater. As far as the USA disposes of these non-kinetic ASAT options there seems to be less reason to oppose an international agreement against the use of kinetic energy against spacecraft. 

Deterrence is solved

SMD solves deterrence and even if it doesn’t it contains the consequences

Bowen 10. (Gregory S., Colonel for the US Army National Guard and currently Commander of the 100th Missile Defense Brigade and a distinguished military graduate. “Ballistic Missile Defense and Deterrence: Not Mutually Exclusive.” 12/5/10. http://www.dtic.mil.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA526100&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

While critics of missile defense systems make valid arguments, so do the proponents. They argue that missile defense systems strengthen deterrence by introducing uncertainty into the calculus of an adversary by defeating the advantage gained by launching a first strike with ballistic missiles. They can limit the damage done if deterrence fails and there is a missile attack on the United States. Missile defenses are advantageous in a regional situation, adding to extended deterrence. This is especially relevant given the proliferation of ballistic missile technology as well as the robust testing program demonstrated by countries such as Iran and North Korea. The non-rational actor or rogue state threat also leads to an advantage, as missile defenses can provide a hedge against the failure of deterrence. And lastly, missile defenses provide U.S. leadership with additional flexibility. They can choose to defend and then apply all elements of U.S. national power against the adversary vice simply responding with an immediate retaliatory attack. As with the opponent arguments, many of the proponent positions cannot be conclusively proven with evidence. There is no way to know for certain if a country did or did not do something solely because the U.S. deployed ballistic missile defenses. 

SMD Impossible

Dr. Spinardi 9. (Graham, Senior Research Fellow for the Insitute for the Study of Science Technology and Innovation. PhD in sociology of technology. “Technological Controversy and US Ballistic Missile Defence: Star Warriers versus the Huntsville Mafia.”) http://www.stis.ed.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/30600/SpinardiBMDTechControversyWP.pdf

The logistics of putting sufficient defensive systems into orbit was (and still is) daunting. There is only one orbit, known as the geostationary orbit, where satellites move at the same speed as the earth rotates, and so stay above the same location. However, the geostationary orbit is 35800 kilometers above the equator and thus too far from boost phase targets for any realistic weapon to be effective.55 Satellites in orbits closer to the earth move across the face of the earth, and so maintaining a capability above a particular area, such as Soviet ICBM fields, would require a large number of satellites. In the early 1980s it was possible to be optimistic that the Space Shuttle might provide cheap transportation into orbit, but such optimism proved unfounded.56 Thus, apart from the availability or not of suitable weapons technologies, the cost of putting a constellation of battle stations into orbit led many to doubt the feasibility of the space-based approach. A further concern was that battle stations based in space would themselves be vulnerable to attack. 

Heg is in jeopardy

Other countries are preparing to challenge us in space and the US is now uniquely vulnerable

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

Today, the world’s leading space powers are the United States, the EU, and Russia. But of them, only the United States has the political will and the economic, military, and research capabilities to dominate space and build an anti-ballistic missile defense system. Although its civil and military space spending was as much double as that of the other space powers, the outgoing Bush administration officially declared that it was by no means intending to deploy weapons for use in space. Nonetheless, five years ago the former Director of the U.S. Missile Defense Agency, General Kadish, felt confident that ‘‘some time in the next five years or so we will have effective defenses against multiple ranges of threats.’’75 This forecast today is still far from being confirmed. Professor Yousaf Mahmood Butt, who works with the Union of Concerned Scientists and the Harvard Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, pointed out in a letter to the Financial Times that ‘‘the mad dash to place weapons in space has already started and there are no rules and no referees.’’76 Some scholars, too, assert that Washington is about to invest ‘‘huge sums’’ over the next 10 years, in order to develop a missile defense system able ‘‘to cope with a highly sophisticated threat.’’77 Others were convinced that as long as Bush was in office, missile defense would ‘‘proceed apace and not slow down.’’78 Overall, advocates and opponents of space-based missile defense seem to agree that the United States is pursuing and is technologically capable of establishing its own space system and weaponizing space within a matter of years.79 A critical question arises: can the United States go ahead alone without frictions? The answer, we assert, is that time is not working for the Americans. One aspect of the problem is that the United States, facing a record high deficit in its balance of payments, is no longer the economic giant producing as much as half the world’s GDP, as was the case in the early years of the Cold War.80 Certainly, the United States still preserves its unique superpower position. Having the third biggest population, it accounts for roughly a fourth of the world’s total production and income. Its defense budget amounts to about 45 percent of global military spending. Its competency in waging war and projecting military power around the world rapidly and effectively is unparalleled. Its military
industrial infrastructure and R&D have virtually no match. But the experience of the present global financial crisis and of Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans, along with the enormous difficulties in restoring order and stability in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Somalia show that the superiority of the United States is not unrivaled. The trillions of dollars being spent on armaments and space could be more efficiently used for domestic purposes. At the same time that all this plunges its global standing, the EU ‘‘radiates enormous magnetism’’; European integration, constituted as it is along the double-edged nexus of enlargement and deepening, keeps building ‘‘a Europe of formidable pooled resources, supranational validity and collective capabilities.’’81 The Union has ‘‘enough sticks and carrots to produce significant hard power,’’ and despite internal divisions ‘‘Europe’s culture, values. . . have produced a good deal of soft power.’’82 And while Russia and Japan are intensifying their efforts to boost their status, within the next decade it is projected that China will also evolve into a preeminent great power with global rank and reach. The other aspect of the problem is that, as evidence presented in this article indicates, other space powers such as the EU and Russia have the human and material resources to compete and oppose the United States in space. This potential is expected to expand in the years to come. It is no coincidence that Russia’s leadership appears not only resolute to thwart possible U.S. moves toward space weaponization but also to have, or soon acquire, the capabilities to destroy space stations, vehicles, and satellites. This assertive stance is surely backed by France and Germany, which both remain firmly hostile to the deployment of weapons and the inevitably ensuing arms race in space.83 Equally important are the signs that the EU and Russia are joining forces with China, which is currently modernizing its long-range missile force. With Brussels, the Chinese have agreed to invest t230 million in the Galileo project. Worthy of note, too, is the fact that the high-altitude research satellite that they launched three years ago was, for the first time, equipped with instruments supplied by the ESA. This might drive the two sides into closer defense cooperation, a prospect that is ‘‘likely to alarm the Pentagon and the U.S. defense industry.’’84 As for Russia, it has called* together with China*on the international community for urgent action targeted against space weaponization.85 To this should be added the joint military exercises held in August 2005, which were said to have affirmed an ‘‘unprecedented collaboration’’ and a ‘‘deepening of the military relationship’’ between these two great powers.86 Moreover, Russia will send a Chinese satellite to Mars in 2009.87 

Inherency Card

SMD not happening now because of domestic legal barriers

Dr. Spinardi 9. (Graham, Senior Research Fellow for the Insitute for the Study of Science Technology and Innovation. PhD in sociology of technology. “Technological Controversy and US Ballistic Missile Defence: Star Warriers versus the Huntsville Mafia.”) http://www.stis.ed.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/30600/SpinardiBMDTechControversyWP.pdf

However, beyond the politics and rhetorical ambiguity of SDI there were real impacts on US BMD development, prompting concerns in the Pentagon that deployment might be rushed before it was militarily desirable or technologically feasible. Three criteria were proposed to guide a deployment decision: that a BMD system should be militarily effective; that it should be survivable; and that it should be cost-effective at the margins (that is, it should not be cheaper for the enemy to add extra forces to overcome the defence than the additional defences necessary to counter those extra forces). Paul Nitze pushed these three criteria within the administration, which thereafter became known as the ‘Nitze criteria’, with the result that they became enshrined in law on May 30, 1985 as National Security Directive No. 172. 

Launches link/solvency indict

SMD fails and would require tons of launches

Dr. Spinardi 9. (Graham, Senior Research Fellow for the Insitute for the Study of Science Technology and Innovation. PhD in sociology of technology. “Technological Controversy and US Ballistic Missile Defence: Star Warriers versus the Huntsville Mafia.”) http://www.stis.ed.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/30600/SpinardiBMDTechControversyWP.pdf

Although the flight tests had mixed results, deployment pressed ahead.112 Other elements of the Bush missile defense plan included ship-based interceptor missiles (the Aegis system) and the continued development of an airplane-based laser. However, space-based systems were not included in the plan, and if anything the climate for such technology appeared to become more unfavorable as studies by the American Physical Society and the Congressional Budget Office cast doubt on the practicality of boost phase defences.113 For example, the APS study concluded that ‘a thousand or more interceptors would be needed for a system having the lowest possible mass and providing a realistic decision time. Even so, the total mass that would have to be orbited would require at least a five- to tenfold increase over current US space-launch rates, making such a system impractical.

Must act now

We have to act now even if it results in backlash

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

A second conclusion is that insofar as the EU and Russia are continuously improving their space capabilities and closely cooperating in the field, the United States is likely soon to find itself unable to stake a claim to the military control of space. Unless it capitalizes on its present power position to achieve space domination, the EU and Russia, along with China and other rising space states will hardly consent to it dominating space*and through it, world politics. A final conclusion is that even if Washington decides to intensify its efforts in order to dominate space in the coming years, Russia and China are not expected to react positively. Rather, Russia and China have professed intentions and abilities to act forcefully in response and this should not be overlooked. 

Space Key

Space is the only medium for effective BMD—key to boost-phase defenses

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

In this potentially threatening environment, the United States, Russia, and Israel have fielded ballistic missile defense systems, and are striving to further their capabilities against theater ballistic missiles.7 Yet the view widely held among policy elites and senior military officers alike is that for the time being ‘‘effective missile defenses do not exist.’’8 The primary defensive problem is to obtain the ability not just to deter but also to ward off nuclear and massive destructive missile attacks* that is, to have the economic and technological resources to build an effective antimissile shield. To this end, a great power needs to have sea and ground bases in numerous countries, particularly the big ones. But in this case, these countries are in danger of being the object of attack. That is why most of them, Canada for instance, have denied offering their territory for such purposes. Thus, insofar as a land-, seaand air-based shield is vulnerable to earth-based attacks, for missile defense to be impenetrable it should be deployed in a place where no one could readily have access. This place is space. The space dimension of missile defense is more significant than the ground, sea, and air dimensions taken together. Why? Purely from a military point of view, space is an operational medium ‘‘with some unique advantages: persistence; presence; perspective; access; precision; responsiveness.’’ With these attributes, ‘‘you can know more about the adversary. You can see the battlefield more completely and clearly. You can strike more quickly and precisely.’’ It is all this that constitutes ‘‘the asymmetric advantage,’’ which in turn, far from reducing space to a mere ‘‘force enhancer,’’ set the stage for a ‘‘space-enabled warfare.’’9 And of course, this advantage is functionally based on and augmented by satellites, which are ‘‘the only systems to solve the ‘beyond line of sight’ question.’’10 Providing continuous coverage 24 hours a day and 7 days a week, they operate across continents and oceans without being dependent on forward-basing as are aircraft and other sensors. In using satellites, a space-based missile defense ‘‘would provide the widest area of coverage and greatest number of shots against enemy warheads . . . always being present to destroy ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the world.’’11 By extension, it provides the opportunity to destroy a missile during its boost-phase flight being ‘‘on station on a worldwide basis, unfettered by sovereignty issues of overflight and operations on another nation’s territory.’’12 Hence emerges the need for space control, to the extent that up-to-date efforts to develop an effective global anti-missile shield with earth-based components have met with little success.13 

SBMD solves prolif

GMD is insufficient and SMD key to solve prolif

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

There is widespread consensus among U.S. policy-elites that because the missile threat is formidable and cannot be deterred by conventional means other than an effective anti-ballistic shield, they should devote abundant energy to developing and deploying an integrated ballistic missile defense system as soon as possible.40 They warn that so far they have been lucky in that they ‘‘have not faced a technologically sophisticated enemy. . . But one day in this uncertain world we may just come up against such an enemy.’’41 Equally prevalent is the belief that such a missile defense system is both a prerequisite for averting nuclear proliferation and a reliable guarantee towards non-nuclear countries that Washington ‘‘would be willing to protect them from aggression, even when backed by nuclear-armed ballistic missiles.’’42 

Only sbmd can make heg sustainable

Only through a space ballistic missile shield can hegemony be maintained

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

Three conclusions can thus be drawn. The first is that for the time being, and despite the financial crunch in the global capital markets, the United States still has the potential and the possibility to act unilaterally and establish superiority in space on its own for its own objectives. However, whether this superiority is meant to be about anything other than space control in terms either of mere militarization or weaponization is, at least in formal government rhetoric, undecided. In one respect, it might be ventured that ‘‘weaponization is a continuation of America’s general space strategy, namely that of domination.’’88 There is no doubt that purely from a material point of view, in today’s world a pre-eminent great power scarcely has the ability to get other great powers to bend to its wishes with the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or by having supremacy in conventional weaponry. Unless an impassable anti-missile shield is built and its use is monopolized by a great power, global hegemony can hardly be achieved. In principle, this requires a great power to dominate space, in the sense of being able to resort to the military use of space while denying its use to its opponents. From this angle, although the Bush administration appeared resolute not to cede military control of space to other great powers, and to pursue global hegemony by funding the development and deployment of an effective missile defense system with space-based components, it is still an open question whether the U.S. political and military elites, and especially the incoming Barack Obama administration, are willing to deploy weapons in space. 

Russia Weaponization now

Russia would respond to weaponization with pre-emptive strikes

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

On the other hand, Baikonur remains the world’s busiest space launch site. Offering cost-effective technology, its reliability rate is 98 percent, better than any other Cosmodrome. Aview widely held is that ‘‘nowhere else in the world has such a good space infrastructure . . . and the cost of duplicating it elsewhere would be prohibitive.’’68 It is no coincidence that Russia and Kazakhstan have already agreed to extend the lease on Baikonur until 2050, while the Kazakhs have pledged $350 million to join the Russians in space. Having signed a space accord with South Korea, Moscow trained the first South Korean astronaut.69 Clearly, although Russia continues investing relatively little in R&D, it preserves its competitive space knowhow and services. And this expertise in space exploration is likely to be reinforced by the restoration of Russian public finances, driven as it is by mounting revenues from higher energy prices. From this angle, it would be imprudent for U.S. policymakers to overlook the leading role that Moscow could potentially play in space. Neither should they ignore nor downgrade its possible forceful reaction to their missile defense designs. Russia ‘‘is a world leader in ground-based air defense’’ and its S-300 PMU mobile multichannel air defense missile system can counter strategic cruise missiles and ballistic missiles in severe electronic counter-measure conditions.70 Also, we should not lose sight of the known fact that the Russians have so far updated their conventional Earth-based anti-missile defense system deployed around Moscow four times, the only system of this kind operating in the world. It was not by chance that early in 2004 former President Putin made it clear that in the near future Russian strategic missiles would be ‘‘capable of striking targets at an intercontinental range with supersonic speed and high accuracy.’’71 A year later, a senior Russian diplomat serving in his country’s embassy in Washington told a conference on space militarization that Russia urged the United States not to field weapons in space; otherwise, should the Americans deploy arms in space Moscow could not but react by resorting to force.72 In short, in addition to improving its ballistic missile capabilities, the Russians show signs of strong determination to thwart any attempt at space weaponization. 

US Weaponization now/we have tech

Weaponization disads non-unique- we are already developing space weapons

Fakiolas 9. (Efstathios T., Department of Political Sciende and International Relations at the University of Peloponnese and Strategy and Southeast European Affairs analyst for ATEbank and Tassos E., special advisor on Russian and East European Affairs. “Space Control and Hegemony.”) The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Volume 21, No. 2, June 2009, pg. 137-153.

At the same time, the United States is spending billions of dollars in developing and testing offensive space weapons. The latter include, among others, the Common Aero Vehicle (CAV), which guides conventional weapons into space; the hypervelocity tungsten metal rods designed to strike targets anywhere on the earth; and the energy weapons, which using high-power radio-frequency transmitters can destroy a military command and control system. In one respect, Washington is nearing the ability to destroy space weapons utilizing only the proven technology developed to date.56 Besides this feat, a future global missile defense system is likely ‘‘to be dominated by U.S. technology.’’57 
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***BRILLIANT PEBBLES PLAN

Plan Text

The United States Federal Government should substantially fund and deploy a system modeled on the Brilliant Pebbles Space Based Missile Defense System and harden satellites in low earth orbit beyond the Earth’s mesosphere for the purpose of ballistic missile defense and anti-satellite capability.

Syria/Iran/Noko/Saudi Advantage

Asymmetric proliferation is happening in North Korea, Syria, Iran, and Saudi Arabia the missiles will be used, Space based BMD is critical to deterring missile use from North Korea Syria and Iran, check china’s space challenge, and prevent Saudi prolif

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)

The Threat Twenty-first century threats to the United States, its de​ployed forces, and its friends and allies differ fundamental​ly from those of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – missiles. These include not only states, but also non-state groups interested in obtaining missiles with nucle​ar or other payloads. The spectrum encompasses the missile arsenals already in the hands of Russia and China, as well as the emerging arsenals of a number of hostile states. The character of this threat has also changed. Unlike the Soviet Union, these newer missile possessors do not attempt to match U.S. systems, either in quality or in quantity. In​stead, their missiles are designed to inflict major devasta​tion without necessarily possessing the accuracy associated with the U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals of the Cold War.1 The warning time that the United States might have be​fore the deployment of such capabilities by a hostile state, or even a terrorist actor, is eroding as a result of several fac​tors, including the continued proliferation and widespread availability of technologies to build missiles and the result​ing possibility that an entire system might be purchased out​right. Would-be possessors do not have to engage in the pro​tracted process of designing and building a missile. They could purchase and assemble components, reverse-engineer a missile after having purchased a prototype, or immediately acquire a number of assembled missiles. Even missiles that are primitive by U.S. standards might suffice for a rogue state or terrorist organization seeking to inflict extensive damage upon the United States. As the Rumsfeld Commission point​ed out in its 1998 report: Rogue States North Korea In the years since the surprise launch of its three-stage Tae​po Dong 1 missile over Japan in August 1998, North Korea has made substantial advances in its ballistic missile capabilities and now possesses the largest ballistic missile force in the developing world, according to Jane’s Information Group.3 Pyongyang has engaged in extensive efforts to conceal the size and scope of its ballistic missile programs, though es​timates suggest that it may have deployed as many as 1000 ballistic missiles, including some 600-800 Scud-type short-range rockets, between 150 and 200 medium-range No Dong missiles, and 50 other longer-range missiles.4 In 2003, North Korea lifted its self-imposed 1999 mora​torium on long-range missile testing.5 In July 2006, the Kim Jong-il regime fired a Taepo Dong 2 long-range missile as part of a series of missile tests.6 While the 2006 test failed 40 seconds after launch, it signified a considerable advance in the development of North Korea’s extended-range missile capability. The Congressional Research Service has indicat​ed that the Taepo Dong 2’s design would allow it to deliver a 1,500-kilogram warhead to targets as far as 8,000 kilometers away.7 According to 2005 testimony by Vice Admiral Low​ell Jacoby, USN (Ret.), former director of the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), Pyongyang’s Taepo Dong 2 mis​sile “could deliver a nuclear warhead to parts of the United States in a two-stage variant and target all of North Ameri​ca with a three-stage variant.”8 He also stated that North Ko​rea had achieved the ability to arm a missile with a nuclear device. North Korea has had a declared nuclear capability since 2005.10 In 2008, North Korean officials admitted that 37 ki​lograms of plutonium had been produced at the Yongbyon reactor, enough for as many as nine nuclear weapons.11 American assessments suggest that the actual amount of plutonium produced is likely much higher and that as much as 60 kilograms could have been extracted.12 Based upon this judgment, North Korea may have as many as 15 nucle​ar weapons, though most estimates in the U.S. intelligence community place the number at around ten.13 The extent of North Korea’s uranium enrichment program is not well known, but Pakistani nuclear scientist Abdul Qadeer (A.Q.) Khan stated that he had provided uranium enrichment equipment to Pyongyang.14 In 2002, DPRK First Vice For​eign Minister Kang Sok-ju admitted that North Korea was pursuing a uranium-enrichment program, the clear impli​cation being that the program was meant for weapons pro​duction.15 An operational North Korean uranium program could have the capability to add as many as six additional nuclear weapons a year to Pyongyang’s arsenal.16 A resolu​tion to the North Korean nuclear weapons dilemma has yet to be achieved, despite the various efforts to use the six-par​ty talks and other efforts for this purpose.17 Iran With the benefit of assistance from abroad, including North Korea and Pakistan, the Islamic Republic of Iran has moved forward with its ballistic missile program. Iran has had a demonstrated tactical ballistic missile capability since the 1980s, but in June 2003 it marked a major milestone when it deployed its 1,300-kilometer-range Shahab-3, capable of targeting Israel and Turkey, as well as U.S. forces in the Per​sian Gulf.18 Since then, Iran has begun “mass production” of This work has yielded impor​tant dividends: in September 2007, Iran publicly unveiled a “new” medium-range ballistic missile, the Ghadr-1, at a mil​itary parade in Tehran. This missile, which Iran claims has a range of 1,800 kilometers, appears to be an extended-range variant of the Shahab-3.21 Subsequently, in November 2007, Iran carried out a test of its Ashoura missile, a 2,000-kilo​meter-range solid fuel variant of the Shahab.22 These steps are part of what U.S. officials believe is a growing emphasis in Tehran on the development of an inter​continental ballistic missile capability. As John Rood, then-acting assistant secretary of state for international security and nonproliferation, told Congress in May 2007, “The In​lah, Hamas, and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad. The transfer of the Shahab 3 into the Pasdaran, in lieu of the Artesh, suggests that Ira​nian missile technologies could find their way into terrorist hands as part of Tehran’s ongoing sponsorship of terrorist activities. Intelligence Community assesses that Iran would be able to develop an ICBM capable of reaching the United States and all regions of Europe before 2015 if it chose to do so. And, I would point out that Iran has acquired ballistic missiles from North Korea in the past and note the possibility that it could do so again in the future, potentially acquiring mis​siles with even longer ranges.”23 As a result of these advanc​es, it is likely that Iran could field an intercontinental ballis​tic missile by the middle of the next decade.24 Iran may have conducted tests to determine whether its ballistic missiles, notably the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by re​mote control while still in flight. The significance of such a capability lies in its potential to launch an electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, discussed later in this section. This effort is closely linked to Iran’s growing interest in space. In October 2005, Iran became the first space nation in the Muslim world when it launched a surveillance satellite on a Russian rocket from Russia’s missile base at Plesetsk.25 Since then, Iran has made great strides toward development of an indigenous space launch capability. In February 2007, it successfully carried out an initial test of a “space rocket” built in Iran.26 A year later unveiled its first space center, with Tehran claiming that it had now “joined the world’s top 11 countries possessing space technology to build satel​lites and launch rockets into space.”27 These advances ampli​fy and expand Iran’s ballistic missile program, since a space-launch vehicle (SLV) is similar in technology and function to the booster on an intercontinental ballistic missile. The threat posed by Iran’s ballistic missile program is closely linked to Tehran’s nuclear effort. Since it was pub​licly exposed by an Iranian opposition group in August 2002, Since December 2007 Iran has built a stockpile of low-enriched uranium hexafloride. According to the IAEA, Iran’s stockpile had reached more than 1000 pounds by August 31, 2008, with monthly production rates of more than 100 pounds. In 2009 this could give Iran at least 1,500 pounds that could be recirculated through its centrifuges to pro​duce the 35 pounds of weapon-grade uranium sufficient for one bomb.31 In April 2008, Iranian president Mahmoud Ah​madinejad disclosed that his government had begun to in​stall another 6,000 centrifuges at the Natanz facility.32 Ira​nian leaders have taken this to be a critical milestone. “The nuclear issue (of Iran) is the most important political devel​opment in contemporary history,” Ahmadinejad announced to supporters at that time. “Iran’s victory in this biggest po​litical battle will lead to new international developments.”33 Thus all indicators point toward the development of an Ira​nian nuclear capability with varying estimates not about whether Iran is doing so, but instead when it will have such weapons. There have also been reports that Iran as well as North Korea, and even terrorist groups, could have benefited from information from the notorious A.Q. Khan proliferation network. In 2006 drawings were discovered on computers owned by Swiss businessmen that included how to build a warhead that could be fitted on an Iranian ballistic missile. Whether these drawings were earlier passed on to Iran is not certain. The nuclear-related documents allegedly included hundreds of pages of specifications for a compact nuclear device that could have been designed for Iran.34 Other states already possess or are developing weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles. They include: Pakistan• , which has had a nuclear capability at least since 1998 and has extensive ballistic and cruise missile pro​grams. Pakistan possessed as many as 100 nuclear war​heads and continues to upgrade its missile forces. The country has made major advances in missile technology, especially considering that it presently lacks the domestic science and technology base for developing such weap​ons, which suggests that it has been very successful in acquiring technologies from abroad. At the moment, Pak​istan’s longest-range ballistic missile is the Hatf-6, which has a range of 2,000 kilometers. At that range, the Hatf-6 is nearing the 2,500 kilometer threshold which the Rums​feld Commission indicated would mark the existence of the technical base necessary for the development of long-range missile systems. While Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal and ballistic missiles are • ostensibly intended to deter Indian aggression, Pakistan’s domestic political situation is so turbulent that there is no guarantee that these weapons will be used strictly for that purpose. For example, under a radicalized regime such missiles could be used against U.S. forces and mili​tary installations in Afghanistan and Iraq. Despite Paki​stan’s cooperation in the War on Terror, serious questions exist as to whether elements in the Pakistani security services, in particular the Directorate for Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI), are actively working against U.S. inter​ests by supporting Afghan and Pakistani Taliban fighters in the Pakistani tribal areas. The fact that such powerful elements could be operating outside official Pakistani policy channels is frightening, even though ISI does not directly supervise the nuclear arsenal. Pakistan’s nuclear forces are overseen by the National Command Author​ 34 ity (NCA), and underwent a thorough security upgrade in 2003. Nevertheless, concerns remain about the com​mand and control of Pakistan’s nuclear forces. Particu​larly troubling is the level of sympathy for al-Qaeda and the Taliban within the junior and mid-level cadres of the Pakistani military as a result of fighting side-by-side with Islamists against Indian forces in Jammu and Kashmir. It is precisely these officers who are most likely to be pro​moted to sensitive positions in the years ahead. Syria• , which maintains biological and chemical weapons capabilities and possesses a large inventory of surface-to-surface ballistic missile systems, could deliver con​ventional and unconventional warheads to neighboring countries in the Middle East.35 Syria has also shown more than a passing interest in acquiring a nuclear weapons capability, as evidenced by the construction the Al-Kibar reactor site, which was subsequently destroyed by an Is​raeli Air Force strike in September 2007. The Central In​telligence Agency (CIA) has estimated that Damascus possesses hundreds of free-rocket-over-ground (FROG) missiles, Scud missiles, and SS-21 short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs).36 Syria also maintains the indigenous capability to manufacture liquid-fuel Scuds.37 In Septem​ber 2003 testimony before the House of Representatives Subcommittee on the Middle East and South Asia, then-Under Secretary of State John Bolton outlined that Syria “is fully committed to expanding and improving its CW [chemical weapons] program” and “is continuing to de​velop an offensive biological weapons capability.”38 Syr​ia’s mobile missile force is capable of targeting much of Israel, as well as parts of Iraq, Jordan, and Turkey, and it has “developed a longer-range missile – the Scud-D – with assistance from North Korea” while simultane​ously pursuing “both solid- and liquid-propellant mis​sile programs.”39 Egypt• , which is engaged in a clandestine effort to acquire WMD and ballistic missile technologies. Egypt has been a primary destination for North Korea’s ballistic missile exports and has received shipments of Scud B and C mis​ 35 siles, as well as No Dong missiles.40 Inspections by the IAEA have uncovered plutonium traces at Egyptian nu​clear facilities, increasing international concern about clandestine nuclear development efforts on the part of the Mubarak regime.41 The IAEA has also criticized Cairo for failing to declare certain nuclear materials and sites, one of which was a facility for separating plutonium that could be used in an atomic weapon.42 Saudi Arabia• , which will undoubtedly find a nuclear weapons program a more attractive option if Iran achieves nuclear status and may already be pursuing a nuclear hedging strategy. Under an agreement signed during the October 2003 visit to Islamabad by Saudi Crown Prince Abdullah, Riyadh reportedly gained access to Pakistani nuclear technologies in exchange for stepped-up energy cooperation and improved strategic relations with Pak​istan.43 While Saudi Arabia has denied that it is devel​oping a nuclear weapons capability, it has been granted “small quantities protocol” status from the IAEA, which removes strict oversight of its nuclear reactor and could potentially facilitate the clandestine pursuit of nuclear weapons.44 Riyadh, meanwhile, was reported to be seek​ing modern replacements from China for its aging arse​nal of CSS-2 missiles originally purchased from China more than a generation ago.45 Strategic Competitors People’s Republic of China According to the Defense Department, “China has the most active ballistic missile program in the world. It is develop​ing and testing offensive missiles, forming additional missile units, qualitatively upgrading certain missile systems, and developing methods to counter ballistic missile defenses.”46 PRC missile modernization efforts build upon current capa​bilities that encompass ballistic missiles able to target the United States as well as Japan and other regional U.S. allies. For example, China has over 46 Dong-feng 4, Dong-feng 5, and Dong-feng 31 intercontinental ballistic missiles, approx​imately 35 intermediate-range (Dong-feng 3, and Dong-feng 21) missiles, and hundreds of short-range rockets currently deployed.47 Between 990 and 1,070 SRBMs are deployed op​posite Taiwan, and the People’s Liberation Army is increasing this force by more than 100 missiles each year.48 At the same time, China is in the midst of a massive, multi-year strategic-military modernization program, encompassing air power, naval, and land force capabilities, air defense, and electron​ic-, information- and space-warfare technologies.49 As part of this effort, China is upgrading its existing bal​listic missile arsenal. This includes the deployment of its Dong-feng 31 and Dong-feng 31A ICBMs with multiple inde​pendently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV) warhead tech​nology designed to defeat primitive anti-missile systems, priority solid-fuel propellant research intended to provide Beijing with immediate “launch on command” capabili​ties, and the transformation of its strategic offensive forc​es from large, stationary missiles to more versatile road- and rail-mobile variants. Notably, a successful flight test of China’s new submarine-launched version of the Dong-feng 31, the Julang 2, was conducted in June 2005.50 The Julang 2 has a range of up to 9,600 kilometers and, according to the U.S. Air Force’s National Air Intelligence Center, “will, for the first time, allow Chinese [missile submarines] to target portions of the United States from operating areas located near the Chinese coast.”51 These capabilities are even more troubling in light of remarks made by Chinese Major Gener​al Zhu Chenghu, who declared that nuclear weapons would have to be used if the United States intervened militarily in a conflict over Taiwan.52 In addition, China has also begun to undermine Ameri​can space dominance and is developing asymmetrical op​tions to exploit perceived U.S. vulnerabilities in space. These include a variety of space-denial capabilities, as well as space assets and launch systems that will significantly augment Beijing’s space operations. For example, in the wake of its successful October 2003 launch of the Shenzhou V space​craft, China is developing advanced military capabilities as part of an exo-atmospheric “deterrent” force even while Bei​jing warns against any U.S. weaponization of space. In Jan​uary 2007, China successfully destroyed a Chinese weather satellite using a direct-ascent, anti-satellite weapon, indi​cating its ability to attack satellites operating in low-earth orbit. Beyond the hit-to-kill technology demonstrated in this operation, the PRC is also developing technologies to “jam, blind, or otherwise disable satellites.”53 China has also developed a range of “nano-satellite” technologies for space warfare, apparently for the purpose of crippling American space assets.54 Other Chinese advances in space include the Ziyuan 1 and Ziyuan 2 remote-sensing satellites and the develop​ment, through a joint venture between China’s Tsinghua University and the United Kingdom’s University of Surrey, of a constellation of seven mini-satellites (weighing between 101 and 500 kilograms) with 50-meter-resolution remote-sensing payloads.55 Furthermore, there is growing evidence that China is increasingly interested in developing an EMP capability, both as a theater weapon for use in a potential Taiwan conflict and as a strategic asset to counter the Unit​ed States.56 Beijing’s space achievements also include the Shenzhou VII, the third Chinese manned spaceflight, together with China’s first spacewalk in September 2008.57 In addition, China is working on in-orbit rendezvous and docking pro​cedures (which also have direct applications for ASAT and space-denial missions), and exploring the prospects for a manned space station. The Shenzhou VII mission and space​walk will provide China with docking techniques required for the construction of a space station that will reportedly be accomplished by joining two Shenzhou vehicles togeth​er. Moreover, the PRC has an elaborate lunar exploration program that includes an unmanned moon lander, a sam​ple return mission, and an eventual human mission to the moon. For these missions, Beijing is developing a new Long March V booster. The timetables for the Chinese unmanned moon landing, a sample return mission, and a manned lunar mission are believed to be 2012, 2015, and 2017, respectively. China’s manned moon mission is approximately three years ahead of the U.S. target date for returning to the moon. Another extremely troubling development is the PRC’s increasing efforts in the realm of cyber warfare, particular​ly as a means to attack U.S. infrastructure, computers, and associated networks. Such asymmetrical efforts underscore Beijing’s understanding of the increasing role played in U.S. military operations by command, control, communication, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) systems. The objective of the PRC is to establish elec​tronic dominance early in any conflict scenario in order to disrupt and downgrade the utility of such assets, while si​multaneously taking steps to ensure that an adversary can​not deny China access to its own information systems.58 The inescapable conclusion is that Chinese strategic force mod​ernization, space denial and anti-access capabilities, and cyber warfare activities provide clear evidence of a strategy aimed at degrading the ability of the United States to proj​ect power and support its allies in the region and thus un​dermining the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent. To address these challenges, the United States must ensure that it remains the preeminent space power. Russian Federation With the collapse of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub​lics (USSR), the Russian Federation inherited the sprawling Soviet ballistic missile apparatus, which includes medium- and long-range solid- and liquid-fueled missiles. Presently, Moscow retains a formidable offensive strategic arsenal – the cornerstone of which is the SS-18 Satan ICBM, slated to remain in combat service for the next ten or fifteen years.59 However, Russia’s principal ballistic missile of the future is the Topol ICBM, which has recently been deployed.60 The Russian military has created a highly maneuverable variant of this missile, the Topol M, which has MIRV warhead tech​nology. Beyond the Topol M, Russia appears to be continu​ing with the development of the RS-24, which is capable of being equipped with as many as 10 warheads.61 The RS-24 has been successfully tested on several occasions.62 The Rus​sian navy has also continued flight tests of its Bulava sea-launched strategic missile system, which has a range of at least 8,000 kilometers and can carry ten or more MIRV war​heads, with varying degrees of success.63 Over the past several years, Russia has substantially al​tered its strategic posture. In late 2003, Russia unveiled a new military doctrine lowering the bar on the use of nu​clear force to protect Russian interests in its “near abroad” of Central Asia and the Caucasus.64 Then-President Vladi​mir Putin announced the end of Russian force reductions and launched massive exercises of the country’s strategic forces.65 Russia has also announced that it will discontin​ue missile-launch notifications to other signatories of the Hague Code of Conduct on missile proliferation. Moscow and Beijing have held joint military exercises on one anoth​er’s territory and continue to strengthen military ties with other countries in the region, by way of the Shanghai Coop​eration Organization.66 These steps are seen by Moscow as a hedge against Western encroachment into countries on its periphery and a means to blunt the emerging American missile defense system. These trends are likely to continue under the Medvedev administration, as power in Russia ap​pears to have shifted to the prime minister’s office, now oc​cupied by Putin. The Dangers This itemized list of advances in ballistic missile capabil​ities in recent years, if viewed individually, might still un​derstate the dangers to the United States and its allies. The proliferation of ballistic missile capabilities by potential enemies, both states and non-state actors, must be viewed more broadly. It carries with it the implication that America and its allies may face coalitions of missile powers as addi​tional states acquire such capabilities. For example, Russia or China could decide to back North Korea in a confronta​tion with South Korea, Japan, and the United States. Like​wise, U.S. allies may drop out in the face of such a combined threat stemming from enemy coalitions whose members are armed with ballistic missiles, thus possibly confronting the United States with the larger missile threat presented by such a combination of missile possessors. Furthermore, in an emerging multi-polar world where ballistic missile and nuclear proliferation create an increasingly complex coali​tion dynamic, the unpredictability factor increases dramat​ically and must be addressed. The analogy of two scorpions in a bottle that characterized the U.S.-Soviet confrontation in the Cold War is giving way to multiple scorpions in a bot​tle, with all the complexity, unpredictability, and danger that this possibility implies. Asymmetric Threats Asymmetric threats by rogue states and strategic compet​itors pose growing and compounding dangers to the Unit​ed States and its allies. WMD Terrorism An increasing number of terrorist groups are making con​certed efforts to acquire WMD.67 As long ago as 1994, ists affiliated with Iran’s Islamic Jihad Organization made a serious bid to buy an atomic bomb or fissile material from one of Russia’s crumbling “nuclear cities.”68 More recently, the 9/11 Commission explicitly warned that “Al-Qaeda remains extremely interested in conducting chemical, biological, ra​diological, or nuclear attacks.”69 After the March 2003 arrest of 9/11 mastermind Khaled Sheikh Mohammed, investiga​tions revealed that terrorists had obtained materials for pro​ducing botulinum and salmonella toxins and cyanide.70 Lebanon’s Hezbollah has also acquired menacing capa​bilities that were put on display during the 34-day war be​tween the Shiite militia and the Israeli Defense Forces in 2006 days of the war, when Hezbollah should have been weakened by Israel’s sustained military operations, mi​litiamen launched more rockets into Israel than at any oth​er. During the course of the conflict, Hezbollah man​aged to launch over 4,000 of its estimated 13,000 rockets into northern Israel.71 Particularly troubling is the fact that in the final time during the conflict, striking as deep into Israeli ter​ritory as Haifa. Since the 2006 war, Hezbollah has rearmed both quan​titatively and qualitatively, and Hezbollah Secretary Gen​eral Hassan Nasrallah has claimed that the group’s arsenal now includes rockets that can target anywhere in Israel. A 2007 United Nations report concludes that Hezbollah may now have as many as 10,000 long-range rockets and 20,000 short-range rockets.72 United Nations Secretary General Ban Ki-moon has suggested that Hezbollah is now capable of striking Israel’s main metropolis, Tel Aviv, and that the mi​litia has tripled its stockpile of C-802 land-to-sea missiles. The addition of longer-range missiles significantly challeng​es efforts to counter Hezbollah’s capabilities. As part of the ceasefire agreement that ended the hostilities in 2006, the Lebanese army and the United Nations Interim Force in Leb​ anon (UNIFIL) have assumed much greater responsibilities in disrupting Hezbollah activities south of the Litani River. In response, Hezbollah has simply moved many of its long-range missile launchers north of the Litani into areas of the Bekaa Valley where neither the Lebanese army nor UNIFIL patrol. Even in southern Lebanon, where the Lebanese Army and UNIFIL are ostensibly providing security, Hezbollah has been successful in rearming with anti-tank missiles and Katyusha rockets hidden in villages and camouflaged bun​kers, according to the Israel Defense Force (IDF).73 The Ship-borne Scud Threat Among the threats outlined in the 1998 Rumsfeld Commis​sion Report is the one posed by ballistic missiles launched from vessels such as freighters, tankers, or container ships close to the American coastline. Such a danger has only in​creased in the past decade. In August 2004, then Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld emphasized that “One of the nations in the Middle East had launched a ballistic missile from a cargo vessel. They had taken a short-range, probably Scud missile, put it on a transporter-erector launcher, lowered it in, tak​en the vessel out into the water, peeled back the top, erect​ed it, fired it, lowered it, covered it up. And the ship that they used was using a radar and electronic equipment that was no different than 50, 60, 100 other ships operating in the im​mediate area.”74 U.S. officials have suggested that Rumsfeld was referring to Iran, which tested a ship-launched missile in the late 1990s.75 This ship-borne ballistic capability could be used to launch EMP attacks from locations off the U.S. coastline with devastating effects (more below). Asymmetric Proliferation In 2002, writing in the Financial Times, Defense Science Board chairman William Schneider described the mechan​ics by which North Korea has managed to acquire nuclear capabilities as the quintessential “twenty-first century tem​plate for proliferation.” The rapid, clandestine acquisition of critical mass in Pyongyang’s nuclear program, according to Schneider, reflects the existence of a vibrant, and self-sus​taining, proliferation architecture in today’s internation​al system.76 Schneider was referring to what has now been deemed “second-tier proliferation,” whereby “states in the developing world with varying technical capabilities trade among themselves to bolster one another’s nuclear and stra​tegic weapons efforts.”77 North Korea is a prime example of this trend. The devel​opment of the Al-Kibar reactor in Syria, destroyed by an Is​raeli airstrike in September 2007, is believed to have been greatly aided by North Korea. In fact, North Korea went so far as to send personnel to help construct the reactor. Be​yond its nuclear proliferation efforts, the Kim Jong-Il regime has become a principal supplier of ballistic missile compo​nents and associated technologies to the Middle East. The Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI) estimates that North Korea has exported more than 1,000 Scud missiles along with mis​sile-related parts to the Middle East region. Missile exports, which net North Korea around $1.5 billion a year, constitute one of its largest sources of revenue. North Korea has since expanded this trade, and is now believed to be offering tech​nologies associated with its advanced Taepo Dong 2 ICBM to a number of regional client states, including Syria and Iran.78 Moreover, North Korea has sold missiles to Pakistan in exchange for nuclear technologies,a trade facilitated in large part by A.Q. Khan’s proliferation network (see below for more on A.Q. Khan).79 China has also used the transfer of nuclear and ballistic missile technologies as a tool of global influence and a mon​ey-making enterprise. Extensive Chinese assistance has been instrumental to North Korea’s development of the Taepo Dong 2, and it has played a central role in Pakistan’s development of nuclear capabilities. This cooperation has led to a trilater​al “proliferation axis” that has given Pakistan access to North Korean ballistic missiles and allowed Pakistani nuclear know-how to flow to North Korea.80 Chinese defense companies have also been complicit in aiding Iran’s progress on ballistic missile technology. The United States responded by impos​ing penalties on these companies for exporting to Iran highperformance metals and other components that can be used to extend the range of Tehran’s missile arsenal.81 Furthermore, such activities are not confined to state ac​tors. In late 2003, the discovery of the clandestine nucle​ar cartel headed by Pakistani scientist A.Q. Khan exposed an alarming web of WMD and ballistic missile prolifera​tion. Khan confessed that he had provided Libya, Iran, and North Korea with technical assistance and components for manufacturing high-speed centrifuges.82 The government of Pakistan also revealed that he “gave some centrifuges to Iran,” and U.S. intelligence officials believe that North Ko​rea purchased high-speed centrifuges from the Khan net​work.83 Perhaps most troubling was the discovery of a nu​clear weapon design in 2008 on the computer hard drives of several members of Khan’s network.84 The bomb design is a miniaturized implosion device cable of fitting on North Korea’s No Dong missiles, as well as Iran’s Shahab and Pak​istan’s Hatf-5 (Ghauri) missiles. Depending on how much the design allows for warhead size reduction, these coun​tries may be able to make significant advances in their MIRV warhead programs. The EMP Threat According to the 2004 report of the EMP Commission,85 the United States faces a threat from EMP that could have cata​strophic consequences based on even a single nuclear war​head. EMP is generated by any nuclear weapon burst at any altitude above a few dozen kilometers, with the height of burst being significant in determining the area exposed to EMP. The EMP threat arises from the ability, whether by ter​rorists or states, to launch relatively unsophisticated mis​siles with nuclear warheads to detonate at altitudes from 40 to 400 kilometers above the earth’s surface. The rationale for such action would be the high political-military payoff in the form of devastating consequences. An EMP attack would constitute a highly successful asymmetric strategy against a society as heavily dependent as the United States is on electronics, energy, telecommunications networks, transportation systems, the movement of inventories in its manufacturing sector, and food processing and distribution capabilities. As noted in the EMP Commission report, EMP was an unintended result of a nuclear detonation at an al​titude of about 400 kilometers during the Starfish nuclear weapons tests above Johnstone Island in the Central Pacif​ic in 1962. The effects, felt some 1400 kilometers away in Ha​waii, included “the failure of street lighting systems, tripping of circuit breakers, triggering of burglar alarms, and damage to a telecommunications relay facility.” Nuclear tests con​ducted by the Soviet Union, also in 1962, produced damage to overhead and underground buried cables at distances as far away as 600 kilometers, together with surge arrest​er burnout, spark-gap breakdown, blown fuses, and power-supply breakdown.86 The destruction and mayhem caused by an EMP explosion would be far more substantial today given the ubiquity of electronics and society’s increased re​liance on them to run critical infrastructures. Several potential enemies either already have, or could soon acquire, the capability to attack the United States with a high-altitude nuclear explosion EMP that would cover a wide geographic region. Such a weapon need not be deto​nated directly over the United States itself to produce ma​jor damage to America’s critical infrastructures such as telecommunications, banking and finance, fuel/energy, transportation, food and water supply, emergency servic​es, government activities, and space systems. U.S. satellites, both civilian and military, are vulnerable to a range of at​tacks that include EMP, especially in low-earth orbits. Again, as the EMP Commission concluded, “The national security and homeland security communities use commercial satel​lites for critical activities, including direct and backup com​munications, emergency response services, and continuity of operations during emergencies.”87 Such satellites could be disabled by collateral radiation effects from an EMP at​tack on ground targets. Thus it is obvious that an interdependence exists between the objects of a potential EMP attack. Disabling one of the infrastructures, such as telecommunications or electricity, would have severe consequences for others, with cascading effects from which an advanced, technologically dependent society such as the United States might not easily recover. An EMP attack mounted against the United States would have far broader international consequences, given the in​terdependence of America and other economies in an era of globalization. An EMP attack against other economies, such as Japan or a European nation, would have major effects in the United States, and on other countries if the attack was on the United States. The services that would be essential to cope with the consequences of a terrorist attack, such as hospitals and emergency services, themselves might be dis​abled and therefore would not be available when and where they were most needed. As Senator John Kyl has pointed out, “A terrorist organization might have trouble putting a nu​clear warhead ‘on target’ with a Scud, but it would be much easier to simply launch and detonate in the atmosphere. No need for the risk and difficulty trying to smuggle a nuclear weapon over the border or hit a particular city. Just launch a cheap missile from a freighter in international waters – al-Qaeda is believed to own about eighty such vessels – and make sure to get it a few miles in the air.”88 Notably, Russia has considered attack options that in​clude EMP. During the May 1999 NATO air campaign against Serbia, members of the Russian Duma, meeting with U.S. congressional counterparts, reportedly speculated about the paralyzing effects of an EMP attack on the United States.89 To amplify on the Rumsfeld statement cited under “Ship-borne Scud Threat,” above, Iran is reported to have tested whether its ballistic missiles, such as the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by remote control while still in high-altitude flight. The most plausible explanation for such tests is that Iran is developing the capability to explode a high-altitude nuclear weapon that could destroy critical electronic and technological infrastructures.90 Without an effective missile defense the United States will remain vul​nerable to the EMP threat given its extensive dependence on high-tech, electronic infrastructure that cannot easily be hardened to withstand such an attack. The ability to launch an incapacitating EMP strike against the United States pro​vides enemies with an asymmetric threat that would not only inhibit U.S. military action but would also strike a se​vere economic and psychological blow. The Response Given this multiplicity of ballistic missile threats, the Unit​ed States must deploy a missile defense that deters hostile states from developing or acquiring missile capabilities that could threaten the United States, its allies and coalition part​ners, and its forces deployed abroad. Furthermore, America’s missile defense R&D programs, together with planned de​ployments, must be sufficiently robust to dissuade would-be missile possessors from attempting to challenge the United States. Washington must deter future enemies from acquir​ing ballistic missiles, just as in the past it dissuaded them from developing strategic bombers because of America’s abil​ity to overwhelm such systems. Finally, U.S. missile defense must be capable of defeating those ballistic missiles, what​ever their range and type, that could be launched against the United States. U.S. and allied ballistic missile defense capabilities are an essential element of a broader damage limitation strat​egy. The purpose of this strategy is to protect and defend the people, territory, infrastructure, and institutions of the United States and its allies to the greatest extent possible. This strategy is a marked departure from the retaliation-based deterrence strategy of the Cold War. It is a strategy specifically tailored to meeting the security demands result​ing from the emerging multi-polar world, which has been brought about, at least in part, by the proliferation of bal​listic missiles and nuclear weapons. A mix of offensive and defensive strategic forces, which are modernized to meet the new and challenging requirements of this strategy, will be necessary. Thus, a global and layered ballistic missile de​fense system must be intricately linked to other strategic forces, where the broader strategic posture of the U.S. and its allies results in security benefits that are greater than the sum of its parts. As the United States dissuades future potential possess​ors, it must recognize that threats are increasing at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times within which a missile defense could be developed and deployed. Therefore, the United States must develop and rapidly field a missile defense with global reach, capable of coping with threats against the United States and its forces and allies from any direction. At the same time, America must attempt to dissuade hostile actors from acquiring missiles by render​ing such investments a poor use of limited resources. Ad​ditionally, given the uncertainty in predicting where, when, and by whom missiles might be launched – and what their targets may be – constant defenses are called for that are capable of intercepting missiles irrespective of their geo​graphic origin. Other things being equal, it is preferable to intercept threatening ballistic missiles as far away from their intend​ed targets and as early in their flight trajectory as possible. Best of all would be to have the capability to destroy an at​tacking missile shortly after it is launched, while its rockets still burn and any perturbation will lead to its destruction – with, in many cases, the debris falling back onto the area from which the attack was launched in the first place. The ca​pability to interdict a missile and its warheads in any phases of their flight (boost, midcourse, and terminal) requires an ability to detect and intercept the attack within a very few minutes and to track and destroy the attacking missile and its warheads during their longer midcourse traverse through space before they reenter the atmosphere. Finally, the last-ditch defense would be to destroy the attacking missiles as they reenter and pass through the atmosphere – and as ac​companying debris and decoys burn up on reentry – in the terminal phase en route to their targets. The best defense ca​ pability would be layered so that it could provide opportuni​ties for destruction in all three phases of flight. Only space-based defenses inherently have this global capability and permanence. While sea-based defenses can move freely through the two-thirds of the earth’s surface that are oceans, their capability is limited by geography and by the specific operations of the fleet – including where the sea-based missile defense happens to be deployed at any given time, and how quickly it could be redeployed to meet a crisis situation. Air-based and ground-based defenses, meanwhile, can have global capabilities, but frequently take considerable time to deploy when and where needed and are also depen​dent on the cooperation of U.S. friends and allies in permit​ting the necessary supporting activities on their territories. Thus, only a space-based missile defense will possess both constancy and global availability, irrespective of allied sup​port and agreement. As such, space-based missile defense constitutes the only truly global system, with all the rest be​ing either regional or local.91 In the case of sea-based systems, namely the Aegis pro​gram discussed in section 2, we have a regional system ca​pable of boost-phase, midcourse, and terminal intercept de​pending on where and how it is positioned, or vectored. It has a near-global application for regional operations, be​cause it is sea-based and theoretically it can be deployed over any portion of the earth’s surface covered by oceans. A land-based system can theoretically be deployed anywhere over about one-third of the world’s surface and, depending on how it is vectored, under some limited conditions would also be capable of boost-phase, midcourse, and terminal in​terception. Yet space-based missile defense alone is truly global in reach because of the medium in which it oper​ates, unconstrained by overflight or territorial restrictions. It also offers inherent interdiction advantages, described in greater detail below.

Syria will attack Israel --- tensions are high
NYT, 10 (“Israeli Foreign Minister Adds Heat to Exchanges With Syria”, Lexis)
Israel's blunt-talking foreign minister, Avigdor Lieberman, warned Syria's president, Bashar al-Assad, on Thursday that the Assad family would lose power in any war with Israel, ratcheting up bellicose exchanges between the countries in recent days. In a speech at Bar-Ilan University, near Tel Aviv, Mr. Lieberman said: ''I think that our message must be clear to Assad. In the next war, not only will you lose, you and your family will lose the regime. Neither you will remain in power, nor the Assad family.'' That had to be the message, Mr. Lieberman added, because ''the only value truly important to them is power.'' In an effort to calm the atmosphere, an aide to Israel's prime minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, said that Mr. Netanyahu was ''ready to go anywhere in the world, at any time, to open peace talks with Syria without preconditions.'' The aide, Nir Hefetz, added that Israel did not rule out assistance from any ''fair third party'' that could advance a peace process with Syria. Mr. Lieberman was responding to strident comments from Syria on Wednesday. Mr. Assad told the visiting Spanish foreign minister, Miguel Ángel Moratinos, that Israel was ''not serious about achieving peace'' and that the facts indicated that ''Israel is pushing the region toward war, not peace,'' according to the Syrian news agency SANA. Furthermore, the Syrian foreign minister, Walid al-Moallem, said Wednesday that ''Israel should not test Syria's determination,'' adding, ''Israel knows that war will move to the Israeli cities.'' He implied that a conflict beginning in South Lebanon could also lead to an all-out war. Mr. Moallem made his comments in response to a strong statement made by Israel's defense minister, Ehud Barak, to senior Israeli Army officers on Monday, warning that ''in the absence of an arrangement with Syria, we are liable to enter a belligerent clash with it that could reach the point of an all-out, regional war.'' Israelis understood Mr. Barak's remark as a plea for the Israeli government to start new peace negotiations with Syria, but the Syrians apparently interpreted it as warmongering. Israel's northern borders with Lebanon and Syria are quiet, but tense. The last Israel-Syria war was in 1973; Israel last fought Hezbollah, the Lebanese Shiite militia that receives support from Syria, in Lebanon in 2006. Israeli military officials have warned repeatedly that Hezbollah has been rearming, and they assert that Syria has been preparing its military to move from the conventional battlefield into missiles that can be aimed at Israeli cities. Mr. Lieberman said the Syrians had issued a ''direct threat'' to Israel that ''crossed a line.'' ''We cannot continue with business as usual,'' he said. Shaul Mofaz, a former Israeli Army chief and defense minister, and now a senior member of the opposition centrist Kadima Party, described Mr. Lieberman's statements as ''irresponsible.'' ''They are liable to lead to verbal escalation or other types of escalation,'' Mr. Mofaz told Israel Radio. Mr. Netanyahu has repeatedly said that he is ready to talk to the Syrians without preconditions on either side. But Syria expects a guarantee from Israel up front that it is willing to withdraw from the Golan Heights, the strategic plateau that Syria lost in the 1967 war. There are sharp differences within Mr. Netanyahu's governing coalition, not least over whether a deal with Syria would succeed in removing Syria from the Iranian sphere. ''Those who think that territorial concessions will cause a severance of the ties between Syria and the axis of evil are deluding themselves and avoiding reality,'' Mr. Lieberman said Thursday, referring to Iran with a term used by former President George W. Bush.

Syrian missile use causes nuclear war
Joshi, 2k - Post-Doctoral Fellow @ the Center for Non-Proliferation (Joshi, “Israel’s Nuclear Policy: A Cost-Benefit Analysis” Strategic Analysis: A Monthly Journal of the IDSA, Vol XXII, No 12. 2000, EBSCO)

 Arab WMD Development A common argument is that the Israeli nuclear capability has led to the pursuit of WMD and ballistic missiles by some of the Arab states and Iran. This is only partially correct. The fact is that the Arab states have pursued such capabilities to counter each other also. The region’s extraordinary complexity, the numerous actors, and the sources of conflict also have to be considered. 15 The resulting divisions in the Arab world have ensured that the chances of a combined Arab attack are low. The Syrian chemical arsenal should be considered, to a certain extent, as being a direct response to Israeli nuclear power, though it has other WMD arsenals to fear, such as Iraq’s. In Syrian strategic thinking, chemical weapons are designed to offset Israel’s conventional superiority in the event of war. A major Israeli concern is—a massive Syrian surprise attack with conventional forces on the Golan Heights. Syria possesses missiles such as the Scud-C (range 500 km) and the Scud-B (range 280 km) and also chemical arsenals for them like the powerful nerve agent VX. 16 These missiles armed with chemical warheads could strike airfields and mobilisation points, incapacitating these areas. With Israel denied air superiority, Syria could retake the Golan Heights. A simultaneous Palestinian uprising in the West Bank and the Gaza strip along with other Arab states attacking would make the situation particularly grave. Such a scenario would be ripe for a nuclear Armageddon. Further, both Iraq and Iran are known to possess vast quantities of WMD. In case of Iraq, UNSCOM has already shown how elaborate the Iraqi chemical and biological weapons programme was, till the Gulf war. The deadliness of the arsenal had already been established, when Iraq used chemical weapons against its Kurdish population in the late 80s. The activities of UNSCOM in the past eight years notwithstanding, the technical knowhow is still present, and Iraq is capable of recreating its lethal arsenal. The important thing to understand here is that, till the time Israel maintains its nuclear arsenal, and the opacity surrounding it, the Arab states and Iran would claim justification for their own WMD stock. Further, Israel’s nuclear arsenal might deter an Arab chemical attack but the danger of creating a linkage between the two categories of weapons is that the nuclear threshold is lowered to scenarios that may not be ‘last resort’ situations. Danger of Irrational Use A fear expressed regarding the proliferation of nuclear weapons is that they could fall into the hands of irrational decision-makers in the Middle East, especially in a scenario where an Arab state might acquire nuclear weapons. There is belief that in case an Arab state achieves such a status, then in a confrontational situation, theories of deterrence, MAD may not work. One side assuming the inevitability of war may decide to launch a pre-emptive strike at the other’s nuclear forces. On the other hand, an equally convincing argument would be that the high price as a consequence of mistakes in a nuclear weapons scenario, can also force parties to reconsider their course of action, and can also lead to pull backs, in spite of a loss of face. The US had withdrawn from the Bay of Pigs, likewise the Soviet Union withdrew their missiles from Cuba. 17 Risk of Actual Use The introduction of nuclear weapons in an already hostile region could increase the possibility of actual use of nuclear weapons in a tense situation. The continuous hostility of varying levels over the past five decades, might lead to the inclusion of nuclear and other WMD in existing “war-fighting” doctrines. 18 If the states in the region see WMD simply as weapons to be used in a conflict, the probability of these weapons being used increases drastically. The Arabs have tried to counter Israel’s nuclear superiority, by developing a sizeable chemical and biological weapons arsenal. The greater the number of powers in a region possessing WMD, the greater the risk of escalation. Wars in history have more often than not been limited; but the main reason for this has been constraints due to resources and technological know-how. Instances are very rare of a war being limited due to considerations of the consequences of existing capabilities. 19 The indiscriminate effect of Weapons of Mass Destruction makes it very difficult to keep a war involving such weapons, limited. Future leaders may have less respect for the nuclear taboo, and may refuse to see the nuclear bomb as only a last resort, thereby increasing the risk. On the other hand, it could also be argued that development of battlefield weapons would not have the cataclysmic effects of bombing population centers. Nuclear Deterrence Against Terrorists Many of the threats that Israel has faced have not been influenced by the fact that it is a nuclear power. Atomic weapons cannot deter guerrilla attacks and they also cannot help in civil wars like the one Israel was involved in Lebanon. It could thus be argued that in the last 25 years, though there have been no conventional wars, Israel has still been forced into various other conflicts, which have threatened its security, and its atomic arsenal has been ineffectual. The Israeli nuclear doctrine is still based on the last resort option, though there have been moves towards battlefield nuclear capability also. But in situations that are less than last resort, deterrence has not really worked, even after taking into account any battlefield strategies that Israel might have developed. Further weakening of the deterrent has taken place as Israel is in control of Arab lands. This weakening has occurred as Israel’s occupation is not just military but also national, ideological and territorial. The goal of conflict resolution is not helped by Israel’s nuclear arsenal. The Pre-Emptive Strike Option In 1981, Israel successfully bombed Iraq’s Osirak reactor. But in its goal of denying nuclear capability to anyone else in the Middle East, it can no longer attempt such pre-emptive air strikes. The most likely candidates to threaten Israel are Iran (which recently tested its Shahab-3 long range missile), Syria, and to a lesser degree, Iraq. At least the first two have undertaken measures like concealment, dispersion, hardening and installation of air defence equipment to prevent any Israeli air strikes. Since pre-emption is ruled out, therefore Israel may be forced to adopt a ‘launch on warning’ posture as it does not have the luxury of waiting to assess the damage from a first strike before responding. In turn Iran, Iraq or Syria, lacking securesecond strike forces of their own would be under great pressure to launch their missiles first—another first strike posture. There could thus be a hair trigger alert scenario. The possibility of nuclear war breaking out by accident or design would be great and would place intolerable strain on Israel’s freedom of military movement and civilian morale.
North Korea will use their nukes - defector’s statements prove - no way to get them to give them up

Smith 3 (Charles, Writer @ Newsmax, Citing Park Gap Dong, Former Chief of European Propaganda in North Korea, “ Attack North Korea Before It's Too Late, Key Defector Warns,” July 10, http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2003/7/10/170429.shtml, EMM)
Warning That Kim Will Use Nukes
The call for U.S. military action comes after CIA sources revealed that North Korea was working on building a small nuclear warhead capable of being carried by its new arsenal of long-range missiles.

"If Kim develops small nuclear weapons, around 700 kilograms [1,440 pounds] for the No Dong and other missiles, they will use them on South Korea or Japan. The South Korean military will have no choice but to attack," stated Park.
According to Park, North Korea will continue to develop and export nuclear weapons technology no matter what the U.S. or international inspectors do.
"Kim Jong-il made the decision that the development of nuclear weapons would be the only guarantee of the safety and security for the North Korean regime. They will not give up these weapons but will instead hide them from inspectors," said Park. 

North Korea nuclear use destroys the global environment and economy - risks extinction

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

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

Iran Israel war causes extinction

Hirsch 5 - Professor @ UC San Diego (Jorge, “Can a nuclear strike on Iran be averted,” November 21st, EMM)

The Bush administration has put together all the elements it needs to justify the impending military action against Iran. Unlike in the case of Iraq, it will happen without warning, and most of the justifications will be issued after the fact. We will wake up one day to learn that facilities in Iran have been bombed in a joint U.S.-Israeli attack. It may even take another couple of days for the revelation that some of the U.S. bombs were nuclear. Why a Nuclear Attack on Iran Is a Bad Idea Now that we have outlined what is very close to happening, let us discuss briefly why everything possible should be done to prevent it.  In a worst-case scenario, the attack will cause a violent reaction from Iran. Millions of "human wave" Iranian militias will storm into Iraq, and just as Saddam stopped them with chemical weapons, the U.S. will stop them with nuclear weapons, resulting potentially in hundreds of thousands of casualties. The Middle East will explode, and popular uprisings in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and other countries with pro-Western governments could be overtaken by radical regimes. Pakistan already has nuclear weapons, and a nuclear conflict could even lead to Russia's and Israel's involvement using nuclear weapons.  In a best-case scenario, the U.S. will destroy all nuclear, chemical, and missile facilities in Iran with conventional and low-yield nuclear weapons in a lightning surprise attack, and Iran will be paralyzed and decide not to retaliate for fear of a vastly more devastating nuclear attack. In the short term, the U.S. will succeed, leaving no Iranian nuclear program, civilian or otherwise. Iran will no longer threaten Israel, a regime change will ensue, and a pro-Western government will emerge. However, even in the best-case scenario, the long-term consequences are dire. The nuclear threshold will have been crossed by a nuclear superpower against a non-nuclear country. Many more countries will rush to get their own nuclear weapons as a deterrent. With no taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, they will certainly be used again. Nuclear conflicts will occur within the next 10 to 20 years, and will escalate until much of the world is destroyed. Let us remember that the destructive power of existing nuclear arsenals is approximately one million times that of the Hiroshima bomb, enough to erase Earth's population many times over. 

Saudi prolif spills over and escalates rapidly, causes global nuclear war 

Edelman et al. 11 *ERIC S. EDELMAN is a Distinguished Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments; he was U.S. Undersecretary of Defense for Policy in 2005-9 **ANDREW F. KREPINEVICH is President of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. ***EVAN BRADEN MONTGOMERY is a Research Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments [http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/67162/eric-s-edelman-andrew-f-krepinevich-jr-and-evan-braden-montgomer/the-dangers-of-a-nuclear-iran, “The Dangers of a Nuclear Iran” January-February 2011]

There is, however, at least one state that could receive significant outside support: Saudi Arabia. And if it did, proliferation could accelerate throughout the region. Iran and Saudi Arabia have long been geopolitical and ideological rivals. Riyadh would face tremendous pressure to respond in some form to a nuclear-armed Iran, not only to deter Iranian coercion and subversion but also to preserve its sense that Saudi Arabia is the leading nation in the Muslim world. The Saudi government is already pursuing a nuclear power capability, which could be the first step along a slow road to nuclear weapons development. And concerns persist that it might be able to accelerate its progress by exploiting its close ties to Pakistan. During the 1980s, in response to the use of missiles during the Iran-Iraq War and their growing proliferation throughout the region, Saudi Arabia acquired several dozen CSS-2 intermediate-range ballistic missiles from China. The Pakistani government reportedly brokered the deal, and it may have also offered to sell Saudi Arabia nuclear warheads for the CSS-2s, which are not accurate enough to deliver conventional warheads effectively. There are still rumors that Riyadh and Islamabad have had discussions involving nuclear weapons, nuclear technology, or security guarantees. This "Islamabad option" could develop in one of several different ways. Pakistan could sell operational nuclear weapons and delivery systems to Saudi Arabia, or it could provide the Saudis with the infrastructure, material, and technical support they need to produce nuclear weapons themselves within a matter of years, as opposed to a decade or longer. Not only has Pakistan provided such support in the past, but it is currently building two more heavy-water reactors for plutonium production and a second chemical reprocessing facility to extract plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. In other words, it might accumulate more fissile material than it needs to maintain even a substantially expanded arsenal of its own. Alternatively, Pakistan might offer an extended deterrent guarantee to Saudi Arabia and deploy nuclear weapons, delivery systems, and troops on Saudi territory, a practice that the United States has employed for decades with its allies. This arrangement could be particularly appealing to both Saudi Arabia and Pakistan. It would allow the Saudis to argue that they are not violating the NPT since they would not be acquiring their own nuclear weapons. And an extended deterrent from Pakistan might be preferable to one from the United States because stationing foreign Muslim forces on Saudi territory would not trigger the kind of popular opposition that would accompany the deployment of U.S. troops. Pakistan, for its part, would gain financial benefits and international clout by deploying nuclear weapons in Saudi Arabia, as well as strategic depth against its chief rival, India. The Islamabad option raises a host of difficult issues, perhaps the most worrisome being how India would respond. Would it target Pakistan's weapons in Saudi Arabia with its own conventional or nuclear weapons? How would this expanded nuclear competition influence stability during a crisis in either the Middle East or South Asia? Regardless of India's reaction, any decision by the Saudi government to seek out nuclear weapons, by whatever means, would be highly destabilizing. It would increase the incentives of other nations in the Middle East to pursue nuclear weapons of their own. And it could increase their ability to do so by eroding the remaining barriers to nuclear proliferation: each additional state that acquires nuclear weapons weakens the nonproliferation regime, even if its particular method of acquisition only circumvents, rather than violates, the NPT. N-PLAYER COMPETITION Were Saudi Arabia to acquire nuclear weapons, the Middle East would count three nuclear-armed states, and perhaps more before long. It is unclear how such an n-player competition would unfold because most analyses of nuclear deterrence are based on the U.S.-Soviet rivalry during the Cold War. It seems likely, however, that the interaction among three or more nuclear-armed powers would be more prone to miscalculation and escalation than a bipolar competition. During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union only needed to concern themselves with an attack from the other. Multipolar systems are generally considered to be less stable than bipolar systems because coalitions can shift quickly, upsetting the balance of power and creating incentives for an attack. More important, emerging nuclear powers in the Middle East might not take the costly steps necessary to preserve regional stability and avoid a nuclear exchange. For nuclear-armed states, the bedrock of deterrence is the knowledge that each side has a secure second-strike capability, so that no state can launch an attack with the expectation that it can wipe out its opponents' forces and avoid a devastating retaliation. However, emerging nuclear powers might not invest in expensive but survivable capabilities such as hardened missile silos or submarine-based nuclear forces. Given this likely vulnerability, the close proximity of states in the Middle East, and the very short flight times of ballistic missiles in the region, any new nuclear powers might be compelled to "launch on warning" of an attack or even, during a crisis, to use their nuclear forces preemptively. Their governments might also delegate launch authority to lower-level commanders, heightening the possibility of miscalculation and escalation. Moreover, if early warning systems were not integrated into robust command-and-control systems, the risk of an unauthorized or accidental launch would increase further still. And without sophisticated early warning systems, a nuclear attack might be unattributable or attributed incorrectly. That is, assuming that the leadership of a targeted state survived a first strike, it might not be able to accurately determine which nation was responsible. And this uncertainty, when combined with the pressure to respond quickly, would create a significant risk that it would retaliate against the wrong party, potentially triggering a regional nuclear war. Most existing nuclear powers have taken steps to protect their nuclear weapons from unauthorized use: from closely screening key personnel to developing technical safety measures, such as permissive action links, which require special codes before the weapons can be armed. Yet there is no guarantee that emerging nuclear powers would be willing or able to implement these measures, creating a significant risk that their governments might lose control over the weapons or nuclear material and that nonstate actors could gain access to these items. Some states might seek to mitigate threats to their nuclear arsenals; for instance, they might hide their weapons. In that case, however, a single intelligence compromise could leave their weapons vulnerable to attack or theft. Meanwhile, states outside the Middle East could also be a source of instability. Throughout the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union were engaged in a nuclear arms race that other nations were essentially powerless to influence. In a multipolar nuclear Middle East, other nuclear powers and states with advanced military technology could influence -- for good or ill -- the military competition within the region by selling or transferring technologies that most local actors lack today: solid-fuel rocket motors, enhanced missile-guidance systems, warhead miniaturization technology, early warning systems, air and missile defenses. Such transfers could stabilize a fragile nuclear balance if the emerging nuclear powers acquired more survivable arsenals as a result. But they could also be highly destabilizing. If, for example, an outside power sought to curry favor with a potential client state or gain influence with a prospective ally, it might share with that state the technology it needed to enhance the accuracy of its missiles and thereby increase its ability to launch a disarming first strike against any adversary. The ability of existing nuclear powers and other technically advanced military states to shape the emerging nuclear competition in the Middle East could lead to a new Great Game, with unpredictable consequences.

Brilliant Pebbles Solvency Evidence

Brilliant Pebbles allow for boost phase interception which solves deterrence, they’re technically viable and could be ready within three years, low cost and small size prevent counterforce balancing 

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)

A space-based KEI is designed to hit a ballistic missile in its boost or ascent phase, when the warhead(s) has not yet separated from the missile and is most vulnerable. It is also capable of midcourse and high-terminal phase intercepts. Ki​netic kill vehicles would be placed in low-earth orbit, where they would remain until a hostile missile launch was detect​ed. For intercepts in the boost or terminal phases, a kinetic kill vehicle would accelerate out of orbit toward the missile which would be destroyed by direct impact. Midcourse in​tercepts would occur in space. By the early 1990s, the United States had developed tech​nology for lightweight propulsion units, sensors, computers, and other components of an advanced kill vehicle. This con​cept, Brilliant Pebbles, consisted of a constellation of about 1,000 interceptors that combined their own early-warning and tracking capability with high maneuverability to engage attacking ballistic missiles in all phases of their flight trajec​tory. Each interceptor, or “pebble,” was designed to identi​fy the nature of the attack, which might include up to 200 ballistic missile warheads, based on a defense that included 1,000 “brilliant pebbles;” and since it knew its own location and that of all other pebbles, each could calculate an opti​mum attack strategy from its own perspective and execute an intercept maneuver, while simultaneously informing the other pebbles of its action. This operational concept enabled a robustly viable, testable, operational capability that sur​vived numerous scientific and engineering peer reviews in the 1989-90 time period, including by some groups that were hostile to the idea of missile defense in general, and space-based defenses in particular. Still, because of persistent pol​icy preferences, the opposition eventually gained the upper hand politically, and the program, which had been formal​ly approved by the Pentagon’s acquisition authorities, was curtailed by Congress in 1991 and 1992 and then cancelled by the Clinton administration.14 But the technology was clearly established, supporting the Pentagon’s approved acquisition plan that each of the pebbles would operate autonomously because each carried the equivalent of a Cray-1 computer and could perform its own calculations for trajectory and targeting analysis. Each also had its own navigation sensors, allowing it to determine its location and the location of its neighbors – as well as to detect and track the target ballistic missiles and calculate a good approximation of what its neighbors saw.15 These peb​bles would act as sensor platforms until all or part of the constellation was authorized to intercept hostile missiles. In fact, their infrared sensors provided the warning and track​ing capability needed to alert the Brilliant Pebbles constel​lation, enabling it to intercept ballistic missiles in the boost and subsequent phases of flight. The constellation would provide a redundant and, for some applications, superior capability to the geosynchronous Defense Support Program satellites used since the early 1970s as a key element of the U.S. Early Warning and Tactical Assessment system. Their small size, meanwhile, made them difficult to target, while their relatively low cost made them easy to replace. The autonomy of Brilliant Pebbles interceptors in detect​ing launch and undertaking interception complicated the use of countermeasures against their command and con​trol. And because of the number of interceptors deployed in space, these defenses would have multiple opportunities for interception, thus increasing their chances of a success​ful intercept in either the boost or midcourse phase, or even high in the Earth’s atmosphere during reentry in the termi​nal phase. These characteristics stand in contrast to the cur​rent GMD interceptors, which may not provide more than one independent intercept opportunity. Although the Brilliant Pebbles program was terminated in the early 1990s, advances in the commercial, civil, and other defense sectors since that time would now permit even lighter mass, lower cost, and higher performance than would have been achieved by the 1990-era technology base. Thus, lighter weight and smarter components could now empower a Brilliant Pebbles interceptor with greater accel​eration/velocity, making possible boost-phase intercept of even short- and medium-range ballistic missiles as well as high-acceleration ICBMs, thus surpassing the capabilities of the 1990 Brilliant Pebbles.16 As noted above, the same sensor and kill-vehicle tech​nology can be used for ground- and sea-based interceptors – notably on the VLS-compatible, high-velocity Navy SM-3 interceptor. Reviving and building on the Brilliant Pebbles concept and related technologies is essential for the deploy​ 16 ment of effective SBIs, as well as improved interceptors for use in other basing modes, especially at sea. One feasible option for testing and initial deployment of a revived space-based interceptor system based on Brilliant Pebbles would be to deploy approximately 40 to 120 inter​ceptors for a space-system test bed analogous to the ground- and sea-based test beds. After demonstrating feasibility by testing against missiles of all ranges in all possible phases of their flight, this test bed would have a limited capabili​ty and could be expanded to become part of a fully capable defensive constellation. In 1991 initial operations were expected to be feasible in approximately five years; however at that time there was an in-place acquisition program with two competing contrac​tor teams. An appropriate Brilliant Pebbles team could be re​constituted and meet an approximate five-year target date for initial operations. Motorola used commercially available technology to build and begin operating its 66-satellite constellation Iridium communications system in roughly five years for approximately $5 billion. Iridium, now used by the Pentagon for com​munications to remote locations, exploited many of the technologies, operational concepts, and ac​quisition management approaches that had been planned for Brilliant Pebbles before it was cancelled in 1993. Consequently, the operational issues dem​onstrated by the Iridium experience would be valu​able in reconstituting a viable Brilliant Pebbles ac​quisition program, provided personnel with that experience were included on the team.
A/T: Launch Costs/Spending 

Brilliant Pebbles have low launch costs and is relatively low cost 

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)

Brilliant Pebbles Cost Estimates Then and Now Prior to a 1990 milestone assessment by the De​fense Acquisition Board (DAB), the Strategic De​fense Initiative Organization (SDIO),17 the U.S. Air Force, other Defense Department organizations such as the Defense Science Board, and the JASON18, conducted rigor​ous technical, operational, and cost studies in the 1989 “sea​son of reviews” for the Brilliant Pebbles program. In addition, the Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG) in the Office of the Secretary of Defense carried out a detailed, in-depth Brilliant Pebbles cost assessment. The CAIG prepares inde​pendent lifecycle cost estimates for major defense acquisi​tion programs prior to major milestone reviews such as the DAB, while concurrently reviewing cost estimates prepared by a system program office such as the MDA (or the SDIO, as it was then called). These analyses are the foundation of the IWG report’s cost estimates for the original and a revised BP program as set forth below. Brilliant Pebbles Costs as a Part of Phase I and GPALS As illustrated in the following schedule of events from an August 1990 briefing to the DAB by SDIO’s Brilliant Pebbles task force, the thorough in- and out-of-government 1989 re​views, involving tens of man-years of senior technical and programmatic review and analysis, found no “show stop​pers” and led to a January 1990 decision to proceed with the Brilliant Pebbles program as the basic SBI component of the Phase I architecture. The “no show-stoppers” conclu​sion was significant – especially from the JASON, an elite ad​visory group not noted for its advocacy of missile defense programs – because of the intensive “red team” analyses to which the Brilliant Pebbles system was subjected, including the most advanced offensive countermeasures that could have been developed against Brilliant Pebbles. Based on the various CAIG-approved cost assessments in 1989 and the technical viability of the proposed architec​ture, the DAB fully approved the Brilliant Pebbles SBI system in 1990. The CAIG-approved estimate was that 1,000 Brilliant Pebbles interceptors (or BPs) could be developed, tested, de​ployed, and operated for twenty years (replacing each peb​ble once during that 20-year period) with a low to moderate risk, event-driven acquisition program for $11 billion in 1989 dollars, or about $19 billion when inflated to 2008 dollars. Both contractor teams, Martin Marietta and TRW-Hughes, indicated their willingness to accept a firm fixed-price con​tract to deliver at these CAIG-estimated costs, contingent on continued streamlined management by the Brilliant Peb​bles task force. Table 2-2 breaks down these 1989 cost estimates and ad​justs them to account for inflation. Research, development, testing, and evaluation (RDT&E) and other government-added costs in 1989 dollars were estimated at $7.35 billion – $12.78 billion in 2008 dollars. The 20-year life-cycle oper​ating cost estimate was $2 billion in 1989 dollars – $3.48 bil​lion for 2008 dollars. Estimated 1989 production costs were $425 million for 1,000 pebbles, or $425,000 for each pebble. We assume that it would be necessary to replace each peb​ble once over a 20-year operations period. This would dou​ble these estimates to $850 million for 2,000 pebbles in 1989 dollars, resulting in a 2008 figure of $1.47 billion. Finally, each individual pebble weighed between 1.4 and 2.3 kilograms, exclusive of fuel, and was to be housed in a pro​tective cylinder, or “life jacket,” in all about 102 centimeters long19. A fully fueled pebble would weigh approximately 45 kilograms, including its life jacket. Because of the relatively small size and mass of each pebble package, the launch cost for the 1,000-BP architecture was far less than cost estimates for other types of heavier space-based interceptors previous​ly considered – and apparently considered more recently to present (incorrectly) the current state-of-the-art possibilities (more below). Based on the intensive 1989 season of reviews and the planned use of highly reliable Delta or Atlas launch systems20, the estimated launch cost per BP was $400,000 and $660,000 in 1989 and 2008 dollars, respectively; for a constel​lation of 1,000 BPs, and to replace each once, was $800 million in 1989 dollars – or $1.32 billion in 2008 dollars21.
Tech viability 

Brilliant pebbles would work 

Unknown author July 26, 2006 “Coyle takes aim at Brilliant Pebbles”. The Claremont Institute: Claremont, CA

Would Brilliant Pebbles work? Coyle does not mention that Brilliant Pebbles had successfully completed its simulation stage and was ready to move to the proof-of-concept, prototype, and performance testing stages when it was effectively starved of funding as the Clinton administration came to power. Nor does he mention that in 1994 NASA launched a deep-space probe mission known as “Clementine,” constructed with first-generation Brilliant Pebbles hardware. The mission, which cost $80 million, effectively “space-qualified” Brilliant Pebbles technology, even though the missile defense program had already been eliminated. Would Brilliant Pebbles be too expensive? The newly released report by the Independent Working Group entitled Missile Defense, the Space Relationship and the Twenty-First Century—the report cited by the UPI piece—puts the total cost of a 1,000-satellite constellation of Brilliant Pebbles at $16 billion, based on the fully approved Defense Acquisition Board plan from 1991. The figure includes the costs of developing, testing, deploying, and operating Brilliant Pebbles over a 20-year period using a low-to-moderate risk, event-driven acquisition schedule. Many would agree that $16 billion dollars is a small price to pay for the protection of the U.S. and its allies from ballistic missile attack and nuclear devastation.
Interception solvency

Brilliant Pebbles would have been able to shoot down every scud missile in the gulf war

Frederick 8 *Lorinda A. Frederick is Major Lorinda A. Frederick was commissioned through the Reserve Officer Training Corps, Michigan State University in 1993. She is a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance. She was a Crew Commander, Instructor, and Flight Commander in both mission areas. Major Frederick then served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements. While assigned to HQ AFSPC, Major Frederick deployed to the Central Command Area of Operations where she served in the Space Cell of the Combat Operations Division, Combined Air Operations Center. She subsequently transitioned to United States Strategic Command where she was an exercise planning officer. Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College. Major Frederick is currently a graduate student at the USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies. **Approved by Lieutenant Colonel John H. Davis and Professor Dennis M. Drew [“Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense” June 2008, Graduate Thesis, PDF]

While research continued on lasers and particle beam interceptors, the nation proceeded with available hit-to-kill kinetic capabilities. GPALS started in 1991, with the objective of protecting US forces overseas, our friends and allies, and the United States itself from “accidental, unauthorized, and/or limited ballistic missile strikes.” 9 GPALS had three components, of which only one, Brilliant Pebbles, relied on space to provide a global defense against ballistic missiles. Space capabilities played a supporting role in the other two components, theater missile defense and limited national missile defense. Brilliant Pebbles was a “constellation of small autonomous, kinetic-energy interceptors designed to detect and destroy ballistic missiles while they were still in the boost, post-boost, and early midcourse phases of flight.”10 Brilliant Pebbles was expected to be effective against any missile with a range greater than 600-800 kilometers.11 Citing a March 1992 Report to Congress on space-based ballistic missile defense interceptors, Ambassador Henry F. Cooper highlighted, “Simulations using actual DSP data from Scud missile launches during the Gulf War showed that Brilliant Pebbles could have intercepted every Iraqi Scud launched against Israel and Saudi Arabia.” 12 While the technology showed promise, it lacked political support and, as a consequence, the Clinton Administration cancelled Brilliant Pebbles in 1993. 

***A/T: COUNTERMEASURES

See pfaltzgraff brilliant pebbles solvency card

a/t: overwhelm/decoys

SBMD wouldn’t be overwhelmed 

Frederick 8 *Lorinda A. Frederick is Major Lorinda A. Frederick was commissioned through the Reserve Officer Training Corps, Michigan State University in 1993. She is a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance. She was a Crew Commander, Instructor, and Flight Commander in both mission areas. Major Frederick then served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements. While assigned to HQ AFSPC, Major Frederick deployed to the Central Command Area of Operations where she served in the Space Cell of the Combat Operations Division, Combined Air Operations Center. She subsequently transitioned to United States Strategic Command where she was an exercise planning officer. Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College. Major Frederick is currently a graduate student at the USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies. **Approved by Lieutenant Colonel John H. Davis and Professor Dennis M. Drew [“Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense” June 2008, Graduate Thesis, PDF]

A fourth countermeasure available to the adversary is the fielding of more missiles to saturate the missile defense architecture.34 The saturation point depends upon the numbers of both space- and terrestrial-based interceptors deployed. Space-based interceptors could strike ballistic missiles in boost phase. Because decoys and countermeasures are deployed after boost phase, this boost-phase work would lighten the load for midcourse and terminal phase defenses. SBMD interceptors would increase the effectiveness of the current BMD architecture even if the adversary employs countermeasures, but they might also deter an adversary from employing ballistic missiles altogether.
a/t: cruise missiles

Cruise missiles means deterrence has worked 

Frederick 8 *Lorinda A. Frederick is Major Lorinda A. Frederick was commissioned through the Reserve Officer Training Corps, Michigan State University in 1993. She is a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance. She was a Crew Commander, Instructor, and Flight Commander in both mission areas. Major Frederick then served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements. While assigned to HQ AFSPC, Major Frederick deployed to the Central Command Area of Operations where she served in the Space Cell of the Combat Operations Division, Combined Air Operations Center. She subsequently transitioned to United States Strategic Command where she was an exercise planning officer. Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College. Major Frederick is currently a graduate student at the USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies. **Approved by Lieutenant Colonel John H. Davis and Professor Dennis M. Drew [“Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense” June 2008, Graduate Thesis, PDF]

The last countermeasure might involve the opponent shifting from ballistic missiles to cruise missiles. Cruise missiles remain beneath the atmosphere where SBMD may not be effective due to the difficulty of penetrating the Earth’s atmosphere. The adversary would pay a penalty in terms of speed, reach, and destructive potential for using cruise missiles instead of ballistic missiles. These penalties, in combination with existing cruise missile defenses, would make their attack less likely to succeed. While SBMD interceptors may not work well against cruise missile attacks, space sensors could still trigger theater missile defenses to intercept these missiles. Getting an adversary to switch from ballistic to cruise missiles would also be a victory for those seeking to deter the proliferation of ballistic missiles and a testament to the effectiveness of SBMD.
a/t: asats 

ASATS would be self-deterring (also see pfaltzgraff solvency evidence)
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ASATs are a third countermeasure available to the adversary and could pose a serious problem. However, the extensive debris fields generated by ASAT interceptions would interfere with satellite operations so much that they would be self-deterring. If a state has an ASAT capability, they would almost certainly have satellites they want keep away from the debris field, as would other states not involved in the conflict.
a/t: longer burn times

That means the attacks wont succeed 

Frederick 8 *Lorinda A. Frederick is Major Lorinda A. Frederick was commissioned through the Reserve Officer Training Corps, Michigan State University in 1993. She is a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance. She was a Crew Commander, Instructor, and Flight Commander in both mission areas. Major Frederick then served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements. While assigned to HQ AFSPC, Major Frederick deployed to the Central Command Area of Operations where she served in the Space Cell of the Combat Operations Division, Combined Air Operations Center. She subsequently transitioned to United States Strategic Command where she was an exercise planning officer. Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College. Major Frederick is currently a graduate student at the USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies. **Approved by Lieutenant Colonel John H. Davis and Professor Dennis M. Drew [“Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense” June 2008, Graduate Thesis, PDF]

The development of faster-burning missiles, a second countermeasure, could reduce the missile's period of vulnerability to SBMD.33 However, this countermeasure would decrease the range of these ballistic missiles, making them less likely to reach the United States. In such a case, theater missile defenses may be in a position to respond to these attacks.
a/t: hardening

Hardening would be ineffectual against brilliant pebbles  
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One countermeasure would be hardening missiles against non-kinetic SBMD capabilities, such as lasers.32 Kinetic interception capabilities, such as the failed Brilliant Pebbles program, should not be affected by this countermeasure. Further, hardening will be expensive in terms of both cost and reduced payload. Missiles could not carry as much payload due to the added weight of the hardening material and additional fuel. The increasing costs of research and development (R&D) on countermeasures may limit the number of missiles available, increasing the probable effectiveness of SBMD.
a/t: doesn’t work/perception i/l

Just putting it up deters, doesn’t matter if it works 
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Credible capabilities and the will to use them form the basis for deterrence. During the Cold War, the United States relied on its ability to inflict massive punishment. Since rogue elements and proliferators are unlikely to be deterred by threats of punishment, the United States is developing capabilities to defend itself from aggression. SBMD could extend these capabilities and thereby enhance the US’ ability to deter ballistic missile threats. Demonstrations of SBMD could lead potential adversaries to question whether ballistic missiles will help them achieve their goals. Even limited or imperfect defenses could serve to deter. The United States may only need to create the perception that it could overcome its adversaries.35 Programs such as GPALS, Brilliant Pebbles, Clementine, and SBL brought the United States closer to realizing SBMD capabilities. However, space capabilities for BMD have not evolved beyond providing early warnings of ballistic missile launches since the Cold War.36 Policy has limited the evolution of SBMD capabilities and the next chapter examines how US policy expresses the second component of deterrence – the willingness to use SBMD. 

***A/T: SPACE MIL DISAD 

Dissuasion/ No Arms Racing

No arms racing, it wouldn’t undermine defensive deterrents 
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Although some worry that a unilateral US approach to SBMD could start a new arms race or increase tension, the lens of complex realism questions the inevitability of these outcomes. Realism typically focuses on relative power and not absolute power, and SBMD do not have to upset the balance of relative power.7 New arms races would happen if nations, such as Russia and China, perceive their ability to wage war is being threatened by US pursuit of SBMD. If SBMD are properly designed and deployed, they should not decrease the deterrent effect of the Russian and Chinese ballistic missile arsenals. The United States is not interested in renewing or starting arms races with any country. Although the unilateral pursuit of SBMD could produce such adverse effects, the United States, aware of such possibilities, could strive to avoid them. A nation’s desire for freedom of action may steer it away from treaties. The United States withdrew from the ABM Treaty because it restricted how the United States could defend itself from ballistic missile attack. A unilateral approach would shun participation in treaties restricting the United States’ deployment of SBMD. Treaties are valuable as long as all of the signatories abide by the terms and conditions. If the treaty is signed under duress or is inequitable, then the treaty may fall apart. Treaties may also be used instead of other more appropriate instruments of power.8 The United States could avoid restrictive treaties if it wants to preserve its freedom of action. According to a realist perspective, international pressure should not restrict the options available to the United States in pursuing SBMD. This approach would steer away from considering the views of organizations such as the United Nations, European Union, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization until those views disrupt some other issue on which the United States really wants or needs their cooperation. Unilateral approaches to other forms of BMD are less viable because international actors frequently restrict these US options. Russia already opposes US plans to base missile defenses in the Czech Republic and Poland to protect other countries against ballistic missiles launched by rogue elements, such as Iran. International pressures are less likely to restrict the unilateral pursuit of SBMD than its land-based counterparts. 

SBMD induces stability, and won’t cause arms racing; taking the lead induces acceptance and cooperation, this allows us to manipulate and split the opposition 
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The demand for missile defenses by other countries may create opportunities for SBMD as another way to address their security concerns. SBMD introduces a new dimension to missile defense. Some argue that effective missile defenses will merely lead adversaries to search for other vulnerabilities and find other means to threaten their foes. To which Dr Everett Dolman would reply “Good. The threat of missile attack is now over. If the state is protected from missile attack, which was once a serious threat, this is a laudable result.”11 The international community may appreciate the benefits of SBMD even if they do not necessarily agree with the method. The United States could steer the international community towards a multilateral approach towards SBMD. Using an argument made by William Riker, getting the international community to accept SBMD requires the United States to lead the agenda, frame the issue and tie it to other areas, split the opposition, and avoid old arguments. The United States would want to work from a position of advantage. This position is usually out in front of the issue. The United States must try and manipulate the international agenda in favor of SBMD, if it intends to pursue a multilateral approach. The United States already plays a dominant role in many international organizations, such as the United Nations and NATO, so presiding over committees that hear issues about SBMD could be relatively easy. The United States could work to structure decision-making situations to its advantage.13 Successful manipulation of the agenda could make a favorable outcome more likely.14 Leading the agenda allows the United States to set terms favorable to its interests. The United States could gain support from those who find fault with SBMD methods by framing the issue in another dimension, for instance the need to deter threats in new ways.15 “Today, the United States has only an extremely limited capability to defend its people, territory, foreign deployed forces, allies, and friends against ballistic missile attack.”16 Current US missile defenses cannot shoot down missiles in their boost phase. Many areas around the world may not be defended from ballistic missiles. The proliferation of ballistic missiles increases the chances of an attack against vulnerable nations with no defenses. These are all reasons the United States could use while making a case for placing missile defenses on the international agenda. The United States could also appeal to a larger audience to gain widespread acceptance of SBMD on the international stage. SBMD allows the United States to give deterrence a broader appeal because it could benefit many more countries than any other form of missile defense. Confidence in the US’ ability to defend itself from an attack may allow the US to extend this same protection to allies and coalition partners. These international partners may perceive the United States as being more apt to stand by them during conflict versus retreating into an isolationist position due to concerns about the homeland. Effective integrated defenses, which include SBMD, could reassure friends and allies of the US’ commitment to deter, and respond should deterrence fail. SBMD therefore may keep other countries out of conflicts because they are confident the United States could protect them from missile attack. The United States may want to restructure the current regime as it pursues a more multilateral approach to SBMD. “International regimes are defined as principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actor expectations converge in a given issue.”17 Old rules and procedures may no longer support new principles for missile defense. The United States seeks to foster relationships built on common principles concerning the use of space. Many states already value having ballistic missile defense capabilities. The United States could try changing international perceptions about the uses of space. Space has been treated as a sanctuary, preserved for peaceful purposes, since the Soviet launch of Sputnik in 1957, followed quickly by the American launch of Explorer 1. This peaceful use of space was codified by the United Nations in 1962 by the “Declaration of Legal Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space.”18 The Outer Space Treaty followed in 1967 expanding the 1962 Declaration to include, “States shall not place nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction in orbit or on celestial bodies or station them in outer space in any other manner to prevent nuclear weapons in space.”19 Now perceptions of space as a sanctuary may be changing with recent actions such as the Chinese anti-satellite demonstration in 2007, and even the US’ destruction of an ailing NRO satellite in 2008. Space may no longer be a pristine sanctuary. However, the perception shared by international and domestic audiences of space remaining a sanctuary may inhibit the nation's ability to field SBMD. The United States may need to shift the international community’s focus from space as a sanctuary, a preserve free of weapons, towards space for the benefit of all mankind, protecting the helpless from ballistic missiles.20 The United States is committed to the overarching space principles of 'freedom of overflight' and 'space for the benefit of all mankind' and not the preservation of space as a sanctuary. Perceptions of fairness may be complicating international buy-in to the current BMD architecture. Land-basing could be perceived as unfair because the system protects some countries more than others.21 One unlikely solution for this concern could entail building more land-based missile defense sites. However, foreign populations may not like the United States building sites on their sovereign territory because it could be an overt sign that they rely on the United States for security. An expanded BMD architecture that included SBMD could be perceived as distributing the benefits of protection more fairly. In contrast to intrusive land-based interceptors, SBMD would be out of sight, out of mind for these concerned populations. Those opposing, or ambivalent towards, SBMD do not share the same concerns and therefore may not be uniformly opposed to these defenses. Introducing additional issues or choices into decision-making processes may effectively split the opposition into opposing camps on that issue or choice.22 Once this happens, the United States could exploit the political fissures. “This manipulation works even though those who are manipulated know they are being manipulated because, once a salient dimension is revealed, its salience exists regardless of one’s attitude toward it.”23 The United States has used a multilateral approach to missile defenses with the Soviet Union/Russians in the past. “During his first visit to the United States in 1992, President Boris Yeltsin proposed that the United States and Russia jointly pursue a Global Protection System against ballistic missiles.”24 President George H. W. Bush agreed and started the Ross-Mamedov talks before leaving office. President Clinton, however, did not continue the talks, leaving the Russians skeptical about US intentions for cooperation.25 Perhaps the new administration could restart such talks. The United States could try and reach new audiences about the value of SBMD. SBMD critics express concerns about debris fields and other consequences of employing space-based defenses. The Space Liability Convention already covers the legal consequences and responsibilities of those employing such systems. Missile defenses operating in any medium face similar concerns, yet these issues do not inhibit their employment. The military has to worry about the debris and liability generated from any missile intercepts regardless of whether they occur in the atmosphere or space. Reiterating old arguments to the same audiences does not gain new support from those countries who may be interested in a multilateral approach to SBMD.26 Responding to the same audiences with the same message wastes time and energy that could be spent elsewhere, such as changing perceptions or splitting the opposition. By leading the agenda, the United States could avoid being stuck repeating old arguments and move on to more salient issues.

Unilateral SBMD good

Unilateral SBMD is good, allows freedom of action and power projection

Frederick 8 *Lorinda A. Frederick is Major Lorinda A. Frederick was commissioned through the Reserve Officer Training Corps, Michigan State University in 1993. She is a Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours in Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and Missile Warning and Space Surveillance. She was a Crew Commander, Instructor, and Flight Commander in both mission areas. Major Frederick then served in Headquarters Air Force Space Command (HQ AFSPC) in Space and Missile Officer Assignments and ICBM Requirements. While assigned to HQ AFSPC, Major Frederick deployed to the Central Command Area of Operations where she served in the Space Cell of the Combat Operations Division, Combined Air Operations Center. She subsequently transitioned to United States Strategic Command where she was an exercise planning officer. Major Frederick has a bachelor’s degree in Accounting from Michigan State University, a master’s degree in Business Administration from Regis University, and a master’s degree in Military Arts and Sciences from USAF Air Command and Staff College. Major Frederick is currently a graduate student at the USAF School of Advanced Air and Space Studies. **Approved by Lieutenant Colonel John H. Davis and Professor Dennis M. Drew [“Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense” June 2008, Graduate Thesis, PDF]

Arguments for a Unilateral Approach to SBMD A realist moral philosophy holds pursuit of the national interest as an ideal guide to the formulation of state policy, especially in a dangerous international system.3 Dangers abound internationally due to political uncertainties in states and rogue elements. World politics may be characterized by a “state of war,” not a single continuous war or constant wars, but the constant possibility of war among all states.4 Viewing the unilateral pursuit of SBMD through the lens of complex realism, reveals areas the United States may emphasize. Unilateral pursuit of SBMD strengthens United States’ ability to protect itself without international constraints on how the US projects power and maintains freedom of action. The ability to project power lets sovereign nations defend their interests without relying on other states. SBMD could enable a global on-call missile defense capability and a timely response to rapidly evolving threats.5 The United States has the freedom to launch SBMD assets into orbits favorable for deterring or responding to threats from hostile states. After unilaterally deploying such capabilities, the United States would be free to launch its space-based interceptors when it felt the need to project power. Land-based defenses located on foreign soil, by contrast, might have to request permission from the host nation before launching their interceptors. SBMD could therefore enhance both power projection and freedom of action. SBMD can also help the United States reduce its dependence on other states further. Augmenting the current BMD architecture with SBMD could let the nation redeploy land, sea, and air assets and reduce its dependency on overseas bases. Foreign public opinion may not support other forms of missile defense technology on their sovereign territory.6 Political ties between the United States and other countries may be strained if there is public controversy over proposals to field land-based missile defense. Foreign populations who view interdependence as a potential vulnerability may find it unsettling to depend on the United States for their defense. SBMD could insulate the United States from the oscillating currents of foreign public opinion. 

A2: Go Second Solves

Their ev doesn’t say that going second provides international political cover, rather that the US might get some small benefits and that it overcame domestic opposition.

Even if going second seems promising, it can’t happen- unfeasibility and political backlash

Coffelt, 05 – Lt. Colonel; thesis to the school of advanced air and space studies (Christopher A, “THE BEST DEFENSE: CHARTING THE FUTURE OFUS SPACE STRATEGY AND POLICY.” A Thesis Presented to the Faculty of the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of the Graduation Requirements SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIES AIR UNIVERSITY, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. June 2005.) AFL
Sputnik’s launch bestowed the honor and prestige of being first in orbit upon the Soviet Union, but was fortuitous for United States policy makers, as well. Whether or not the soviets beat the United States outright or the United States allowed the soviets to go first is irrelevant. The critical point is the soviets did go first. In one stroke, Sputnik solved the complicated, politically charged overflight issue that us policy makers grappled with and could not resolve. This enabled the United States to pursue its space reconnaissance program free from the legal and policy quagmire that accompanied launching first, and avoided appearing as an aggressor. Responding to the soviet capability fueled and legitimized the United States’ spending on its space program, 291 and garnered unprecedented public support. Robust funding complemented by international legitimacy and public support provided the united states space program a significant advantage. If, as some argue, weaponization of space is truly inevitable, the United States should manage risk, research and develop in secret, allow an adversary to cross the weapons in space threshold first, and reap the sputnik-like rewards of being a close second. In spite of the apparent advantages this strategy offers, it is likely much easier said than done. Advocating or supporting any second-follower strategy would be an extremely difficult position for an elected official or military officer, considering the US’ clear, longstanding preference for positive action and offensive solutions.  

PREFERENCE FOR THE OFFENSE: AS “TRUSTEES” MAKE CLEAR, A CASE CAN BE MADE FOR ADOPTING OFFENSIVE MEASURES, BUT THE CASE STUDIES INDICATE THAT THERE ARE NO SIMPLE, STRAIGHTFORWARD SOLUTIONS TO NATIONAL SECURITY ISSUES—ESPECIALLY IN AN AGE OF HIGH TECHNOLOGY. THESE STRATEGIC DECISIONS PRESENT EXTREMELY COMPLEX PROBLEMS THAT DECISION MAKERS MUST ANALYZE AND ATTEMPT TO MAKE THE BEST CHOICE. THE HIGH STAKES NATURE OF THESE DECISIONS ADDS PRESSURE AND COMPLICATES THE ENTIRE PROCESS AS THE CONSEQUENCES FOR MISCALCULATION GROW. WITH SO MUCH TO CONSIDER AND THE THOUSANDS OF SHADES OF GRAY THAT COLOR THESE HIGH STAKES DECISIONS, THERE IS A SAFETY IN THE POSITIVE AIM AND THE OFFENSIVE STRATEGY. THIS IS NOT TO SAY THAT ALL SELECTIONS OF AN OFFENSIVE STRATEGY ARE THE RESULT OF INTELLECTUAL LAZINESS OR INABILITY TO COMPREHEND THE ISSUES. CERTAINLY THERE ARE TIMES WHEN AN OFFENSIVE STRATEGY IS THE BEST COURSE OF ACTION. HOWEVER, THERE IS A STRONG PREFERENCE FOR OFFENSIVE SOLUTIONS WHICH MAY BE THE RESULT OF THE COMPLEXITY OF THE ISSUES AND THE RELATIVE SAFETY OF TAKING THE POSITIVE AIM AS INSURANCE AGAINST THE POSSIBILITY THAT SOMETHING WAS OVERLOOKED OR MISCALCULATED. INDIVIDUALLY, THE POSITIVE AIM AND OFFENSIVE STRATEGY GIVES A COMFORT AND HELPS AN INDIVIDUAL LIVE UP TO HIS/HER RESPONSIBILITIES TO THE LARGER BODY OF CITIZENS THAT RELY ON THE DEFENSE STRATEGIST’S JUDGMENT AND SKILL. FROM A PSYCHOLOGICAL POINT OF VIEW, IT IS TYPICALLY MORE DESIRABLE TO BE PERCEIVED AS 292 BEING STRONG ON DEFENSE AND COMMITTED TO NATIONAL SECURITY. THIS DESIRE IS HELD EQUALLY BY THE ELECTED OFFICIAL, CIVILIAN APPOINTEE, AND THE MILITARY MEMBER AS THEIR REPUTATIONS ARE DEPENDENT UPON HOW OTHERS PERCEIVE THEY ARE PERFORMING THEIR DUTIES. AFTER ALL, THE MASSES WHO EMPLOY THESE OFFICIALS AND OFFICERS HAVE ENTRUSTED THEM WITH THEIR COLLECTIVE SAFETY. CONSIDERING THIS, HOW DOES ONE VOTE AGAINST OR NOT SUPPORT IMPROVED, TECHNOLOGICALLY ADVANCED WEAPON SYSTEMS OR OFFENSIVE STRATEGIES THAT PROMISE TO SECURE  THE NATION’S INTERESTS BY POSITIVE FORCE OF ACTION AND RETAIN ONE’S STANDING WITH THEIR PEERS AND THE PUBLIC? FOR THIS REASON, THE DESIRES TO MAINTAIN ONE’S REPUTATION CAN INFLUENCE THE DECISIONS TO PURSUE OFFENSIVE STRATEGIES AND WEAPON SYSTEMS. NO ONE WANTS TO BE THE “SUCKER” WHO COULD OR SHOULD HAVE DONE SOMETHING TO PROTECT THE NATION, BUT FAILED TO ACT. THROUGHOUT THE CASE STUDIES, POPULARITY HAS GENERALLY FOLLOWED LEADERS WHO TOOK THE POSITIVE AIM OR ACTION WHICH ALMOST ALWAYS REQUIRED AN OFFENSIVE STRATEGY AND THE ACCOMPANYING ACQUISITION OF NEWER, BETTER WEAPON SYSTEMS TO ENABLE THAT STRATEGY. TRUMAN WAS FAVORABLY REGARDED FOR PURSUING THE H-BOMB AS WERE JOHNSON AND NIXON FOR THEIR MIRVING OF MISSILES, AND REAGAN FOR HIS EFFORTS ON SDI, ALL OF WHICH CONSTITUTED POSITIVE ACTIONS TO MAKE THE US THE SOLE DETERMINANT OF ITS OWN NATIONAL SECURITY. WHEN A POLITICIAN OR MILITARY OFFICER ADVOCATES POSITIVE MEASURES TO SECURE AND ENSURE NATIONAL SECURITY, HE OR SHE IS GENERALLY PRAISED AND WIDELY REGARDED AS TAKING POSITIVE STEPS TOWARD SAID GOAL. SOME MAY QUESTION THE COSTS OF SUCH A VENTURE AND ADVOCATE A DIFFERENT PRIORITY OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION BETWEEN MILITARY AND DOMESTIC PROGRAMS, BUT RARELY DOES ANYONE QUESTION THE BASIC UNDERLYING ASSUMPTION THAT POSITIVE MEASURES INCREASE SECURITY. THERE IS A POLITICAL AND PERSONAL SAFETY IN THE OFFENSE THAT RARELY EXISTS IN THE ARMS CONTROL, TREATY, OR DEFENSIVE SPHERE. WHEN A POLITICIAN, APPOINTED GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL, OR MILITARY OFFICER ADVOCATES RESTRAINT LIKE FOREGOING THE PURCHASE OF A PARTICULAR WEAPON SYSTEM, SEEKING AN ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENT, OR NOT ENGAGING OR EMPLOYING FORCES UNTIL A MORE FULL UNDERSTANDING OF THE STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS IS GAINED, HE OR SHE IS GENERALLY PERCEIVED AS BEING WEAKER ON DEFENSE, LESS COMMITTED TO THE NATION’S SECURITY, AND POSSIBLY EVEN UNPATRIOTIC (AS WAS THE CASE IN OPPENHEIMER AND OTHERS). POLITICALLY, IT IS CLEARLY BETTER TO ERR ON THE SIDE OF ACQUIRING THE IMPROVED TECHNOLOGY, WEAPON, OR OFFENSIVE STRATEGY THAN TO BE FOREVER REGARDED AS THE ONE WHO WAS WEAK ON DEFENSE. HOW CAN A MILITARY OFFICER MAINTAIN A WARRIOR’S REPUTATION BY ADVOCATING RESTRAINT, EVEN WHEN IT IS TRULY IN THE NATION’S BEST INTERESTS? ONE HAS TO LOOK NO FURTHER THAN HOW MANY JOURNALISTS AND HISTORIANS REGARD FORMER CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF GENERAL COLIN POWELL. POWELL’S INSISTENCE UPON SENDING MILITARY FORCES INTO SITUATIONS ONLY WHEN VITAL NATIONAL INTERESTS WERE AT STAKE AND OBJECTIVES WERE DEFINED GAINED FAME AS THE “POWELL DOCTRINE” AND GARNERED HIM THE UNFLATTERING REPUTATION AS THE “RELUCTANT WARRIOR.”293 IS THIS A FAIR ASSESSMENT OF HIS CONTRIBUTIONS? IT IS ALWAYS EASIER TO ARGUE FOR INCREASING OFFENSE, BUT AS THE CASES INDICATE, THIS SOMETIMES RESULTS IN LESS NATIONAL SECURITY. STILL, OFFENSIVE STRATEGIES REMAIN A POPULAR AND RELATIVELY SAFE POLITICAL COURSE OF ACTION AS THEY RENDER THE APPEARANCE OF INCREASING SECURITY BECAUSE POSITIVE ACTION IS BEING TAKEN. THIS PHENOMENON PRESENTS A REAL DANGER THAT US STRATEGISTS MUST BE AWARE OF AS THEY BEGIN TO CRAFT US  SPACE STRATEGY. IT WILL BE IMPORTANT FOR US STRATEGISTS TO GUARD AGAINST THE NATURAL PREDISPOSITION FOR OFFENSIVE SOLUTIONS THAT IS SOMETIMES DRIVEN BY POLITICAL AND PERSONAL SAFETY AND COMFORT, INTELLECTUAL LAZINESS, OR MILITARY CULTURE AND TRADITION, AND ENSURE ALL STRATEGIC OPTIONS ARE EQUALLY AND ADEQUATELY ANALYZED TO YIELD THE BEST POSSIBLE COURSE OF ACTION AND STRATEGIC CHOICE. 

Covert development fails- only transparency solves 

Coffelt, 05 – Lt. Colonel; thesis to the school of advanced air and space studies (Christopher A, “THE BEST DEFENSE: CHARTING THE FUTURE OFUS SPACE STRATEGY AND POLICY.” A Thesis Presented to the Faculty of the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of the Graduation Requirements SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIES AIR UNIVERSITY, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. June 2005.) AFL
IN FORMULATING US SPACE STRATEGY, GREAT CAUTION AND CARE SHOULD BE TAKEN TO ATTEND TO THE PROCESS BY WHICH SPACE STRATEGIES AND ALTERNATIVES ARE CONSIDERED, ANALYZED, EVALUATED, AND SELECTED AS THE STAKES ARE EXTREMELY HIGH. THIS INCLUDES SETTING THE BEST CONDITIONS POSSIBLE FOR OBJECTIVE, INCLUSIVE DEBATE AS WELL AS FORMAL REVIEW WHICH BRING THE FULL, INTELLECTUAL RESOURCES OF THE NATION TO BEAR ON THE PROBLEM, PRESENTING VIABLE, THOUGHTFUL SOLUTIONS TO THE MOST SENIOR LEVELS OF THE US GOVERNMENT FOR DECISION. ATTENDING TO THE PROCESS CAN WIDEN THE WIN SET AND POTENTIALLY MITIGATE THE EFFECTS OF MANY OF THE PITFALLS (PLACING DECISION MAKING AUTHORITY WITHIN A SINGLE DEPARTMENT, ALLOWING ORGANIZATIONAL INTERESTS TO TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER THE LARGER INTERESTS OF THE NATION, POLARIZATION OF THE ISSUE, ETC.).294 FURTHER, SECRECY OF NATIONAL SECURITY MATTERS CERTAINLY HAS ITS PLACE AND VALUE, BUT THE EVIDENCE SHOWS HOW OPEN DISCUSSION OF THE OVERARCHING STRATEGIC ALTERNATIVES DOES NOT PRESENT THE SAME THREAT TO NATIONAL SECURITY POSED BY DISCLOSURE OF SPECIFIC WEAPON SYSTEM CAPABILITIES, VULNERABILITIES, OR OPERATIONAL EMPLOYMENTS. INCLUSIVENESS IN THE ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES HAS THE BEST CHANCE TO GENERATE THE BEST SOLUTION AND STRATEGY. 

US must weaponize space first- deters nukes, prevents hostile actors, and projects influence and power

Christy, 06 (Donald P., Lieutenant Colonel of United States Air Force, “United States Policy on Space Weapons”, 3/15/06,  http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil307.pdf) AFL

The first case for deliberate acquisition of space weapons is in response to an adversary’s threat that cannot be deterred by other means, such as the United States current conventional or nuclear deterrent capability. 18 For this choice to make strategic sense, the United States must strike a balance between these new undeterred adversaries while not upsetting the existing balance with more capable historical adversaries such as Russia.19 The strategy must also add to the existing deterrence capability of the United States or else we can only assume the United States seeks impunity from attack for the purpose of possible military action against the lesser adversary. For deterrence to work, an adversary must believe that enough of its forces would survive a first strike to inflict sufficient damage on the United States in order to make a first strike inconceivable. The key to deterrence is that both sides are taking a defensive posture. Neither side will strike first because they know the other side is capable of a counter strike that will inflict unacceptable damage. If one side disrupts this “balance” through a combination of space or other weapons, then by definition, deterrence does not exist. Either the adversary will seek to rebalance the equation by improving their capabilities (a defensive posture) or they will seek alternate means to strike first (an offensive posture). If they choose the former, we can conclude they merely hope to prevent aggression from the United States. If they choose the latter, then deterrence is irrelevant because that adversary wants to strike at the United States regardless of our capabilities to respond overwhelmingly. In this case, space weapons add nothing to deterrence capability while potentially they could alter the deterrence equation elsewhere. The undeterred adversary can seek ways to strike that we cannot counter or that are unknown to us, many less complex than missiles and nuclear weapons. The second case for deliberate acquisition is in response to acquisition of space weapons by another nation.20 Another nation, whether friend, ally or adversary, may choose to acquire  space weapons for any or all of the reasons facing the United States.21 The United States would have to consider the decision to respond in kind, do nothing, or pressure the other nation to give up its space weapons. The nation in question, the capabilities of the weapons and the extent to which they threaten the United States, would all be factors in selecting a course of action. This also assumes that either the United States is actively pursuing space weapons and has not yet made a decision to go forward with deployment or that the United States has failed in its leadership to prevent space weapons (as proposed later in this paper). The third case for deliberate acquisition is in cooperation with other nations.22 This is more likely a case for a space based missile defensive capability in concert with friends and allies. It would be necessary to take into account the impact on the deterrence equations mentioned earlier.23 Alternatively, it might be a means for the United States to exert influence and control over another nation independently pursuing space weapons.24 Finally, the United States could make a unilateral decision to acquire space weapons even absent a compelling threat.25 This scenario relies on the argument that space weapons are inevitable and will meet national security requirements by maintaining a technological edge over future peer competitors while simultaneously offering greater flexibility in global strike capabilities.26 Popular literature helps fuel the case for inevitability by making space weapons seem to be on the cusp of reality. As recently as November 1995, Popular Science ran a cover story with the bold headline, “The New War in Space.”27 This type of rhetoric aside, the case for inevitability is not as strong as some might assume. Will policy makers believe strongly enough in a perceived promise of enhanced national security to alter our current “wait and see” course to one that provides specific direction to pursue space weapons? 

Weaponization Good 

Weaponization is inevitable but is the best option- ensures space dominance, is moral, prevents an arms race, deters enemies, and prevents a power vacuum

Spring, 05 (Baker, the F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation, “Slipping the Surly Bonds of the Real World: The Unworkable Effort to Prevent the Weaponization of Space”, 3/10/05, http://www.heritage.org/research/lecture/slipping-the-surly-bonds-of-the-real-world-the-unworkable-effort-to-prevent-the-weaponization-of-space) AFL
Designing a U.S. Military Policy Toward Space That Is Based on Reality If the U.S. is going to make wise decisions about its military policy toward space and space-based assets and activities, first and foremost that policy must be grounded firmly in reality. Flawed assess​ments about where the world is today regarding military capabilities in space is all but certain to lead to flawed policies. The starting point is to rec​ognize the following five facts about military space capabilities today. Fact #1: Space is already weaponized. As catalogued earlier, the U.S. and other states possess a wide array of capabilities to use space to defend themselves and mount offensive opera​tions. No careful parsing of definitions can reverse this reality. Further, there are good reasons for the U.S. to have weapons in space. Supporting nuclear deterrence, defending valuable-but highly vul​nerable-assets in space, countering missile attack, and projecting military power are just a few examples. Fact #2: The U.S. does not face an either/or choice between reassuring other states of its intentions in space and space dominance. A principled policy of using U.S. space domi​nance to ensure freedom of space for peaceful purposes is the better approach. This approach is the one U.S. policymakers have established through the exercise of naval power on the high seas. The U.S. dominance of the high seas is in fact a source of reassurance to many nations, particu​larly those using the seas to engage in internation​al commerce. Fact #3: The morality of weapons in space is derived from the ends for which they are used and how they are used, not their existence. There is nothing immoral about weapons in space. By the same token, U.S. policymakers need to be careful in terms of determining how and for what ends such weapons will be used. My sugges​tion to those concerned about the ramifications of military operations in, around, and through space is to focus on employment policies and not on their current effort to forbid the weapons and their accompanying capabilities. Fact #4: Dissuasion is an option for confront​ing a space arms race. Both the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review of the Bush Administration and the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review describe the concept of dissuasion. Dissuasion is a means for avoiding an arms race by convincing would-be enemies of the U.S. that they have little hope of competing effectively in such races in important areas. The concept is based on the well-founded assumption that these would-be enemies will engage in an arms race if they con​clude they can win it. Given the existing advantages the U.S. has in military space technologies and capabilities, as well as the inherent importance to the military of main​taining access to space and protecting valuable space assets, dissuasion is a concept readily adapt​able to military space. If the U.S. military squan​ders its lead in military space capabilities, it will invite the arms race that arms control advocates say they wish to avoid. Fact #5: The spiral development approach to the acquisition of space weapons and other sys​tems can provide future Presidents with viable options for confronting enemy attacks in, through, and around space. Even many of those opposed to the weaponiza​tion of space acknowledge that it is possible that the U.S. and its friends and allies could be subject to space-based attack. They also acknowledge that the U.S., to use Michael Krepon's terminolo​gy, "couldn't allow that to happen." Preventing that from happening means giving future Presi​dents the military tools necessary to respond effectively. The Department of Defense is using the spiral development acquisition process in the drive to obtain these tools. This concept, which seeks to field systems with limited capabilities initially and improve them with upgrades over time, has been used to field missile defense systems in particular. The tool is readily adaptable to space systems but will necessitate a different approach than in the past. Where the U.S. has pursued large, expensive, and vulnerable space platforms, which possess extended life-cycle times, in the past, it will need to look at smaller, cheaper, and more survivable plat​forms in the future. Conclusion Space is a place. It is part of the geographic con​stant with which militaries have had to contend from the dawn of civilization. As with any piece of geography, space possesses unique characteristics that can provide distinct advantages to the military that is able to exploit them. Through its persistence and creativity, the Unit​ed States now finds itself in a favorable position rel​ative to other states regarding the use of space for military purposes. Its lead, however, should not be taken for granted. If the United States rests on its laurels and squanders this advantage, it will cer​tainly regret it. Indeed, much of the rest of the world would likely regret it as well. The likelihood is that today's emerging space powers-China, Iran, and North Korea, to name several-are not likely to be the benign force that the United States is today and will be in the future. 

Weaponization Inevitable

Space is already weaponized by multiple nations- history and recent AEGIS systems prove

Spring, 05 (Baker, the F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation, “Slipping the Surly Bonds of the Real World: The Unworkable Effort to Prevent the Weaponization of Space”, 3/10/05, http://www.heritage.org/research/lecture/slipping-the-surly-bonds-of-the-real-world-the-unworkable-effort-to-prevent-the-weaponization-of-space) AFL
Attribute #1: Space is not yet weaponized. In order to argue against a U.S. national security pol​icy that would prospectively weaponize space, it is essential to assert that space is not yet weaponized and that U.S. defense programs, and only U.S. defense programs, will initiate an arms race in space. Arms control advocates cling tightly to this prospec​tive view. For example, Jeffrey Lewis of the Center for Defense Information authored a publication last year entitled What if Space Were Weaponized? The problem with this prospective view, of course, is that it is inaccurate. Space is already heavily weap​onized and has been since the dawn of the space age. This occurred with German launches of armed V-2 rockets at Great Britain during World War II. Today, there are intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-launched ballistic missiles that are armed with the most destructive explosives man has ever invented. These nuclear-armed weapons spend a majority of their flight times in space. These same ballistic missile weapons systems consist of more than just the missiles themselves. They depend on a variety of battle management, command and control, and early warning elements that are integral parts of the overall weapon system. Many of these assets are space-based. By way of example, AEGIS weapons systems deployed on Navy surface ships consist of much more than just the standard surface-to-air missiles. The equivalent of the ballistic missile command and control and early warning elements onboard AEGIS class ships have long been defined as parts of the overall AEGIS weapons system. These include the SPY-class radar, target acquisition subsystems, and command and control elements. The same definition is appropriate for ballistic missile weapons systems. Finally, arms control advocates are particularly concerned about the U.S. deploying anti-satellite systems. Leaving aside the fact that the former Sovi​et Union extensively tested a co-orbital anti-satel​lite system, any state that possesses a nuclear-armed intercontinental ballistic missile has an inherent anti-satellite capability. Again, the fact is that space is already weaponized. 

Space isn’t a sanctuary- ascribing value to it is bad and military action can actually be moral

Spring, 05 (Baker, the F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation, “Slipping the Surly Bonds of the Real World: The Unworkable Effort to Prevent the Weaponization of Space”, 3/10/05, http://www.heritage.org/research/lecture/slipping-the-surly-bonds-of-the-real-world-the-unworkable-effort-to-prevent-the-weaponization-of-space) AFL
Attribute #3: Space is a value, not a place. The opponents of the weaponization of space often describe space as an exemplar of a "weapons-free zone," to use the term on the back cover of the DVD "Arming the Heavens." Such terminology reveals the propensity of arms control advocates to define space in value-laden terms, as a place of high value precisely because it does not contain arms. From this perspective, weaponizing space consti​tutes crossing a threshold and is inherently viola​tive of something valuable. Leaving aside the fact that space is already a place that is heavily armed, as I alluded to earlier, the propensity to define space as a value is wrong. Space, first and foremost, is a place. The moral con​tent of any policy that uses space for a military or any other purpose is dependent on the moral underpinnings of the policy. Put another way, it is neither always necessarily wrong nor always neces​sarily right to use space for military purposes. The just uses of the military instrument depend, first, on the purposes for which it is used and, sec​ond, on how it is used, not on the location of mili​tary activities. If military actions are undertaken for the right reason and by means appropriate to obtain the moral ends, then these actions will be morally supportable, whether they take place on land, at sea, in the air, or in space. Many of those opposed to the weaponization of space essentially reject this fundamental premise regarding the mor​al uses of force 

Weaponization inevitable- numerous countries have capabilities, while the US is wrongly denounced

Spring, 05 (Baker, the F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation, “Slipping the Surly Bonds of the Real World: The Unworkable Effort to Prevent the Weaponization of Space”, 3/10/05, http://www.heritage.org/research/lecture/slipping-the-surly-bonds-of-the-real-world-the-unworkable-effort-to-prevent-the-weaponization-of-space) AFL
Attribute #4: It is U.S. actions that will pro​voke a space arms race, not the inherent mili​tary advantages of controlling or denying access to space. As Michael Krepon and Christopher Clary put it in their book, "Weaponization is inevitable if the United States leads the way." This assertion effectively discounts the possibil​ity that other states may seek to place weapons in space in order to exploit space for their own mili​tary purposes or deny other states access to space simply because they see the inherent advantages in doing so. Yet this outcome is possible in situa​tions where the U.S. may not even be directly involved. Let's focus on the example of anti-satellite weap​ons. Might China, for example, use anti-satellite weapons to down Japanese or Taiwanese satellites in the context of a military conflict? Both Japan and Taiwan have satellites. Might a country like Iran in the future seek to destroy an Israeli satel​lite? Israel also possesses a satellite today. Of course, any number of states may seek to disable or destroy U.S. military space systems of the class​es the U.S. has deployed for decades, which space weapon opponents erroneously describe as non-weapon systems. Nevertheless, opponents of the weaponization of space focus the vast majority of their criticism on U.S. space systems development programs. Soviet anti-satellite programs of the Cold War era are mentioned in passing and discounted. Reported Chinese interest in "killer" microsatellites is dis​missed entirely. Foreign satellites used to support nuclear attack operations, including those that could be used to inflict unprecedented destruction on U.S. territory, are conveniently defined as non-weapons systems. Why the heaping of criticism on the U.S. and its military space program? There is no intellectual justification for this bias. 

Arms Control Indict

Arms control is wrong- relies on flawed notion of weaponization and US capabilities

Spring, 05 (Baker, the F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation, “Slipping the Surly Bonds of the Real World: The Unworkable Effort to Prevent the Weaponization of Space”, 3/10/05, http://www.heritage.org/research/lecture/slipping-the-surly-bonds-of-the-real-world-the-unworkable-effort-to-prevent-the-weaponization-of-space) AFL
Tonight, we are engaging in the debate over what arms control advocates refer to as the "weaponization of space." These advocates are arguing for a policy that would jettison a number of important U.S. military capabilities in space, including-but not limited to- anti-satellite weapons, ballistic missile defenses, and ground attack weapons systems. The arguments in favor of jettisoning these capabil​ities are fundamentally flawed. They are flawed for one central reason. They rely on a definition of the weaponization of space that is detached from reality. Arms control advocates have created a make-believe world regarding the current military space capabilities of the U.S. and other nations as the foun​dation for their more specific arguments against the capabilities that will serve the U.S. military, both in times of peace and in time of war. In short, these advo​cates have resorted to the time-honored tradition of pointing toward an idealized outcome by defining the starting point in fictional terms. 

***A/T: CP’S

a/t: alt mechanism sbl’s cp

SBL’s fail, too many variables 

Garwin 3 *Richard L. Garwin is on the Council on Foreign Relations [Space Weapons: Not Yet, 4/14/3, http://www.fas.org/rlg/030522-space.pdf]

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

SBL’s fail, can penetrate 

DeBlois et al. 4 *Bruce M. DeBlois is Formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Richard L. Garwin, formerly Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at CFR, R. Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow to the European Union and research staff at the Program on Science and Global Security at Princeton University, Jeremy C. Marwell is a Furman Scholar at the New York University School of Law. He was formerly Research Associate for Science and Technology Studies at CFR [http://www.fas.org/rlg/041100-rubicon.pdf]

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

SBL’s fail, inaccurate and no range 

Rose 8 *Lars Rose works in the department of materials engineering at the university of British Columbia [October 17th 2008 “Review and assessment of select US space security technology proposals” Space Policy Volume 24, Issue 4 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964608000672#secx1 

[Department of Materials Engineering, University of British Columbia]

The idea of having space-based energy weapons is interesting as their time to target is short. Unfortunately energy efficiency and precision are similarly low. Energy beam divergence reduces the energy per unit area that arrives on target to a degree that makes them useless for the distances involved. Beam divergence can be and has been reduced by research, but there is a physical limit to this reduction. Divergence can never be totally removed. Size and weight of the system is further increased by the cooling system for the high-energy beam emitter, possibly to a point at which the systems have to be assembled on orbit. All on-board systems from power and beam generation to cooling introduce certain vibrational frequencies that can cause substantial oscillation distances on target. This is especially true for space systems, which are drifting without any solid support that could reduce the effect of vibration on beam deterioration. While ground systems are still subject to the same physical limits described above, they are less subject to vibration, power is more readily available and the heavy, complex system does not have to be lifted into space. On the other hand, the beam traverses longer distances in a distorting atmosphere. This can be dealt with today by using mathematical models for pre-distortion of the beam. Blimps in general offer a great carrier capability and the usage of suspended mirrors would alleviate the need for space-based beam relay stations. The sustainability of the reflective properties of relay mirrors during radiation and the effectiveness of any reflected ray on-target would still have to be demonstrated but do not seem to be forthcoming. Energy beam research for the military has produced a large variety of interesting technological advances for the scientific community, but seems unusable for high-precision weapons in the foreseeable future. Spreading of the beam over several thousand kilometers and the consequent loss of specific energy is probably the most severe physical limitation of energy beam weapons, rendering the systems practically useless over large distances. For these reasons, while space lasers were at some point an actual research program, most of the research into these systems has been largely discontinued. 

a/t: Relay mirror cp

Space-based mirrors fail- hard to control satellites
Defense Science Board, 01 (Federal Advisory Committee established to provide independent advice to the Secretary of Defense, “Defense Science Board Task Force on High Energy Laser Weapon System Applications”, 6/15/01, http://www.blackvault.com/documents/rephel.pdf) AFL
Relay mirrors present unique challenges in beam control and dual lineofsight because of the need to collect laser light from ground-, airborne-, or space-based platforms and relay it through a different optical system, at a different location. Meeting this set of needs requires specific beam control solutions. Furthermore, the two independent optical systems have to point and track towards different locations. This implies a hierarchy of structural and optical control never before demonstrated, as illustrated in Figure 38. Relay mirror satellite concepts also pose unique problems for satellite attitude control and momentum management. Satellite systems normally fall into one of two categories. In one case, systems with large, one-time deployment structures are locked into place, once deployed, and thereafter behave as a single rigid body. Alternatively, satellite systems with small deployable members are reoriented during satellite operations. In either case, the satellite system lends itself to attitude control and momentum management via traditional approaches. In the first case, control is generally not an issue during deployment, and the satellite system behaves as a unit post-deployment. In the second case, the forces generated by the  slewing of the smaller unit can be treated as a perturbation force on the pointing controls of the main satellite, and thus can also be rejected via standard techniques. 
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