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Space Mil Disad 1NC

US is not weaponizing space now

de Selding 2-20-09, Peter B.: Space News Staff Writer [“Pentagon Official: U.S. Is Not Developing Space Weapons,” http://www.space.com/news/090220-pentagon-space-weapons.html]
 
STRASBOURG, France - The United States is not developing space weapons and could not afford to do so even if it wanted to, an official with the Pentagon's National Security Space Office said Thursday.  Pete Hays, a senior policy analyst at the space office who is also associate director of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, said U.S. policy on space weaponry has remained pretty much the same over the last 30 years despite the occasionally heated debate on the subject during the administration of former U.S. President George W. Bush.  "There has not been one minute spent on this issue as far as I know," Hays said of U.S. Defense Department policy on using weapons in space. "There are no space weaponization programs. It's an issue that academics like to flog now and then, but in terms of funded programs, there aren't any. I can tell you that categorically." Hays made his remarks during a space security conference organized by the International Space University here. He said that even if the United States decided to embark on a space-based weapon system, it could not pay for it given its current military program commitments.  Hays said the U.S. policy of refusing to sign a treaty banning space-based weapons has not changed since the 1970s. Despite occasional efforts, no administration, Democrat or Republican, has been able to craft an acceptable treaty.  Hays said he cannot explain why a policy statement from the new administration of President Barack Obama appears to highlight a priority of seeking a worldwide ban on weapons that would interfere with satellites. "This will be an extremely difficult policy to adopt" for the same reasons that other administrations have fallen short, Hays said. "It is not for lack of trying that the United States and others have been unable" to produce a treaty.
Space exploration leads to militarization

Duvall & Havercroft '6 – *Professor of Political Science @ Univ. of Minnesota and Associate Director of the Interdisciplinary Center for the Study of Global Change AND **Assistant Professor in the Political Science Department at the University of Oklahoma (Raymond and Johnathan, March 2006, "Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weaponization and the Production of Late-Modern Political Subjects," Ebsco, RG)

The weaponization of space the act of placing weapons in outer space has an intimate relationship to space exploration, in that the history of the former is embedded in the latter, while the impetus for space exploration, in turn, is embedded in histories of military development. Since the launch of Sputnik, states that have ability to access and hence to exploreouter space have sought ways in which that access could improve their military capabilities. Consequently, militaries in general and the U.S. military inparticular have had a strong interest in the military uses of space forthe last half century. Early on, the military interest in space had two direct expressions: enhancingsurveillance; and developing rocketry technologies that could be put to use for earth-based weapons, such as missiles. Militaries also have a vested interest in the “dual-use” technologies that are often developed in space exploration missions. While NASA goes to great lengths in itspublic relations to stress the benefits to science and the (American) public of its space explorations, it is noteworthy that many of the technologies developed for those missions also have potential military use. The multiple interests that tie together space exploration andspace weaponization have been vigorously pursued and now are beginning to be substantially realized by a very small number of militaries, most notably that of the United States. For example, since the 1990 Persian Gulf War, the U.S. military has increasingly reliedon assets in space to increase its C3I (Command, Control, Communication, and Intelligence) functions. Most of these functions are nowrouted through satellites in orbit. In addition, new precision weapons, such as JDAM bombs, and unmanned drones, such as the Predator,rely on Global Positioning System satellites to help direct them to their targets, and often these weapons communicate with headquartersthrough satellite uplinks. For another instance, NASA’s recently completed Deep Impact mission, which entailed smashing part of aprobe into a comet to gather information about the content of comet nuclei, directly served the U.S. military in developing the technologyand the logistical capabilities to intercept small objects moving at very fast speeds (approximately 23,000 miles per hour) (NASA, 2005).As such, the technologies can be adapted for programs such as missile defense, where a similar problem of intercepting an object movingat a very high speed is confronted
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No space arms race now, but US militarization causes nuclear war with Russia

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]
***UQ / LINK***

No Space Mil Now

Obama committed to limiting space mil

Pindhak '10 -- Jack Kent Cooke Graduate Scholar pursuing an MPIA in Security and Intelligence Studies at the University of Pittsburgh’s Graduate School of Public and International Affairs (Peter, 7/19/10, "New Prospect for Space Arms Control," http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=118951, RG)

Although the previous administration responded to the PPWT proposal rather unwillingly, the Obama administration’s change of negative vote to abstention for the PAROS resolution signifies a change. Obama has no interest in reviving an arms race. Indeed, arms control and disarmament are high on his agenda. Having just signed the New START Treaty that currently awaits ratification in the Senate, one may expect his genuine effort to engage in the PPWT negotiations at the Conference on Disarmament.

No space militarization now

The Economist 08 [authoritative insight and opinion on international news, politics, business, finance, science and technology, January 17, “The militarisation of space: Disharmony in the spheres”, http://www.economist.com/node/10533205?story_id=10533205]

Yet the Bush administration has stopped short of taking the fateful step of “weaponisation” in space. Perhaps it is too preoccupied with Iraq, and certainly the downfall of Mr Rumsfeld removed a powerful champion of space weapons. A year after ASAT shot, the defence budget passed by the Democrat-controlled Congress did not provide any money for a missile defence “space test-bed”. 
Brink Ev

Space militarization is on the brink now – it’s a question of if weapons are deployed and use peacefully – the US is in a peaceful commitment now

Stratfor ‘8 (2008, "United States: The Weaponization of Space", http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/united_states_weaponization_space, RG)
Since then, the military utility of space has begun to be realized. Today, it is a cornerstone of global military communications and navigation. In Iraq today, for example, the U.S. military uses the Global Positioning System (GPS) for everything from squad level maneuvers to joint direct attack munition (JDAM) delivery. Largely from facilities inside the continental United States, the Pentagon controls some unmanned aerial systems half a world away. GPS has given rise to a new degree of precision in guided weapons. Imagery from space-based surveillance platforms has become commonplace and the Defense Support Program constellation continually monitors the surface of the earth for the launch plume of a ballistic missile. It is an incredibly valuable military domain. And just as it has become more valuable, the United States has become increasingly dependent on it.

Thus, space-based assets are susceptible targets for U.S. adversaries. Were the United States to lose these assets, its military capability on the ground would be severely affected. Any symmetric enemy knows that and will act to neutralize U.S. space capability. The United States knows that this attack will take place and must therefore defend the assets. In this sense, space is already a domain of military competition and conflict. There is no escaping it. In other words, space has already been weaponized, except that the actual projectiles are not yet located in space. Beijing’s 2007 and Washington’s recent anti-satellite weapons tests only emphasize this point.

China Cooperative Now

China space policy is cooperative – fosters peace in space

Gang '11 -- staff writer for space daily (Liu, 7/7/11, "Building harmonious outer space to achieve inclusive development," http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Building_harmonious_outer_space_to_achieve_inclusive_development_999.html, RG)

Referencing Huang Huikang, director of the Dept. of Treaty and Law in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

On the peaceful use of outer space, Huang said outer space law is an important instrument for safeguarding the harmonious development of the outer space, preventing its weaponization and realizing its sustainable development.

"All treaties, principles, and declarations established by the COPUOS have played an important role in regulating space activities, maintaining space order and promoting space cooperation, and they should guide all countries' outer space activities," Huang said.

Meanwhile, the commercialization of outer space activities and the risk of militarization of outer space require us to stipulate new space laws, improve the existing space law system so as to ensure the inclusive development of outer space, Huang said.

In the future, China will continue to uphold the notion of harmonious outer space and work with the international community to realize the inclusive development of outer space and "achieve peace, development, cooperation and rule of law in outer space."

No China Mil Now

China will not militarize – strongly opposed

Peijie 11 [Chen, Head of the Chinese delegation at the 50th Session of the Legal Subcommittee of COPUOS, March 28, “General Statement”, http://www.chinesemission-vienna.at/eng/xw/t814138.htm]
China has all along advocated the idea of harmony in outer space, abided by the basic principles of the 5 space treaties and dedicated itself to peace, development, cooperation and rule of law in outer space. China hopes that the international community will further optimize the space law regime and provide a legal basis for the orderly conduct of space activities. China is firmly opposed to space militarization and space arms race. There are gaps within existing space law instruments in this regard that give rise to the increasing escalation of the risks of space militarization and space arms race. Such a situation poses a grave threat to peaceful human space activities and serves no country's interests. Humanity has been tortured by wars throughout its history and we should not let such a menace extend to outer space. China always believes that the best option for maintaining long lasting peace and security in outer space still is to conclude a treaty to prevent space militarization and to tighten the monitoring of implementation of existing treaties. 

China will not militarize – white paper and joint treaty

Honge 11 [Mo, writer for Centre for Research on Globalisation, an independent research and media organization, March 31, “China Opposes Arms Race in Outer Space: White Paper”, http://www.gov.cn/english/2011-03/31/content_1835476.htm]
The Chinese government advocates the peaceful use of outer space, and opposes any weaponization of outer space and any arms race in outer space, says a white paper on the country's national defense. "China believes that the best way for the international community to prevent any weaponization of or arms race in outer space is to negotiate and conclude a relevant international legally-binding instrument," says the white paper, issued by the Information Office of the State Council Thursday. According to the document, in February 2008, China and Russia jointly submitted to the Conference on Disarmament (CD) a draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space and the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT). In August 2009, China and Russia jointly submitted their working paper responding to the questions and comments raised by the CD members on the draft treaty. China is looking forward to starting negotiations on the draft treaty at the earliest possible date, in order to conclude a new outer space treaty, says the white paper.

No Russia Mil Now

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.

Space Exploration --> Space Mil
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.

Development --> Militarization

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. 
Generic Space Link

Going to space causes militarization

The Glasgow Herald ‘6 (12/14/06, “Blast off in battle for control of the final frontier,” L/N, RG)

Early in 1958 Johnson told his fellow Democrats that a powerful US space programme was imperative. "Control of space means control of the world, " he announced. These were ominous and prophetic words, as I shall try to show. He further declared that the two Sputniks amounted to the greatest challenge to America's security in its entire history. Later that year Johnson was able, with Republican help, to introduce legislation that paved the way for the creation of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (Nasa). When John F Kennedy was elected president, Johnson was his vicepresident - and he was in charge of space. He gave vast amounts of money to Nasa, and the Apollo programme was launched. But not before the Soviets once more trumped the Americans, when in 1961 the cosmonaut Yuri Alexeyevich Gagarin became the first man to travel in space, completing an orbit of the Earth in the Vostok satellite. These Soviet triumphs were largely political stunts, designed to humiliate the Americans and present them as scientific laggards. But the space race was to become increasingly militaristic. In this century, space, the final frontier, will become the plaything of the world's military men. So it would be naive to think of space as some pristine new world in which mankind can move in a spirit of idealistic exploration, a vast untainted sanctuary that is pure and untrammelled by our more base instincts and aspirations. Fat chance. Space will instead become the ultimate environment for warfare. To some extent it has already been colonised by the military men. It is even now cluttered with surveillance and intelligencegathering equipment, and various early-warning systems. Many US strategists are convinced that fully-f ledged warfare in space is not just a possibility, but a likelihood. Satellites will be used to direct and propel weapons of mass destruction. Worse, "suicide satellites" - that is, satellites that are themselves weapons of mass destruction - will be developed. People called "orbitologists" will increasingly have the ear of politicians, not just in the US, but in China, India and elsewhere. "Enhancing space capability" is already a key aim of the Pentagon. The Americans worry that there is at present unimpeded access to space, and they want to ensure that the US can control this access before it loses its status as the world's only superpower. Indeed, such control might be the only way of retaining that status. There are parallels with the development of air power in the first part of last century, when it became clear that control of the air would become crucially important in the winning of wars. Colossal amounts of money will be lavished on the development of space technologies and orbitology, money that could obviously be better spent for the direct benefit of mankind in so many other areas. But there is no world agency capable of preventing this gruesome colonisation of the final frontier. The UN can hardly manage small-scale peacekeeping, let alone effective intervention in an area of humanitarian crisis such as Darfur.
Investment Link

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. 

Dual-Use Links

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.
Dual-use exploration triggers arms race

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)

There are no bushes in space, no clouds, and no atmosphere to constrain viable ways to detect objects. The nearest naturally occurring obstacle is the moon, many hours away. Objects in space can in principle been seen by all, though the capabilities of individual nations vary, and limited stealth techniques can still be used in space. For this reason, an arms race of spacebased weapons could occur in disguise or via ‘dual use’ technologies. It could occur on the ground in the form of space-transiting weapons that are stowed until used, similar to ICBMs of the cold war. Potentially, an outlawed and previously unknown space-transiting weapon need only be revealed by launching it, though one might reasonably expect to become aware of involved or widespread development efforts by means of intelligence gathering efforts or facility inspections.

Misperception Link

Space tech is dual-use and creates suspicion – they assume transparency

Shixiu '7 -- senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China (Bao, Winter 2007, "Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space," http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_1.pdf, RG)

The U.S. position makes another faulty assumption that national space programs and space assets can be effectively dissected into commercial and civilian uses versus military uses and capabilities. This is out of tune with technological developments and military inevitabilities. China’s space program is not transparent in many respects, but neither is that of the United States. The reality is that many space technologies are inherently dual-use and it is therefore very difficult to distinguish sufficiently and effectively the intentions and capabilities in space. Without some kind of mutual understanding on controlling arms in space, suspicion will dominate relations between China and the United States.

Russian Misperception Link

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.

SPS Link

SBSP will be used for space WMD’s and lasers – perceived as missile defense
Pop 2K [Virgiliu, LL.Lic, LL. PhD Student, Law School, University of Glasgow “Security Implications of Non-Terrestrial Resource Exploitation” Paper presented at the 43rd Colloquium on the Law of Outer Space.  51st International Astronautical Congress, Rio de Janeiro, 6 October 2000, Proceedings of the 43rd Colloquium on the Law of Outer Space, pp. 335-345, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/security_implications_of_non_terrestrial_resource_exploitation.shtml]
Abstract This paper analyses the legality of Solar Power Satellites ( SPS) and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (PNE), as means for exploiting extraterrestrial natural resources, from the prospective of peaceful uses of outer space. The use of extraterrestrial natural resources for military purposes is also scrutinised. Envisioned as a means for the exploitation of solar energy in outer space, SPS may have military capabilities, varying from their use as electromagnetic weapons to their employment as anti ballistic missile systems and as means of hostile environmental modification. Their dimensions and location may raise on the other hand issues regarding their defence. In order to avoid both their use as means of warfare and their destruction, appropriate safeguards must be in place. Without these, it is unlikely that SPS systems will ever be operating. The exploitation of mineral resources on the moon, asteroids and other celestial bodies may see the need of employing PNE. These have fundamental legal implications in the light of the 1963 Moscow Treaty and of the CTBT Treaty. Finally, the exploitation of extraterrestrial mineral resources may raise a legal debate regarding their use for military purposes. This raises again the never-ending debate of the meaning of "peaceful", i.e. non-military or non-aggressive. 1. Introduction The prospective of exploitation of solar energy in the Geostationary Orbit and of mineral resources on the Moon and asteroids raises the issue of legality of the exploitation technologies to be used from their military point of view. "The development of a mineral resource regime for the Moon" - considers Bilder - "is likely to have less immediate practical military (...) significance than has been the case with the general development of the Antarctic and Law of the Sea regimes"[1]. However, a certain number of technologies that can be used for the peaceful exploitation of non-terrestrial natural resources carry also the potential of being used for warfare. This is true both in the case of the Solar Power Satellites that would exploit solar energy in Earth orbit, and in that of peaceful nuclear explosions that may be used in exploiting minerals from the Moon, asteroids and other celestial bodies. These "dual-use technologies" raise security issues that need to be analysed in detail. In the same time, important problems arise from the possible use of non-terrestrial mineral resources for the manufacture of weapons.  2. Military Uses of Solar Power Satellites Although Solar Power Satellites were envisioned as an energy program, their use raises significant military implications[2]. Concerns have been expressed regarding the lawfulness of solar power satellites ( SPS) under the Outer Space Treaty in the context of their possible use as weapons of mass destruction and under existing arms control treaties in the context of their use as prohibited means of warfare. At the same time, given the significant importance and value of a SPS system, its use raises also the issue of vulnerability[3], hence self defence[4].  2.1. Mass Destruction Capabilities Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty outlaws placement "in orbit around the Earth" of "any (...) kinds of weapons of mass destruction (...)."  Weapons of mass destruction were defined in 1948 by the UN Commission for Conventional Armaments as  "those which include atomic explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, lethal chemical and biological weapons, and any weapons developed in the future which have characteristics comparable in destructive effect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned above" [UN document S/C.3/32/Rev.1, August 1948]. Given the "evolution" of the means of warfare since 1948, the UN General Assembly passed Resolution 51/37 of 7 January 1997 [A/RES/51/37] in which it expresses its determination  "to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction that have characteristics comparable in destructive effect to those of weapons of mass destruction identified in the definition of weapons of mass destruction adopted by the United Nations in 1948" and it "[r]eaffirms that effective measures should be taken to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction". As seen from above, there is no exclusive definition of weapons of mass destruction; in 1996, the US Secretary of State Warren Christopher classified the landmines as "weapons of mass destruction in slow motion"[5]. Given the lack of a precise definition, the Office of Technology Assessment of the United States Congress considers that it is unclear "[w]hether an SPS's microwave or laser capabilities would class it as a weapon of "mass destruction" and hence make it illegal under the 1967 treaty", but "it is very likely that such charges would be made in the event of SPS deployment"[6]. In order to analyse their (dis)qualification as weapons of mass destruction, one must examine the possible destructive effects of the SPS technology.  High power microwaves (HPM) are a new means of warfare. The use of microwaves as the means of transmission of energy between the SPS and the ground based collecting rectenna may qualify them as electromagnetic weapons. The most widely acknowledged effect of HPM is "disruption of electronic systems", able to "reset computers, cause complete loss of stored data and/or cause microprocessors to switch operating modes"[7]. This would "produce substantial paralysis in any target system, thus providing a decisive advantage in the conduct of Electronic Combat, Offensive Counter Air and Strategic Air Attack"[8]. In the same time, a HPM attack directed at an aircraft "could corrupt the plane's control and navigation systems enough to cause a crash"[9].  Although of a non-lethal nature[10], the effects of electromagnetic weapons are significant, ranging from "nuisance to catastrophic"[11]. This led experts to consider them as "Weapon[s] of Electrical Mass Destruction"[12]. Indeed, the reliance of today's society on electronic and computer systems makes it extremely fragile; a HPM attack would have far more catastrophic effects than the Millennium Bug[13].  Another "mass destruction-like" effect may be presented by the SPS that would use lasers instead of microwaves as means of transmission of energy and that may also have the capacity to cause catastrophic fires on enemy territory. Gerrard and Barber note that " there is some debate as to whether nuclear-powered lasers are [weapons of mass destruction]"[14]. The same may be true in the case of use of orbiting solar mirrors: it may "become technically feasible to concentrate solar energy in certain areas of the earth and thereby cause fires, scorch the earth, or cause floods"[15]. Precedents of the use of solar rays as a weapon exist as far back as the 3rd Century BC, when Archimedes is said to have put fire to the Roman fleet invading Syracuse by using solar rays concentrated by mirrors.  These arguments may qualify the SPS as illegal under article IV of the Outer Space Treaty; at the same time, several counter-arguments can be formulated.  First of all, SPS are not the only means that could be used for electromagnetic warfare - on the contrary, most of the literature is devoted to conventional electromagnetic bombs. Besides this, "unlike traditional weapons of mass destruction, there are no controllable components[16] in an HPM weapon."[17] and this would make treaties that would limit their proliferation "virtually impossible to enforce given the common availability of suitable materials and tools."[18].  Regarding their use as means of causing lethal diseases, it is unlikely that SPSs would become instruments of mass destruction; the small power density of the microwave beam (about 1/4 the power density of sunlight) means that, "as a weapon, the SSP is less effective than a squirt gun"[19]. Foldes agrees, considering that the "[c]apability of SPS to cause radiation damage on the ground is small"[20]. Moss believes that a SPS "would not violate the dictates of Article 4 as the SPS is not a weapon. The alignment of the microwave beam would always be under positive control from the receiving station and could be quickly shut off should it stray from the precise path of the rectennas. Furthermore, and most importantly, contact with the microwave energy is not lethal. It has no thermal "zapping" qualities like a laser, nor is it ionising like X-ray radiation"[21].  The question remains, however, whether the SPS could serve as a "Trojan horse" by hiding a mass destruction weapon, be it nuclear, radiological, or chemical, under the peaceful exploitation mask. In order to avoid this situation, a number of safeguards that we will analyse later must be in place.  2.2. ABM Capabilities The bilateral USA-USSR 1972 Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty prohibits in Art. V the development, testing and deployment of ABM systems or components, including space-based ones. Art. II of the ABM Treaty defines the ABM system as a "system to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory".  The SPS system, although not directly aimed at countering strategic ballistic missiles, might be accused of having an ABM "hidden agenda", given its real ABM capabilities. Indeed, "[i]t was speculated that a high-energy laser beam could function as a thermal weapon to disable or destroy enemy missiles"[22]. Foldes also considers that one of the most logical offensive uses of SPS can include the "microwave heating of other space objects"[23]. OTA believes that "[a]lthough unlikely, use of the SPS for directed-energy weaponry, either directly, or as a source of energy to be transmitted to remote platforms, or for tracking, would be regulated by the ABM Treaty. Use of the SPS for ABM purposes would hence be banned"[24].  The unilateral deployment of a SPS system either by the USA or Russia would entail the risk of apparent violation of the ABM treaty, and OTA considers that "[r]enewed negotiations may have to take SPS development into account, perhaps by specifying SPS designs that make it unusable as a weapons system"[25].  2.3. Environmental Modification Capabilities The 1976 Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques forbids State Parties to -  "engage in military or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of destruction, damage or injury to any other State Party" (Art. I.1). The term "environmental modification techniques" is defined as "any technique for changing - through the deliberate manipulation of natural processes - the dynamics, composition or structure of the earth (...) or of outer space" (Art. II).  OTA believes that the principles of the ENMOD Convention "obviously allow for criticism of some SPS designs as having weather modification potential, requiring restrictions or redesign to reduce such effects"[26]. Still, their weather modification "potential" - if we employ OTA's vocabulary - would be more of the concern of the Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 Relating to the Protection of Victims of International Armed Conflicts, 8 June 1977, whose Art. 35.3. prohibits the employment not only of methods or means of warfare "which are intended (...) to cause widespread, long-term and severe damage to the natural environment", but also of those which "may be expected" (my emphasis) to cause such effects.  Indeed, according to Bertell, the SPS would be "capable of causing physical changes in the ionosphere"[27].  The "Thunderstorm" SPS (TSPS) imagined by Bernard Eastlund would be used precisely for peaceful weather modification in order to prevent the formation of tornadoes[28]. The development of the TSPS would not violate Art. III.1 of the ENMOD Convention - "The provisions of this Convention shall not hinder the use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes (...)"; nevertheless, fears for its military misuses may arise. "Fear may be justified" - considers Eastlund - "however, such fear should not stop responsible scientists for pursuing areas of research that could significantly save lives and property"[29]. Eastlund formulates guidelines "to handle this issue" - , inter alia "[s]ystem design is to include provisions that prevent military or harmful applications"; "[o]versight committees with international representation will review all plans and experiments" and "[s]pace platforms for severe weather modification should be manned by internationally chosen personnel"[30].  2.4. Other Military Capabilities In the same time, the SPS may have military uses that are not illegal under present regulations. Thus, they may be used as an observation platform[31]; their location in geosynchronous orbits provides "an excellent vantage point from which an entire hemisphere can be surveyed continuously" and would provide early warning capability[32].  As the OTA considers, "[m]ilitary satellites for communications and remote sensing are currently used by several countries, and presumably use of the SPS platform for such purposes would not constitute a change in accepted practice"[33].  The SPS potential of jamming of enemy radio communications is considered to be "significant"[34] and one of "the most logical offensive uses of SPS"[35]. Orbital solar mirrors could be used to intimidate the enemy and to illuminate the battlefields during an attack. Given their dimensions, SPS can serve as a "space launching pad"[36] and repair facilities[37]. The SPS "would be able to transmit power to remote military operations anywhere needed on earth"[38].  However, Paragraph 1 of Art. 35 of the Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 Relating to the Protection of Victims of International Armed Conflicts, 8 June 1977, classifies the right of the parties to any armed conflict to choose the methods or means of warfare as "not unlimited", and the military capabilities of SPS may lead states to enter into agreements that would prohibit their use. Once again, the designers must find solutions that would minimise their military use and the policy makers must find appropriate safeguards.  2.5. Self Defence of SPS At the opposite end of the security concerns related to the use of SPS lies their safety; while a "non-owner state" is concerned with the military potential of a SPS, an "owner state" would see a SPS as "a target for any space-capable nation with intentions hostile to the interests of that state"[39].  The use of a geosynchronous orbit makes the SPS "a "sitting duck" for anti-satellite weapons", given "the absolute predictability of these orbits"[40]. Its vulnerability is of high importance, "especially since it could be supplying a large portion of a nation's electricity"[41]. Security issues are raised also by the ground-based rectenna that "would be as vulnerable to terrorist or quasi-military action as other large industrial complexes or power plants"[42].  
SBL Link
SBLs are dual-use

Jaramillo 10 [Cesar, participated in a Washington, D.C. event entitled “Space Security Index 2009: Status and Future Trends in Space Security, Autumn 2010, “How Secure Was Space in 2009?”, http://www.ploughshares.ca/content/how-secure-was-space-2009]
Moreover, a number of developing technologies are dual-use and have the potential to be used as space-based weapons. Most advanced, space-based strike- enabling technologies are dual-use and are developed through civil, commercial, or military space programs. Large deployable optics, precision attitude control, and advanced navigations systems are all considered to be requisite enabling technologies for an eventual space-based laser. Recent successful tests conducted by the US Air Force demonstrated the efficacy of air-based laser weapons that could potentially lead to the development of space-based weapons of a similar nature. China, India, and Israel are developing precision attitude control and large deployable optics for civil space telescope missions. Five states, in addition to the European Union, are developing independent, high-precision satellite navigation capabilities. China, India, and the EU are developing Earth-reentry capabilities that may provide a basis for the more advanced technologies required for the delivery of mass-to-target weapons from space to Earth. 

Satellite Link
Observation satellites are dual use

Bulletin of Atomic Scientists 89 [Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, informs the public about threats to the survival and development of humanity from nuclear weapons, climate change, and emerging technologies in the life sciences, September 1989, “Commercial satellites: Peacemakers or rent-a-spies?”]
The political sensitivity of these issues is heightened because of the dual use inherent in observation satellites.  The same satellite that provides warning of a surprise attack can also provide crucial targeting information.  SPOT Image’s advertisements promote these military applications, promising “a new way to win” for states that need to plot aircraft routes in heavily defended areas.

Commercial satellites are dual use

Smith 2K [Derek Delbert, associate in the Washington, D.C. office of Latham & Watkins, March, “The Next Strategic Confrontation: Controlling the Proliferation of Dual-Use Satellite Systems”, http://www.derekdsmith.com/docs/thesis.pdf]
This thesis will investigate three satellite systems that are revolutionizing military operations: remote sensing, communication satellites, and the Global Positioning System (GPS). Beyond their strategic value, the capabilities derived from these systems are also driving the commercial engine of the new information-based economy. Uses for remote sensing imagery, for example, range from the military (reconnaissance, mapping, damage assessment4), to the commercial (precision farming, mining, real estate), to the humanitarian (producing photos of mass graves in Kosovo). Satellite communications, similarly, both connect businesses located on opposite sides of the globe as well as increase the capacity and speed of command and control links on the battlefield. Finally, the GPS technology that significantly enhances precision targeting and troop coordination also improves airline safety and the tracking of truck fleets. These characteristics clearly define satellite systems as dual-use, having both civilian and military applications.
AT: ‘Peaceful Purposes’

No such thing as "peaceful purposes" – ambiguity means everything has military application

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)

When considering the early agreements and statements on outer space, one might have the impression that there has been accord on the peaceful use of outer space. Yet despite their claims that space should be reserved for peaceful uses, the United States and the Soviet Union were developing (and later launching) satellites that would serve a growing number of military objectives. As early as 1955, the United States Air Force contracted the development of reconnaissance satellites, an indication that early space programmes were more driven by military considerations and requirements than civil or scientific ones. 9

The seeming contradiction over peaceful use emerges from the fact that the relevant agreements never precisely defined ‘peaceful’ and ‘outer space’. With ambiguous definitions subject to various interpretations, certain activities that one would not normally consider peaceful have been pursued. For some nations the term ‘peaceful’ has been interpreted as ‘non-aggressive’ rather than ‘nonmilitary’, 10 meaning that all military uses were and are allowed and lawful as long as they remain ‘nonaggressive’ as permitted under Article 2 (4) of the United Nations Charter, which basically prohibits ‘the threat or use of force’. 11

The OST allows for ‘passive military’ use of space, for example through reconnaissance, surveillance, early warning or communication satellites. 12

The OST also permits military personnel to conduct scientific research in space. Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, which relates to the right of self-defence, can be invoked in outer space. One might argue that using outer space for deterrent and defensive purposes serves the cause of peace and that only when it is used for offensive activities that it goes against the idea of peaceful use. 13

However, the distinctions between ‘offensive and defensive actions, active and passive weapons, and aggression and self-defence becomes more and more blurred.’ 14

The lack of a clear definition was recognized as a potential problem at an early stage. In 1967, after expressing his satisfaction concerning the adoption of the OST, the then United Nations Secretary General stated that ‘the door is not yet barred against military activities in space. The crux of the difficulty is that space activity is already part of the arms race, a fact which we have to reckon with until humanity reaches the stage of an agreement on full and complete disarmament’. 15

Int’l Community Dislikes

There is tension in the international community regarding the implications of space exploration
de Selding, 2010, writer for Space News, Mistrust Dilutes Goodwill at Global Space Exploration Conference http://www.spacenews.com/civil/101021-mistrust-global-exploration-conference.html 

An Oct. 21 conference of the world’s spacefaring nations to discuss space exploration featured a heavy dose of good feelings but also highlighted the mistrust that will slow the effort: Germany’s suspicions of France, France’s fear of being dominated by the United States, Russia’s distrust of long-term U.S. government policy, the U.S. distaste for new international bureaucracies and many governments’ refusal to start multibillion-dollar investments. Organized by the European Union, of which Belgium holds the six-month rotating presidency, the second International Conference on Space Exploration in Brussels, Belgium, confirmed the results of the first conference, held in Prague, Czech Republic, a year ago: It is difficult to discuss a space exploration strategy in the absence of one. The meeting ended with an agreement to meet in Italy in 2011 to pursue discussions, and to consider the creation of a group of experts to guide the effort. But alongside the statements that space exploration is of necessity a global enterprise calling for global cooperation, individual governments used the conference to raise less-noble issues that lurk beneath the surface. Peter Hintze, state secretary in the German Ministry of Economics, which leads German space policy, said Germany wanted Europe’s Ariane 5 rocket to be center stage in Europe’s exploration strategy. But he also threw a dart at France: “If the Ariane 5 is needed for an institutional mission and is not available, then this is a major problem in terms of cooperation. If it is required for an institutional mission, it should be available for that mission,” Hintze said, referring to the fact that the Ariane 5 launch of Europe’s Automated Transfer Vehicle-2 (ATV-2) to the international space station scheduled for December has been moved to February to permit the vehicle to conduct three commercial launches. The ATV launch delay, which German officials attributed to French priorities, forced NASA, Russia and the other space station partners to adjust the station’s complicated traffic management for early in 2011. French Research Minister Valerie Pecresse, in her speech to the conference, urged all nations to go beyond the “natural annoyances” that happen when sovereign nations embark on a common enterprise. For France, Pecresse said, the number one principle for space exploration is that the program is conducted “without exclusivity or appropriation of the project by one nation or another.” France has long been dubious about the international space station, investing heavily in it at the behest of Germany, but wary of a project in which the United States is the leader. “We can progress only if we create mutual trust,” Pecresse said, adding that the administration of U.S. President Barack Obama, and NASA Administrator Charles Bolden, appear to be seeking a truly collaborative effort. The Russian delegate to the conference said that he has many friends at NASA and considers them to be the salt of the earth. It is the other elements of the US government that raise suspicions, said Grigory Osipov, counselor to Russia’s permanent mission to the European Union. “Russia does not have an approved exploration program [because] Russia doesn’t have adequate resources to take on new obligations,” said Osipov, stressing that he was expressing his opinions and not necessarily those of the Russian government. “Even if we had adequate resources, it’s unlikely we would be planning a Moon base or to fly [cosmonauts] to Mars. Why? Because one lesson we have learned is that space projects should not be politically driven. They should be based on expected results and on resource calculations only. “You don’t demonstrate superiority by leaving a footprint somewhere,” Osipov said. “Especially since on Mars, footprints are much more short-lived than on the Moon.” Osipov said it is natural that a global exploration project would seek a leader, and that the leadership “will belong to one country — of course the United States, as the most powerful space country. We would have no problems if all people in the U.S. were NASA people. Unfortunately, that is not the case, so we need to think about this leadership question.” Osipov wondered whether the 18-nation European Space Agency might be a model for a global space exploration agency. The head of the U.S. delegation, Laurie A. Leshin, NASA deputy associate administrator for exploration systems, said the new U.S. space policy sets a high priority on international collaboration. She pointed to NASA’s coming dependence on Russia for manned flights and Europe and Japan for cargo flights to the space station once the U.S. space shuttle is retired in 2011. Leshin conceded that sharing future space transportation roles for space exploration “is a complex issue because of the role of industry in our country, and elsewhere in the world.” She said that while she has no objection in principle to creating a body of experts to oversee a global effort, she remained unclear on what, exactly, the new body would do. Any power given to it by the United States, she said, would need to be approved by the U.S. State Department. Thierry Duquesne, director for strategy and international relations at the French space agency, CNES, raised a similar issue. Fourteen spacefaring nations already are engaged, since 2007, in creating what they call a Global Exploration Strategy, Duquesne said. Separate international working groups are focusing on lunar and Mars exploration. 

***IMPACTS***

US Space Mil --> China Space Mil

US space mil causes asymmetric Chinese space mil

Zhang '11 – Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong (Baohui, March/April, "The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship," JSTOR, RG)

Chinese strategists certainly perceive the U.S. quest for space dominance as damaging to China’s national security; whoever controls space will have the edge in winning the next war. Indeed, Chinese military and civilian strategists argue that the U.S. search for “absolute security” jeopardizes other countries’ security. It is widely reported in Chinese military literature that the U.S. has already developed and is in fact implementing a master plan for military dominance in space. The challenge for China is to prevent the U.S. from jumping too far ahead. As observed by a major study organized by the General Staff of the PLA, “In recent decades the U.S. has been consistently pursuing dominance in space in order to become its overlord.” 18

The study also points out that the U.S. is the first country to develop a full set of doctrines for space militarization and dominance: In April 1998, the U.S. Space Command published its long-term strategic development plan, Vision for 2020, which specifically proposed the concept of space dominance and revealed the goals of allowing the American military to use space weapons to attack the enemy’s land, sea, air, and space targets. World opinion believes this represented the formal debut of U.S. space war theory and indicated an important first step by the U.S. military toward space war. 19

Li Daguang, one of the most influential PLA experts on space war, also alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.” Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.”

One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT weapons.” 21 

Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire space-based weapons to attack targets on earth: The U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which fly on low altitude orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack ground targets. This kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability, and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target anywhere on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform global combat in the 21st century.
US Space Mil --> China Space Mil

SMD causes China space mil

Zhang '11 – Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong (Baohui, March/April, "The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship," JSTOR, RG)

The second factor adding to the security dilemma in the U.S.-China military space relationship involves U.S. efforts to rewrite the established rule of nuclear deterrence, i.e., mutually assured destruction (MAD), that prevailed during the Cold War era. According to Glasner and Fetter, the U.S. has been pursuing a new deterrence posture that combines offensive and defensive capabilities. 25Chinese strategists believe that the U.S. military space program, to a significant extent, is driven by missile defense. For example, in a study organized by the General Staff of the PLA, Major General Xu Hezhen charges that the U.S. is developing space-based laser weapons for missile defense. According to him, “A total of 14–24 satellites deployed on different orbits will constitute a defensive system. Relying on data from early warning systems, it can intercept ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the world.” 26 In another study, Major General Ling Yongshun argues that the U.S. is implementing a coherent plan to neutralize other countries’ strategic deterrence through the deployment of space-based missile defense. As he observes: Using space weapons to attack ballistic targets is a major goal of space weapon development. The U.S. believes that others’ ballistic missiles pose significant threats to its security. To be immune from this threat, the U.S. is putting major efforts into ballistic missile defense, with space-based weapons being one of the important intercepting platforms. 27In October 2008, the U.S. Congress approved $5 million for an independent study of possible space-based missile defense. This move gravely alarmed the Chinese military, which believed that the deployment of space-based missile defense could become inevitable. In fact, some PLA experts have claimed Li Daguang even charged that this decision by the U.S. Congress amounted to “declaring a new Cold War against China.” 29 Chinese military strategists believe U.S. missile defense poses a real threat to China’s nuclear deterrent. Until recently, the Chinese military tended to believe that U.S. missile defense could not effectively deter a major nuclear power like China or Russia. It was thought that a range of countermeasures, such as deploying decoys and multiple warheads, could be employed to deceive and overwhelm U.S. missile defense. Now, however, with the maturing of a multilayered missile defense system by the U.S. and its allies, Chinese nuclear experts are losing confidence in China’s offensive capabilities. This pessimism was illustrated in a 2008 interview of Wang Wenchao in a Chinese military magazine. Wang, credited with being the chief designer of China’s sea-based strategic missiles, expressed grave pessimism about China’s offensive nuclear capability against U.S. missile defense. He said, “I have done research: Facing a multi-tiered missile defense system, if any single layer can achieve a success rate of 70%, then 100 single warhead missiles could all be intercepted even if they are mounting a simultaneous attack.” 30More This is why Wu Tianfu—arguably the most important deterrence strategist of the Second Artillery of the PLA, which runs China’s strategic nuclear forces—charges that the U.S. has “forced China to engage in a space arms race.” Specifically, U.S. missile defense has forced China to integrate space war with its strategic nuclear deterrence. China must possess the ability to weaken American space-based assets such as early-warning satellites, to ensure the credibility of its own offensive nuclear forces. Thus, space war and nuclear war are now intertwined in Chinese strategic thinking. Indeed, China’s official media have credited Wu with establishing the PLA’s first space war research institute.Shen Dingli, a prominent Chinese nuclear expert, also states that the January 2007 ASAT test was crucial for China’s nuclear deterrence: “When an America with both superior nuclear and conventional arsenals aspires to build missile defense, China’s response is first to oppose it verbally, then counter it with action if the U.S. refuses to stop. China cannot afford to lose the effectiveness of its still-limited nuclear deterrent.” 33The result is China pursuing an emerging integrated space-nuclear strategy. As argued by Hou Xiaohe and Zhang Hui, strategists at the PLA National Defense University, space warfare will aim at the eyes and ears of missile defense, which are early-warning satellites and other sensors deployed in space. China’s ability to cripple these U.S. space assets will significantly weaken the effectiveness of American missile defense, allowing less time and providing less accurate information to guide ground-based interceptors toward the incoming missiles. The strategists also point out that this strategy is more cost-effective than merely expanding China’s nuclear missiles: “Using limited resources to develop anti-satellite weapons to attack enemy space assets that are costly and easily damaged will become an important choice for weaker countries.” 34Lieutenant General Ge Dongsheng gives the most systematic elaboration of the new integrated space-nuclear strategy: “Developing space capability and creating a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic force is the guarantee of effective deterrence and counter-strike.” According to General Ge, this strategy is now a necessity with the emerging link between space war and nuclear deterrence: With the development and integration of space and information technologies, we must recognize that early warning, surveillance, tracking, communication and guidance, which are all critical for nuclear war, are increasingly dependent on space systems. Thus, improving nuclear capability through space capability is now an unavoidable trend. We therefore must accelerate the development of space capability to create a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic force. . . . Through anti-satellite weapons, we can clear a pathway for nuclear missiles so that our nuclear force can survive, effectively penetrate, and accurately hit targets. The Chinese effort to integrate nuclear and space warfare capabilities is an inevitable response to the security dilemma created by U.S. missile defense. As Joan Johnson-Freese and Thomas Nicols point out, “It is unsurprising that other nations would logically view the same capability as a direct threat to the effectiveness of their own nuclear deterrent.” They argue that given the very limited size of the Chinese nuclear deterrent, U.S. missile defense has forced China to pursue space war capabilities as a countermeasure.
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China is militarizing space – a failure of the U.S. to respond kills space leadership, nuclear deterrence, and leads to a space arms race

Richard D. Fisher -- a senior fellow @ International Assessment & Strategy Center in Alexandria, Va, (1/20/11, article, Caplan)

China's Jan. 11 test of exoatmospheric missile interception is worth paying attention to—especially in Washington. It isn't just an early step toward development of a missile-defense system; it's also a signal of a radical change in the country's stance on the militarization of space. The United States should take this as a wake-up call that in the long term, China intends to challenge its strategic superiority in aerospace. The People's Liberation Army publicly unveiled its new strategy as part of the Air Force's 60th anniversary in November last year. It appears that this strategy was formulated in 2004, but the world did not learn about it until PLA Air Force Commander General Xu Qiliang summarized it as "effecting air and space integration, possessing capabilities for both offensive and defensive operations." Meanwhile, Chinese diplomats continued to hew to the line set down in 1985 by the late leader Deng Xiaoping, when he told former U.S. President Richard Nixon that China "is against whoever goes in for development of outer space weapons." China started an intensive diplomatic and propaganda campaign against American missile defense programs. Most recently Beijing added its vocal assistance to Vladimir Putin's intimidation campaign, which succeeded in helping to convince current U.S. President Barack Obama to reverse his predecessor's commitment to build ground-based defenses in Europe against Iran's Chinese-aided nuclear missile threat. Today, China is beginning to shed the cloak of deception over its own missile-defense efforts, and has all but declared its intention to build an aerospace power to rival that of the U.S. After General Xu's statements, Chinese media commentaries explained that the new aerospace strategy emerged from Communist Party leader and PLA commander Hu Jintao's December 2004 call for the PLA to implement new "historic missions," which include defending China's international interests. The PLA Air Force in particular will shift from being a "campaign air force" for theater-level wars (such as against Taiwan) in cooperation with the Army, Navy and Second Artillery missile force, to a "strategic air force" increasingly capable of independent action farther from home.  Of particular importance is the PLA's willingness to publicly justify a space combat mission. While it is not yet clear which service will lead this mission, the PLA Air Force is the most vocal booster. In an Oct. 31 interview, General Xu stated that "competition among armed forces is moving toward the space-air domain and is extending from the aviation domain to near space and even deep space . . . having control of space and air means having control of the ground, the seas and oceans, and the electromagnetic space, which also means having the strategic initiative in one's hands . . ." General Xu's candor forced the Foreign Ministry to inveigh the following month: "We oppose the weaponization of outer space or a space arms race . . ." But even some Chinese scoff at this self-serving propaganda. Also in November, a Chinese military expert stated that as long as "hegemonism" (code for the U.S.) maintains primacy in space, "air-and-space non-militarization is merely people's naive illusion, or just a slogan and banner." This isn't the first warning to Washington. In 2006, the PLA used ground-based lasers to "dazzle" a U.S. satellite, and in January 2007 demonstrated a ground-launched satellite interception. Last November, Chinese experts noted that the PLA may develop "assassin" satellites and "laser-armed" satellites, and reported China may already be developing an "orbital bomber." The PLA may also consider placing military assets on the moon—the first "Chang'e Three" moon lander may be equipped with a small radar and laser range-finder for "scientific" missions. The strict military-civilian "dual use" policy governing China's space program may mean that future larger unmanned Moon bases could be used to locate and target U.S. deep-space satellites that provide warning of missile strikes. It's already public knowledge that China is now developing or deploying four new nuclear-armed intercontinental land-mobile and sea-based nuclear missiles. The key variable is whether the PLA will equip these missiles with multiple warheads, as some Asia sources have suggested to me, which could conceivably allow China quickly to achieve 400 or more warheads. These same sources also estimate a national missile-defense capability could emerge before the mid-2020s. China is upgrading its aerospace capabilities closer to earth, too. Since the November PLA Air Force anniversary, PLA leaders have stated that China's fifth-generation fighter could fly "soon" and be in service by 2017-19, exceeding a recent U.S. government estimate by about a decade. Other Chinese sources speculate the PLA may build 300 of these fighters. As China signals its intention to build space-combat capabilities, increase the size and survivability of its nuclear missile forces, and build new fifth-generation air combat systems, the Obama administration is signaling retreat on the same fronts. Having declared his disdain for "Cold War" weapons in early 2009, it is unlikely that Mr. Obama will begin U.S. space-combat programs that could match and deter China in space. If anything, in fact, U.S. officials convey an indifference to China's aggressive intent. In early 2009, Mr. Obama reduced the limited number of ground-based missile interceptors to be based in Alaska and terminated a theater missile-defense program to enable one interceptor to shoot down multiple warheads. By August, the administration had defeated a Congressional attempt to extend production beyond 187 of the Lockheed Martin F-22, the premier U.S. fifth-generation jet fighter. Continuing this course risks sacrificing the air superiority in Asia the U.S. has purchased through great sacrifice. If the PLA is able to attack U.S. space assets, it can limit the U.S. military's ability to detect and respond to 
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PLA movements.  Should China decide to increase its warhead numbers to the hundreds and defend them, the U.S. nuclear deterrent extended to Japan and other allies will lose its credibility. And if a larger number of PLA fifth-generation air-superiority fighters is able to overwhelm a lesser number of U.S. F-22s, then U.S. naval forces and bases in the Western Pacific will be more vulnerable to PLA air and missile strikes. As a new U.S. administration tries to "move beyond the Cold War," primarily by limiting U.S. military power, China is signaling its intent to start an arms race. An American failure to respond would constitute a retreat from leadership. Asians will then face two unpalatable choices: accommodate China or obtain their own military deterrence. Both would increase political instability and in turn threaten the region's economic growth. 

Nuclear deterrence is key to solve multiple scenarios for extinction

Mark Schneider -- senior Analyst with the National Institute for Public Policy, Ph.D in history at the University of Southern California and JD from George Washington University, former senior officer in the DoD in positions relating to arms control and nuclear weapons policy, (July 2008 , “The Future of the U.S. Nuclear Deterrent,” Comparative Strategy 27.4, Ebsco)

Today, the United States, the world's only superpower with global responsibilities, is the only nuclear weapons state that is seriously debating (admittedly largely inside the beltway) about whether the United States should retain a nuclear deterrent. By contrast, the British Labour Government has decided to retain and modernize its nuclear deterrent. In every other nuclear weapons state—Russia, China, France, India, Pakistan, and allegedly Israel—there is general acceptance of the need for a nuclear deterrent and its modernization. Amazingly, the United States is the only nuclear-armed nation that is not modernizing its nuclear deterrent. Distinguished former leaders such a George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger, and Sam Nunn, despite the manifest failure of arms control to constrain the weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threat, call for “A world free of Nuclear Weapons” because “… the United States can address almost all of its military objectives by non-nuclear means.”1 This view ignores the monumental verification problems involved and the military implication of different types of WMD—chemical and biological (CBW) attack, including the advanced agents now available to potential enemies of the United States and our allies. A U.S. nuclear deterrent is necessary to address existing threats to the very survival of the U.S., its allies, and its armed forces if they are subject to an attack using WMD. As former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown and former Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch wrote in The Wall Street Journal, “However, the goal, even the aspirational goal, of eliminating all nuclear weapons is counterproductive. It will not advance substantive progress on nonproliferation; and it risks compromising the value that nuclear weapons continue to contribute, through deterrence, to U.S. security and international stability.”2 Why can't the United States deter WMD (nuclear, chemical, biological) attack with conventional weapons? The short answer is that conventional weapons can't deter a WMD attack because of their minuscule destructiveness compared with WMD, which are thousands to millions of times as lethal as conventional weapons. Existing WMD can kill millions to hundreds of millions of people in an hour, and there are national leaders who would use them against us if all they had to fear was a conventional response. The threat of nuclear electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, as assessed by a Congressional Commission in 2004, is so severe that one or at most a handful of EMP attacks could demolish industrial civilization in the United States.3 The view that conventional weapons can replace nuclear weapons in deterrence or warfighting against a state using WMD is not technically supportable. Precision-guided conventional weapons are fine substitutes for non-precision weapons, but they do not remotely possess the lethality of WMD warheads. Moreover, their effectiveness in some cases can be seriously degraded by counter-measures and they clearly are not effective against most hard and deeply buried facilities that are associated with WMD threats and national leadership protection. If deterrence of WMD attack fails, conventional weapons are unlikely to terminate adversary WMD attacks upon us and our allies or to deter escalation. Are there actual existing threats to the survival of the United States? The answer is unquestionably “yes.” Both Russia and China have the nuclear potential to destroy the United States (and our allies) and are modernizing their forces with the objective of targeting the United States.4 China is also increasing the number of its nuclear weapons.5 Russia is moving away from democracy, and China remains a Communist dictatorship. A number of hostile dictatorships—North Korea, Iran, and possibly Syria—have or are developing longer-range missiles, as well as chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons.6 They already have the ability to launch devastating WMD attacks against our allies and our forward deployed forces, and in time may acquire capabilities against the United States. Iran will probably have nuclear weapons within approximately 2 to 5 years.7 The United States already faces a chemical and biological weapons threat despite arms control prohibitions. Due to arms control, we do not have an in-kind deterrent. Both Iranian and Syria acquisition of nuclear weapons could be affected by sales from North Korea, which have been reported in the press.8
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Space arms race leads to accidental nuclear war

Sherwood Ross – reporter for the Chicago Daily News, (“Space Race Increasing Risk of Nuclear War,” Atlantic Free Press, Saturday, April 09, 2009, pg. http://www.atlanticfreepress.com/news/1/8948-space-race-increasing-risk-of-nuclear-war.html)

An unchecked race to militarize space is underway that is “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises,” an authority on space warfare says.

By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers---the U.S., Russia, India and China---will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review. Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said. The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained. While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theatres of combat” on land, sea, and air and cyber space.”

Hoey said his research analysis suggests: “Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.” “If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.” Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.” The five treaties governing space “are highly outdated,” Hoey said, notably the milestone “Outer Space Treaty” of 1967. Theoretically, the U.S. is also bound by The National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 that declares our “activities in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.” (Rep. Dennis Kucinich(D-Ohio), in introducing a bill to ban the weaponization of space, charged the Bush administration with breaking with that policy by “putting weapons in outer space to give the U.S. the power to control the world.” Kucinich charged “the Air Force is seeking permission to put both offensive and defensive weapons in space.”) Hoey said the research community is expecting space warfare systems to come from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency(DARPA) and the Air Force Research Laboratories (AFRL). But instead of doing straight military R&D in-house, the Pentagon is funding civilian research that has dual-purpose use capabilities---civilian applications as well as military. Because military space race technologies are the same as those needed to explore the heavens, service the international space station and defend against threats from near earth objects, the civilian-military partnerships “present the most challenging dilemma for the arms control community,” Hoey said. That’s because arms control proponents cannot object to their military applications without also opposing “technologies that benefit mankind.” And he warned this will continue to be the case as long as existing treaties fail to differentiate between commercial and military space technology. Because their overlap is “overwhelming,” Hoey noted, in that “systems that destroy can also create and facilitate discoveries,” it behooves the international arms control community to act before our military and commercial industries become “inextricably integrated with military space systems and unable to extract themselves.” Hoey said the defense community is actively scouting students still enrolled in high school who have demonstrated a talent in aerospace, cryptology and computer security for military research, “in an attempt to compete with emerging science and technology rivals such as China and India.” This would place future generations who dream of discoveries on a fast track towards the defense industry, Hoey said, even if they land jobs in the private sector. As dual-usage progresses, far more space technology roads will lead to careers that contribute to the development space warfare-enabling technologies.
Companies engaged in nanotechnology, robotics and Artificial Intelligence are also being wooed by the military with fat checks, Hoey said. “These (space exploration and space warfare) systems are being developed through multi-tiered collaborations that include NASA, the Defense Department, universities, big defense contractors and small space start- ups. “The work force consists of military scientists and engineers, students, scientists, and even foreign nationals” ultimately enabling technology proliferation globally.
For an arms control community that is focusing primarily on banning specific space weapons currently in development, nearing deployment, and in some cases already deployed, efforts should also be focused towards lobbying the international community to begin establishing rules of the road that differentiate between peaceful commercial space technologies and destructive military space applications before the lines between the two are irreversibly blurred, Hoey urged. By doing so, “next generation space warfare systems and space security threats can, as a result, be prevented long before they have a chance to further undermine peace in outer space and increase the probability of nuclear war,” he said.

China Space Mil --> Pre-emptive Strikes

Chinese militarization causes U.S. pre emptive strikes, resulting in war

TELLIS 07, Ashley: Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Senior Adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs, former Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND Corporation [“China's Military Space Strategy,” Survival 49:3 p41-72, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf]

Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a 'space Pearl Harbor'94 could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signaled that conventionally armed Trident submarine-launched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.96 *** The emergence of potent Chinese counter-space capabilities makes US military operations in Asia more risky than ever. The threat has not arisen due to a lack of a space arms-control regime, or because of the Bush administration's disinclination to negotiate an accord that bans the weaponization of space. Rather, it is rooted entirely in China's requirement that it be able to defeat the United States in a regional conflict despite its conventional inferiority. This strategic challenge has compelled Beijing to exploit every anti-access and battle-space-denial technology potentially available. The threat posed by this Chinese effort cannot be neutralized by arms-control agreements, even though all countries stand to profit from the absence of threats to their assets in space. There is a temptation, especially in the United States, to view China's counter-space programs in moralistic terms. This approach is undesirable and best avoided: Beijing's desire to defeat the stronger by asymmetric means is not a reflection of its deviousness, nor provoked by mendacity on the part of the United States or the Bush administration. It is grounded in the objective conditions that define the relationship between the two countries: competing political goals, likely to persist whether or not the Taiwan conflict is resolved. In such circumstances, the United States should seek, as the Bush administration's own National Space Policy declares, to protect the 'use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of all humanity'. But if this fundamental goal is threatened by Chinese counter-space activities aimed at American space assets, the United States has no choice but to run an offence-defense arms race, and win.

China – Threat in Space

China poses a threat in the modern space race shown in the secretive way they discuss their development. 

Levine, 2009, CNN reporter, In Today’s Space Race, Watch Our for China, http://articles.cnn.com/2009-11-18/tech/china.space_1_china-views-chinese-officials-xinhua?_s=PM:TECH 
When China decided to test an anti-satellite missile in 2007, the impact shattered not just the target satellite but any illusions that China did not have military intentions in space and the capabilities to achieve them. The United States is still ahead in space development, but China has been making impressive progress in expanding its own program -- and it has not gone unnoticed. "I think anyone who's familiar with the space business, and particularly the history, our history in the space business over the years, would have to be absolutely amazed at the advancements that China has made in such a short period of time," said Gen. Kevin Chilton, head of the U.S. Strategic Command, which is in charge of the military's space operations. "They certainly are on a fast track to improve their capabilities," Chilton said in early November. "They're to be commended for the achievements that they've done in such a short period of time." China's intentions in space are a matter of great interest to the United States. The Pentagon is trying to encourage more transparency by the communist country and last month hosted a delegation that included Gen. Xu Caihou of China's Central Military Commission. Xu met with Defense Secretary Robert Gates and toured various U.S. installations, including STRATCOM, which oversees space, cyberspace and nuclear military operations. "Where they're heading, I think, is one of the things that a lot of people would like to understand better," Chilton said. He would not speak in detail about any of the discussions between U.S. and Chinese officials. Any hope for transparency will be tough to come by. China itself may not have a handle on its intentions, said Roger Cliff, a Chinese military analyst at RAND, a global policy think tank. Cliff said there is an internal struggle within the Chinese military for who will control the space mission. China's president has said its space efforts are "peaceful." But a top Chinese military official spoke of offensive and defensive capabilities in space because "only power could protect peace," Chinese air force Cmdr. Xu Quiliang told the Xinhua news agency. "It is not clear, and in part the reason for that is because China isn't clear where it is going in space, because they are still arguing it out," Cliff said. Also, transparency is in the eye of the beholder, Cliff noted. For China, transparency "is a luxury of the superior military power." 

China has been enhancing its space program to procure dominance in the international community. 

Cunningham, 2009, Fiona Cunningham, a research associate at the Lowy Institute for International Policy, The Stellar Status Symbol: True Motives for China’s Manned Space Program, http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=302&Itemid=8 
The image of Chinese “taikonauts” conducting their first spacewalk, broadcast on a large screen on the front of a Beijing department store, may have appeared a quaint image to the contemporaries of the Cold War space race.[1] Even without a peer competitor or any obvious tangible benefits, and at an exorbitant price tag, China still saw value in finishing the race to put humans in space, forty years after the United States and Soviet Union. China’s pursuit of manned spaceflight is a manifestation of its quest for improved international status, a necessary prerequisite to admission into the superpower “club.” There is nothing new about a status-based explanation for the Chinese manned space program—status is often cited as one of its many motivations. However, such motivations have not been sufficiently explored in the context of existing manned space programs, nor have they been situated within more general explanations of Chinese foreign policy behavior. A norm-focused conception of international hierarchy and a brief overview of how manned spaceflight became a status marker during the Cold War will contextualize the status explanation for the Chinese manned space program. Status is the most important motivation for a manned space program in the eyes of elite political leaders, who bear greatest responsibility for China’s international standing. China has pursued a manned space program because it understands manned spaceflight as a status marker for the superpower status group and, desiring membership to that group, has attained one of its status markers. The Shenzhou Puzzle The Chinese manned space program is a puzzle for two reasons. First, the utility of manned space programs is no longer clear; they do not offer commensurate, tangible returns for their costs,[2] which average ten times more than an unmanned program.[3] Why then would states allocate their scarce resources to such an unproductive venture today, when fully aware of the meager returns through the experience of the United States and Soviet Union? Unlike the United States and Russia/Soviet Union, China has pursued manned spaceflight with full knowledge of its cost, difficulty and limited material benefits. Furthermore, China’s manned space program was initiated and developed at a time when the United States was debating the continued viability of its own manned missions.[4] China has no real peer competitor in space and so is not propelled by a space race.[5] What then has motivated China to expend considerable resources on the space activity that delivers the least material benefits for the extra expenditure required? The second puzzle is that the Chinese manned space program is often attributed to status and prestige motivations,[6] yet the analysts who do so offer no objective basis for assessing or contextualizing these motivations. If we conceive the international system as hierarchical,[7] superpowers, as members of the status group at the apex of that hierarchy, are able to set the values upon which the status of other states is determined.[8] Superpowers also regulate admission into their own ranks on the basis of the same values.[9] The requirements for superpower status are currently set by the only member of the superpower group, the United States. Status in the international hierarchy depends on two parallel factors: doing the right thing—an actual commitment to the values dictated by the superpowers; and being seen to do the right thing—showing commitment to those values, not because they are actually adhered to but because they are a means to an end (improved international status).[10] The admission requirements for the superpower status group are thus far more sophisticated than hard military power and economic might, the traditional indices of a great power or superpower identified by scholars.[11] 
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In contemporary international relations, to be a superpower, one must be a “spacefaring” nation, and a manned spaceflight program is an integral component of “space power.”[12] Manned space programs are therefore superpower status markers. This value and norm-focused conception of hierarchy makes the idea of status, as applied to the Chinese manned space program, clearer by slotting it into existing international relations theory. Status is not the sole explanation for China’s manned spaceflight program; rather it is a crucial factor in elite political support for the project. A successful launch of a manned spacecraft requires the culmination of a broad coalition of interests, including support from the military, the scientific and engineering establishments and political leaders, all of whom receive payoffs tailored to their own interests.[13] These special interests are important in setting space policy, however, given the scale and cost of the project, high-level political support is the crucial factor in its realization. Hence manned spaceflight must be framed as furthering the national interest if it is to receive political support at the highest level.[14] The initiation of the Chinese manned space program, Project 921, in 1992 and Shenzhou V, its first manned mission, demonstrate this process. Five alternative explanations of the Shenzhou Program Scholars have put forward five different reasons for the Chinese manned space program—military benefit, tangible domestic benefit, national pride, “competitive” status and “aspirational” status—though they recognize that no single reason adequately explains it.[15] All of these reasons are necessary to build the requisite coalition of interests for a manned space program, but not all are equally important for attracting political leaders into that coalition. There is no necessity for states to have manned space programs, and they require political justifications to rationalize the costs.[16] Elite support for manned spaceflight, seen as in the national interest, depends upon the delivery of unique and specific benefits that other programs competing for that support (and the resources that follow) cannot provide. Status is the only unique and specific international benefit that China attains from manned spaceflight and thus is the most important factor in the initiation and continuation of support from the Chinese president, premier and Politburo. Many scholars have focused on the military component of the Chinese space program.[17] The shadow of such analysis is often cast over the whole space program, its manned component included, because its daily affairs are administered by the People’s Liberation Army (PLA). Indirect military benefits from the manned space program are widely recognized.[18] However, despite a number of advances in technology, management, infrastructure and expertise that benefit the military, “manned spaceflight is likely the least efficient, most ineffective method for developing [military] hardware.”[19] The Cold War superpowers were unable to find any military advantage accruing from manned, as opposed to unmanned, spaceflight. Hence there are no known unique benefits that a manned program could deliver. Nor was Shenzhou V a demonstration of new dual-use capabilities, as Sputnik was for the Soviet Union.[20] In any case, separate military space programs exist for the PLA to exploit space technology for military purposes.[21] Elite support for the program in pursuit of unique military benefits is the least plausible explanation. The tangible benefits of a manned space program are often cited as a reason for the Shenzhou program. The United States has demonstrated the scientific, technological, educational and commercial returns of the heavy investment in space technology required for a manned space program. Likewise, the Shenzhou program has helped China develop highly skilled scientific and technical cadres, increased employment and inspired young people to pursue scientific and technical careers.[22] China’s 2000 Space White Paper clearly states that space plays a role in China’s national development strategy.[23] The high reliability of launch services required for manned spaceflight may improve confidence in Chinese commercial launch services.[24] With the exception of launch reliability, however, it is questionable whether these benefits are the result of the manned space program specifically, or simply the higher level of investment in space technology. Perhaps indicative of the elite leadership’s recognition of the lack of tangible economic benefits is Li Peng’s comment during discussions as to whether the program should be approved that a manned space program was “necessary, if not necessarily wise”.[25] Manned spaceflight may also create a “focal point for national pride” among Chinese people that in turn bolsters the legitimacy of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP).[26] National pride is a pertinent explanation for contemporary decisions of the Chinese government, as nationalism has replaced communism as the legitimating ideology of the CCP.[27] The initiation of the Shenzhou program may have been conceived of as an element in the rebuilding of Chinese collective self-esteem after the Tiananmen Square massacre,[28] a more plausible national pride argument than building support for President Hu Jintao and his 2003 domestic reform package,[29] which ignores the long and secret gestation period of the program.[30] The long-term cultivation of national pride is likely an important factor in high-level political support and is a benefit that manned spaceflight is uniquely placed to deliver. Yet its benefits are domestic rather than international. Some argue that China’s manned space program indicates where China sees itself in the international hierarchy,[31] while others have framed a status argument in terms of what actual status benefits China has accrued from it.[32] Yet this ignores the precise nature of the status benefits sought by Chinese leaders in pursuing a manned space program: a better position vis-à-vis other nations in a competitive hierarchy or fulfilling a normative commitment to space exploration? “For China, success [in manned spaceflight] matches up with its heightened view of its deserved international status”.[33] This “competitive status” reason links the prestige and status explanations advanced by some scholars[34] with China’s broader foreign policy goal of attaining great power status.[35] Though the secretive and long-term nature of the manned space program means that status improvement must be an enduring and incremental goal, manned spaceflight is uniquely placed to be able to deliver such benefits because it is a status marker for the superpower group to which China seeks admission. The competitive status explanation includes the argument that China considers itself as deserving of a seat at the table of major spacefaring nations, having lost its seat at the table of scientifically and technologically advanced nations during the 19th century. A manned space program is China’s way of expressing its entitlement to that seat to other states.[36] An “aspirational status” explanation argues that China may be demonstrating a commitment to human progress, scientific and technological advancement, exploration, global leadership and/or strength through its manned space program. Yet unless the Chinese are planning to achieve “firsts” in the course of their manned space program in the future, a commitment to human progress and global leadership would be difficult for it to display. “China has not … sent a man into space because Jiang Zemin is a space visionary.”[37] It is likely, however, that China is seeking to display its scientific and technological advancement and strength in a non-military manner:[38] in the words of Lewis and Kulacki, “[c]ontemporary Chinese leaders are invested in space, human spaceflight in particular, because it is the ultimate expression of what being a scientifically and technologically advanced nation means.”[39] Of these five possible explanations for elite support of the Chinese manned space program, tangible military and domestic benefits are the least compelling, as manned spaceflight delivers no unique additional benefits for its significant additional cost in comparison to an unmanned program. Competitive status and aspirational status are both plausible explanations, provided that an aspirational status explanation pertains to China’s commitment to scientific and technological development rather than global leadership through space “firsts.” National pride is also a convincing explanation, but it is not isolated from status. National pride results not only from Chinese achievements in space, but also the positive ramifications of such achievements for China’s international reputation. Aspirational and competitive status are both likely explanations and are inextricably linked. This is due to the fact that China’s belief in the value of scientific and technological development remains strongly connected with its desire to catch up with Western states.[40] Nevertheless, competitive status is the most compelling of the five explanations. Not only does manned spaceflight deliver unique benefits for China’s competitive status, but the pursuit of such competitive status gains are also consistent with the wider trajectory of Chinese international behavior. Considering the status explanation within the wider context of Chinese foreign policy will provide additional evidence that the reasoning behind elite support for Project 921 is the perception that manned spaceflight is a superpower status marker. The Superpower Status Marker Manned spaceflight was endowed with its significance as a superpower status marker during the Cold War, when the space race took center stage in the arena of US-Soviet competition. Both superpowers used every means of competition short of all-out war to prove their superiority over the other, and therefore the victory of their ideology. Nuclear arsenals and manned space activities were the most salient status markers employed in that competition. Space programs in both 
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states began as military programs, and the first satellite launches had definite significance as military power status markers. Space activities began to develop their own distinctive meaning as a status marker, splitting from arms competition in 1961, when both states launched their citizens into space for the first time. Yet these manned space programs had no additional military value; rather, they conferred upon the “winning” superpower the accolade of leading humanity beyond Earth. Manned space achievements gave the Soviet Union and the United States claim to a preeminent position in the superpower status group between 1961 and 1969. As US Vice President Lyndon Johnson aptly stated, “in the eyes of the world, first in space means first, period; second in space is second in everything.”[41] This strategic competition argument is the most common explanation for the space race,[42] but leaves some important questions unanswered. A sensitivity to norms and values in international relations may answer these questions, with important implications for the Chinese manned space program. Why have so many space policy analysts, historians and politicians acknowledged the inspiration of spaceflight as being a driving factor behind its pursuit? Why did the United States and Soviet Union persist in manned space missions once the space race was over? Why did they choose to compete over manned spaceflight? Where did the superpowers get the idea that sending humans into space was appropriate in the first place? During the space race, manned spaceflight developed into a superpower status marker because it would have delivered no status rewards had the United States and Soviet Union not shared the values that it symbolized. It was capable of delivering the sort of victory that an arms race, with its lingering possibility of annihilation, never could: “certainly Apollo was a cold war initiative; it was a surrogate for war ... [but] at the same time, spaceflight conjured the best in the human spirit.”[43] Superpower agreement as to the importance of manned space achievements mapped back to their central goals of displaying commitment to strength, human progress, global leadership, and science and technology. With the end of the space race in 1969, manned spaceflight ceased to be the preeminent status marker of the superpower status group but continued to serve as one of many superpower status markers for the remainder of the Cold War and into the post-Cold War era. Unless manned spaceflight were able to elevate one’s status in the international hierarchy, other states would not have initiated or continued manned space activities.[44] The continuation of manned space programs worldwide shows that it has clearly maintained its value. In the wake of the Cold War, both the United States and Russia have retained a manned presence in space at considerable cost. Both are involved in the American-led International Space Station project in collaboration with Japan, Canada and the European Space Agency. Europe, Japan and India have publicized their intentions to develop independent manned spaceflight capabilities. They have been “infected with the virus of manned spaceflight,”[45] indicating the demonstration effect of the two Cold War superpowers’ behavior. Despite this, the only other manned space program to come to fruition is that of China. The continued pursuit of manned space flight at a time when other countries abandoned similar projects raises questions about the extent of China’s aspirations. Does it seek to be a great power, or a superpower on par with the United States? As Chinese official policy describes China as a great power,[46] why has China sought a superpower status marker? Two possible reasons exist for this identity and status marker mismatch. When China initiated its manned space program in 1992, and as Cold War bipolarity disintegrated, Chinese leaders anticipated a future “multipolar” order, consisting of China, Japan, Europe, Russia and the United States,[47] in which there were no superpowers. Had this eventuated, manned spaceflight would have been a great power status marker. In the early 1990s, Europe and Japan both had plans to develop independent manned spaceflight capabilities,[48] leaving China as the only great power in this future multipolar order without a manned program of its own. More recently, Chinese leaders have pushed their multipolar projections further into the future, moving from a multipolarization (duojihua) discourse, to a tacit recognition of American dominance: “one superpower, many major powers” (yichao duoqiang).[49] Yet China persisted with manned spaceflight even when European and Japanese manned space programs failed to materialize. China’s continued commitment to manned spaceflight could be its way of catching up with its great power peers, as it lacks the wealth and democratic status markers held by Japan and Europe, while Russia has more military and space status markers than China. Once initiated, other reasons and vested interests in the Chinese manned space program could have provided the momentum to push the project through to completion, despite China’s peer competitors’ canceling of their programs. This does not, however, explain the fact that China has completed another two manned missions since. The other possibility is that China’s conception of its future status has been elevated to that of a superpower. Two things are distinctive about Chinese perceptions of status—the first is its emphasis upon quantitative, objective indicators of status,[50] and second is a definite regard for the future, as well as present, configuration of international hierarchy.[51] It is possibly this regard for future status that has motivated China to continue to pursue manned spaceflight. In the view of a Chinese analyst, China has achieved great power status and is on the way to achieving superpower status.[52] The fact that it sees itself as a prospective superpower may be sufficient motivation for presently acquiring superpower status markers in preparation for the future. Learning the value of manned spaceflight The status explanation is not plausible unless it can first be shown that China did indeed learn the value of manned spaceflight from the Cold War space race and, secondly, it can account for why elite support for manned spaceflight was forthcoming in 1992. These two points will be assisted by the methods and results of an increasing number of studies that focus on China’s socialization into international institutions and Chinese identity, using social constructivist approaches to international relations in order to understand recent changes in its foreign policy behavior.[53] According to these studies, China has shown evidence of socialization[54] through international institutions and the adoption of a responsible great power discourse has led China to redefine its interests in line with international norms.[55] These conclusions are consistent with China learning the value of manned spaceflight from the Cold War superpowers and its leaders considering the development of a Chinese manned space program appropriate, given its current and desired position in the international hierarchy. China’s special sensitivity to image and status concerns in the present international system have been noted as incidents of its socialization.[56] Chinese knowledge of the manned spaceflight status marker may be inferred from the extent of its integration into the international system and therefore exposure to such shared understandings among nations about the value of manned spaceflight. China’s desire to join the top status group and understanding of what is required of it in order to earn that status can be inferred from its identity discourses and corresponding behavior. The connection between China’s status aspirations and its manned space program may be inferred from the concurrent adoption of status-related identity discourses and the initiation of the manned space program. The causal links drawn from the steps above are also supported by evidence of the arguments made to Chinese leaders by advocates of the manned space program. China’s observation of American and Soviet manned space missions, “the demonstration effect”,[57] is the most likely source from which the Chinese state learned the idea of manned spaceflight. Its earliest manned space project, Project 714, commenced in 1965, shortly after Yuri Gagarin’s flight in 1961. However the project ground to a halt in 1972, when Cultural Revolution politics caught up with the space program. The demonstration effect failed to have its full effect at this early stage because Chinese leaders rejected the Soviet-American dominated competitive hierarchy, robbing the project of a strategic rationale. Aspirational status gains were not compelling enough to justify the costs of manned spaceflight. The Chinese leadership valued science and technology as an expression of national strength and an instrument of independence, and therefore accorded both superpowers high aspirational status, taking its “cues from those countries seen as technical leaders.”[58] Nevertheless aspirational status gains were insufficient to frame the project as in the national interest. The reforms initiated by Deng Xiaoping between 1976 and 1992 changed the Chinese approach to the competitive hierarchy. In adopting a status quo orientation, China signaled its acceptance of the superpower-dominated system. It doubled its membership in intergovernmental organizations between 1977 and 1992, and improved relations with the United States and Soviet Union. Chinese official foreign policy discourse has shifted over time, from revolutionary in nature during the 1970s to developmental and multilateral in the 1980s. The late 1980s saw an increased emphasis on the protection of sovereignty in the wake of the Tiananmen Square massacre in 1989, later shifting to a more global and multilateral stance in the 1990s.[59] The audience of China’s foreign policy behavior has also shifted, from the revolutionary Third World to the status quo international society.[60] China’s increasing 
[continued]

status quo orientation is, in essence, China’s adoption of a shared identity with the rest of the international community. This includes acceptance of the structure of the international hierarchy, allowing China to value high status within that hierarchy. Whether or not China is persuaded of the values in the aspirational hierarchy, it acknowledges that its status depends upon its demonstrated commitment to the values that order the hierarchy. Acceptance of this structure is essential if China is to use manned spaceflight strategically to improve its status. Chinese socialization into the existing international hierarchy completed its learning of both the aspirational and competitive status benefits of manned spaceflight. China’s Great Power Identity China has acquired a great power identity that requires it to behave like a great power by accumulating status markers. The adoption of this identity provided China with the requisite strategic rationale to initiate a manned space program, transforming manned spaceflight into an appropriate pursuit for both competitive and aspirational status reasons. China’s great power identity reflects how it sees its place in the world, and draws on both popular and elite desires within China and international learning in order to determine its content. China has previously articulated its great power identity as an entitlement, understanding great power status as due respect from other nations. Respect is commanded by virtue of a Chinese nationalistic belief that China should regain its status as a great nation, lost since the Opium Wars began in 1839.[61] This sense of entitlement and victimization serves as a prism through which Chinese people perceived international affairs.[62] This aspect of Chinese great power identity is infused with a sense of victimization that does not resonate with the present aspirational hierarchy and the shared understanding of great power status among other states. It dictates a limited role for great powers to perform in order to attain their status: the accumulation of status markers representing national strength.[63] The great-power-as-entitlement discourse demands a display of strength as justification of Chinese equality, of which the Chinese manned space program is a likely manifestation. Since the late 1990s, however, Chinese great power identity has been significantly modified by the adoption of a “responsible major power” identity discourse, a result of China’s socialization into international institutions and learning of the great power concept. The addition of responsibility has shifted the focus of Chinese great power identity outward and incorporated duties and responsibilities, rather than simply entitlements and respect. The discourse is a reaction to perceptions of China as a “spoiler” of the international order, and involves compliance with international institutions and sharing the burden of solving international problems.[64] It is a further embrace of international society identity and “a basic acknowledgement that many of the extant rules and norms are not antithetical to China’s interests.”[65] The concept of China’s “peaceful rise,” official policy between 2003 and 2005 and derived from this responsible power identity, recognizes the international values of peace, international order and cooperation.[66] China’s great-power-as-responsibility discourse indicates an acceptance of many of the values that determine the aspirational status of states, whether China has actually adopted those values or simply uses them instrumentally to improve its competitive status. The shift from entitlement to responsibility has brought the content of Chinese great power identity into line with internationally accepted definitions of a great power. In the absence of the responsibility discourse in the early 1990s, China’s initiation of its manned space program was most likely motivated by an attempt to justify its great power status through the accumulation of status markers that display strength, in line with its understanding of great power status as an entitlement. Since then, however, China has been further socialized into the international hierarchy and become more accepting of its values. It is likely the Shenzhou launches are now intended to display a commitment not only to China’s strength, but also to science and technology and, perhaps in the future, to human progress and global leadership. China’s manned space program status marker has been capable of responding to the changing content of its great power identity and resulting changes in its foreign policy behavior because the status marker displays a commitment to multiple international values. A Great Power on Earth, as Well as in Space If the Shenzhou program is a great power status marker that China has acquired in order to play the role of a great power, there should be other instances of great power role performance in Chinese foreign policy behavior during the past two decades, situating the manned space program within a broader trend in Chinese foreign policy behavior. China has recently accumulated a number of such great power status markers. Its behavior over the past two decades has become increasingly consistent with values and expectations of the US-led international community. During the 1990s, China went from a vocal opponent of UN peacekeeping operations to a participant.[67] It has become an active institution builder, playing an instrumental role in the creation of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization in 2001, the thickening of East Asian institutionalism through the ASEAN Plus Three and ASEAN Regional Forum mechanisms, as well as initiating the Forum on China-Africa Cooperation in 2006.[68] In security affairs, it made the most significant sacrifices of all nuclear powers in terms of arsenal modernization by signing the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in 1996.[69] China convened the Six-Party Talks in 2003 and is presently trying to rekindle the talks in the wake of North Korean nuclear and missile tests.[70] This responsible and activist international behavior is, in effect, the accumulation of status markers of cooperative behavior, sharing the burden of solving international problems, upholding international order and a commitment to the rule of law. In the meantime, China continues to accumulate the typical great power status markers of wealth and military power through economic growth and an extensive military modernization program. China has also attained other great power status markers, such as hosting the 2008 Olympic Games and its concerted effort to top the medal tally.[71] Scholars and decision-makers alike have connected the significance of the manned space program and the Olympics,[72] especially with the Shenzhou VII mission taking place immediately following the 2008 Paralympic Games.[73] This status explanation of the Chinese manned space program has important implications for understanding both space programs more generally and other aspects of Chinese behavior. Exposing the unique attributes of manned spaceflight that attract elite political support suggests a solution to the puzzle of the Chinese manned space program that fits it within the broader trajectory of contemporary Chinese foreign policy. Space programs in Iran, India and both Koreas, for example, could perhaps also be better understood through the status prism. A more nuanced understanding of other aspects of Chinese behavior, even those traditionally perceived as motivated purely by military advantage, could be gained by examining the status significance of these activities and capabilities.[74] The acquisition of a blue-water navy, aircraft carriers and anti-satellite capability may also serve as status markers for states wishing to assert their great power or superpower status, the same reasons for their development of a manned space program. Because superpowers or great powers possess these capabilities, other states associate them with the high status of those states. In this manner, military capabilities may also become status markers. Political leaders may approve their development or acquisition for defense or status reasons, or both, depending on how they define the national interest. As the status rewards of developing nuclear weapons have been cited as a motivation for their development,[75] and it has been suggested that a modern military is a status marker for a nation-state,[76] status motivations rather than military calculations may be driving elite decision making on defense acquisitions. It should not be a foregone conclusion that dual-use capabilities such as space programs and even defense capabilities are acquired for purely or even primarily military motivations—elite political support may be just as forthcoming in pursuit of higher status. 

China – Threat in Space

China’s development in space has military implications. 

Adams, 2010, Jonathon Adams, staff writer for the Christian Science Moniter, China is on the path to ‘militarization of space’, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space 
Taipei, Taiwan China looks set to pull ahead in the Asian space race to the moon, putting a spacecraft into lunar orbit Oct. 6 in a preparatory mission for an unmanned moon landing in two or three years. Chinese engineers will maneuver the craft into an extremely low orbit, 9.5 miles above the moon's surface, so it can take high-resolution photos of a possible landing site. Basically, China is looking for a good "parking space" for a moon lander, in a less-known area of the moon known as the Bay of Rainbows. The mission, called Chang'e 2 after a heroine from Chinese folklore who goes to the moon with a rabbit, highlights China's rapidly growing technological prowess, as well as its keen desire for prestige on the world stage. If successful, it will put China a nose ahead of its Asian rivals with similar lunar ambitions – India and Japan – and signal a challenge to the American post-cold-war domination in space. The Asian space race 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."  

US Space Mil --> Space Arms Race
If the US were to militarize space, India, Pakistan, Japan, and Russia will follow, causing a space arms race

Hitchens 08 [Theresa, author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” continues to write on space and nuclear arms control issues for a number of outside publications, March, “Space Wars”, http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=31334623&site=bsi-live]
Perhaps of even greater concern is that several other nations, including one of China's regional rivals, India, may feel compelled to seek offensive as well as defensive capabilities in space. The U.S. trade journal Defense News, for instance, quoted unidentified Indian defense officials as stating that their country had already begun developing its own kinetic-energy (nonexplosive, hit-to-kill) and laser-based antisatellite weapons. If India goes down that path, its archrival Pakistan will probably follow suit. Like India, Pakistan has a well-developed ballistic missile program, including medium-range missiles that could launch an antisatellite system. Even Japan, the third major Asian power, might join such a space race. In June 2007 the National Diet of Japan began considering a bill backed by the current Fukuda government that would permit the development of satellites for "military and national security" purposes. As for Russia, in the wake of the Chinese test President Vladimir Putin reiterated Moscow's stance against the weaponization of space. At the same time, though, he refused to criticize Beijing's actions and blamed the U.S. instead. The American efforts to build a missile defense system, Putin charged, and the increasingly aggressive American plans for a military position in space were prompting China's moves. Yet Russia itself, as a major spacefaring power that has incorporated satellites into its national security structure, would be hard-pressed to forgo entering an arms race in space. Given the proliferation of spacefaring entities [see box at left], proponents of a robust space warfare strategy believe that arming the heavens is inevitable and that it would be best for the U.S. to get there first with firepower. Antisatellite and space-based weapons, they argue, will be necessary not only to defend U.S. military and commercial satellites but also to deny any future adversary the use of space capabilities to enhance the performance of its forces on the battlefield. Yet any arms race in space would almost inevitably destabilize the balance of power and thereby multiply the risks of global conflict. In such headlong competition--whether in space or elsewhere--equilibrium among the adversaries would be virtually impossible to maintain. Even if the major powers did achieve stability, that reality would still provide no guarantee that both sides would perceive it to be so. The moment one side saw itself to be slipping behind the other, the first side would be strongly tempted to launch a preemptive strike, before things got even worse. Ironically, the same would hold for the side that perceived itself to have gained an advantage. Again, there would be strong temptation to strike first, before the adversary could catch up. Finally, a space weapons race would ratchet up the chances that a mere technological mistake could trigger a battle. After all, in the distant void, reliably distinguishing an intentional act from an accidental one would be highly problematic. 
US Space Mil --> Space Arms Race
Space arms race leads to accidental nuclear war

Sherwood Ross – reporter for the Chicago Daily News, (“Space Race Increasing Risk of Nuclear War,” Atlantic Free Press, Saturday, April 09, 2009, pg. http://www.atlanticfreepress.com/news/1/8948-space-race-increasing-risk-of-nuclear-war.html)

An unchecked race to militarize space is underway that is “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises,” an authority on space warfare says.

By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers---the U.S., Russia, India and China---will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review. Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said. The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained. While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theatres of combat” on land, sea, and air and cyber space.”

Hoey said his research analysis suggests: “Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.” “If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.” Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.” The five treaties governing space “are highly outdated,” Hoey said, notably the milestone “Outer Space Treaty” of 1967. Theoretically, the U.S. is also bound by The National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 that declares our “activities in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.” (Rep. Dennis Kucinich(D-Ohio), in introducing a bill to ban the weaponization of space, charged the Bush administration with breaking with that policy by “putting weapons in outer space to give the U.S. the power to control the world.” Kucinich charged “the Air Force is seeking permission to put both offensive and defensive weapons in space.”) Hoey said the research community is expecting space warfare systems to come from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency(DARPA) and the Air Force Research Laboratories (AFRL). But instead of doing straight military R&D in-house, the Pentagon is funding civilian research that has dual-purpose use capabilities---civilian applications as well as military. Because military space race technologies are the same as those needed to explore the heavens, service the international space station and defend against threats from near earth objects, the civilian-military partnerships “present the most challenging dilemma for the arms control community,” Hoey said. That’s because arms control proponents cannot object to their military applications without also opposing “technologies that benefit mankind.” And he warned this will continue to be the case as long as existing treaties fail to differentiate between commercial and military space technology. Because their overlap is “overwhelming,” Hoey noted, in that “systems that destroy can also create and facilitate discoveries,” it behooves the international arms control community to act before our military and commercial industries become “inextricably integrated with military space systems and unable to extract themselves.” Hoey said the defense community is actively scouting students still enrolled in high school who have demonstrated a talent in aerospace, cryptology and computer security for military research, “in an attempt to compete with emerging science and technology rivals such as China and India.” This would place future generations who dream of discoveries on a fast track towards the defense industry, Hoey said, even if they land jobs in the private sector. As dual-usage progresses, far more space technology roads will lead to careers that contribute to the development space warfare-enabling technologies.
Companies engaged in nanotechnology, robotics and Artificial Intelligence are also being wooed by the military with fat checks, Hoey said. “These (space exploration and space warfare) systems are being developed through multi-tiered collaborations that include NASA, the Defense Department, universities, big defense contractors and small space start- ups. “The work force consists of military scientists and engineers, students, scientists, and even foreign nationals” ultimately enabling technology proliferation globally.
For an arms control community that is focusing primarily on banning specific space weapons currently in development, nearing deployment, and in some cases already deployed, efforts should also be focused towards lobbying the international community to begin establishing rules of the road that differentiate between peaceful commercial space technologies and destructive military space applications before the lines between the two are irreversibly blurred, Hoey urged. By doing so, “next generation space warfare systems and space security threats can, as a result, be prevented long before they have a chance to further undermine peace in outer space and increase the probability of nuclear war,” he said.

Space Mil --> Prolif
US space militarization causes proliferation

Lewis 04 [Jeffrey, Center for Defense Information, July, “What if Space Were Weaponized?”, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf]
It is important to understand that there is another, more likely “inevitability” involved if the United States pursues these capabilities, that is: other nations almost assuredly would, too. Although Russia and China have declared a moratorium on ASAT testing, it would be irresponsible for either state not to acquire their own deterrent to potential U.S. ASAT attacks. Russian and Chinese ASATs may, in turn, be a reason (or, perhaps, just an excuse) for states such as India to follow suit. Still other countries – and this includes North Korea and probably Iran – that have the desire, but not yet the skills, would then be able to “draft” in the wake of the big powers through espionage, declassification and, perhaps, the black market. The point is this: once the United States has gone down the ASAT road, there likely won’t be an option of negotiating a ban on ASATs or discouraging the proliferation of legitimate dual-use technologies such as microsatellites. As we have learned with nuclear and missile proliferation, once the genie is out of the bottle, it is out for good.
Proliferation dramatically increases the risk of accidental, preemptive and terrorist based nuclear war – mass slaughter of entire nations is likely

Utgoff ‘2  (Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses and former Senior Member of the National security Council Staff, Survival, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, 44:2, Summer, p. 87-90)

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Space Mil Turns Space Debris
Weaponization of space causes space debris

SPAS 08 [Swedish Peace and Arbitration Society, non-governmental organization, dedicated to peace, disarmament and democratization, “Learn about Nuclear Weapons”, http://laromkarnvapen.slmk.org/ENG/Dokument/International_law/Int%20law%20space.pdf]
Besides creating a new arms race, the weaponization of space means proliferation of space debris. Such debris, resulting from 50 years of space activity, already poses a considerable hazard to spacecraft. This crowding problem would worsen if a large number of space weapons were deployed in Low Earth Orbit (LEO). The launching and testing of weapons would also increase space debris. Moreover, deploying space-based weapons in the increasingly crowded realm of LEO would leave less room for civilian systems. Those problems would also occur during periods of peace. If a number of satellites were to be destroyed during the course of a war, some scientists warn they would create so much debris that it would prevent future satellites from being stationed in space and generally limit space access.

[INSERT IMPACT FROM SPACE DEBRIS FILE]
Space Mil Hurts Russia/China Relations
US initiatives to extend military dominance in space will harm its relations with both Russia and China. 

Katz-Hyman , Michael Katz Hyman, Research Assistant at the Henry L. Stimson Center, and Michael Krepon , co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center and the author or editor of eleven books and over 350 articles, April ’03 , “Assurance or Space Dominance? The Case Against Weaponizing Space,” Henry L. Stimson Center,   http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=81 
The likely consequences of a dynamic, but uneven, space warfare  competition are not hard to envision.  Potential adversaries are likely to perceive  American initiatives to weaponize space as adjuncts to a U.S. military doctrine  of preemption and preventive war.  Depending on the scope and nature of U.S.  space warfare preparations, they could also add to Chinese and Russian concerns  over the viability of their nuclear deterrents.  U.S. initiatives to extend military  dominance into space are therefore likely to raise tensions and impact negatively  on U.S.-China and U.S.-Russia relations at a time when bilateral relations have  some promising, but tenuous, elements.  Cooperative relations with both  countries will be needed to successfully combat proliferation, but Moscow and  Beijing are unlikely to tender such cooperation if they perceive that U.S.  strategic objectives include the negation of their deterrents.  Under these  circumstances, proliferation of weapons in space would be accompanied by  terrestrial proliferation.     What compelling need is there to weaponize space when American military  superiority is so extensive, and terrestrial developments to extend U.S. power  projection capabilities are so promising?  One argument is that portions of the  earth’s surface are not quickly reached by conventional U.S. power projection  capabilities, and that space-based weapons could remedy this apparent  shortcoming.  Perceived gains by somewhat longer and quicker reach into the  interior of, say, Russia, China, or Iran must be weighed against the resulting  impairment of U.S. diplomacy, non-proliferation efforts, and alliance ties.   Moreover, space warfare initiatives would threaten commercial networks on  which advanced industrial societies have become increasingly dependent.  They  could also impair the continuation of an extraordinary phase of scientific  exploration that fosters new insights about the origins and future of our planet,  our solar system, and the mysteries that lie beyond.    Conversely, those who support U.S. initiatives to dominate space are  obliged to explain how the benefits of their preferred course of action exceed  downside risks.  Those who are adamantly opposed to U.S. initiatives to dominate space are obliged to advance an alternative posture.  The alternative to  space dominance proposed here is space assurance.  A space assurance posture  requires the adoption of defensive measures to lessen or compensate for satellite  vulnerability as well as a hedging strategy against troubling initiatives  undertaken by others.  Steps to reduce or compensate for satellite vulnerability  will be discussed next.  
US-Sino relations solve multiple scenarios for nuclear war and environmental destruction. 

Desperes 01 (John Desperes, Fellow, RAND Corporation. “China, the United States, and the Global Economy.” p. 227-8)
Indeed, U.S.-Chinese relations have been consistently driven by strong common interests in preventing mutually damaging wars in Asia that could involve nuclear weapons; in ensuring that Taiwan's relations with the mainland remain peaceful; in sustaining the growth of the U.S., China, and other Asian-Pacific economies; and, in preserving natural environments that sustain healthy and productive lives. What happens in China matters to Americans. It affects America's prosperity. China's growing economy is a valuable market to many workers, farmers, and businesses across America, not just to large multinational firms like Boeing, Microsoft, and Motorola, and it could become much more valuable by opening its markets further. China also affects America's security. It could either help to stabilize or destabilize currently peaceful but sometimes tense and dangerous situations in Korea, where U.S. troops are on the front line; in the Taiwan Straits, where U.S. democratic values and strategic credibility may be at stake; and in nuclear-armed South Asia, where renewed warfare could lead to terrible consequences. It also affects America's environment. Indeed, how China meets its rising energy needs and protects its dwindling habitats will affect the global atmosphere and currently endangered species.
Space Mil Hurts Russia/China Relations
US-Russian relations contain escalation of regional conflicts --- prevents great power war.

Blank, 09 - has served as the Strategic Studies Institute’s expert on the Soviet bloc and the post- Soviet world since 1989. Prior to that he was Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, Maxwell Air Force Base (Stephen, “PROSPECTS FOR RUSSO-AMERICAN COOPERATION IN HALTING NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION”, March,  http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB892.pdf)

Another reason for cooperation relates to the regional rivalries between Moscow and Washington (the same can apply as we shall see to Beijing). Today, as during the Cold War, we see intensifying regional rivalries between America and Russia throughout Asia from the Middle East to the Pacific Ocean. Both these states tend to support governments which have, by their proliferation activities, intensified tensions, e.g., America’s support for Pakistan and Russia’s earlier support for North Korea and present support for Iran. The reasons for this support often have to do with quite classical concepts of national interest which in Russia’s case relate to material interests, recovering its great power status, and checking American power. For example, Gleb Ivashentsov, then Director of the Second Asia Department of the Russian Foreign Ministry, told a Liechtenstein Colloquium on Iran in 2005 that, Iran today is probably the only country in the greater Middle East that, despite all of its internal and external difficulties, is steadily building up its economic, scientific, technological, and military capability [what about Israel?—author]. Should this trend continue, Iran—with its seventy million population, which is fairly literate, compared to neighboring states, and ideologically consolidated, on the basis of islamic and nationalist values; with a highly intellectual elite; with more than 11 percent of the world’s oil and 18 percent of natural gas reserves; with more than 500,000 strong armed forces and with a strategic geographic position enabling it to control sea and land routes between Europe and Asia—is destined to emerge as a regional leader. This means that the Islamic Republic of Iran will be playing an increasing role in resolving problems not only in the Middle East and Persian Gulf area but also in such regions that are rather sensitive for Russia as Transcaucasia, Central Asia, and the Caspian region. This is why dialogue with Iran and partnership with it on a bilateral and regional as well as a broad international basis is objectively becoming one of the key tasks of Russia’s foreign policy.180 Unfortunately such support for regional partners, if not allies, often ends up (as in 1914) with the greater power being drawn into the smaller partner’s conflicts because it fears it cannot afford to lose its partner or ally to the other side. The result is often heightened conflict, and today those crises often revolve around proliferation. Thus when Israel bombed an alleged North Korean-built reactor in Syria in September 2007, it reflected what could happen when states like Syria and North Korea strike out on their own in the belief that they can rely on a protector like Moscow or in Israel’s case, Washington. As Yitzhak Shichor writes, Most likely, Pyongyang had failed to consult with either Moscow or Beijing prior to its decision to engage in some kind of “illicit” strategic or nuclear cooperation with Syria, although both may have become aware of this activity at a certain point of time. This failure reflects not only North Korea’s inflated nationalism but also its belief that whatever misunderstandings and disagreements it has with Russia and China—quite a few are known— both will continue their commitment and support and the same goes for Syria.181 Furthermore, as Shichor notes, such crises are likely because such states often have no other way to pursue their vital interests other than by interesting great powers in their survival. While such support may preserve these states, it hardly advances their overall cause of changing the status quo. “Unable to use diplomacy and not allowed to hold negotiations, apparently the only way open to settle their respective conflicts is by using threats, sponsoring terrorism, and building up the infrastructure for future violence.”182 If there were more effective great power cooperation on both regional security and nonproliferation, then the scope for such provocative behaviors would be correspondingly restricted. But since there is presently no such effective cooperation either on regional security or nonproliferation, Russia also values the Iranian connection because its support for an anti-American Iran helps Moscow restrain U.S. power in the Middle East, makes it a player or “great power” in the same region, and allows it to gain influence with other Gulf states who see it as having influence on Iran. Thus, during Putin’s Februry 2007 tour of Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Qatar, he offered all these states major energy deals, arms sales, and even nuclear power, ostensibly for peaceful purposes, but in reality signifying his efforts and theirs to balance what they all realize is Iran’s refusal to stop its nuclear program and put it under effective IAEA supervision.183 In fact, Russia is offering up to 13 Arab states nuclear technologies of one sort or another. Russia is even launching Saudi satellites and undertaking major business initiatives with Saudi Arabia, even as it assists Iran’s space program.184 This posture once again reflects Russia’s wholly instrumental approach to questions of proliferation of nuclear technologies, discerning no real threat from the spread of nuclear power in the Middle East if it checks Iran and makes it remember who its patrons are. The many reports speculating about possible Saudi nuclear ambitions evidently have made little impression upon Putin and his subordinates.

Space Heg Hurts Constitution

The U.S. being the sole space hegemon is unconstitutional
Bruce M. DeBlois -- Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology. Air University Press. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Director of Systems Integration at BAE SYSTEMS, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Council on Foreign Relations, Astropolitics Journal, 7/5/2003 “The Advent of Space Weapons”, http://www.cfr.org/pdf/Bergman_11ast03.pdf)

The American perspective would at least suggest criteria from which to measure space policy options (listed in Figure 3). The period 1949–1989 was a time when people lived in a world that they knew could be vanquished at any moment by nuclear war – a prospect that would most certainly have destroyed tranquility, ruined general welfare and eradicated liberty. The issue at hand is clear. Does the international community, currently living in relative peace, want to re-instate a world again dominated by the continuous and immediate threat of destruction (through space weaponization) – even if not total destruction? The case can be made that the United States has a window of opportunity. As a relatively benign sole superpower, it could posture itself as a space police force and ensure the use of space ‘for the benefit of all mankind’. But by design, the US Constitution was written to ward off such unchecked power – regardless of who would wield that power. Applying the same wisdom George Washington demonstrated when he declined the offer to become the first American king, the United States, bound by constitutional intent, must resist the lure of becoming the first space hegemon, and pursue this unique leadership opportunity to create the international environment that will lead to the assured use of space for the benefit of all humankind.

Undermining the Constitution causes extinction

Henkin 88 (Columbia, 1988, (Atlantic Comm Qtly, Spring)

 


Lawyers, even constitutional lawyers, argue "technically," with references to text and principles of construction, drawing lines, and insisting on sharp distinctions.  Such discussion sometimes seems ludicrous when it addresses issues of life and death and Armaggedon.  But behind the words of the Constitution and the technicalities of constitutional construction lie the basic values of the United States–limited government even at the cost of inefficiency; safeguards against autarchy and oligarchy; democratic values represented differently in the presidency and in Congress, as well as in the intelligent participation and consent of the governed.  In the nuclear age the technicalities of constitutionalism and of constitutional jurisprudence safeguard also the values and concerns of civilized people committed to human survival.

AT: Space Mil Inev

Not inevitable – new U.S. administration.  Plus, Russia is gaining momentum on a new space weapons bad.

AP ‘9 [“Russia offers hope for global disarmament talks,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hiDcqLF0ofbB1mqfcVwm0hfFS2AAD96P89D80]

 
GENEVA (AP) — Russia's foreign minister called Saturday for an end to a decade of failure in global disarmament talks, seeking to build on an upbeat meeting with U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton.  Sergey Lavrov said a stalemate at the Conference on Disarmament on issues from atomic bombs to space weapons can be broken now that the U.S. administration is "in favor of multilateral approaches to the maintenance of international security and disarmament."  "The right moment has come today, for the first time after the end of the Cold War, for making real progress in resuming the global disarmament process on a broad agenda," Lavrov told the 65-nation body.  The conference has failed to produce anything of substance since completing the nuclear weapons test-ban treaty in the mid-1990s. Confidence in the body was shattered in the early years of George W. Bush's administration, when the United States withdrew from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and from six years of talks on a biological weapons ban.  Lavrov's tone was markedly different from his last appearance here a year ago, when Russia joined China in challenging the U.S. to eliminate space arms, including defensive shields, and largely ignored Washington's call for all countries to halt production on the fissile material needed for making atomic bombs.  Neither proposal gained much headway, with the diplomatic game largely reflecting the poor understanding between the two superpowers during the last years of the Bush administration.
***AFF***

US-China Arms Race Now

China and the U.S. are engaging in dangerous space military arms races – recent leaks show a competitive spirit that makes conflict and mass weaponization inevitable without the plan

Brittany Saucer 2/3/2011, -- veteran reporter on outer space for the MIT Technology Review, B.A. in reporting from the University of Virginia, (MIT Technology Review, “Wikileaks Hints at U.S. and China Space Weapon Showdown”, http://www.technologyreview.com/blog/deltav/26344/)

The Wikileaks website has obtained diplomatic cables, which have been released to the U.K.'s Daily Telegraph, that suggest that anti-satellite tests conducted by China in 2007 and by the United States in 2008 were not merely "tests" but showcases of each country's space weapon or military powers. This is not entirely surprising, but the documents put in writing the some of the realpolitik involved with two competing super powers, i.e. my weapons are bigger and better than yours. The Chinese intentionally shot down an aging weather satellite 530 miles above Earth in January 2007, which resulted in thousands of pieces of debris, exponentially compounding the space debris problem. The strike down garnered criticism from nations around the world, including the United States. Then in February 2008 the United States shot down a malfunctioning American spy satellite, a task it claimed it had to conduct because the satellite was carrying toxic fuel that could pose health concerns. According to the Telegraph, One month before the strike, the US criticised Beijing for launching its own "anti-satellite test", noting: "The United States has not conducted an anti-satellite test since 1985." In a formal diplomatic protest, officials working for Condoleezza Rice, the then secretary of state, told Beijing: "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 warning continued: "Any purposeful interference with US 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 United States reserves the right, consistent with the UN Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military." . . . In secret dispatches, US officials indicated that the strike was, in fact, military in nature. Immediately after the US Navy missile destroyed the satellite, the American Embassy in China received "direct confirmation of the results of the anti-satellite test" from the US military command in the Pacific, according to a secret memo. The most recent cable in the collection was sent from the office of Mrs Clinton in January 2010. It claimed that US intelligence detected that China had launched a fresh anti-satellite missile test. Crucially, Washington wanted to keep secret its knowledge that the missile test was linked to China's previous space strikes. The cable, marked "secret" said the Chinese army had sent an SC-19 missile that successfully destroyed a CSS-X-11 missile about 150 miles above the Earth. The leaked cables are interesting, but lack the muster to confirm the Telegraph's claim of "a secret 'star wars' arms race" between China and the U.S. (Given the diplomatic climate at the time, one might expect the U.S. embassy in China to be informed of the American satellite's destruction regardless of whether or not an ulterior agenda was playing out.) More to the point, the cables bring to life dangerous tensions between two powerful nations and continue the Wikileaks saga--that is of secrets and transparency, and how one begins to make sense of it all.

US-China Arms Race Now

Chinese space militarization is imminent – the U.S. isn’t backing down in its assertive posture of self-defense 

News24 2/5/2011 – South Africa’s premier news source in science technology, member of the Online Publishers Association (OPA), and and a DMMA member (News24, “US worry over China space weapons”, http://www.news24.com/SciTech/News/US-worry-over-China-space-weapons-20110205#)

"The investment China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern to us," deputy secretary of defence for space policy Gregory Schulte told reporters as the defence and intelligence communities released their 10-year National Security Space Strategy (NSSS).  The NSSS marks a huge shift from past practice, charting a 10-year path in space to make the US "more resilient" and able to defend its assets in a dramatically more crowded, competitive, challenging and sometimes hostile environment, Schulte said. "Space is no longer the preserve of the US and the Soviet Union, at the time in which we could operate with impunity," Schulte said. "There are more competitors, more countries that are launching satellites... and we increasingly have to worry about countries developing counterspace capabilities that can be used against the peaceful use of space.  "China is at the forefront of the development of those capabilities," he said.  Satellite signals jammed US concerns over China's space activities have led Defence Secretary Robert Gates to seek to include space in the stability dialogue with the Chinese, Schulte said.  In 2007, China shot down one of its own weather satellites using a medium-range ground missile, sparking international concern not only about how China was "weaponising" space, but also about debris from the satellite.  Years later, Chinese space junk is still floating around in space. Last year, debris from the satellite passed so close to the International Space Station that crew had to change orbit and take cover.  Shooting down the satellite not only focused the world's attention on the amount of junk in space but also on Chinese counterspace capabilities, which go beyond shooting down spacecraft, said Schulte.  Among other counterspace activities, Beijing has jammed satellite signals and is developing directed energy weapons, which emit energy toward a target without firing a projectile, said Schulte.  And China isn't the only country flexing its counterspace muscle. Iran and Ethiopia are, too, he said.  International partnerships "They've jammed commercial satellites... If Ethiopia can jam a commercial satellite, you have to worry about what others can do against our military satellites.  "Fifteen years ago we didn't have to worry about that but now we have to think differently, to think about how we can continue to conduct the critical functions that are performed from space, or, if they're degraded, we have to have alternative solutions," said Schulte.  The 10-year strategy document proposes ways to protect US space assets, including by setting up international partnerships along the lines of Nato, under which an attack on one member would be an attack on all, drawing a unified response from members of the alliance.  The US also "retains the option to respond in self-defence to attacks in space, and the response may not be in space, either," Schulte said.

US-China Arms Race Now

Both the U.S. and China are guilty of ASAT testing –  both refuse to back down and will continue to test and prepare for future militarization

Space.com 2/3/11 -- Source for news of astronomy, skywatching, space exploration, commercial spaceflight and related technologies, authors from MSNBC.com, Yahoo!, the Christian Science Monitor, and others (Space.com, “WikiLeaks Cables Suggest U.S.-China Space Weapons Race”, http://www.space.com/10756-united-states-china-space-missiles.html)
The United States and China engaged in a show of military strength in space by testing anti-satellite weapons on their own satellites on separate occasions, according to diplomatic cables leaked by WikiLeaks and published by the U.K.'s Daily Telegraph newspaper today (Feb. 3).  The memos include more than 500 leaked cables and detail the private fears of two superpowers as they clamber to dominate the new military frontier in space, the Daily Telegraph reported.  The documents disclose that following China's intentional destruction of its own weather satellite in January 2007, the U.S. responded in February 2008 by blowing up one of its own defunct satellites in a "test" strike. At the time, the U.S. insisted that the maneuver was not a military test.  Pentagon officials told reporters in the days before and after the test that it was necessary to destroy the American spy satellite — called USA-193  — just before it re-entered Earth's atmosphere to prevent it from returning to Earth with a toxic fuel tank that would pose health concerns.  But, the leaked documents seem to suggest something else.  "Teng Jianqun, Deputy Secretary General of the China Arms Control and Disarmament Department described the shoot-down as unnecessary and simply an opportunity to test the U.S. missile defense system," the memo stated.  In the dispatched cable, Teng described the strike as "an ideal opportunity to voice their (the U.S.) objection" and proved "the U.S. missile defense system is also an offensive system."  In another secret cable sent after the U.S. Navy missile destroyed the malfunctioning satellite, the American embassy in China received "direct confirmation of the results of the anti-satellite test" from the U.S. military command in the Pacific, according to the Telegraph.  The Chinese anti-satellite test of 2007 destroyed one of the country's old weather satellites in orbit 530 miles (853 kilometers) above Earth, sparking widespread criticism and serving as a wake-up call for the White House.  Another leaked cable from January 2008 showed that officials working for then-Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice issued a warning to Beijing.  "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," the memo stated. "Destroying satellites endangers people. Any purposeful interference with U.S. space systems will be interpreted by the U.S. as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict."  A month after this diplomatic protest, in February 2008, then-U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates authorized the U.S. Navy to fire a sophisticated rocket at the USA 193 spy satellite – the U.S.'s first anti-satellite test since 1985.  The strike provoked tense talks between the two nations, and the leaked cables reveal that China claimed to be "neither allies nor adversaries" with the U.S. at a defense summit in 2008, the Daily Telegraph reported.  The Chinese assistant foreign minister also expressed concern that the U.S. missile defense program "includes lasers that attack a missile in launch phase over the sovereign territory of the launching country."  The latest secret memo obtained by WikiLeaks was sent from the office of U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in January 2010.  It claimed that U.S. intelligence detected a successful anti-satellite missile test launched by the Chinese army about 150 miles above Earth.  The cable expressed the Obama administration's shared concern with the former Bush administration over Chinese space weapons plans.  In July 2010, the U.S. government told the United Nations that the country's new space policy will now at least consider measures to control arms in space, similar to other arms control agreements. The Obama administration is also set to release its Space Security Policy Plan this month.

Militarization Now

No seriously

Peckham 5/9 – contributer to TIME (Matt, 2011, "Militarization of Space Continues with Launch of Missile-Tracking Satellite," http://techland.time.com/2011/05/09/militarization-of-space-continues-with-launch-of-missile-tracking-satellite/, RG)

What goes up and doesn't come down, but has the potential to take all sorts of other stuff down?

If you said a bunch of balloons launched by a misguided games publisher in March, you win a point (two, if you guessed a bit torrent file). But if you said a $1.3 billion U.S. geosynchronous military satellite capable of detecting, tracking, and countering enemy missiles, ding-ding-ding!

The U.S. launched just such an orbital device on Saturday, piggybacking on an Atlas 5 rocket. It's called the Space-Based Infrared System, or SBIRS (best guess, pronounced SPEERS, like the thing you throw), and it's designed to provide early launch warning, battlefield and other miscellaneous intel, and, you know, to deploy high-tech U.S. kung-fu on enemy missiles.

And this one's just the start. The SBIRS program calls for three additional satellites in the sky by 2016 and operating in tandem with the first--each orbiting some 22,000 miles above the planet's surface. They'll be called SBIRS "high," while another 24 satellites dubbed SBIRS "low" (more recently "space tracking and surveillance system") will keep an eye out for ballistic missiles and in theory allow "interceptors" to get on the ball sooner.

Of course not everyone agrees putting weapons (or the precursors thereto) in space is such a grand idea, since it could trigger a space-based arms race with potentially calamitous consequences.

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.
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