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1NC 1/3 
No space militarization now- Obama peaceful politics ensure international norms

Jeff Foust, senior analyst and project manager with the Futron Corporation of Bethesda Monday, June 27, 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1873/1 “The national space policy, one year later”
One major difference widely cited between the current administration’s space policy and the one released by the George W. Bush Administration in 2006 has been its tone. The Obama Administration’s policy has been more open to international cooperation on various issues, although it retains language from previous policies that puts strict guidance on when the US should sign onto space arms control measures. Previous US views on space issues, including space arms control, “was not received well by the international community,” said Ben Baseley-Walker, advisor on security policy and international law for the Secure World Foundation. “It was seen as inconsistent, it was seen as antagonistic, and it was seen as isolationist.” That view can’t be immediately changed, he said, but the new space policy takes steps in that direction. “What the national space policy has done is to start to rebuild trust, start to rebuild consistency, and start to rebuild the reliability of the US as an internationally-engaged partner.” Just how willing the US is to be a better international partner will depend on not just the words in the policy, but other forces, notably funding, that force the US to engage more with other nations. “The US has not been put into a situation financially, or on specific limitations on the goals it wants to achieve, to have to deal with international partners,” he said. That could change down the road, he noted, such as when—at some time after 2020—the International Space Station is retired, at which time it’s possible the only space station in orbit is Chinese. More recently, the national space policy has been wrapped up in debates about a proposed “Code of Conduct” for outer space activities promulgated by the European Union (see “Debating a code of conduct for space”, The Space Review, March 7, 2011). The document seeks to provide a set of best practices dealing with space activities, including avoiding the creation of orbital debris and minimizing the risk of collisions. Many of the elements of the EU Code are closely aligned with themes of the new US national space policy, which puts a new emphasis on space sustainability and ensuring access to space for all who wish to use it peacefully. This has raised speculation that the US might soon sign on to the EU Code: although so far there has been no formal move by the US to do so, there have been discussions between American and European officials about aspects of the proposed code of conduct. Baseley-Walker noted that proposals like the EU Code can be “an asset to national security in the long-term”, and that the national space policy does endorse the use of such “transparency and confidence-building measures” to, in its words, “encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space.” However, he said the US should proceed with caution when it comes to the EU Code in order to encourage wider adoption of the code, or something like it, by other nations. “Being very careful with our diplomatic strategy and working out our timing and how best we can build the foundations for long-term success for this issue” is preferable than expending political capital on signing onto this particular document, he said. 
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US space development fuels global space militarization- Russia perceives passive exploration as a military threat. US continued primacy risks global armed conflict. 

Andrei Kislyakov , political commentator for the RIA Novosti news agency, and Anastasia Kislyakova , Mar 19, 2011 10:18 Moscow Time ,“Militarization of space – is it a concern?”, The Voice of Russia, http://english.ruvr.ru/radio_broadcast/36564197/47539112.html //ZY
Russiahas voiced similar concerns. Air Force Commander Col.-Gen. Alexander Zelin in 2008 told a conference at the Academy of Military Sciences that the biggest threats to Russia in the 21st century come from air and space.  This concern about space raises several questions. First, why do satellites require protection? Second, does defense of space equate to the militarization of space? Third, how can sophisticated and expensive space hardware be protected from unwanted interference?  Today satellites do require protection. To understand why, we have to understand how warfare has changed.  Recent conflicts have shown that the ideas that dominated military thinking in the 20th century have become desperately obsolete. In the wars of today, and the future, the objective is to deal surgical strikes against an enemy's sensitive facilities, rather than seize its territory. Massive use of ground troops and armor is already a thing of the past. The role of strategic aviation is similarly decreasing. In strategic arms, the emphasis is shifting from the classic nuclear triad to high precision weapons of different basing modes.  This kind of precision warfare has only been made possible by orbital support vehicles - satellite-based reconnaissance, warning, forecasting and targeting systems. Much has been done in recent years for the development of "smart" weapons - guided bombs and missiles that are highly accurate over hundreds of miles. Military analysts say that today the leading military powers have 30,000-50,000 such weapons between them and by 2020 some 70,000-90,000. It is hard to imagine how many satellites will be required to support such a vast arsenal, but without them, the cruise missiles capable of hitting a mosquito at a hundred miles will be absolutely useless.  Thus, hundreds of seemingly harmless "passive" space systems, which themselves are not designed to attack anything, are a crucial component of high precision weapons, the main armaments of the 21st century.  But this very strength makes space systems the Achilles heel of a modern army. Disabling their satellites would effectively cripple the US, or Russian military - and they are almost completely undefended.  Hence Robert Gates' demand for funds. As other nations follow America’s lead, and rush to protect their satellites from attack, we will see the development of a new arms race. Does this make the militarization of space inevitable? If we are talking about the deployment of attack weapons capable of independently destroying targets in space, the air and on the ground, the answer is "yes".  Mr. Victor Mizin, deputy director of the Moscow Center for the International Research under the Russian Foreign Office says. “The question is not quite correct. The space is being used for military navigation, for the early warning, for targeting, for communication, for military meteorological studies, and so on and so forth. What I was speaking about, is not weaponization of space, not placement of weapons of any kind on the orbit above Earth, because this could mean opening of a channel, a very dangerous channel of arms race. Main experts, probably from the left side of liberal grouping, may think that it could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction that are prohibited by many treaties.  But if they are used with specially given target, this could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction, and the consequences of this could be very devastating”.   In early February 2007, First Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov set his defense department the task of developing an integrated system of air, space and missile defense. The air defense concern Almaz-Antei has been named the main developer of the project. How the United States will choose to protect its more than five hundred satellites is an open question. But it would be better for everyone if, following Russian example, such defense systems are launched from predictable ground sites, rather than space.  Spacecraft, which are not technically weapons, facilitate the effective use of modern military technology and weapons. As a result, the deployment of orbital anti-satellite systems must be prevented both de jure and de facto. Otherwise, the world would face an unprecedented arms race in outer space; no computer can predict the consequences of that arms race. Therefore, it is necessary to study the possibility of drafting special accords that would restrict "passive actions" like dual-purpose satellite systems. Ivan Meshcherikov, vice president of the Tsiolkovsky Academy, thinks that the new American system is a serious threat to Russia's entire orbital cluster, especially Glonass navigation and communications satellites. According to him, the United States is currently deploying new ground radars, which are primarily directed against Russian satellites. "Russia's Glonass navigation system and the United States' GPS have the same frequency and the satellites flying on similar orbital paths," he said. "Still we know that GPS can switch to different frequencies, and our satellites would be defenseless." On the other hand, orbiting space weapons, i.e., means designed to hit enemy targets from space, should be banned from the outset. In the opposite scenario, the entire existing structure of 
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understandings on strategic arms limitations will be eroded and a fresh impulse will be given to the arms race, raising it 
even beyond the level of real  danger. The United States is almost certain to enjoy the lead in their development. But there will be only one outcome. In addition to the US and Russia, there are other countries with serious space programs, such as France, China, Japan and India. The testing and deployment of weapons in space by a large number of countries may very well increase the probability of a global armed conflict that will be hard to avert. 
Russia space militarization risks extinction

Rozoff '9 – Correspondent on Geopolitics and US Foreign Policy with the Centre for Research on Globalization (Rick, 6/19/09, "Militarization Of Space: Threat Of Nuclear War On Earth," http://dandelionsalad.wordpress.com/2009/06/18/militarization-of-space-threat-of-nuclear-war-on-earth-by-rick-rozoff/, RG)

On June 17, immediately after the historical ninth heads of state summit of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) in Yekaterinburg, Russia on the preceding two days, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and Chinese President Hu Jintao announced that their nations were drafting a joint treaty to ban the deployment of weapons in outer space to be presented to the United Nations General Assembly. A statement by the presidents reflected a common purpose to avoid the militarization of space and said: “Russia and China advocate peaceful uses of outer space and oppose the prospect of it being turned into a new area for deploying weapons. “The sides will actively facilitate practical work on a draft treaty on  the prevention of the deployment of weapons in outer space, and of the use of force or threats to use force against space facilities, and will continue an intensive coordination of efforts to guarantee the security of activities in outer space.” [1] The statement also addressed the question of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and its global expansion as well as an integrally related danger, the US-led drive to development a worldwide – and more than worldwide – interceptor missile system aimed at neutralizing China’s and Russia’s deterrent and retaliation capacities in the event of a first strike attack on either or both. The section of the joint communique addressing the above stated, “Russia and China regard international security as integral and comprehensive. The security of some states cannot be ensured at the expense of others, including the expansion of military-political alliances or the creation of global or regional missile defense systems.” [2] The two leaders’ comments assumed greater gravity and legitimacy as Medvedev and Hu had both just attended the two-day SCO summit which included heads of states and other representatives of the SCO’s six full members [China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan), its four observer states (India, Iran, Mongolia and Pakistan, with the heads of state of all but Mongolia participating, the first time for an Indian prime minister), the president of Afghanistan, Hamid Karzai, and attendees from Belarus and Sri Lanka, the latter also for the first time at an SCO summit. The statement by the Russian and Chinese presidents also came the day after the first-ever heads of state summit of the BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India, China) nations in the same Russian city. To confirm the seriousness and urgency of Hu's and Medvedev's concerns over the expansion of the arms race and potential armed conflict into space, on the same day as their statement was released Russian Deputy Defence Minister Vladimir Popovkin addressed a press conference in Moscow and issued comments that were summarized by the local media as "Russia warns that technology failure with weapons in space may accidentally invite a massive response amounting to nuclear war." He warned that his nation's "response to American weapons in orbit would be asymmetric but adequate." [3]   
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Russia will not militarize – joint treaty

KNSA 11 [Korea News Service Agency, state news agency of North Korea, March 5, “Russia FM Rejects Space Militarization”, http://www.kcna.co.jp/item/2011/201103/news05/20110305-10ee.html]
Pyongyang, March 5 (KCNA) -- Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov, addressing the UN Disarmament Conference on Tuesday, clarified Russia's stand against the militarization of space. There has already been built in the world the potentials to deploy arms on the orbit around the earth and spoil spacecraft, he said, warning of the danger of militarization in space around the earth. He stressed the need to discuss unconditionally a draft treaty on ban to arms deployment in outer space jointly submitted by Russia and China in 2008. 

Russia does not want militarization – wants to prevent destabilization

Itar-Tass 11 [Information Telegraph Agency of Russia, major news agency of Russia, March 2, “Russia reiterates danger of outer space militarization”, http://www.deccanherald.com/content/142355/russia-reiterates-danger-outer-space.html]
Russia has again warned the international community about the danger of militarization of outer space. At the conference on disarmament in Geneva, it called for an urgent review of the Russian-Chinese draft international treaty to prevent the deployment of weapons in space. The world has already accumulated the potential enabling it to deploy weapons in near Earth orbits and put spacecraft out of order. "A build-up of this potential will be increasing its destabilizing influence," Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov warned on yesterday.
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US space development fuels global space militarization- Russia perceives passive exploration as a military threat. US continued primacy risks global armed conflict. 

Andrei Kislyakov , political commentator for the RIA Novosti news agency, and Anastasia Kislyakova , Mar 19, 2011 10:18 Moscow Time ,“Militarization of space – is it a concern?”, The Voice of Russia, http://english.ruvr.ru/radio_broadcast/36564197/47539112.html //ZY
Russiahas voiced similar concerns. Air Force Commander Col.-Gen. Alexander Zelin in 2008 told a conference at the Academy of Military Sciences that the biggest threats to Russia in the 21st century come from air and space.  This concern about space raises several questions. First, why do satellites require protection? Second, does defense of space equate to the militarization of space? Third, how can sophisticated and expensive space hardware be protected from unwanted interference?  Today satellites do require protection. To understand why, we have to understand how warfare has changed.  Recent conflicts have shown that the ideas that dominated military thinking in the 20th century have become desperately obsolete. In the wars of today, and the future, the objective is to deal surgical strikes against an enemy's sensitive facilities, rather than seize its territory. Massive use of ground troops and armor is already a thing of the past. The role of strategic aviation is similarly decreasing. In strategic arms, the emphasis is shifting from the classic nuclear triad to high precision weapons of different basing modes.  This kind of precision warfare has only been made possible by orbital support vehicles - satellite-based reconnaissance, warning, forecasting and targeting systems. Much has been done in recent years for the development of "smart" weapons - guided bombs and missiles that are highly accurate over hundreds of miles. Military analysts say that today the leading military powers have 30,000-50,000 such weapons between them and by 2020 some 70,000-90,000. It is hard to imagine how many satellites will be required to support such a vast arsenal, but without them, the cruise missiles capable of hitting a mosquito at a hundred miles will be absolutely useless.  Thus, hundreds of seemingly harmless "passive" space systems, which themselves are not designed to attack anything, are a crucial component of high precision weapons, the main armaments of the 21st century.  But this very strength makes space systems the Achilles heel of a modern army. Disabling their satellites would effectively cripple the US, or Russian military - and they are almost completely undefended.  Hence Robert Gates' demand for funds. As other nations follow America’s lead, and rush to protect their satellites from attack, we will see the development of a new arms race. Does this make the militarization of space inevitable? If we are talking about the deployment of attack weapons capable of independently destroying targets in space, the air and on the ground, the answer is "yes".  Mr. Victor Mizin, deputy director of the Moscow Center for the International Research under the Russian Foreign Office says. “The question is not quite correct. The space is being used for military navigation, for the early warning, for targeting, for communication, for military meteorological studies, and so on and so forth. What I was speaking about, is not weaponization of space, not placement of weapons of any kind on the orbit above Earth, because this could mean opening of a channel, a very dangerous channel of arms race. Main experts, probably from the left side of liberal grouping, may think that it could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction that are prohibited by many treaties.  But if they are used with specially given target, this could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction, and the consequences of this could be very devastating”.   In early February 2007, First Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov set his defense department the task of developing an integrated system of air, space and missile defense. The air defense concern Almaz-Antei has been named the main developer of the project. How the United States will choose to protect its more than five hundred satellites is an open question. But it would be better for everyone if, following Russian example, such defense systems are launched from predictable ground sites, rather than space.  Spacecraft, which are not technically weapons, facilitate the effective use of modern military technology and weapons. As a result, the deployment of orbital anti-satellite systems must be prevented both de jure and de facto. Otherwise, the world would face an unprecedented arms race in outer space; no computer can predict the consequences of that arms race. Therefore, it is necessary to study the possibility of drafting special accords that would restrict "passive actions" like dual-purpose satellite systems. Ivan Meshcherikov, vice president of the Tsiolkovsky Academy, thinks that the new American system is a serious threat to Russia's entire orbital cluster, especially Glonass navigation and communications satellites. According to him, the United States is currently deploying new ground radars, which are primarily directed against Russian satellites. "Russia's Glonass navigation system and the United States' GPS have the same frequency and the satellites flying on similar orbital paths," he said. "Still we know that GPS can switch to different frequencies, and our satellites would be defenseless." On the other hand, orbiting space weapons, i.e., means designed to hit enemy targets from space, should be banned from the outset. In the opposite scenario, the entire existing structure of 
understandings on strategic arms limitations will be eroded and a fresh impulse will be given to the arms race, raising it 
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even beyond the level of real  danger. The United States is almost certain to enjoy the lead in their development. But there will be only one outcome. In addition to the US and Russia, there are other countries with serious space programs, such as France, China, Japan and India. The testing and deployment of weapons in space by a large number of countries may very well increase the probability of a global armed conflict that will be hard to avert. 
Russia despises US space dominance- public polls prove 

Richard Pipes, American academic who specializes in Russian history, director of Harvard's Russian Research Center from 1968 to 1973, senior consultant at the Stanford Research Institute from 1973 to 1978, headed Team B, a team of analysts organized by the Central Intelligence Agency, written  Russia under the Old Regime (1974), The Russian Revolution (1990) and Russia Under the Bolshevik Regime, phd,, 2004,” “Flight From Freedom: What Russians Think and Want;”, //ZY
To frustrate the designs of these imaginary enemies, 78 percent of Russians insist that Russia must be a great power (2/8). This desire manifests itself in a variety of ways. Asked in 1999 to list the ten greatest men of all times and nations, respondents named nine Russians. (The only foreigner was Napoleon, presumably because he was defeated on Russian soil.) The first five people on the list were Peter the Great, Lenin, Pushkin, Stalin, and the astronaut Iurii Gagarin (1/19). Apart from Pushkin, these historical figures have in common their success in making Russia a power to be reckoned with on land and in space. When asked why they admired Stalin, people answered, "He raised the country" (10).  Much of the nostalgia for the Soviet Union derives from the belief that it made Russia a great power on the world stage, a status it has since lost. When asked how they would like their country to be perceived by other nations, 48 percent of Russians said "mighty, unbeatable, indestructible, a great world power." Only 22 percent wanted Russia to be seen as "affluent and thriving"; 6 percent as "educated, civilized, and cultured"; 3 percent as "peace-loving and friendly"; and a mere 1 percent as "law-abiding and democratic" (13). These findings help explain why so many Russians -- 74 percent in one poll -- regret the Soviet Union's passing (1/9). Another survey, conducted toward the end of 2000, asked Russian citizens whether they considered the present regime or the one that had preceded it to be "legitimate, popular, and their own." Fully one-third applied these adjectives to the Soviet Union, a regime that had ceased to exist nine years earlier. Only 12 percent regarded the postcommunist regime as "legitimate," and only 2 percent called it "their own" (7). Hence it is not surprising that when asked in an October 2003 survey how they would react if the Communists staged a coup, 23 percent of respondents said they would actively support it, 19 would collaborate with the insurgents, 27 percent would try to survive, 16 percent would emigrate, and only 10 percent would actively resist (11). Hostility toward the West, which is still seen by many as an enemy and a bearer of alien values, is widespread in Russia. The question "Do you feel European?" elicited the response "Yes, always" from only 12 percent, whereas 56 percent replied, "Practically never" (4/98). The United States is especially disliked, largely because it is seen to have usurped the global hegemony that Russia once shared with it. Every move the United States makes on the international scene, or in space exploration, is interpreted by the Russian media as yet another attempt to solidify Washington's dominance. The performance of American troops in Iraq was at first ridiculed ("Such fear and such hysterical shooting in all directions has so far not been seen in military history" was how one journalist put it in "Izvestiia") (8). When the war ended in a quick and decisive victory, the press once again dismissed the United States: the achievement was the result of bribes to the Iraqi army rather than the product of courage and sound military strategy. 
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US space presence perceived by Russia as a step towards militarization—kills rels

Mizin & Moltz ‘7 -- *Vice-President of the Moscow based Center for Strategic Assessments, member of the Center for Political and Military Prognosis of the Russian Academy of Science IMEMO Institute, and the board of the Russian NGO Committee on Critical Technologies and Nonproliferation AND ** Associate Director and Research Professor at CNS, Monterey Inst of Int'l Studies, directs Newly Indepondent States Nonprolif Program (Victor and James, “Russian Officials not Separating U.S. Space Weapon Propaganda from Reality,” p. 93-4)

Even though the U.S. is no longer officially viewed as a military archrival or, at least, a major strategic threat, Russia critics see U.S. space policy as an organic element of U.S. strategic efforts that have traditionally been alarming to Russia. Therefore, Russians are watching U.S. military space programs very carefully and sometimes overreact in their efforts to thwart any potentially hostile developments in the strategic domain. They sincerely believe the overly enthusiastic, space-superiority incantations that are floated by U.S. Air Force generals, not grasping the way the U.S. government functions or paying attention to the fact that funding for many of these bold plans is seldom being provided by Congress. For this reason, some Russian experts in both the nongovernmental and governmental communities fall for the rhetoric of professional U.S. space warmongers and industry lobbyists by overreacting to media-fanned stories on U.S. plans to launch “Rods from God” bombardment systems or other Hollywood-styled, space-based kill systems.

Link-Exploration 

Development of space tech leads to militarization

Pollpeter 06 [Kevin, China Project Manager for DGI's Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis, 2006, “THE CHINESE VISION OF SPACE MILITARY OPERATIONS”, www.defensegroupinc.com/cira/pdf/doctrinebook_ch9.pdfSimilar]

The development of space technology will inevitably lead to the militarization of space and space militarization will lead to confrontation in space. As the struggle over air and space control is becoming the new focal point of war, space will become the main battlefield of future wars. According to Chinese writings, recent high-technology local wars are evidence that whoever gains air and space control will seize the initiative. Consequently, air and space control will play an increasingly important role in modern war and dominating space will be the one and only principle of winning future wars. Therefore, air and space control will be the new focal point of struggle in future wars.
The more exploration the more space mil

Wolff '3 – completing a M.Sc. with the European Institute at the London School of Economics and Political Science in the United Kingdom (Johannes M., 2003, "‘Peaceful uses’ of outer space has permitted its militarization— does it also mean its weaponization?" http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art1883.pdf, RG)

Despite lofty commitments, the world failed to maintain outer space for peaceful purposes. Militarization of outer space has been a fait accompli since the beginning of the space exploration age. Until now space objects have only acted as force multipliers, however we are approaching the threshold of space weaponization. We have managed to transcend the heavens, a task long seen as impossible, yet we have done little to prevent the militarization of space. We have the opportunity and responsibility to prevent its weaponization.

Link-Development

Plan causes mixed perception about space development – leads to global militarization

Michelson ’10 – the Roeper School Egypt Representative, Special Political Committee, 10 (Rebecca, 2010, "Peaceful Use of Outer Space", http://www.glica.org/topics/show/78, RG)

 In the years following the Cold War-inspired need for outer space domination, the United Nations continues to value outer space as an important area for development internationally. The U.S. and Russia continue to develop their space programs, but new major players in the outer space market follow them closely behind.

China, Japan, and India are all in the process of sending satellites into orbit for themselves, spurred on by motivation of national pride and fear for security based on militarization of outer space. North Korea, despite remaining extremely poor and poverty-stricken, is known to have developed long-range missiles of their own. South Korea, however, has a well-developed technology sector, and like Japan, may be motivated by fear of North Korea’s space technology, to bolster their own space program. Smaller parties like Malaysia are motivated to stir up publicity for their own national pride, affording to pay Russia to allow one of their citizens to take the trip to space.

Russia wants to be a part of this Asian space development, just as the United States wishes to continue development of space internationally, although the Americans are now reliant on Russian rocketry for some space payloads. The United Nations committee of the Office of Outer Space Affairs monitors threats to international security with the possible militarization of space, something a bit less foreboding since the collapse of the Cold War following the breakup of the Soviet Union.

The Arab Republic of Egypt has signed on for peaceful ventures in outer space with India. Once partners in developing the Marut aircraft, the two nations are newly aligned in such areas as cooperation on health, trade, and security. Egypt endorsed the United Nations Resolution 1348 on a coordination of national research programs worldwide, and the continued support of the Office for Outer Space Affairs.

Egypt is notably concerned about the use of outer space for military purposes, and the area becoming subject to an arms race. Egypt strongly feels that all development of outer space should be for peaceful purposes, and hopes to see cooperation internationally in the future toward research and development of our solar system. Egypt welcomes the opportunity to work with other nations in continuing to safeguard outer space for peaceful purposes. 
Link-Investment 

Investments in space technology are perceived as militarizing by other countries
Burghardt ’10 – Global Research; Space Daily (Tom, 2010, “The Militarization of Outer Space: The Pentagon's Space Warriors” http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/The_Militarization_of_Outer_Space_The_Pentagon_Space_Warriors_999.html, RG)

On April 22, the U.S. Air Force (USAF) successfully launched its robotspace shuttle, the X-37B Orbital Test Vehicle (OTV), from Cape Canaveral Air Force Station in Florida. Sitting atop a Lockheed Martin Atlas V rocket, the unmanned, reusable space plane roared into orbit after more than ten years of development by Boeing Corporation's "Phantom Works" black projects shop. The successful orbital insertion of the X-37B was the culmination of a decades' long dream by the Department of Defense: to field a reusable spacecraft that combines an airplane's agility with the means to travel at 5 miles per second in orbit. From the Pentagon's point of view, a craft such as the X-37B may be the harbinger of things to come: a johnny-on-the-spot weapons platform to take out the satellite assets of an enemy de jour, or as a launch vehicle that can deliver bombs, missiles or kinetic weapons anywhere on earth in less than two hours; what Air Force wags refer to as "operationally responsive space." Prior to launch, Air Force Deputy Undersecretary of Space Programs, Gary Payton, ridiculed speculation that the X-37B is the prototype for a new space-based weapons system. Payton told reporters, "I don't know how this could be called a weaponization of space. Fundamentally, it's just an updated version of the space shuttle kinds of activities in space." Needless to say, such denials should be taken with the proverbial grain of salt. The highly-classified program has a checkered history. According to GlobalSecurity.org, the project is envisaged as a "reusable space architecture" that would provide "aircraft-like operability, flexibility, and responsiveness, supporting AF Space Command mission areas." While early examples such as the Dyna-Soar/X-20 program of the 1950s-1960s never panned out due to technological constraints, the Air Force never stopped trying. Programs such as the X-40 Space Maneuver Vehicle (SMV) and the X-41 Common Air Vehicle (CAV), a hypersonic craft intended to serve as a key component in developing the off-again, on-again "Prompt Global Strike" project, demonstrate continuing Air Force interest in "high frontier" weapons programs. The X-40 project eventually merged with the Air Force's X-37B program and the X-41 CAV program has been absorbed by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency's (DARPA) Falcon Hypersonic TechnologyVehicle (HTV-2). Last month, the first test of the Falcon (apparently) ended in failure when DARPA researchers claimed they had lost contact with the craft moments after take-off from Vandenberg Air Force Base. The Falcon was supposed to demonstrate the feasibility of launching a vehicle to the edge of space and then have it come "screaming back into the atmosphere, maneuvering at twenty times the speed of sound before landing north of the Kwajalein Atoll, 30 minutes later and 4100 nautical miles away," according to Wired. Did the HTV-2 mission fail? Since misdirection and disinformation have long been staples of Pentagon black world projects, most likely we'll never know one way or the other. Inevitably, even if these projects amount to no more than monumental failures, their intended target audience, China, Russia or any other nation viewed as a "rogue state" by the imperialist hyperpower, in all likelihood would be drawn in to an expensive, and deadly, contest to devise countermeasures. In this light, Space.com reporter Jeremy Hsu wrote May 5, that ambiguities in devising militarized space technology "can make it tricky for nations to gauge the purpose or intentions behind new prototypes." And such uncertainties are precisely the fodder that fuel an arms race. According to GlobalSecurity.org's John Pike, the U.S. military "could even be using the cloak of mystery to deliberately bamboozle and confuse rival militaries." Pike told Space.com that "the X-37B and HTV-2 projects could represent the tip of a space weapons program hidden within the Pentagon's secret 'black budget,' or they might be nothing more than smoke and mirrors." Pike said that current work "leaves plenty of room for misinterpretation or even outright deception, which could be a ploy to distract other nations with military space projects." "'One of them could be a deception program and the other could be the spitting image of the real thing,' Pike noted. He said that such misdirection could force other nations' militaries to waste money chasing down dead ends." While Pike's assertions sound plausible, given the Pentagon's track record and an annual $50 billion black budget directed towards research on new weapons and surveillance systems, the X-37B, the Falcon HTV-2 or other systems on the drawing board would certainly be useful assets if the military chose to deploy them as offensive weapons. 

Link- Dual Use Tech

Dual-use tech leads to space mil -- GPS and commercial satellites prove

Marshall et al '5 -- William Marshall, George Whitesides, Robert Schingler, Andre Nilsen & Kevin Parkin; Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, Kennedy School, Harvard University (William, "Space weapons: the urgent debate," http://www.scienceandworldaffairs.org/PDFs/MarshallEtAl_Vol1.pdf, RG)

The issue of space weapons must be assessed in light of contemporary economic and security developments in space technology. Arguments over commercial and security, non-armament uses of space may have important effects on the issue of space weapons. Galileo, the European Union’s embryonic satellite navigation system, to take one example, is in direct competition with the American GPS. GPS data is used worldwide for anything from cellular telephones to Automated Teller Machines (ATMs). With the United States suffering from trade (and now budget) deficits on the order of hundreds of billions annually, the tens of billions generated by GPS in US national income is a welcome contribution that the US Government would like to maintain in the future. Not only does the EU aim to capture a share of the GPS market, the Galileo system would also make the EU independent from US military data for modern warfare. The twin drivers of economics and security create a context of potential friction even between allies.

Another important example of such friction comes in the area of remote sensing surveillance satellites, and the specific issue of shutter control. The continuing proliferation of highresolution imaging capability has reduced the superpowers’ exclusive hold on this strategic resource. In general, this development has been positive and has increased the stability of the global system. However, during conflict, these capabilities may become a source of tension. One early suggestion of this came during the 1991 Gulf War, when SPOT, the French satellite imagery company, began receiving increasingly stern warnings from the US military about its data products over the Middle East.
Link-SPS

SPS violates the outer space treaty- it would be perceived as a weapon 

William Fan, distinction MBA holder having strong background in telecommunication,, Harold Martin, freelance software developer and author, James Wu, Communications Associate at Acumen Fund, Brian Mok, author, 6/2/2011, ““SPACE BASED SOLAR POWER”, Industry and Technology Assessment//zy

Due to the high energy transmitter that it will utilize, space based solar power could potentially be in violation of international space treaties. In 1967, the Outer Space Treaty was signed by the United States and other world powers. One of the key issues addressed by this treaty is space based weapons. The Outer Space Treaty bans the placement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in space or on any celestial body. This could become a serious issue for space based solar power because of the potential for the transmitter to become a dual use weapon. Additionally, the newly proposed Space Preservation Treaty could severely hinder the implementation of space based solar power, as it would ban the any kind of weapon from being placed in space. In addition to political issues, there may be social disapproval of having a potential weapons system in space.

Link- Weaponization 

Russia would backlash- want to prevent space weaponization  

Peter L. Hays. policy analyst supporting the planning integration division of the National Security Space Office. He is a retired Lieutenant Colonel and served 25 years in the Air Force. Previous positions include: Executive Editor of Joint Force Quarterly, Professor at the School of Advanced Airpower Studies (SAAS), Associate Professor of Political Science and division chief for the International Relations and Defense Policy curriculum, and Director of the USAF Institute for National Security Studies (INSS). He holds Ph.D. and M.A.L.D. degrees in international relations from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University and an M.A. in defense and strategic studies from the University of Southern California., 2011, Chapter 28:
Space Law and the Advancement of Spacepower-Toward a Theory of Spacepower, //ZY
Moreover, the Chinese, in particular, apparently disagree with pursuing only bottom-up approaches and, in ways that seem both shrewd and hypocritical, are currently developing significant counterspace capabilities while simultaneously advancing various top-down proposals in support of prevention of an arms race in outer space initiatives and moving ahead with the joint Chinese-Russian draft treaty on Prevention of Placement of Weapons in Outer Space (PPWT) introduced at the Conference on Disarmament in February 2008. If the Chinese are attempting to pursue a two-track approach to space arms control, they need to present that argument to the international community much more explicitly. The current draft PPWT goes to considerable lengths in attempting to define space, space objects, weapons in space, placement in space, and the use or threat of force, but there are still very considerable definitional issues with respect to how specific capabilities would be classified. An even more significant problem relates to all the terrestrial capabilities that are able to eliminate, damage, or disrupt the normal function of objects in outer space, such as the Chinese direct ascent ASAT. One must question the utility of a proposed agreement that does not address the significant security implications of current space system support for network enabled terrestrial warfare, does not deal with dual-use space capabilities, seems to be focused on a class of weapons that does not exist or at least is not deployed in space, is silent about all the terrestrial capabilities that are able to produce weapons effects in space, and would not even ban development and testing of space weapons, only their use.13 Given these weaknesses in the PPWT, it seems plausible that it is designed as much to continue political pressure on the United States and derail U.S. missile defense efforts as it is to promote sustainable space security.

AT: Russia already militarizing 

Russia cooperation has stagnated space development- the only scenario for militarization is if they US breaks off and threatens Russia. 

Reuters ,By Alissa de Carbonnel,  Posted at 04/12/2011 4:55 PM , Stagnation fears haunt Russian space program

http://www.abs-cbnnews.com/global-filipino/world/04/12/11/stagnation-fears-haunt-russian-space-program //ZY

In the 1960s, Gagarin's flight seemed to leap off the pages of fantasy novels, inspiring dreams of Martian colonies and imminent deep-space travel. But much of that initial rapture has now faded, leaving nostalgia among many in Russia for the days when the struggle between the two nuclear-armed superpowers fueled and financed the pursuit of new horizons in science. U.S. astronauts and Russian cosmonauts "were never enemies in space, but when we began cooperating on the ground they cut the funding," said veteran cosmonaut Georgy Grechko, 79. "Even the Americans would call us and say 'launch something new, so they'll give us money.'" With competition eclipsed by cooperation, Russia's space agency has survived over the past two decades by hiring out the third seat aboard the Soyuz to foreigners. "Cooperation is good, but as the example of the international space station shows, it also leads to stagnation," Russian space policy analyst Yuri Karash said, according to state-run news agency RIA. Gubarev said Russia had fallen so far behind it could achieve little better than a supporting role today in the most cutting-edge projects. "In the meantime, America will take its time out and build an entirely new spacecraft, so that five or six years down the line our Soyuz will be entirely redundant," he said. "No serious money is spent on breakthrough projects." NASA officials have voiced worries that the current budget financing will not be enough to fund a new rocket and capsule system for deep space travel. NASA's proposed budget for fiscal 2011 is $18.7 billion, some five times higher than Russia's. Russian industry insiders say President Barack Obama's decision to halt work on NASA's next-generation Orion capsule threatens to take the wind out of a parallel Russian effort to design a replacement for the Soyuz that can fly beyond the International Space Station's low 354-km (220 mile) orbit. "A little residual competition is a good thing," Sergei Krikalev, 52, who heads Russia's cosmonaut training center after chalking up a record 803 days in space, told Reuters.

AT: High Relations//Co-op take out the link 

Cultural approaches to space exploration ensure no resolution between the US and Russian Space programs 

NPR, May 2009 ,“Tensions Brew In U.S.-Russian Space Partnership”, by Gregory Feifer

http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=103296402 //ZY
But there are signs of tension among the U.S. and Russian space agencies, mirroring tensions in the broader Russian relationship with the West. Just before he blasted off earlier this month, the space station's current commander, Gennady Padalka, told a newspaper that squabbles over equipment and supplies are harming work on the station.  He said the Russian government started charging other astronauts for using Russian facilities in 2003. Now the Russians eat their own food and the other astronauts eat theirs and use separate toilets, Padalka said. Russian space program spokeswoman Marina Driga blames NASA. "It was NASA that started prohibiting Russian cosmonauts from going onto American sections and banned others from eating their food. Before they all used to eat together like one happy family," Driga said. U.S.-Russian Differences Since the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, cooperation in space has expanded. But there has been public friction between NASA and the cash-strapped Russian space program in the past, chiefly over the Russians' practice of taking on private customers — travelers willing to pay tens of millions of dollars to spend time at the space station.  The international space station was conceived as a technological showcase of what countries can do when they work together. Orbital construction began in 1998, and the station is scheduled to continue operating until 2015 or beyond. "The American and Russian space programs do things differently, they have different cultures, and it's a mistake to believe you can create one joint station in space successfully," said Vladimir Gubarev, a space expert who was the Soviet spokesman for the joint Apollo-Soyuz mission in 1975.

AT: Impact Defense 

No conflict resolution- the US wont cooperate- Obamas recent cancellation proves 

pravda online news, 20.05.2010 ,“International Cooperation in Space Is Impossible”, http://english.pravda.ru/science/tech/20-05-2010/113443-space_cooperation-0/ //ZY

The problems connected with international cooperation between the members of the ISS project and their dependence on Russia and the USA made NASA’s John Logsdon come to conclusion that the ISS program experience was negative for its members. As for the international cooperation in post-ISS projects, Barack Obama traditionally sees his major objective at this point in preserving America’s leadership in the organization of international efforts to explore the Moon, Mars, etc. Unlike Russia, the USA has no official document related to the space exploration program that would stipulate the nation’s future dependence on cooperation with other countries. The possible consequences of such dependence can be seen in the canceled program of another manned flight to the moon. If the USA had accepted Roskosmos’s request to include Russia in the project, the results would have led to lamentable consequences for Russia. Michael Griffin, a former head of NASA, said in 2006 that cooperation works best only if it is based on you-pay-for-yourself principle. Russia would have ended up with nothing if it had been accepted. A look back at the history of space exploration clearly shows that most significant and technological progress was achieved at the time when it was connected with the solution of strictly national, not international problems of space exploration. Superpowers used space technologies to demonstrate their scientific and technological strength. This competition gave a powerful incentive to the development of space industries in Russia and the United States. International cooperation in space nowadays is impossible.
AFF

Russia wont weaponize 

Russian aerospace industry will inevitably decline- they wont have the resources to militarize 

Eugene Kogan, noted expert in the field of defense technologies. He has held a series of research fellowships, 2006,  “The State of the Russian Aviation Industry and Export Opportunities” //ZY

According to the US-based Teal Group forecast, up to 2012 Russia’s share of the global fighter market will be kept at about 11 per cent. However, by about 2015 the Russian fourth-generation aircraft will be pushed to the side by either the F-35 or F/A-18. The forecast for the Russian-built fifth-generation aircraft has been gloomy.203 Data from CAST suggests that between 200 and 300 new Su-27 and Su30 fighters could be exported in the next ten to fifteen years, bringing in between $US5 billion to $US9 billion.204 Experts of the US-based company Forecast International estimate Sukhoi’s share of the current world market of manufacturers of military fighters at about 14 per cent. In 2015 this share is to increase to 16 per cent. Sukhoi’s export share on the aviation world market including co-production and production under licence is currently 25 per cent.205 It can also be suggested that RAC MIG export aviation’s share in the years to come is likely to increase. Earlier obituaries have been premature. RAC MIG’s venture into the commercial craft sector has taught the management a very valuable lesson, namely that the development and manufacture of passenger aircraft is not the company’s forte. Instead RAC MIG needs to concentrate on design, development, manufacture and sales of military craft and the associated simulator systems. Not least important will be the increasing share of Mil helicopter producers. It is also evident that the Russian aviation companies will need to invest heavily in maintaining their infrastructure and keeping up an increased level of research and development. The government will not support them financially. According to Yuri Koptev, head of the aerospace industry department within the Ministry of Industry and Energy, without governmental support `we cannot count on remaining the world’s third [largest] aircraft manufacturing centre´.206 According to the development strategy of the aviation industry the funding for the design of the new generation of aviation technologies should be increased to $US1.6 billion from the overall budget of the Russian Federation. The proposed funding should cover expenses for research and development, for the design bureaus and the enterprises.207 This is certainly wishful thinking, but the reality of the last decade has highlighted the inability of the state to provide much-needed funds. In addition, Yuri Koptev’s statement should not be taken at face value. It may apply and might appeal to the grievances of the domestic manufacturers, but it has very little to do with reality.

Russia Weaponizing now 

Russia is weaponizing now

Dillow, Clay, writer for Popular Science online, 2011 “Russia is Building its Own Military Space Plane to Match the Mysterious X-37B,”, http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2011-02/russia-building-its-own-military-space-plane-match-mysterious-x-37b
In what some are calling a second iteration of the space race, it seems the Russians have found a “Sputnik moment” of their own. In the wake of the recent successful wrap-up of the X-37B’s first orbital mission—a 220-day affair that reportedly saw the Air Force’s mysterious unmanned space plane complete a range of on-orbit maneuvers and tests that the U.S.A.F. isn’t talking about—the head of Russia’s military space command has said his country is building a space plane of its own. The head of Russia’s armed forces division in charge of military space operations, Oleg Ostapenko, said the Russians have already drawn up a design similar to the X-37 design, but stopped short of providing any hard details. And why should he? The X-37B has been kept under serious wraps; we know that it launched, that it orbited for 220 days, and that it successfully came home. Outside of that, only the mission handlers and engineers involved in the program know what the plane did while in orbit, or what it might be asked to do once it—or something like it—is fully operational. Technology, Clay Dillow, military, Space, space plane, space race, sputnik, USAF, x-37B The admission that Russian space researchers are actively pursuing their own mission-capable, reusable space plane suggests that much as Americans were prompted to pour vast resources and effort into its space program after Sputnik’s launch in 1957, Russians see an important orbital technology edge being lost to the U.S. in the the successful launch of the X-37s. That’s understandable. The X-37, like the Space Shuttles it shares a common heritage with, has an undeniable military aspect to it. A reusable space plane can provide important civilian and scientific space capabilities, but it can also be used to rapidly launch small military satellite arrays, put munitions into orbit, or disable enemy satellites. The X-37B is 30 feet long, has a 15-foot wingspan, and possesses a cargo bay about the size of a pickup truck bed, and the Russian “X-37ski” (as Danger Room has termed it) would likely boast roughly similar specs. But we’re probably several years from seeing a Russian clone in orbit. The X-37 design has been in the works since the late 1990s, and a second launch is already planned for early March (a second X-37B, the so-called OTV 2, will undertake this second mission; OTV 1 is slated to fly again later this year). So the U.S. has a comfortable head start. Then again, a dozen years after the Soviets beat the Americans into orbit a U.S. flag was planted on the moon. Let the new space race begin.

Link D / Turns

Link turn – space power prevents rogue militarization

Pfaltzgraff ‘7 – Boston Council on Foreign Relations (Robert L., June 18, "Weapons in Space", http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/BCFR_061807.pdf)

This then represents a good transition to the final part of my presentation. Large numbers of countries are acquiring missiles that could be equipped with nuclear, biological, or chemical warheads. These include states such as Iran and North Korea as well as non-state actors who could have such weapons in the years ahead. Hezbollah was able to launch thousands of Katuchya rockets against Israel last summer. The ability of the United States to counter missile proliferation and to defend itself and its allies depends on continued utilization of space. Targets identified from space by the United States or by enemies of the United States could be attacked with missiles or commando strikes or, in the case of attacks against the United States, by terrorist groups using satellite imaging easily downloadable from the Internet, as I have already shown.

Finally, we are entering a period in which additional countries are likely to acquire nuclear forces as well as their own space capabilities. We spend a great deal of time thinking about North Korea and Iran. If we cannot halt these programs, as appears to be the case, we will need to be able to counter them – to deter them from using such weapons or to defend ourselves if they are tempted to use them. Space affords the arena in which a missile defense could be deployed, adding a more robust layer to our capabilities. It also provides essential reconnaissance, surveillance, communications, and other essential capabilities. Space will also be increasingly important as we update security assurances to countries that may feel threatened by North Korea (especially Japan) or by Iran (Israel and NATO Europe). As we have seen, space militarization and weaponization is already part of the twenty-first-century security landscape. The importance of space can only grow in the years ahead.

Impact Defense 

Russia won’t weaponize space- lack of interest 

Mark Whittington, space staff writer writer and space policy analyst residing in Houston, Texas . He is the author of "Children of Apollo, April 7, 2011,  “Does the Russian Space Program Have a Future 50 Years After Gagarin?”, http://loadtest.story.news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110407/sc_ac/8234823_does_the_russian_space_program_have_a_future_50_years_after_gagarin_1 //ZY

COMMENTARY | Fifty years ago on April 12, Soviet cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin became the first man to fly in space, making one orbit of the Earth before landing successfully. The mission was then a source of pride for Soviets, but is now a distant memory of a past glory. What is the state of the Russian space program today? Currently Russia's space program is firmly tied with that of the United States. Russia is a partner, along with the United States, the European Union, Canada, and Japan, on the International Space Station, providing cosmonaut crew members and transportation services with its Soyuz manned spacecraft and Progress cargo spacecraft. Formerly communist Russia has also gone capitalist, selling seats on its Soyuz spacecraft to the well-heeled and adventurous at about $20 million or so for short stays on the ISS. Russia also has a thriving satellite launch industry. A recent article in Novesti suggests that modern Russians, unlike at the time of Gagarin, do not think that their country's space program has any relevance. Unlike the American space program, the Russian effort has not contributed very much to the national economy, particularly in consumer goods. Russians by and large think that their current space program is a drain and not an asset. Does the Russian space program have a future? It does if the Russian leadership has any say in the matter. As Russia struggles to emerge from the doldrums that followed the fall of the Soviet Union, its leaders are looking for ways to reestablish its super power bona fides. One way to do that is reignite its space program. Russian leaders talk airily of new launch vehicles, such as the Angara, and of missions to the Moon and Mars, perhaps in cooperation with other countries. It is clear that many in the Russian leadership look back on the days of Gagarin and Leonov and grand plans that the Soviet Union had for exploring and colonizing space and would like to resume them. Whether anything will come of it remains to be seen. The Russian economy, thanks to increased oil prices, has recovered somewhat. Spending for space has almost matched the level of the height of the Soviet Union. But Russia's approach to space seems to be primarily state-centric. There is no equivalent to an Elon Musk or Richard Branson trying out innovation and building rockets for both a government and commercial market. The American approach to space commercialization may not be perfect, but this may be the Achilles heel of Russian space aspirations. 
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