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[Space Race DA]
[ASP – DKPX]

***SPACE RACE DA***
Outline
Strengths – 
1) Escalation/actual race is easy to win – lot of cards indicate that countries would compete by either developing space capabilities or competing asymmetrically on the ground
2) Soft/hard impacts – Hitchens indicates that perceptions that US is being aggressive in space will compel “both political and military” – can access both relations impacts and conflict impacts
3) Debris functions as almost an mini disad within a disad – weaponization increases chances of debris/collision

4) Uniqueness is good – new space policy is cooperative, but there is no legal limit in place

Weaknesses – 
Must win a couple of components of inevitability OR draw a good distinction between perception of status quo weapons/space policy and perceptions of plan (which is not necessarily supported by any specific card yet)
1) US won’t militarize (easiest) – new space policy promotes cooperation and peaceful use of space, however no formal agreement gives us wiggle room to develop
2) Countries don’t perceive it or don’t have an incentive to respond aggressively

3) Countries aren’t weaponizing now (or not seriously)
Also, Iran scenario has a lot of potential because of recency, but missing a “Iran will only ramp up its space development if the US does something to provoke” – lit mostly divided into “Iran’s a joke” and “Iran will weaponize inevitably just to increase prestige”

Last resort – add-on to China and/or Russia because of tech-sharing I/L

Surprises/tricks

PLA as answer cooperation/peace turn -

a) Even if they started to weaponize, there is a disconnect between the diplomatic and military sectors of China’s government, which means they would never diplomatically concede that they were aggressively expanding 

b) Link magnifier – any China space development would be militaristic/aggressive 
c) Most of the ev indicates that China opposes weaps because diplomats control media – not indicative of real policy

Even if they win space war is inevitable 
Development

Iran module
Diversified uniqueness

More I/L to turning advantages (other than debris and asymmetric response)
**1NC SHELLS**

1NC Space Race DA – Space war

Despite new space policy, weaponization is not inhibited in the status quo – norms do no translate into space stability and arms control

Buxbaum 6-27 (Peter, a Washington, DC-based independent journalist, has been writing about defense, security, business and technology for 15 years. His work has appeared in publications such as Fortune, Forbes, Chief Executive, Information Week, Defense Technology International, Homeland Security and Computerworld. He holds a Juris doctorate from Temple University and a Bachelor's in political science and economics from Columbia University, 6-27-11, “Taming the heavens: the new space diplomacy,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/ISN-Insights/Detail?lng=en&id=130360&contextid734=130360&contextid735=130103&tabid=130103&dynrel=4888caa0-b3db-1461-98b9-e20e7b9c13d4,0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233)
The unclassified NSSS summary released to the public and the draft Code both seek to preserve the freedom of navigation in outer space for peaceful purposes, but are short on details. Speaking to the National Space Symposium in Colorado Springs, Colorado in April, Gregory Shulte, the US Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Space Policy remarked that the NSSS was developed because "space is increasingly congested, competitive, and contested." Congestion in space - there are 1,100 active systems in orbit and 21,000 pieces of debris - threatens US national security, according to Shulte, because of the possibility of collisions between space objects or interference with their transmissions. Shulte also noted that competition among nations in the realm of space technology means that "the US competitive advantage in space has decreased": eleven countries now operate 22 launch sites and 60 nations currently operate satellites. Furthermore, US adversaries such as China and Iran have developed capabilities to "disrupt and disable satellites." Perhaps most important from the US perspective, space is no longer its own private preserve: The US share of the worldwide space market dropped from two-thirds in 1997 to one-third in 2008, according to Shulte. The NSSS seeks to address congestion "by establishing norms, enhancing space situational awareness, and fostering greater transparency and information sharing"; competition, "by enhancing our own capabilities"; and the contested environment by "establishing international norms and transparency and confidence-building measures in space..." The draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities articulates seemingly non-controversial general principles such as "freedom of access to space for peaceful purposes" and "preservation of the security and integrity of space objects in orbit." The document calls on subscribing states to reaffirm their commitment to the existing legal framework relating to outer space activities--some eleven international accords and declarations of principles--and to refrain from actions which would damage or destroy outer space objects and generate excessive space debris. The Code also establishes a consultation mechanism to resolve disputes among nations over space activities. Nonetheless, US consideration of the European document has drawn expressions of concern from Republicans in Washington. In February, a group of 37 Republican senators wrote a letter to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton detailing their unease about how norms articulated in the EU code might impact US space activities. High on their list of concerns was what impact signing the Code may have on a US decision to deploy missile defense interceptors in space. These concerns were apparently triggered by Section 4.5 of the Code, which calls for "the prevention of an arms race in outer space." Laura Grego, a scientist in the Union of Concerned Scientists' Global Security Program told ISN Insights that the "Code does not mention space weapons of any kind, nor would it meaningfully limit their development." The senators' attempt at "inhibiting these initial efforts to establish norms is shortsighted and counterproductive," she said. "Norms are a modest step in the right direction," Grego added, "but leave many of the serious problems of space security unaddressed. Without robust constraints on anti-satellite weapons, threats to satellites will continue to proliferate and mature, requiring the United States to expend more effort securing satellites and leading to less predictability and stability in crises." US diplomacy and engagement The NSSS does not go far enough, in Grego's opinion. She criticized the document for failing to emphasize arms control agreements "as part of a larger scheme for keeping space secure" and for failing to recommend that the United States take the lead on space diplomacy. Well-crafted arms control proposals could lower the risk of arms races or conflicts in space or on the ground, Grego said, and protect the space environment from the harmful debris caused when countries deliberately destroy satellites. "A more robust diplomatic initiative that includes the major space-faring countries would have the potential to increase cooperation with countries that are not traditional US military allies," she added, "and spur other countries to develop realistic proposals that could ensure a safe and sustainable future in space. Diplomatic engagement could help relieve suspicions among countries, reduce incentives for building anti-satellite systems and other space weapons by establishing negotiated limits, and avert space disputes." The UCS released a report last year which called for the US government to "declare that the United States will not intentionally damage or disable satellites" and "press other space powers to make the same pledge." The report recommended that the US make satellites "more resistant to interference and develop ways to quickly replace them or compensate with other measures if they are disabled." The report also called for the US to assemble an expert negotiating team and to "engage in international discussions on space." "The United States should play an active and leading role in engaging the international community to further develop space laws and norms and to keep space free of weapons," said Grego. "A Code of Conduct provides a useful but preliminary standard for responsible space conduct. It should be a first step, but not the last." 
The plan reverses cooperation and causes space race – forces Russia and China to respond aggressively, risking global instability
Zhang and Podvig ‘08
[Podvig, Pavel and Hui Zhang. Senior Research Associate; Project on Managing the Atom. Report for American Academy of Arts & Sciences, “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space,” March 2008, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18178/russian_and_chinese_responses_to_us_military_plans_in_space.html]

In recent years, Russia and China have urged the negotiation of an international treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space. The United States has responded by insisting that existing treaties and rules governing the use of space are sufficient. The standoff has produced a six-year deadlock in Geneva at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament, but the parties have not been inactive. Russia and China have much to lose if the United States were to pursue the space weapons programs laid out in its military planning documents. This makes probable the eventual formulation of responses that are adverse to a broad range of U.S. interests in space. The Chinese anti-satellite test in January 2007 was prelude to an unfolding drama in which the main act is still subject to revision. If the United States continues to pursue the weaponization of space, how will China and Russia respond, and what will the broader implications for international security be? The American Academy called upon Pavel Podvig (Stanford University) and Hui Zhang (Harvard University) to elucidate answers to these questions and to discuss the consequences of U.S. military plans for space. Each scholar suggests that introducing weapons into space will have negative consequences for nuclear proliferation and international security. As Podvig points out, Russia's main concern is likely to be maintaining strategic parity with the United States. This parity will be destroyed by the deployment of weapons in space, making a response from Russia likely. Podvig suggests that Russia does not have many options for the development of its own weapon systems in space but is likely to react to U.S. development of space weapons through other countermeasures, such as extending the life of its ballistic missiles. Podvig describes such measures as "the most significant and dangerous global effects of new military developments, whether missile defense or space-based weapons." Zhang arrives at similar conclusions. He describes how U.S. military plans for space will negatively affect peaceful uses of outer space, disrupting civilian and commercial initiatives, but he focuses his discussion on a much greater concern among Chinese officials — that actions by the United States in space will result in a loss of strategic nuclear parity. China's options for response, as detailed by Zhang, include building more ICBMs, adopting countermeasures against missile defense, developing ASAT weapons, and reconsidering China's commitments on arms control. Thus, a U.S. decision to introduce weapons into space would destabilize the already vulnerable international nonproliferation regime. Zhang concludes, "U.S. space weaponization plans would have potentially disastrous effects on international security and the peaceful use of outer space. This would not benefit any country's security interests."

Space war paralyzes US ground forces, collapses global economy, pollutes space, and increases chances of nuclear miscalc 

Myers ‘8 (Steven Lee, DC reporter for The New York Times, 3-9-08, “Look Out Below. The Arms Race in Space May Be On,” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/09/weekinreview/09myers.html) 

IT doesn’t take much imagination to realize how badly war in space could unfold. An enemy — say, China in a confrontation over Taiwan, or Iran staring down America over the Iranian nuclear program — could knock out the American satellite system in a barrage of antisatellite weapons, instantly paralyzing American troops, planes and ships around the world. Space itself could be polluted for decades to come, rendered unusable. The global economic system would probably collapse, along with air travel and communications. Your cellphone wouldn’t work. Nor would your A.T.M. and that dashboard navigational gizmo you got for Christmas. And preventing an accidental nuclear exchange could become much more difficult. “The fallout, if you will, could be tremendous,” said Daryl G. Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington. The consequences of war in space are in fact so cataclysmic that arms control advocates like Mr. Kimball would like simply to prohibit the use of weapons beyond the earth’s atmosphere. But it may already be too late for that. In the weeks since an American rocket slammed into an out-of-control satellite over the Pacific Ocean, officials and experts have made it clear that the United States, for better or worse, is already committed to having the capacity to wage war in space. And that, it seems likely, will prompt others to keep pace. What makes people want to ban war in space is exactly what keeps the Pentagon’s war planners busy preparing for it: The United States has become so dependent on space that it has become the country’s Achilles’ heel. “Our adversaries understand our dependence upon space-based capabilities,” Gen. Kevin P. Chilton, commander of the United States Strategic Command, wrote in Congressional testimony on Feb. 27, “and we must be ready to detect, track, characterize, attribute, predict and respond to any threat to our space infrastructure.” Whatever Pentagon assurances there have been to the contrary, the destruction of a satellite more than 130 miles above the Pacific Ocean a week earlier, on Feb. 20, was an extraordinary display of what General Chilton had in mind — a capacity that the Pentagon under President Bush has tenaciously sought to protect and enlarge. 
1NC Space Race DA – China 

Despite new space policy, weaponization is not inhibited in the status quo – norms do no translate into space stability and arms control

Buxbaum 6-27 (Peter, a Washington, DC-based independent journalist, has been writing about defense, security, business and technology for 15 years. His work has appeared in publications such as Fortune, Forbes, Chief Executive, Information Week, Defense Technology International, Homeland Security and Computerworld. He holds a Juris doctorate from Temple University and a Bachelor's in political science and economics from Columbia University, 6-27-11, “Taming the heavens: the new space diplomacy,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/ISN-Insights/Detail?lng=en&id=130360&contextid734=130360&contextid735=130103&tabid=130103&dynrel=4888caa0-b3db-1461-98b9-e20e7b9c13d4,0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233)
The unclassified NSSS summary released to the public and the draft Code both seek to preserve the freedom of navigation in outer space for peaceful purposes, but are short on details. Speaking to the National Space Symposium in Colorado Springs, Colorado in April, Gregory Shulte, the US Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Space Policy remarked that the NSSS was developed because "space is increasingly congested, competitive, and contested." Congestion in space - there are 1,100 active systems in orbit and 21,000 pieces of debris - threatens US national security, according to Shulte, because of the possibility of collisions between space objects or interference with their transmissions. Shulte also noted that competition among nations in the realm of space technology means that "the US competitive advantage in space has decreased": eleven countries now operate 22 launch sites and 60 nations currently operate satellites. Furthermore, US adversaries such as China and Iran have developed capabilities to "disrupt and disable satellites." Perhaps most important from the US perspective, space is no longer its own private preserve: The US share of the worldwide space market dropped from two-thirds in 1997 to one-third in 2008, according to Shulte. The NSSS seeks to address congestion "by establishing norms, enhancing space situational awareness, and fostering greater transparency and information sharing"; competition, "by enhancing our own capabilities"; and the contested environment by "establishing international norms and transparency and confidence-building measures in space..." The draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities articulates seemingly non-controversial general principles such as "freedom of access to space for peaceful purposes" and "preservation of the security and integrity of space objects in orbit." The document calls on subscribing states to reaffirm their commitment to the existing legal framework relating to outer space activities--some eleven international accords and declarations of principles--and to refrain from actions which would damage or destroy outer space objects and generate excessive space debris. The Code also establishes a consultation mechanism to resolve disputes among nations over space activities. Nonetheless, US consideration of the European document has drawn expressions of concern from Republicans in Washington. In February, a group of 37 Republican senators wrote a letter to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton detailing their unease about how norms articulated in the EU code might impact US space activities. High on their list of concerns was what impact signing the Code may have on a US decision to deploy missile defense interceptors in space. These concerns were apparently triggered by Section 4.5 of the Code, which calls for "the prevention of an arms race in outer space." Laura Grego, a scientist in the Union of Concerned Scientists' Global Security Program told ISN Insights that the "Code does not mention space weapons of any kind, nor would it meaningfully limit their development." The senators' attempt at "inhibiting these initial efforts to establish norms is shortsighted and counterproductive," she said. "Norms are a modest step in the right direction," Grego added, "but leave many of the serious problems of space security unaddressed. Without robust constraints on anti-satellite weapons, threats to satellites will continue to proliferate and mature, requiring the United States to expend more effort securing satellites and leading to less predictability and stability in crises." US diplomacy and engagement The NSSS does not go far enough, in Grego's opinion. She criticized the document for failing to emphasize arms control agreements "as part of a larger scheme for keeping space secure" and for failing to recommend that the United States take the lead on space diplomacy. Well-crafted arms control proposals could lower the risk of arms races or conflicts in space or on the ground, Grego said, and protect the space environment from the harmful debris caused when countries deliberately destroy satellites. "A more robust diplomatic initiative that includes the major space-faring countries would have the potential to increase cooperation with countries that are not traditional US military allies," she added, "and spur other countries to develop realistic proposals that could ensure a safe and sustainable future in space. Diplomatic engagement could help relieve suspicions among countries, reduce incentives for building anti-satellite systems and other space weapons by establishing negotiated limits, and avert space disputes." The UCS released a report last year which called for the US government to "declare that the United States will not intentionally damage or disable satellites" and "press other space powers to make the same pledge." The report recommended that the US make satellites "more resistant to interference and develop ways to quickly replace them or compensate with other measures if they are disabled." The report also called for the US to assemble an expert negotiating team and to "engage in international discussions on space." "The United States should play an active and leading role in engaging the international community to further develop space laws and norms and to keep space free of weapons," said Grego. "A Code of Conduct provides a useful but preliminary standard for responsible space conduct. It should be a first step, but not the last." 
Plan pressures China to weaponize – economic interests and fear of US dominance prompt nuclear escalation  
James Carrol, Credentials, 2003 (Author, lecturer, columnist, for the Boston Globe Bush's Battle to Dominate in Space, Boston Globe, October 28, 2003, http://www.commondreams.org/scriptfiles/views03/1028-03.htm)

Two weeks ago China put a man in space, a signal of China's arrival -- and of the arrival of this grave question. Beijing has invested heavily in commercial development of space and will become a significant economic competitor in that sphere. But such peaceful competition presumes a framework of stability, and it is inconceivable that China can pursue a mainly nonmilitary space program while feeling vulnerable to American military dominance. China has constructed a minimal deterrent force with a few dozen nuclear-armed ICBMs, but US "global engagement" based on a missile defense, will quickly undercut the deterrence value of such a force. The Chinese nuclear arsenal will have to be hugely expanded. Meanwhile, America's "high frontier" weapons capacity will put Chinese commercial space investments at risk. No nation with the ability to alter it would tolerate such imbalance, and over the coming decades there is no doubt that China will have that capacity. Washington's refusal to negotiate rules while seeking permanent dominance and asserting the right of preemption is forcing China into an arms race it does not want. Here, potentially, is the beginning of a next cold war, with a nightmare repeat of open-ended nuclear escalation.
The PRC controls China space power – weaponization ensures mutual suspicion that escalates into conflict and global instability

Yoshihara ‘3 (Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, 10-16-03, “A US-China space race could mean trouble,” http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2003/10/16/a_us_china_space_race_could_mean_trouble/)

WITH TUESDAY'S successful launch of the Shenzhou 5 spacecraft, China has become the third nation, behind the United States and the former Soviet Union, to place a human into the Earth's orbit. Not surprisingly, the Chinese government is now engaged in a full-court press to tout this dramatic event as a major scientific and engineering achievement, complete with full-color photos and large front-page stories in scores of newspapers around the country. But, for once, its self-promotion is well deserved. Indeed, this first step into space promises more economic and technological advances for China while burnishing the prestige of a ruling regime still in search of an alternative to its ailing communist ideology. However, amid the fanfare, a more important implication of this technological feat is being drowned out -- the military dimension of China's space program and its potential challenges to US national security interests. Indeed, China's rise as a major space power is already being perceived in Washington as a looming challenge to US space supremacy. It is no secret that the Chinese military controls the resources and the direction of China's space program. From the program's inception, China's space ambitions have been couched in strategic terms. And the dual-use nature of space technologies means that most advances in the civilian space sector -- about 95 percent -- can be converted for military purposes. How then, do the military aspects of China's space program intersect with US national security interests? First, China views US intentions in space with great suspicion. Washington's declaration that it intends to maintain overwhelming space superiority above all other nations (and perhaps militarize space in the process) does not sit well with the Chinese. Second, Beijing perceives the proposed US antimissile defense plan, which will be supported by an array of space systems, as a strategic menace to China. Any conceivable missile defense system would threaten to blunt China's modest arsenal of strategic nuclear weapons and thereby erode its delicate deterrent posture vis-a-vis the United States. Third, China will increasingly need military space capabilities if it is to improve its ability to coerce Taiwan in a conflict and counter US intervention to defend the island in a future crisis or conflict. Above all, China enjoys the resources and boasts the political will to invest in space over the long term. As such, even if China does not pose a credible threat to the United States, perceptions that the Chinese may eventually challenge US space supremacy could spur Washington to view Beijing as a future rival in space. In other words, Chinese apprehensions of US space dominance might easily be reciprocated. Does this mean that a Sino-US space race is just over the horizon? America's current technological lead ensures that a Cold War-style competition will not likely transpire, in the short term at least. However, as mutual apprehension and threat perceptions heighten, both sides could seek to undermine each other in space. The resulting efforts to outdo each other could prove costly and destabilizing to international security.
**UNIQUENESS**

2NC Space Race DA – U: No US mil now
Despite the new space policy, weaponization is not formally prohibited in the status quo – norms are inadequate to ensure space stability and peace, that’s our 1NC Buxbaum evidence
Multiple barriers exist:
a) Despite development of tech, lack of proposal and funding prevent weapons in the status quo 

Keller 6/28 (John, editor-in-chief of Military & Aerospace Electronics magazine, 6-28-11, “Today's laser weapons buzz may mean military deployment will be sooner than we think,”  http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/blogs/john-kellers-blog/blogs/military-aerospace/john-keller-blog/post987_3252469372509504867.html)
There's suddenly a lot of buzz in our industry about laser weapons development. Several different technological advances and upcoming laser weapons tests has me thinking that the first field deployments of laser weapons may be sooner than we think. The latest news is a completed systems integration by Boeing Directed Energy Systems of the U.S. Army's truck-mounted High Energy Laser Technology Demonstrator (HEL TD) -- a high-energy solid-state laser weapon designed to shoot down incoming rockets, mortars, artillery shells, and unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) -- and planned tests of the experimental weapon this fall at White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico. That announcement, which came on 27 June, follows closely on last week's $39.8 million contract award from the U.S. Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) in Arlington, Va., to General Atomics Aeronautical Systems Inc. in San Diego to develop a 150-kilowatt high-energy chemical laser weapon that could be mounted to ships, fighter aircraft, armored combat vehicles, and perhaps even unmanned vehicles. The contract is part of the fourth phase of the DARPA High Energy Liquid Laser Area Defense System (HELLADS) program. Just two months ago laser weapons experts from DARPA and the U.S. Navy demonstrated a high-energy laser off the California coast as the laser disabled the engines on a small boat. This demonstration was part of the military's Joint High Powered Solid State Laser (JHPSSL) program. The laser fired off California, called the Maritime Laser Demonstrator (MLD), was built by the Northrop Grumman Corp. Space Systems segment in Redondo Beach, Calif. So what might all this activity in laser weapons research mean? It might mean nothing beyond several programs coming to fruition at the same time. On the other hand, it might mean a lot. We often read in the press about nuclear weapons and long-range ballistic missile development in Iran. Now couple that with the upcoming demonstration of a powerful laser weapon designed to defeat incoming rockets and missiles. Coincidence? Maybe, and maybe not. Despite several laser weapons research programs recently yielding promising technology, a lot more has to be done before these technologies deploy in fielded military systems. The military services first must demonstrated a tangible need for laser weapons, and then they need to find money in their budgets to develop and produce them. That's much more difficult than it sounds. Still, we've developed high-energy laser weapons technology, and see a demonstrated threat out there. The rest is up to the U.S. military to put two and two together.

b) Other weaponization and tech does not mean spillover into space is inevitable
Smith 11 

[Smith, M. V., Has written articles on space warfare and defense approved for public release by the National Defense University, Washington, D.C., “Spacepower and Warfare,” 2011, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA536586]

 

A discussion of the nexus of spacepower and warfare is controversial because space has yet to be overtly weaponized or generally recognized as an arena of open combat. Many, if not most, nations want to keep space a weapons-free peaceful sanctuary, particularly the suprastate actors. Just because all other media are weaponized and used as arenas of combat does not mean that space will automatically follow suit. Perhaps this generation will figure out how to keep the beast of war in chains short enough to prevent it from going to space. But the next (and each succeeding) generation must also keep the chains short. Unfortunately, the constant march of technology is making space more important to states at the same time it is making it easier to build space weapons. In anticipating the future of spacepower for theoretical discussion, we can do little more than extract a roadmap from the history of human activity and extrapolate forward.
c) Obama’s new national space policy emphasizes cooperative and peaceful exploration 

Foust 6-27 (Jeff, editor and publisher of The Space Review, operates the Spacetoday.net web site and the Space Politics and NewSpace Journal weblogs, 6-27-11, “The national space policy, one year later,” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1873/1)

One major difference widely cited between the current administration’s space policy and the one released by the George W. Bush Administration in 2006 has been its tone. The Obama Administration’s policy has been more open to international cooperation on various issues, although it retains language from previous policies that puts strict guidance on when the US should sign onto space arms control measures. Previous US views on space issues, including space arms control, “was not received well by the international community,” said Ben Baseley-Walker, advisor on security policy and international law for the Secure World Foundation. “It was seen as inconsistent, it was seen as antagonistic, and it was seen as isolationist.” That view can’t be immediately changed, he said, but the new space policy takes steps in that direction. “What the national space policy has done is to start to rebuild trust, start to rebuild consistency, and start to rebuild the reliability of the US as an internationally-engaged partner.” Just how willing the US is to be a better international partner will depend on not just the words in the policy, but other forces, notably funding, that force the US to engage more with other nations. “The US has not been put into a situation financially, or on specific limitations on the goals it wants to achieve, to have to deal with international partners,” he said. That could change down the road, he noted, such as when—at some time after 2020—the International Space Station is retired, at which time it’s possible the only space station in orbit is Chinese. More recently, the national space policy has been wrapped up in debates about a proposed “Code of Conduct” for outer space activities promulgated by the European Union (see “Debating a code of conduct for space”, The Space Review, March 7, 2011). The document seeks to provide a set of best practices dealing with space activities, including avoiding the creation of orbital debris and minimizing the risk of collisions. Many of the elements of the EU Code are closely aligned with themes of the new US national space policy, which puts a new emphasis on space sustainability and ensuring access to space for all who wish to use it peacefully. This has raised speculation that the US might soon sign on to the EU Code: although so far there has been no formal move by the US to do so, there have been discussions between American and European officials about aspects of the proposed code of conduct. Baseley-Walker noted that proposals like the EU Code can be “an asset to national security in the long-term”, and that the national space policy does endorse the use of such “transparency and confidence-building measures” to, in its words, “encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space.” However, he said the US should proceed with caution when it comes to the EU Code in order to encourage wider adoption of the code, or something like it, by other nations. “Being very careful with our diplomatic strategy and working out our timing and how best we can build the foundations for long-term success for this issue” is preferable than expending political capital on signing onto this particular document, he said. 
d) No programs – weaponization remains stagnant after three decades
Selding ‘9 (Peter B. de, Space News staff writer, “Pentagon Official: U.S. Is Not Developing Space Weapons,” February 20, 2009, http://www.space.com/3607-pentagon-official-developing-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. Russia and China continue to try to win support for such a treaty at the United Nations Disarmament Conference. In a separate presentation to the conference, John Sheldon of the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala., said defining space weapons will never be possible to the extent demanded by a treaty. "Four guys in black pajamas who attack a satellite control station: That too is a space weapon, and you cannot stop it," Sheldon said.
Even as satellites multiply, they do not mandate the deployment of weapons
Portland Press 11

[Portland Press Herald, The Portland Press Herald (and Maine Sunday Telegram; collectively known as The Portland Newspapers) publish daily newspapers in Portland, Maine, USA. Serving the state's largest and most commercially important city, as well as much of southern Maine, the Press Herald and Maine Sunday Telegram form the largest-circulation newsroom in Maine, and also has a version online. “For the future of space travel, check the NY Stock Exchange,” June 15, 2011,   http://www.sentinelsource.com/opinion/columnists/guest/for-the-future-of-space-travel-check-the-ny-stock/article_97a91307-6637-526e-8b5c-2ddb848b7d39.html]

Then there are the space probes, from Voyager to Pioneer to Cassini to Galileo to Mariner — and many more launched by this nation and others — that have showed us much about the planets, moons, asteroids and comets that populate our solar system. The second is national defense, which was the spur for the GPS system and nuclear launch warning satellites, and today includes a large number of other satellites, many with secret missions, that fill the sky above us. So far, we have avoided placing actual weapons in space, although that possibility remains a constant danger. A cloudy future. Will our nation, either by itself or with others, ever produce the systems capable of returning people to the moon or exploring other planets? Even though we have all the knowledge we need to launch such missions, they will be expensive and, at least as of today, have scant hope of producing any returns beyond those of pure science — which, many argue, can be accomplished by much less costly robotic, unmanned probes in the future as they have in the past.

US will not weaponize space in the status quo
AFP 05

“White House Says It Is Not Looking At Weaponizing Space,” May 18, 2005, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-05w.html
The White House said Wednesday that it is not looking at weaponizing space in the face of a newspaper report stating the US Air Force was seeking presidential authority that could lead to such a program. "Let me make that clear right off the top, because you asked about the weaponization of space, and the policy that we're talking about is not looking at weaponizing space," White House spokesman Scott McClellan told reporters.  However, McClellan said that the administration of US President George W. Bush wants to ensure that its space assets are adequately protected.  "We have a draft updated national space policy that is going through the interagency review process," he said.  McClellan spoke in the wake of a New York Times report Wednesday which said the US Air Force was seeking a national security directive from President Bush that could lead to fielding offensive and defensive space weapons. An unidentified senior administration official, cited by the Times, said a new presidential directive to replace a 1996 policy that emphasized a more pacific use of space is expected within weeks. McClellan said that Bush had directed in June 2002 "that there be a review of our national space policies." The White House spokesman said it had been "about seven or eight years" since US space policy had been updated. "And certainly during the last eight or nine years there have been a number of domestic and international developments that have changed the threats and challenges facing our space capabilities," McClellan said.  "And so the space policy needed to be updated to take into account those changes. And at this point it's still going through that review process.  "We believe in the peaceful exploration of space," he stressed.  Officials told the Times that the aim of the directive was not to place weapons permanently in orbit - which is banned under the 30-year-old Antiballistic Missile Treaty the US withdrew from in 2002 - but to use space as a platform for weapons systems currently being developed.  The daily mentioned Air Force programs such as Global Strike, calling for a military space plane carrying precision-guided weapons that could strike from halfway around the world in 45 minutes. The 'Rods From God' program aims to launch cylinders of tungsten, titanium or uranium from space to strike targets on the ground at speeds of about 11,500 kilometers per hour (7,200 miles per hour) with the force of a small nuclear weapon. Other programs call for bouncing lethal laser beams off orbiting mirrors or high-altitude blimps, or turning radio waves into heat weapons. In April the Air Force launched an experimental XSS-11 microsatellite able to disrupt reconnaissance and communications satellites.  The national security directive under consideration, the Times added, reflects three years of work prompted by a 2001 report from a commission headed by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld recommending that the military "ensure that the president will have the option to deploy weapons in space." The Air Force's determination to field space weapons has also been accelerated by its failure to build an earth-based missile defense system after 22 years and nearly 100 billion dollars, Pentagon officials said.  However, in addition to the technical difficulties of developing reliable space weapons and the strong opposition they will elicit among US allies, experts said, the major hurdle to getting the new initiative off the ground will be getting Congress to approve its enormous price tag, which is tentatively estimated at between 220 billion and one trillion dollars.

2NC Space Race DA – U: No Russia mil now
Russia currently not weaponizing

Mosnews 11

“No plan to deploy weapons in space – Russian defense official,” June 17, 2011, http://www.mosnews.com/military/2009/06/17/spaceweapons/
Russia does not plan to deploy any weapons in space, Russia's Deputy Defense Minister has said, at least not before it figures out how weapons in space could be useful. Speaking at a press conference in Moscow on Wednesday, the former Commander of Russia's Space Troops, Vladimir Popovkin said technically the task of deploying arms in space was easy, but needed serious consideration. “This is a philosophic question,” Popovkin was quoted by RIA Novosti as saying when a journalist asked him whether Russia was developing a system of defense in space. “To get weapons in space, we first need to figure out what we need them for,” he said. Popovkin drew attetnion to the costly Cold War era “star wars” between the USSR and the United States, adding there were other means of solving conflicts. “There are more adequate responses [to missile threats], and we don't need to take expensive weapons out into space.” 
Russia doesn’t plan to deploy space weapons

AFP 05

“Russia Has No Plans For Nuclear Weapons In Space: Top Commander,” May 25, 2005, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-05zf.html
Russia has no intention of putting nuclear weapons into space, a top Russian military commander was quoted by Interfax as saying on Wednesday. "Russia doesn't plan to do that - I can say that categorically," General Vladimir Popovkin, head of Russia's military space command, said in response to a question about the possibility of Russia putting nuclear weapons into orbit. "I hope that humanity has enough sense not to put such awful weapons into space," Popovkin told reporters. "Controlling weapons on earth is one thing, but in space it's more difficult -- there are meteor showers, sunbursts - it's very dangerous." The agency provided no further details on the context of Popovkin's comments. His remarks however came a week after the US daily The New York Times reported that the US Air Force was seeking a national security directive from President George W. Bush that could lead to fielding offensive and defensive space weapons. A new US presidential directive to replace a 1996 policy that emphasized a more pacific use of space was expected within weeks, the report said, quoting an unidentified senior US administration official. A US Air Force spokeswoman, Karen Finn, was quoted in the report as saying that "the focus of the process is not putting weapons in space... The focus is having free access in space."
2NC Space Race DA – U: No arms race now

No space arms race

Washington Post 06

Marc Kaufman, staff writer, “Bush Sets Defense as Space Priority,” October 18, 2006, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/10/17/AR2006101701484.html
President Bush has signed a new National Space Policy that rejects future arms-control agreements that might limit U.S. flexibility in space and asserts a right to deny access to space to anyone "hostile to U.S. interests." The document, the first full revision of overall space policy in 10 years, emphasizes security issues, encourages private enterprise in space, and characterizes the role of U.S. space diplomacy largely in terms of persuading other nations to support U.S. policy. "Freedom of action in space is as important to the United States as air power and sea power," the policy asserts in its introduction. National Security Council spokesman Frederick Jones said in written comments that an update was needed to "reflect the fact that space has become an even more important component of U.S. economic, national and homeland security." The military has become increasingly dependent on satellite communication and navigation, as have providers of cellphones, personal navigation devices and even ATMs. The administration said the policy revisions are not a prelude to introducing weapons systems into Earth orbit. "This policy is not about developing or deploying weapons in space. Period," said a senior administration official who was not authorized to speak on the record. Nevertheless, Michael Krepon, co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, a nonpartisan think tank that follows the space-weaponry issue, said the policy changes will reinforce international suspicions that the United States may seek to develop, test and deploy space weapons. The concerns are amplified, he said, by the administration's refusal to enter negotiations or even less formal discussions on the subject. "The Clinton policy opened the door to developing space weapons, but that administration never did anything about it," Krepon said. "The Bush policy now goes further." Theresa Hitchens, director of the nonpartisan Center for Defense Information in Washington, said that the new policy "kicks the door a little more open to a space-war fighting strategy" and has a "very unilateral tone to it." The administration official strongly disagreed with that characterization, saying the policy encourages international diplomacy and cooperation. But he said the document also makes clear the U.S. position: that no new arms-control agreements are needed because there is no space arms race. The official also said the administration has briefed members of Congress as well as a number of governments, including Russia, on the new policy. The public, however, has not learned much about it: The policy was released at 5 p.m. on the Friday before Columbus Day, with no public announcement. The National Space Policy follows other administration statements that appeared to advocate greater military use of space. In 2004, the Air Force published a Counterspace Operations Doctrine that called for a more active military posture in space and said that protecting U.S. satellites and spacecraft may require "deception, disruption, denial, degradation and destruction." Four years earlier, a congressionally chartered panel led by Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld recommended developing space weapons to protect military and civilian satellites. Because of the political sensitivities, several analysts said, the Pentagon probably will not move forward quickly with space weapons but rather will work on dual-use technology that can serve military and civilian interests. But because many space initiatives are classified, Krepon and others said, it is difficult to know what is being developed and deployed. Some of the potential space weapons most frequently discussed are lasers that can "blind" or shut down adversary satellites and small, maneuverable satellites that could ram another satellite. The new Bush policy calls on the defense secretary to provide "space capabilities" to support missile-warning systems as well as "multi-layered and integrated missile defenses," an apparent nod toward placing some components of the system in space. The new document grew out of Bush's 2002 order to the National Security Council, with support from the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, to assess the nation's military and civilian space policies. The review has already led to a major shift in emphasis at NASA, away from research and unmanned exploration to returning Americans to the moon and then sending them on to Mars. Some sections of the 1996 Clinton policy and the Bush revision are classified. There are many similarities in the unclassified portions, and the NSC and the Defense Department emphasized that continuity. But there is a significant divergence apparent in the first two goals of each document. Bush's top goals are to "strengthen the nation's space leadership and ensure that space capabilities are available in time to further U.S. national security, homeland security, and foreign policy objectives" and to "enable unhindered U.S. operations in and through space to defend our interests there." Clinton's top goals were to "enhance knowledge of the Earth, the solar system and the universe through human and robotic exploration" and to "strengthen and maintain the national security of the United States." The Clinton policy also said that the United States would develop and operate "space control capabilities to ensure freedom of action in space" only when such steps would be "consistent with treaty obligations." The Bush policy accepts current international agreements but states: "The United States will oppose the development of new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access to or use of space." A number of nations have pushed for talks to ban space weapons, and the United States has long been one of a handful of nations opposed to the idea. Although it had abstained in the past when proposals to ban space weapons came up in the United Nations, last October the United States voted for the first time against a call for negotiations -- the only "no" against 160 "yes" votes. The U.S. position flows in part from the fact that so many key weapons systems are now dependent on information and communications from orbiting satellites, analysts said. The U.S. military has developed and deployed far more space-based technology than any other nation, giving it great strategic advantages. But with the superior technology has come a perceived vulnerability to attacks on essential satellites. The new policy was applauded by defense analyst Baker Spring of the conservative Heritage Foundation. He said that he supported the policy's rejection of international agreements or treaties, as well as its emphasis on protecting military assets and placing missile defense components in space. He also said that he liked the policy's promotion of commercial enterprises in space and its apparent recognition that private satellites will need military protection as well. The issue of possible hostilities in space became more real last month when National Reconnaissance Office Director Donald M. Kerr told reporters that a U.S. satellite had recently been "painted," or illuminated, by a laser in China. Gen. James E. Cartwright, the top U.S. military officer in charge of operations in space, told the newsletter Inside the Pentagon last week that it remained unclear whether China had tried to disrupt the satellite. 

No space race between US and India

The Hindu 10

”No space race between ISRO, NASA, says Madhavan Nair,” January 7, 2010, http://www.hindu.com/2010/01/07/stories/2010010758620300.htm
THIRUVANANTHAPURAM: The former chairman of Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) G. Madhavan Nair has said there is no space race between ISRO and National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and the two organisations are working closely on space missions. Mr. Nair was participating in an interaction session with the delegates of the Children’s Science Congress (CSC) organised as part of the 97th Indian Science Congress here on Wednesday. To a query on whether ISRO and NASA were friends or rivals in space research, Mr. Nair said post-Cold War, there had been increased cooperation between nations in space research. “The discovery of water on the moon by Chandrayaan was a joint mission of ISRO and NASA. We are working closely on other missions as well. There is no competition between the two organisations but only cooperation,” he said. The young delegates asked interesting questions to Mr. Nair, many of which were related to the Chandrayaan mission. Mr. Nair said the main objective of the mission was to map the moon, study the lunar mineralogy, demonstrate ISRO’s mission capability and place the Indian flag on the moon. The long-term plan of the Chandrayaan mission was to probe the possibility of colonising the moon, he said. “For this, we have to find out whether the conditions on the moon can support human life. So we have to begin with robotic colonies. The discovery of water on the moon is a good beginning,” he said. Mr. Nair said that ISRO needed to go a long way before sending a manned mission to space. “We have to develop a capsule that takes people to space, provides a safe living environment and brings them back safely. We need to improve the reliability of the launch vehicle for this,” he said. He said Mars exploration was not a priority for ISRO at the moment. Students also asked questions on current issues like energy security, pollution, and brain drain. Speaking on energy security, Mr. Nair said India needed to tap alternative sources of energy like solar energy, wind energy and nuclear energy to combat the energy crisis.
2NC Space Race DA – A2 Non-U: Wolf Clause

The Wolf Clause was political posturing – US-China cooperation is increasing in the long-term

Xinhua 5-18 (“’Wolf Clause’ betrays China-U.S. cooperation,” 5-18-11, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Wolf_Clause_betrays_China_US_cooperation_999.html)

During the third round of the China-U.S. Strategic and Economic Dialogue (S and ED) held in Washington earlier this month, the two sides published accomplishments of the dialogue, which includes the cooperation in science and technology. Moreover, China and the U.S. this year renewed their bilateral agreements on scientific and technological cooperation. The Obama administration also attached importance to the current development and trend of scientific and technological cooperation between China and the U.S. and realized the nature of mutual benefit brought about by such cooperation. John P.Holdren, director of the Science and Technology Policy Office of the White House, has told Xinhua that the cooperation on science and technology was one of the most dynamic fields in bilateral relations between China and the United States. The "Wolf Clause" exposed the anxiety of hawkish politicians in the United States over China's peaceful development in recent years, and it also demonstrated their shortsightedness to the whole world. The "Wolf Clause" was a result of compromise made by Obama to Republicans to avoid possible bankruptcy of the U.S. government. It is also a concession between U.S. Republicans and Democrats, but the "clause" will not in any way change the trend of the increasingly closer scientific and technological cooperation between China and the U.S. In fact, the "Wolf Clause" has incurred criticism, even from some U.S. scientists. Richard Milner, director of Laboratory for Nuclear Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), thought China's contribution to the project was "crucial". The professor believed that the "Wolf Clause" was a "discriminative decision" and it would eventually hurt the U.S. itself. As the unpopular clause came into effect, China's journalists became the first victims of the discriminative legislation by being turned away from the Kennedy Space Center. Although the clause will terminate as the fiscal year 2011 ends in September, Wolf seemed unreconciled and claimed he will work to extend the ban to next year. Today, while the Chinese and U.S. governments are deepening their cooperation, Wolf acted against the trend with a cold war mentality. This is something that should raise the vigilance of peace-loving people in the world.

**LINK WALLS**

2NC Space Race DA – Mil aff link wall

The plan reverses current perceptions of US prevention of space weaponization -– our 1NC ______ evidence indicates that this triggers global diplomatic tensions and military response

Multiple independent scenarios:

a) US space weaponization seen as encroachment by allies and enemies – sparks arms race

Weiner ‘5, (Tim, Pulitzer Prize-winning reporter for The New York Times, 5-18-05, “Air Force Seeks Bush's Approval for Space Weapons Programs,” http://www.nytimes.com/2005/05/18/business/18space.html?pagewanted=print)

The Air Force, saying it must secure space to protect the nation from attack, is seeking President Bush's approval of a national-security directive that could move the United States closer to fielding offensive and defensive space weapons, according to White House and Air Force officials. The proposed change would be a substantial shift in American policy. It would almost certainly be opposed by many American allies and potential enemies, who have said it may create an arms race in space. A senior administration official said that a new presidential directive would replace a 1996 Clinton administration policy that emphasized a more pacific use of space, including spy satellites' support for military operations, arms control and nonproliferation pacts. Any deployment of space weapons would face financial, technological, political and diplomatic hurdles, although no treaty or law bans Washington from putting weapons in space, barring weapons of mass destruction. A presidential directive is expected within weeks, said the senior administration official, who is involved with space policy and insisted that he not be identified because the directive is still under final review and the White House has not disclosed its details. Air Force officials said yesterday that the directive, which is still in draft form, did not call for militarizing space. "The focus of the process is not putting weapons in space," said Maj. Karen Finn, an Air Force spokeswoman, who said that the White House, not the Air Force, makes national policy. "The focus is having free access in space." With little public debate, the Pentagon has already spent billions of dollars developing space weapons and preparing plans to deploy them. "We haven't reached the point of strafing and bombing from space," Pete Teets, who stepped down last month as the acting secretary of the Air Force, told a space warfare symposium last year. "Nonetheless, we are thinking about those possibilities." In January 2001, a commission led by Donald H. Rumsfeld, then the newly nominated defense secretary, recommended that the military should "ensure that the president will have the option to deploy weapons in space." It said that "explicit national security guidance and defense policy is needed to direct development of doctrine, concepts of operations and capabilities for space, including weapons systems that operate in space." The effort to develop a new policy directive reflects three years of work prompted by the report. The White House would not say if all the report's recommendations would be adopted. In 2002, after weighing the report of the Rumsfeld space commission, President Bush withdrew from the 30-year-old Antiballistic Missile Treaty, which banned space-based weapons. Ever since then, the Air Force has sought a new presidential policy officially ratifying the concept of seeking American space superiority. The Air Force believes "we must establish and maintain space superiority," Gen. Lance Lord, who leads the Air Force Space Command, told Congress recently. "Simply put, it's the American way of fighting." Air Force doctrine defines space superiority as "freedom to attack as well as freedom from attack" in space. The mission will require new weapons, new space satellites, new ways of doing battle and, by some estimates, hundreds of billions of dollars. It faces enormous technological obstacles. And many of the nation's allies object to the idea that space is an American frontier. Yet "there seems little doubt that space-basing of weapons is an accepted aspect of the Air Force" and its plans for the future, Capt. David C. Hardesty of the Naval War College faculty says in a new study. A new Air Force strategy, Global Strike, calls for a military space plane carrying precision-guided weapons armed with a half-ton of munitions. General Lord told Congress last month that Global Strike would be "an incredible capability" to destroy command centers or missile bases "anywhere in the world." Pentagon documents say the weapon, called the common aero vehicle, could strike from halfway around the world in 45 minutes. "This is the type of prompt Global Strike I have identified as a top priority for our space and missile force," General Lord said. The Air Force's drive into space has been accelerated by the Pentagon's failure to build a missile defense on earth. After spending 22 years and nearly $100 billion, Pentagon officials say they cannot reliably detect and destroy a threat today. "Are we out of the woods? No," Lt. Gen. Trey Obering, who directs the Missile Defense Agency, said in an interview. "We've got a long way to go, a lot of testing to do." While the Missile Defense Agency struggles with new technology for a space-based laser, the Air Force already has a potential weapon in space. In April, the Air Force launched the XSS-11, an experimental microsatellite with the technical ability to disrupt other nations' military reconnaissance and communications satellites. Another Air Force space program, nicknamed Rods From God, aims to hurl cylinders of tungsten, titanium or uranium from the edge of space to destroy targets on the ground, striking at speeds of about 7,200 miles an hour with the force of a small nuclear weapon. A third program would bounce laser beams off mirrors hung from space satellites or huge high-altitude blimps, redirecting the lethal rays down to targets around the world. A fourth seeks to turn radio waves into weapons whose powers could range "from tap on the shoulder to toast," in the words of an Air Force plan. Captain Hardesty, in the new issue of the Naval War College Review, calls for "a thorough military analysis" of these plans, followed by "a larger public debate." "To proceed with space-based weapons on any other foundation would be the height of folly," he concludes, warning that other nations not necessarily allies would follow America's lead into space. Despite objections from members of Congress who thought "space should be sanctified and no weapons ever put in space," Mr. Teets, then the Air Force under secretary, told the space-warfare symposium last June that "that policy needs to be pushed forward." Last month, Gen. James E. Cartwright, who leads the United States Strategic Command, told the Senate Armed Services nuclear forces subcommittee that the goal of developing space weaponry was to allow the nation to deliver an attack "very quickly, with very short time lines on the planning and delivery, any place on the face of the earth." Senator Jeff Sessions, a Republican from Alabama who is chairman of the subcommittee, worried that the common aero vehicle might be used in ways that would "be mistaken as some sort of attack on, for example, Russia." "They might think it would be a launch against them of maybe a nuclear warhead," Senator Sessions said. "We want to be sure that there could be no misunderstanding in that before we authorize going forward with this vehicle." General Cartwright said that the military would "provide every opportunity to ensure that it's not misunderstood" and that Global Strike simply aimed to "expand the choices that we might be able to offer to the president in crisis." Senior military and space officials of the European Union, Canada, China and Russia have objected publicly to the notion of American space superiority. They think that "the United States doesn't own space - nobody owns space," said Teresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, a policy analysis group in Washington that tends to be critical of the Pentagon. "Space is a global commons under international treaty and international law." No nation will "accept the U.S. developing something they see as the death star," Ms. Hitchens told a Council on Foreign Relations meeting last month. "I don't think the United States would find it very comforting if China were to develop a death star, a 24/7 on-orbit weapon that could strike at targets on the ground anywhere in 90 minutes." International objections aside, Randy Correll, an Air Force veteran and military consultant, told the council, "the big problem now is it's too expensive." The Air Force does not put a price tag on space superiority. Published studies by leading weapons scientists, physicists and engineers say the cost of a space-based system that could defend the nation against an attack by a handful of missiles could be anywhere from $220 billion to $1 trillion. Richard Garwin, widely regarded as a dean of American weapons science, and three colleagues wrote in the March issue of IEEE Spectrum, the professional journal of electric engineering, that "a space-based laser would cost $100 million per target, compared with $600,000 for a Tomahawk missile." "The psychological impact of such a blow might rival that of such devastating attacks as Hiroshima," they wrote. "But just as the unleashing of nuclear weapons had unforeseen consequences, so, too, would the weaponization of space." Surveillance and reconnaissance satellites are a crucial component of space superiority. But the biggest new spy satellite program, Future Imagery Architecture, has tripled in price to about $25 billion while producing less than promised, military contractors say. A new space technology for detecting enemy launchings has risen to more than $10 billion from a promised $4 billion, Mr. Teets told Congress last month. But General Lord said such problems should not stand in the way of the Air Force's plans to move into space. "Space superiority is not our birthright, but it is our destiny," he told an Air Force conference in September. "Space superiority is our day-to-day mission. Space supremacy is our vision for the future." 

b) Collapses nonproliferation and disarmament regime – fuels tension with China and Russia 

Krepon and Katz-Hyman ‘5 (Michael, co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Michael, Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 12, No 2, July 2005, “Space Weapons and Proliferation,” http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Space_Weapons_and_Proliferation.pdf)

The implementation of US offensive space warfare initiatives will accentuate these worrisome developments. Successful efforts to stop and reverse proliferation face long odds when the dominant state demands to play by its own rules. These odds become even longer when the dominant state cannot enlist the active support of and Beijing on hard proliferation cases that bother Washington more than them. Nor do Russian or Chinese leaders appear unduly distressed over the difficulties US forces presently face in Iraq. Burden sharing with respect to proliferation is not high on their list of priorities, and is likely to drop lower if US space warfare initiatives are pursued. Official Chinese and Russian threat perceptions of the United States are not articulated in public, but they may reasonably be inferred. Both capitals might well question why Washington seeks to extend its military dominance into space by pursuing capabilities that would not be particularly helpful in scenarios involving Iran, North Korea, or other developing countries. Instead, the pursuit of US dominance into space may well be viewed by Moscow and Beijing as part of a broader effort to negate their nuclear deterrents. If so, prospects for nonproliferation and disarmament would further decline. When dominance poses a threat to major powers whose cooperation is most needed to halt and reverse proliferation, dominance becomes part of the problem, rather than part of the solution.
c) Space assets and self-interest necessitate responses from Russia and China 
WND 2005
[World Net Daily, an American web site that publishes news and associated content founded in May 1997 by Joseph Farah with the stated intentions of "exposing wrongdoing, corruption and abuse of power" and is headquartered in Washington, D.C. WND provides news, editorials, commentaries, letters to the editor, forums and conducts a daily poll, “Russia threatens force if U.S. militarizes space,” May 20, 2005, http://www.wnd.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=44363]

WASHINGTON – A senior Russian embassy official is threatening to use force if necessary to prevent the U.S. from deploying combat weapons in space. Vladimir Yermakov, senior counselor at the Russian embassy in Washington, said his country is urging the U.S. through diplomatic channels against any plans for space militarization. But he told a space conference Russia would have to react, possibly with force, if the U.S. successfully put a "combat weapon" in space. In an interview yesterday with the Financial Times, Yermakov emphasized that Russia's priority was to solve the problem diplomatically, pointing out that Russia has voluntarily declared it will not be the first country to place weapons in space. According to a New York Times report yesterday, the Bush administration was moving towards implementing a new space policy that would move the U.S. closer to placing offensive and defensive weapons in space. Russia and China oppose any weaponization of space, partly out of concerns that it would lead to an extremely expensive post-Cold War arms race. Force is "not a subject for discussion right now," Yermakov said. "It depends on what happens, and why it happens, upon what agreements we have with the U.S. government, and what understandings we have with the U.S. government." "Our policy is not to create situations that would lead [to] confrontation," he added. "If we don't find such understandings with the U.S. government, and we find ourselves in a situation where we need to react, of course we will do it." The White House denied that President Bush was about to sign a new directive on space policy that would permit the weaponization of space. "The U.S. has no intention to weaponize [space]," said a senior administration official. "The policy review was not initiated at the request of the Air Force or the Department of Defense, and the policy, while not yet finalized, would not represent a substantial shift in American policy." Any review of plans for a new high frontier would replace a 1996 policy implemented by the Clinton administration calling for a less militaristic approach to space. The 1967 treaty on outer space prevents countries from putting only weapons of mass destruction in space. Other countries are concerned that some of the weapons being considered by the U.S. could be considered new types of WMD. One weapon the Air Force would like to develop is the Common Aero Vehicle, which would give the U.S. the ability to launch precision-guided rapid strikes at any point on the globe. The internal U.S. debate over whether the Pentagon needs to put weapons in space gained momentum in 2001 following the conclusions of a commission that warned of the possibility of a "space Pearl Harbor" that could destroy U.S. commercial and military satellites. "If the U.S. is to avoid a 'space Pearl Harbor', it needs to take seriously the possibility of an attack on U.S. space systems," said the commission, which was chaired by Donald Rumsfeld before he became defense secretary. The commission's report concluded the U.S. needed "superior space capabilities" to prevent and defend against hostile acts "in and from space". China yesterday also reacted to the report, saying it is opposed to the militarization of space, and supports international legal documents ensuring its peaceful use. "Space is our shared treasure and we have consistently maintained the need for the peaceful use of space so as to benefit all of mankind," foreign ministry spokesman Kong Quan told a regular briefing. "We are opposed to the militarization of outer space. We support preventive measures, including the adoption of international legal documents to guarantee the peaceful use of outer space," he said.
2NC Space Race DA – Non-mil aff link wall

The plan reverses current perceptions of US prevention of space weaponization -– our 1NC ______ evidence indicates that this triggers global diplomatic tensions and military response
Multiple independent scenarios:

a) Momentum – U.S. space developments create pressure to weaponize
Hays ‘02 
[Lt Col Peter L. Hays, Ph.D., Professor of Comparative Military Studies, School of Advanced Airpower Studies, “Paths Toward Space Weaponization,” March 23, 2002, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/hays.html]

The inexorable march of technology will undoubtedly continue to generate pressures to weaponize space.  Obviously, these pressures would increase if there were technological breakthroughs in areas such as launch costs, pointing and tracking technologies, on-orbit power generation, and optics. Conversely, technical pressures to weaponize would abate if developing or scaling these types of weapons technologies proves to be much more difficult than anticipated.  Because of the magnitude of many space weapons systems and their potential strategic importance, it seems unlikely that a single technical breakthrough or the emergence of one particularly sweet technology would be enough by itself to move the United States toward deploying space weapons.  A desire to redress a perceived imbalance between offensive and defensive systems in space might also create technical pressures to first deploy or to deploy additional weapons in space.  The problem in this regard comes in attempting to define offensive and defensive systems. This difficulty is exacerbated by the small number and multiple functions of many space systems.  Strong technical and operational pressures to weaponize may arise from perceptions that space is the best or only place from which to perform specific missions or if weaponizing space seems to provide a technological fix to a major perceived vulnerability of operational problem.  Examples of missions for which space weapons might seem the only or best solution include defensive counterspace protection for highest value space assets, global boost-phase BMD, and suppression of so-called double digit surface to air missile threats to United States air superiority.

b) Exploration capabilities correlate directly with military tech and weaponization
The Voice of Russia 2011

[Andrei Kislyakov and Anastasia Kislyakova, Authors for the Voice of Russia, the Russian government's international radio broadcasting service owned by the All-Russia State Television and Radio Company. It presents news information and continues to broadcast to most of the world on shortwave and mediumwave, satellite, via the World Radio Network and via the Internet, “Military and Space Review  →   Militarization of space – is it a concern?,” March 19, 2011,  http://english.ruvr.ru/radio_broadcast/36564197/47539112.html]
As other nations follow America’s lead, and rush to protect their satellites from attack, we will see the development of a new arms race. Does this make the militarization of space inevitable? If we are talking about the deployment of attack weapons capable of independently destroying targets in space, the air and on the ground, the answer is "yes". Mr. Victor Mizin, deputy director of the Moscow Center for the International Research under the Russian Foreign Office says. “The question is not quite correct. The space is being used for military navigation, for the early warning, for targeting, for communication, for military meteorological studies, and so on and so forth. What I was speaking about, is not weaponization of space, not placement of weapons of any kind on the orbit above Earth, because this could mean opening of a channel, a very dangerous channel of arms race. Main experts, probably from the left side of liberal grouping, may think that it could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction that are prohibited by many treaties.  But if they are used with specially given target, this could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction, and the consequences of this could be very devastating”.  But this doesn't necessarily mean that space will be turned into a gun turret with the whole planet in sight. Weapon-carrying satellites are a nightmare that has so far been avoided, and I believe may still be avoided. It is not at all necessary to put combat stations into orbit, or arm reconnaissance and weather satellites. . .The academy's experts believe that developing new early warning, communications, troop control, space reconnaissance, global navigation, meteorological and communications systems and integrating weapons control and troop control systems  is a top priority. Spacecraft, which are not technically weapons, facilitate the effective use of modern military technology and weapons. As a result, the deployment of orbital anti-satellite systems must be prevented both de jure and de facto. Otherwise, the world would face an unprecedented arms race in outer space; no computer can predict the consequences of that arms race. Therefore, it is necessary to study the possibility of drafting special accords that would restrict "passive actions" like dual-purpose satellite systems.
c) Even absent incentives in a vacuum, perception of US hypocrisy legitimizes and prompts weaponization in response 
Hsu and Bryner, ‘8 (Jeremy and Jeanna, correspondents for space.com, citing Everett Dolman, professor of comparative military studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, 2-21-08, “Space Arms Race Heats Up Overnight,” http://www.space.com/5007-space-arms-race-heats-overnight.html)
The U.S. Navy's successful missile hit and apparent destruction of a defunct spy satellite represents a major step forward in the space arms race in the eyes of some analysts. Others are not so sure. One expert said last night's hit was not an example of a real missile-defense system, targeting an unusually low satellite that was essentially a sitting duck with a missile that is not the nation's top-of-the line for such tasks. Some say tensions with Russia and China will increase following the U.S. anti-satellite demonstration, as both nations had stated their opposition to the attempt. Others argue the United Statestook necessary measures to ensure geopolitical stability and extend its military dominance. "This is obviously being hailed as a victory both politically, because the [U.S.] administration can claim there was no loss of life, and technically because it worked," said Theresa Hitchens, Center for Defense Information director. "It helped the [U.S.] Navy demonstrate the capabilities of its missile defense system." Last night at approximately 10:26 p.m. EST, a U.S. Navy AEGIS warship, the USS Lake Erie, launched a Standard Missile-3, which intercepted the defunct spy satellite USA-193, also known as NROL-21, over the Pacific Ocean. Defense Department officials say they think the missile successfully hit the satellite's hydrazine tank, a potential hazard that was cited as the reason for the shootdown. Space arms race The exercise has severe implications, experts say, as it opens up a once-virgin territory — space — for international weaponization. The potential for a space arms race has some worried. "It was an unfortunate choice by the United States that seems to have been unnecessary. The fact is that satellites fall from space all the time and the risk of it was fairly minimal," said Stephen Young, the senior analyst in Washington, D.C., for the Union of Concerned Scientist's Global Security Program. "But the implications of the satellite shootdown could be very severe. We're talking about a potential arms race in space." "It's a step backward in terms of weaponization of space because whatever the U.S. government's official stance is, the world perception is that this was an ASAT test," said Phil Smith, assistant director for Research and Planning for the Secure World Foundation. "Perception is everything as they say in politics. It's perceived not only in that way but that the U.S. is being somewhat hypocritical when it condemned the Chinese launch and of course they went ahead and did something that is going to be perceived as being just about the same." China has already demonstrated its anti-satellite capabilities, with Russia indicating ASAT abilities in the 1980s. "The U.S. will be in a worse position overall if other countries decide they also need the ability to shoot down satellites," Young said. The China question Experts have also suggested the U.S. attempt could legitimize China's anti-satellite demonstration that took place a year ago, and open the doors for other nations such as India or Iran to do their own tests. "Since China did their ASAT [anti-satellite] test and got into political hot water, there's been debate in China about whether to go forward," Hitchens said. "This would seem to give PLA [People's Liberation Army] hardliners more ammunition for their argument, and also gives other nations the signal that it's okay if you test this technology if it's done safely."
d) Especially China – the PRC’s control ensures mutual suspicion that escalates into conflict and global instability

Yoshihara ‘3 (Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, 10-16-03, “A US-China space race could mean trouble,” http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2003/10/16/a_us_china_space_race_could_mean_trouble/)

WITH TUESDAY'S successful launch of the Shenzhou 5 spacecraft, China has become the third nation, behind the United States and the former Soviet Union, to place a human into the Earth's orbit. Not surprisingly, the Chinese government is now engaged in a full-court press to tout this dramatic event as a major scientific and engineering achievement, complete with full-color photos and large front-page stories in scores of newspapers around the country. But, for once, its self-promotion is well deserved. Indeed, this first step into space promises more economic and technological advances for China while burnishing the prestige of a ruling regime still in search of an alternative to its ailing communist ideology. However, amid the fanfare, a more important implication of this technological feat is being drowned out -- the military dimension of China's space program and its potential challenges to US national security interests. Indeed, China's rise as a major space power is already being perceived in Washington as a looming challenge to US space supremacy. It is no secret that the Chinese military controls the resources and the direction of China's space program. From the program's inception, China's space ambitions have been couched in strategic terms. And the dual-use nature of space technologies means that most advances in the civilian space sector -- about 95 percent -- can be converted for military purposes. How then, do the military aspects of China's space program intersect with US national security interests? First, China views US intentions in space with great suspicion. Washington's declaration that it intends to maintain overwhelming space superiority above all other nations (and perhaps militarize space in the process) does not sit well with the Chinese. Second, Beijing perceives the proposed US antimissile defense plan, which will be supported by an array of space systems, as a strategic menace to China. Any conceivable missile defense system would threaten to blunt China's modest arsenal of strategic nuclear weapons and thereby erode its delicate deterrent posture vis-a-vis the United States. Third, China will increasingly need military space capabilities if it is to improve its ability to coerce Taiwan in a conflict and counter US intervention to defend the island in a future crisis or conflict. Above all, China enjoys the resources and boasts the political will to invest in space over the long term. As such, even if China does not pose a credible threat to the United States, perceptions that the Chinese may eventually challenge US space supremacy could spur Washington to view Beijing as a future rival in space. In other words, Chinese apprehensions of US space dominance might easily be reciprocated. Does this mean that a Sino-US space race is just over the horizon? America's current technological lead ensures that a Cold War-style competition will not likely transpire, in the short term at least. However, as mutual apprehension and threat perceptions heighten, both sides could seek to undermine each other in space. The resulting efforts to outdo each other could prove costly and destabilizing to international security.

2NC Space Race DA – Colonization link

Colonization leads to militarization – economic incentives and need to control space
Gagnon, no date, (Bruce, Coordinator of the Global NetworkAgainst Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space, “Statement of Concern”,http://www.space4peace.org/statement/concern.htm, Accessed January 2, 2010, JN)

This same space law also declares that all interplanetary bodies belong to the common good. As NASA lands on the moon and Mars and explores other planets they are finding gold, cobalt, magnesium, helium 3 and other rich resources. Plans are now underway to place mining colonies on these bodies. The U.S. is now exploring ways to circumvent international space law in order to "exploit" these planetary bodies so that corporate interests may secure the enormous financial benefits expected from this Mining the Sky as is described by NASA scientist John Lewis in his book by the same title. The Columbus mythology is often invoked to describe our "manifest destiny" as it relates to space exploration and colonization. The noble explorer theme is used to cover the more practical notion of profits to be made in regards to space. There is big money to be made building and launching rockets. There is money to be made building and launching satellites. There is money and power to be derived by "controlling" space. And there is money to be made mining the sky. Another obstacle exists though. If the U.S. can "control" space, so might another nation. Thus we have the early stages of an arms race in space. How will France, Russia, China or any other nation respond as the U.S. consolidates its "control" of space? In order to ensure that the Pentagon maintains its current space military superiority the U.S. Space Command is now developing new war fighting technologies like the Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) and Anti-satellite weapons (ASATS) as well as space based laser weapons. Star Wars is alive and well. Recent efforts to move toward early deployment of the BMD system, which could easily be used for offensive purposes, is expected to break the 1972 ABM Treaty as well as the Outer Space Treaty.
2NC Space Race DA – Privatization link
Space privatization leads to space militarization and space war 

Salin ‘01

[Patrick A. Salin, Space Policy expert, McGill University, Research article, Elsevier Science Ltd., “Privatization and militarization in the space business environment,” Space Policy, Volume 17, Issue 1, February 2001, Pages 19-26.]
We may consider that outer space should no longer be considered as a sanctuary safe from military operations as of 19 June 1999. On that day, a US Theater High-Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) rocket hit a target missile outside the Earth's atmosphere. Outer space is now undergoing a militarization process that is developing within a totally new framework that of the privatization of space ventures and projects. The bipolar Cold War stage has been removed and gone is the threatening vision of nuclear warfare via all sorts of Earth-based and space-borne weapons. Yet the big industrial concerns that manufactured the weapons of the Cold War have simply converted themselves and regrouped into mammoth civilian manufacturers, deploying constellations of civilian assets in outer space. Instead of procuring the much-criticized US Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), they now produce dual-use goods that can be used in an undifferentiated manner for both civilian and military objectives [3,4]3. The borderlines between civilian and military high technology goods that prevailed only a few years ago have become meaningless and technical parameters that qualified equipment as being military, less than five years ago, are now useless, commercial entities being able to sell these, once forbidden tools, as plain commercial gadgets.4 The confusion between the US Department of Commerce and the US Department of State over determining what is (or should be) subject to authorization and what is not is illustrative of this situation. Yet, thanks to the loopholes and inconsistencies of the international treaties on outer space, we may soon end up with exactly the same result as during the Cold War * Hollywood's Star Wars, live! We are slowly discovering that the militarization process of outer space seems to be a given, thanks to increasing competition within the space business environment. And, as privatization has accelerated during the last decade, we can clearly see an acceleration of the militarization process of outer space. This has become apparent through two main observations: (1) private space corporations are, more than ever, vanguards of national interests; and (2) commercial competition is another way for nations to impose their influence in space (and world) affairs. In the end, what is at stake here is the fragile equilibrium between world peace and tensions, now transported into outer space.

2NC Space Race DA – SETI link
Discovery of aliens and colonization create an incentive to weaponize   

Bostrom ‘08

[Bostrom, Nick, Future of Humanity Institute and Faculty of Philosophy & James Martin 21st Century School, Oxford University, “Where Are They?- Why I Hope the Search for Extraterrestrial Life Finds Nothing,” article published in the MIT Technology Review, May/June issue (2008): pp. 72‐77, http://www.nickbostrom.com/extraterrestrial.pdf]

From these two facts it follows that there exists a “Great Filter”. 1.The Great Filter can be thought of as a probability barrier.  It consists of exist one of more highly improbable evolutionary transitions or steps whose occurrence is required in order for an Earth‐like planet to produce an intelligent civilization of a type that would be visible to us with our current observation technology. The Great Filter must therefore be powerful enough—which is to say, the critical steps must be improbable enough—that even with many billions rolls of the dice, one ends up with nothing: no aliens, no spacecraft, no signals, at least none that we can detect in our neck of the woods. Now, an important question for us is, just where might this Great Filter be located?  There are two basic possibilities:  It might be behind us, somewhere in our distant past. Or it might be ahead of us, somewhere in the millennia or decades to come.  Let us ponder these possibilities in turn. . .To constitute an effective Great Filter, we hypothesize a terminal global cataclysm: an existential catastrophe.  An existential risk is one where an adverse outcome would annihilate Earth‐originating intelligent life or permanently and drastically curtail its potential for future development.   We can identify a number of potential existential risks: nuclear war fought with stockpiles much greater than those that exist today (maybe resulting from future arms races); a genetically engineered superbug; environmental disaster; asteroid impact; wars or terrorists act committed with powerful future weapons, perhaps based on advanced forms of nanotechnology; super-intelligent general artificial intelligence with destructive goals; high‐energy physics experiments; a permanent global Brave‐New‐World‐like totalitarian regime protected from revolution by new surveillance and mind control technologies.  These are just some of the existential risks that have been discussed in the literature, and considering that many of these have been conceptualized only in recent decades, it is plausible to assume that there are further existential risks that we have not yet thought of. The study of existential risks is an extremely important albeit rather neglected field of inquiry.  But here we must limit ourselves to making just one point.  In order for some existential risk to constitute a plausible Great Filter, it is not sufficient that we judge it to have a significant subjective probability of destroying humanity.  Rather, it must be of a kind that could with some plausibility be postulated to destroy virtually all sufficiently advanced civilizations.  For instance, stochastic natural disasters such as asteroid hits and super‐volcanic eruptions are unlikely Great Filter candidates, because even if they destroyed a significant number of civilizations we would expect some civilizations to get lucky and escape disaster; and some of these civilizations could then go on to colonize the universe.  Perhaps the most likely type of existential risks that could constitute a Great Filter are those that arise from technological discovery.  It is not farfetched to suppose that there might be some possible technology which is such that (a) virtually all sufficiently advanced civilizations eventually discover it and (b) its discovery leads almost universally to existential disaster. 

**INTERNAL LINKS**

2NC Space Race DA – I/L: Escalates to space race
Space race draws in China, India, and Russia
Fox News 2011
[Griffin, Pete, author for Fox News website, “Echoes of Sputnik in Modern Rocket Race for Space,” February 12, 2011, http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2011/02/08/sputnik-threat-horizon/]  

Fifty-four years after the first Sputnik, is a new race for space brewing? The fierce Cold War boiled over with the Russian launch of Sputnik in 1957. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert McNamara answered with the legendary Nike-Zeus program, a six-year project to develop the Army's first antiballistic missile. General Ivey O. Drewry Jr., the man who led the follow-on Nike-X program from 1962-1969, tells FoxNews.com that McNamara's demands were blunt and clear: Get the job done and beat those Russians. "What he wanted hear was, what was the Russian reaction?" Drewry said. The U.S. answer was clear: If Russia wanted a space race, America was all in. "We moved from the radar system used in World War II, where we rotated the lens, to a phased array, which is an electronic phase of small radar beams that could be rotated around electronically,” said the retired general. Even the small details of the unrelenting and demanding space race of the 60s are still fresh Drewry's memory. Today, the stable of competitors has dramatically increased to include China and India -- and the pressure is back on. China had a record-breaking 2010, launching 15 satellites from its Xi Chiang Satellite Launch Center. India's Chandrayaan-1 revealed the presence of large amounts of water on the moon during the country's first lunar mission in 2008. And if you take into account President Obama's recent decision to end NASA's Constellation program and shift attention to more commercial launch operations, experts wonder, is the United States even participating in the current space race? “I was opposed to the decision to end the Constellation program, as it was not replaced with a clear way forward for human space exploration,” Scott Pace, director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, told FoxNews.com. “It also created more uncertainties for industry, in an already difficult environment, in adapting to the end of the Space Shuttle program." The uncertainty is something Pace feels the U.S. should address sooner rather than later. “The United States, and NASA in particular, needs to have a clear, mission-driven focus on human space exploration.,” said Pace. “This should start with utilization of the International Space Station, followed by returning humans to the moon, and laying the technical and organizational foundations for eventual missions to Mars and other objects in the solar system. Space technology can not be effectively developed without a defined and sustainable commitment to a logical process of exploration.” As far as Drewry. is concerned, the very idea of a new space race is non-existent. He feels something is missing from the current competition between the United States and its fellow space technology competitors, China, India and Russia: combat. “We're not involved in war today, we're not trying to beat anybody,” said Drewry. “Our objective was to develop technology and the Department of Defense's objective was to fight a Cold War." With that said, he's optimistic that the United States will still be the front-runner when it comes to space technology in the future. I'm sure improvements are being made," Drewry said. "Because as you know, technology never really ends.”
Russia, France, China, Japan, and India will join the space race

The Voice of Russia 2011
[Andrei Kislyakov and Anastasia Kislyakova, Authors for the Voice of Russia, the Russian government's international radio broadcasting service owned by the All-Russia State Television and Radio Company. It presents news information and continues to broadcast to most of the world on shortwave and mediumwave, satellite, via the World Radio Network and via the Internet, “Military and Space Review  →   Militarization of space – is it a concern?,” March 19, 2011,  http://english.ruvr.ru/radio_broadcast/36564197/47539112.html]
Anastasia: It’s common knowledge that space is of great importance for humankind. But I was unaware problem of the military use of space is so acute and worth organizing a special conference. Andrei: You mean “MilSpace 2011” taking place in Paris at the beginning of April?  That’s right. As military use of space continues to evolve, many countries, especially The United States and Russia are preoccupied with the task of space craft defense, for example.  Three years ago U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced a new priority for his department - protection of America's satellites. As if to underline the importance of the task, he demanded  that Congress allocate 10.7 billion dollars for the purpose in 2009. Russiahas voiced similar concerns. Air Force Commander Col.-Gen. Alexander Zelin in 2008 told a conference at the Academy of Military Sciences that the biggest threats to Russia in the 21st century come from air and space. This concern about space raises several questions. First, why do satellites require protection? Second, does defense of space equate to the militarization of space? Third, how can sophisticated and expensive space hardware be protected from unwanted interference? Today satellites do require protection. To understand why, we have to understand how warfare has changed. Recent conflicts have shown that the ideas that dominated military thinking in the 20th century have become desperately obsolete. In the wars of today, and the future, the objective is to deal surgical strikes against an enemy's sensitive facilities, rather than seize its territory. Massive use of ground troops and armor is already a thing of the past. The role of strategic aviation is similarly decreasing. In strategic arms, the emphasis is shifting from the classic nuclear triad to high precision weapons of different basing modes. This kind of precision warfare has only been made possible by orbital support vehicles - satellite-based reconnaissance, warning, forecasting and targeting systems. Much has been done in recent years for the development of "smart" weapons - guided bombs and missiles that are highly accurate over hundreds of miles. Military analysts say that today the leading military powers have 30,000-50,000 such weapons between them and by 2020 some 70,000-90,000. It is hard to imagine how many satellites will be required to support such a vast arsenal, but without them, the cruise missiles capable of hitting a mosquito at a hundred miles will be absolutely useless. Thus, hundreds of seemingly harmless "passive" space systems, which themselves are not designed to attack anything, are a crucial component of high precision weapons, the main armaments of the 21st century.  But this very strength makes space systems the Achilles heel of a modern army. Disabling their satellites would effectively cripple the US, or Russian military - and they are almost completely undefended. Hence Robert Gates' demand for funds. As other nations follow America’s lead, and rush to protect their satellites from attack, we will see the development of a new arms race. Does this make the militarization of space inevitable? If we are talking about the deployment of attack weapons capable of independently destroying targets in space, the air and on the ground, the answer is "yes". Mr. Victor Mizin, deputy director of the Moscow Center for the International Research under the Russian Foreign Office says. “The question is not quite correct. The space is being used for military navigation, for the early warning, for targeting, for communication, for military meteorological studies, and so on and so forth. What I was speaking about, is not weaponization of space, not placement of weapons of any kind on the orbit above Earth, because this could mean opening of a channel, a very dangerous channel of arms race. Main experts, probably from the left side of liberal grouping, may think that it could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction that are prohibited by many treaties.  But if they are used with specially given target, this could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction, and the consequences of this could be very devastating”.  But this doesn't necessarily mean that space will be turned into a gun turret with the whole planet in sight. Weapon-carrying satellites are a nightmare that has so far been avoided, and I believe may still be avoided. It is not at all necessary to put combat stations into orbit, or arm reconnaissance and weather satellites. . .The academy's experts believe that developing new early warning, communications, troop control, space reconnaissance, global navigation, meteorological and communications systems and integrating weapons control and troop control systems  is a top priority. Spacecraft, which are not technically weapons, facilitate the effective use of modern military technology and weapons. As a result, the deployment of orbital anti-satellite systems must be prevented both de jure and de facto. Otherwise, the world would face an unprecedented arms race in outer space; no computer can predict the consequences of that arms race. Therefore, it is necessary to study the possibility of drafting special accords that would restrict "passive actions" like dual-purpose satellite systems. Ivan Meshcherikov, vice president of the Tsiolkovsky Academy, thinks that the new American system is a serious threat to Russia's entire orbital cluster, especially Glonass navigation and communications satellites. According to him, the United States is currently deploying new ground radars, which are primarily directed against Russian satellites. "Russia's Glonass navigation system and the United States' GPS have the same frequency and the satellites flying on similar orbital paths," he said. "Still we know that GPS can switch to different frequencies, and our satellites would be defenseless." On the other hand, orbiting space weapons, i.e., means designed to hit enemy targets from space, should be banned from the outset. In the opposite scenario, the entire existing structure of understandings on strategic arms limitations will be eroded and a fresh impulse will be given to the arms race, raising it even beyond the level of real  danger. Today this menace is very real, as Washington plans to work on a global missile defense system. "Global" is the important word here. A special memorandum of the US administration  states in 2003: the system we are developing must protect United States territory, our armed forces and those of our allies. In other words, half the Earth, since American troops are deployed in 120 countries across the globe. Naturally, such a large-scale objective cannot be met with conventional means, such as ground-based interceptors. To believe a report issued by the  American RAND research corporation about a year ago on the Pentagon's orders, a missile defense system, to be effective, must employ orbital directed-energy weapons - mega-watt lasers, beam and kinetic weapons. These kinds of weapons are capable within a short interval of time of engaging both ground- and space-based targets. The United States is almost certain to enjoy the lead in their development. But there will be only one outcome. In addition to the US and Russia, there are other countries with serious space programs, such as France, China, Japan and India. The testing and deployment of weapons in space by a large number of countries may very well increase the probability of a global armed conflict that will be hard to avert. 

Russia and china threaten force if U.S. weaponizes space

WND 2005
[World Net Daily, an American web site that publishes news and associated content founded in May 1997 by Joseph Farah with the stated intentions of "exposing wrongdoing, corruption and abuse of power" and is headquartered in Washington, D.C. WND provides news, editorials, commentaries, letters to the editor, forums and conducts a daily poll, “Russia threatens force if U.S. militarizes space,” May 20, 2005, http://www.wnd.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=44363]

WASHINGTON – A senior Russian embassy official is threatening to use force if necessary to prevent the U.S. from deploying combat weapons in space. Vladimir Yermakov, senior counselor at the Russian embassy in Washington, said his country is urging the U.S. through diplomatic channels against any plans for space militarization. But he told a space conference Russia would have to react, possibly with force, if the U.S. successfully put a "combat weapon" in space. In an interview yesterday with the Financial Times, Yermakov emphasized that Russia's priority was to solve the problem diplomatically, pointing out that Russia has voluntarily declared it will not be the first country to place weapons in space. According to a New York Times report yesterday, the Bush administration was moving towards implementing a new space policy that would move the U.S. closer to placing offensive and defensive weapons in space. Russia and China oppose any weaponization of space, partly out of concerns that it would lead to an extremely expensive post-Cold War arms race. Force is "not a subject for discussion right now," Yermakov said. "It depends on what happens, and why it happens, upon what agreements we have with the U.S. government, and what understandings we have with the U.S. government." "Our policy is not to create situations that would lead [to] confrontation," he added. "If we don't find such understandings with the U.S. government, and we find ourselves in a situation where we need to react, of course we will do it." The White House denied that President Bush was about to sign a new directive on space policy that would permit the weaponization of space. "The U.S. has no intention to weaponize [space]," said a senior administration official. "The policy review was not initiated at the request of the Air Force or the Department of Defense, and the policy, while not yet finalized, would not represent a substantial shift in American policy." Any review of plans for a new high frontier would replace a 1996 policy implemented by the Clinton administration calling for a less militaristic approach to space. The 1967 treaty on outer space prevents countries from putting only weapons of mass destruction in space. Other countries are concerned that some of the weapons being considered by the U.S. could be considered new types of WMD. One weapon the Air Force would like to develop is the Common Aero Vehicle, which would give the U.S. the ability to launch precision-guided rapid strikes at any point on the globe. The internal U.S. debate over whether the Pentagon needs to put weapons in space gained momentum in 2001 following the conclusions of a commission that warned of the possibility of a "space Pearl Harbor" that could destroy U.S. commercial and military satellites. "If the U.S. is to avoid a 'space Pearl Harbor', it needs to take seriously the possibility of an attack on U.S. space systems," said the commission, which was chaired by Donald Rumsfeld before he became defense secretary. The commission's report concluded the U.S. needed "superior space capabilities" to prevent and defend against hostile acts "in and from space". China yesterday also reacted to the report, saying it is opposed to the militarization of space, and supports international legal documents ensuring its peaceful use. "Space is our shared treasure and we have consistently maintained the need for the peaceful use of space so as to benefit all of mankind," foreign ministry spokesman Kong Quan told a regular briefing. "We are opposed to the militarization of outer space. We support preventive measures, including the adoption of international legal documents to guarantee the peaceful use of outer space," he said.
U.S. developments in space force Russia and China to respond violently 
Zhang and Podvig ‘08

[Podvig, Pavel and Hui Zhang. Senior Research Associate; Project on Managing the Atom. Report for American Academy of Arts & Sciences, “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space,” March 2008, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18178/russian_and_chinese_responses_to_us_military_plans_in_space.html]

In recent years, Russia and China have urged the negotiation of an international treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space. The United States has responded by insisting that existing treaties and rules governing the use of space are sufficient. The standoff has produced a six-year deadlock in Geneva at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament, but the parties have not been inactive. Russia and China have much to lose if the United States were to pursue the space weapons programs laid out in its military planning documents. This makes probable the eventual formulation of responses that are adverse to a broad range of U.S. interests in space. The Chinese anti-satellite test in January 2007 was prelude to an unfolding drama in which the main act is still subject to revision. If the United States continues to pursue the weaponization of space, how will China and Russia respond, and what will the broader implications for international security be? The American Academy called upon Pavel Podvig (Stanford University) and Hui Zhang (Harvard University) to elucidate answers to these questions and to discuss the consequences of U.S. military plans for space. Each scholar suggests that introducing weapons into space will have negative consequences for nuclear proliferation and international security. As Podvig points out, Russia's main concern is likely to be maintaining strategic parity with the United States. This parity will be destroyed by the deployment of weapons in space, making a response from Russia likely. Podvig suggests that Russia does not have many options for the development of its own weapon systems in space but is likely to react to U.S. development of space weapons through other countermeasures, such as extending the life of its ballistic missiles. Podvig describes such measures as "the most significant and dangerous global effects of new military developments, whether missile defense or space-based weapons." Zhang arrives at similar conclusions. He describes how U.S. military plans for space will negatively affect peaceful uses of outer space, disrupting civilian and commercial initiatives, but he focuses his discussion on a much greater concern among Chinese officials — that actions by the United States in space will result in a loss of strategic nuclear parity. China's options for response, as detailed by Zhang, include building more ICBMs, adopting countermeasures against missile defense, developing ASAT weapons, and reconsidering China's commitments on arms control. Thus, a U.S. decision to introduce weapons into space would destabilize the already vulnerable international nonproliferation regime. Zhang concludes, "U.S. space weaponization plans would have potentially disastrous effects on international security and the peaceful use of outer space. This would not benefit any country's security interests."

China strikes fear in India—causes them to go to space

Rabinowitz, 8

(Indian army wants military space program

Regional race between Asian giants could accelerate militarization of space

By Gavin Rabinowitz http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/25216230/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/indian-army-wants-military-space-program/#

NEW DELHI — India said that it needs a military space program to defend its satellites from threats like China's newly revealed ability to shoot down targets in orbit. The comments by India's army chief raise the possibility of a regional race that could accelerate the militarization of space and heighten tensions between the Asian giants, who have been enjoying their warmest ties in decades. India urgently needs to "optimize space applications for military purposes," Gen. Deepak Kapoor said Monday at a conference in New Delhi on using space for military purposes. He noted that "the Chinese space program is expanding at an exponentially rapid pace in both offensive and defensive content." His remarks were first reported by The Indian Express newspaper and confirmed by the Defense Ministry's spokesman on Tuesday. China destroyed one of its own defunct weather satellites with a ballistic missile in January, becoming the third country, after Russia and the U.S., to shoot down an object in orbit. In February the United States shot down a satellite that it said posed a threat as it fell to Earth. Kapoor did not mention that, singling out China in a statement analysts said was designed to send a clear message to Beijing. "In an unsubtle way this is related to China," said Ashok Mehta, a retired Indian army general and leading strategic analyst. Kapoor said that while militarization of space by India was at "a comparatively nascent stage," there was an urgent need for a military space command for "persistent surveillance and rapid response." Army spokesman Lt. Col. Anil Kumar Mathur said, "We are not talking about deploying weapons, but about self-defense." Neither man elaborated on their remarks. The Indian military does not have its own dedicated spy satellites and uses civilian ones to gather imagery and other intelligence. India has an advanced civilian space program and frequently launches both types of satellites for other countries, including an Israeli spy satellite in January. Other Indian generals speaking at the conference said a military space race was almost certain. "With time we will get sucked into a military race to protect our space assets and inevitably there will be a military contest in space," the Indian Express newspaper quoted Lt. Gen. H.S. Lidder as saying. "In a life-and-death scenario, space will provide the advantage," said Lidder, who heads the military department that deals with space technology. Ties between India and China — which together have one-third of the world's population — are at their closest since China defeated India in a brief 1962 border war. Last year, trade between India and China grew to $37 billion and their two armies conducted their first joint military exercise. However, the two nations remain sharply divided over territorial claims dating back to the war. China claims India's northeastern state of Arunachal Pradesh and occupies a chunk of territory in Kashmir that Indian regards as its own. Talks on the disputed border have gone nowhere, and Kapoor's "statement is in relation to what is happening on the border dispute and the Chinese taking an uncompromising position," Mehta said. This, along with China's heavy military spending and a growing rivalry for regional influence, has alarmed the Indian military, which has been increasingly gearing up for possible conflict. India has announced plans to have aircraft carriers and nuclear submarines at sea in the next decade and recently tested nuclear-capable missiles that put China's major cities well in range. It is also reopening air force bases near the Chinese border.

2NC Space Race DA – I/L: US KT China
The plan is perceived as U.S. efforts at unilateral heg – prompts weaponization in response and defines future Chinese policy

Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

Some Chinese observers point to U.S. efforts to militarize space as evidence of the U.S. ambition to establish unilateral hegemony. For example, in 2001, Ye Zhenzhen, a correspondent for a major daily newspaper of the Chinese Communist Party, stated that, "[a]fter the Cold War, even though the United States already possessed the sole strategic advantage over the entire planet, and held most advanced space technology and the most satellites, they still want to bring outer space totally under their own armed control to facilitate their smooth ascension as the world hegemon of the 21st century." 11 Diplomatically, China has urged the use of multilateral and bilateral legal instruments to regulate space activities, and Beijing and Moscow jointly oppose the development of space weapons or the militarization of space. 12 The Chinese leadership's opposition to weaponizing space provides evidence of China's growing concern that the United States will dominate space. The United States' avowed intention to ensure unrivaled superiority in space, as exemplified by the Rumsfeld Commission report, increasingly defines China's interests in space. Chinese anxieties about U.S. space power began with the 1991 Gulf War, when the PRC leadership watched with awe [End Page 22] and dismay as the United States defeated Iraq with astonishing speed. Beijing recognized that the lopsided U.S. victory was based on superior command and control, intelligence, and communications systems, which relied heavily on satellite networks. Demonstrations of the United States' undisputed conventional military power in Bosnia; Kosovo; Afghanistan; and, most recently, Iraq further highlighted for Chinese officials the value of information superiority and space dominance in modern warfare. 

The US’s changing stance of space exploration freaks out China, they want governing rules for space

James Carrol, 2003 (Author, lecturer, columnist, for the Boston Globe Bush's Battle to Dominate in Space, Boston Globe, October 28, 2003, http://www.commondreams.org/scriptfiles/views03/1028-03.htm)

THE IRAQ war may not be the worst of what President Bush is doing. Last month the United Nations Conference on Disarmament in Geneva adjourned, completely deadlocked. This is the body that since 1959 has hammered out the great arms control and reduction treaties -- the regime of cooperation and "verified trust" that enabled the Cold War to end without nuclear holocaust. The last agreement to come out of Geneva was the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in 1996, and the incoming Bush administration's attitude toward the whole enterprise was signaled by its explicit approval of the Senate's rejection of that treaty. Now the issue is the grave question of weapons in space, and for several years, while China and other nations have pushed for an agreement aimed at preventing an arms race in outer space, the United States has insisted that no such treaty is necessary. Last August China offered a compromise in its demands, hoping for a US moderation of its refusal, but no progress was made. As of now, the 1967 Outer Space Treaty governs the military uses of space, but China argues that strategic plans openly discussed in the Pentagon, including the Missile Defense Program, involve deployments that will violate that treaty. In the words of John Steinbruner and Jeffrey Lewis, writing in Daedalus, "The Chinese were particularly alarmed by a 1998 long-range planning document released by the then United States Space Command. That document outlined a concept called global engagement -- a combination of global surveillance, missile defense, and space-based strike capabilities that would enable the United States to undertake effective preemption anywhere in the world and would deny similar capability to any other country." If the Chinese were alarmed in 1998 by such "full-spectrum dominance," as US planners call it, imagine how much more threatened they feel now that Pentagon fantasies of preemption and permanent global supremacy have become official Bush policies. For decades, "deterrence" and "balance" were the main notes of Pentagon planning, but now "prevention" and "dominance" define the US posture. Such assertions can be made in Washington with only good intentions, but they fall on foreign ears as expressions of aggression. When it comes to space, the Chinese have good reason for thinking of themselves as the main object of such planning, which is why they are desperate for a set of rules governing military uses of space.

Space key to China’s economic interests, they will militarize if they feel pressured from the US

James Carrol, Credentials, 2003 (Author, lecturer, columnist, for the Boston Globe Bush's Battle to Dominate in Space, Boston Globe, October 28, 2003, http://www.commondreams.org/scriptfiles/views03/1028-03.htm)

Two weeks ago China put a man in space, a signal of China's arrival -- and of the arrival of this grave question. Beijing has invested heavily in commercial development of space and will become a significant economic competitor in that sphere. But such peaceful competition presumes a framework of stability, and it is inconceivable that China can pursue a mainly nonmilitary space program while feeling vulnerable to American military dominance. China has constructed a minimal deterrent force with a few dozen nuclear-armed ICBMs, but US "global engagement" based on a missile defense, will quickly undercut the deterrence value of such a force. The Chinese nuclear arsenal will have to be hugely expanded. Meanwhile, America's "high frontier" weapons capacity will put Chinese commercial space investments at risk. No nation with the ability to alter it would tolerate such imbalance, and over the coming decades there is no doubt that China will have that capacity. Washington's refusal to negotiate rules while seeking permanent dominance and asserting the right of preemption is forcing China into an arms race it does not want. Here, potentially, is the beginning of a next cold war, with a nightmare repeat of open-ended nuclear escalation.
U.S. militarism uniquely triggers China mil

Pfaff, 6/7 (William, author, specializes in international relations and politics, “On His Way Out, Gates Talks About ‘Access’ to Asia
http://www.truthdig.com/report/item/on_his_way_out_gate_talks_about_access_to_asia_20110608/

Jun 7, 2011)
U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates was in Kabul at the start of June talking about withdrawal—or non-withdrawal—from Afghanistan, but before he went home he stopped in Singapore to talk about an enlarged American military engagement in Asia. That was a speech to an International Institute for Strategic Studies meeting, in support of “a robust [U.S.] military presence in Asia.” He said that one of the “principal security challenges” for the United States is that some nation will try to keep it out of Asia. He said that for some time American Navy and Air Force chiefs “have been concerned about anti-access and area-denial scenarios,” and have been planning how to overcome any effort to block American free movement and deployment “in defense of our allies and vital interests.” This was despite “myopic souls” at home, isolationist spirits and daunted citizens, who doubt the American nation’s strength and determination, and might not support America’s place as a “21st century Asia-Pacific nation,” imposing itself wherever it will, whatever the obstacles. He ended the Singapore talk by telling a questioner who doubted the permanence of quasi-proprietary U.S. oversight of the South China Sea and other Chinese foreign preoccupations in the region, including the Taiwan relationship and the North Korean problem, that he would wager 100 dollars that the United States’ influence in Asia would be stronger five years from now than it is today. Now 100 dollars is not a great deal of money, especially to Mr. Gates, who is accustomed to spending trillions of dollars connected with the global U.S military base system, as well as running three simultaneously ongoing wars, or less-than-ended wars, or prospective wars, in Afghanistan, Iraq and Pakistan. Perhaps that bet should not be taken too seriously; Gates is well paid and can afford to lose. Yet he could win. Five years is a short period in the life of an empire, and the United States is now a militarized and militarist empire of benevolent intention in the minds of the people who have been running it, under both Democrats and Republicans, since the end of the Cold War. Before that it was a fortress nation focused on a big single threat and a few auxiliary troublemakers. Now it goes in for civilization wars, globally utopian ideologies and altruistic dominion. The permanence of this undertaking depends upon the American people, who have shown that they can suddenly change their majority minds. This was an isolated and isolationist society from soon after its founding. Despite minor episodes of aggression in Mexico and the splendid little war with Spain, the latter seen in Washington, as well as in Iowa and Oregon, as an exercise in political clarification of the incomprehensible Caribbean and of naval coaling stations and Christian missionaries in the western Pacific, the American nation took until 1917 to really want to go to war again. Woodrow Wilson held the presidency in 1916 on the slogan “He Kept Us Out of War,” but he and the people immediately afterward decided that getting into the war would actually be rather glamorous. The Second World War left the public determined to bring the troops home in a heedless rush, reversed just as quickly when the Soviet Union posed a menace. Vietnam ended in a shameless precipitation and lies, the conscripts who fought there getting punished by their elders for having done so. Creation of an all-volunteer army afterward guaranteed that such sunshine patriots and parasitic careerists as Richard Cheney would never again be personally inconvenienced by a national priority. Now America’s perpetual wars can be conducted by profitable corporations mostly behind the public’s back, while members of Congress conduct their private affairs and pick up their envelopes at K Street addresses. But what if the people awakened from their torpor and realized what was going on? This is not impossible. The secretary of defense’s Singapore press conference last week was alive with questions of a single tenor: Will you protect us if China threatens us? That is why Secretary Gates and the service chiefs make so much of “access” and scenarios of “area denial.” They are thinking of going to war against China. What would those Asian reporters in Singapore think of that? What would an awakened American public think of it? Gen. Douglas MacArthur, a man of greater experience than Mr. Gates, advised against it, but then again Mr. Gates is about to leave the government.
The U.S. and China respond directly to the other’s space actions 

Telegraph 2011

[Tim Ross, Holly Watt and Christopher Hope, authors and editors for social affairs articles of the Telegraph newspaper,  “WikiLeaks: US and China in military standoff over space missile,” February 2, 2011, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/wikileaks/8299495/WikiLeaks-US-and-China-in-military-standoff-over-space-missiles.html]
The two nuclear superpowers both shot down their own satellites using sophisticated missiles in separate show of strength, the files suggest. The American Government was so incensed by Chinese actions in space that it privately warned Beijing it would face military action if it did not desist. The Chinese carried out further tests as recently as last year, however, leading to further protests from Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State, secret documents show. Beijing justified its actions by accusing the Americans of developing an “offensive” laser weapon system that would have the capability of destroying missiles before they left enemy territory. The disclosures are contained in the latest documents obtained by the Wikileaks website, which have been released to The Telegraph. They detail the private fears of both superpowers as they sought mastery of the new military frontier. The “star wars” arms race was began in January 2007 when China shocked the White House by shooting down one of its weather satellite 530 miles above the Earth. The strike, which resulted in thousands of pieces of debris orbiting the earth, raised fears that the Chinese had the power to cause chaos by destroying US military and civilian satellites. In February 2008, America launched its own “test” strike to destroy a malfunctioning American satellite, which demonstrated to the Chinese it also had the capability to strike in space. America stated at the time that the strike was not a military test but a necessary mission to remove a faulty spy satellite. The leaked documents appear to show its true intentions. 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.” The Chinese strike in 2007 was highly controversial, prompting criticism from other nations and claims that it marked a revival of President Reagan’s “Star Wars” programme, that was abandoned in the 1980s. A month after the Chinese strike, America shot down one of its own satellites, ostensibly to stop it returning to earth with a toxic fuel tank which would pose a health hazard. The Chinese did not believe the explanation. 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 strike marked the high point of tensions between Washington and Beijing over the issue of ballistic missile defense. The cables show that China was deeply concerned about America’s plans to place missile defence radars in Japan. Another document discloses that the US was allegedly developing an “airborne laser system” to counter the threat from “Chinese military build up”. The Chinese government was said to be “angry” about the US satellite exercise in February 2008. For months after the US strike, the two countries engaged in tense talks over the issue. ..“This test is assessed to have furthered both Chinese ASAT [anti-satellite] and ballistic missile defense technologies,” stated the memo to the US embassy in Beijing. Mrs. Clinton’s cable stressed that “the Obama administration” retained the Bush-era concerns over Chinese space weapon plans. There is growing concern over the potential for nuclear states or terrorists to attack western countries using space. Last September, Dr Liam Fox, the Defence Secretary, warned that rogue countries or terrorist groups could wipe out electronic systems by producing an electromagnetic pulse through a nuclear explosion high above the Earth. ..

The new space race pins China against the US – sparks a global arms race

TIME 2008 

[Ritter, Peter, author for TIME magazine, CNN, “The New Space Race: China vs. US,” Feb. 13, 2008, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1712812,00.html]

Both the U.S. and China have announced intentions of returning humans to the moon by 2020 at the earliest. And the two countries are already in the early stages of a new space race that appears to have some of the heat and skullduggery of the one between Washington and Moscow during the Cold War, when space was a proxy battleground for geopolitical dominance. On Monday, the U.S. Department of Justice announced the indictment of a former Boeing engineer for passing sensitive information about the U.S. space program to the Chinese government. According to the indictment, Dongfan Chung, a 72-year-old California man who worked for Boeing until September 2006, gave China documents relating to military aircraft and rocket technology, as well as technical information about the U.S. Space Shuttle. U.S. officials say the Chung case is part of a pattern of escalating espionage by China. "We're seeing this on all fronts," says Dean Boyd, a spokesman for the Justice Department's National Security Division. Since October 2006, the Justice Department has prosecuted more than a dozen high-profile cases involving China, including industrial espionage and the illegal export of military technology. In an unrelated case also announced Monday, a Defense Department employee was arrested in Virginia for passing classified information about the sale of U.S. military technology to Taiwan to alleged Chinese agents. The scale of Chung's alleged espionage is startling. According to the Justice Department, Chung may have been providing trade secrets to Chinese aerospace companies and government agents since 1979, when he was an engineer at Rockwell International, a company acquired by Boeing in 1996. He worked for Boeing until his retirement in March 2003, and continued to work as a contractor for the company until September 2006. The indictment alleges that Chung gave China documents relating to the B-1 bomber and the Delta IV rocket, which is used to lift heavy payloads into space, as well as information on an advanced antenna array intended for the Space Shuttle. China's manned space program, codenamed Project 921, is indeed a matter of considerable national pride for a country that sees space exploration as confirmation of superpower status. China is pouring substantial resources into space research, according to Dean Cheng, an Asian affairs specialist at the U.S.-based Center for Naval Analysis. With a budget estimated at up to $2 billion a year, China's space program is roughly comparable to Japan's. Later this year, China plans to launch its third manned space mission — a prelude to a possible lunar foray by 2024. With President George W. Bush vowing to return American astronauts to the moon by 2020, some competition is perhaps inevitable.China's space program lags far behind that of the U.S., of course. "They're basically recreating the Apollo missions 50 years on," says Joan Johnson-Freese, chair of the National Security Studies Department at the U.S. Naval War College and an expert on China's space development. "It's a tortoise-and-hare race. They're happy plodding along slowly and creating this perception of a space race." But there may be more at stake than national honor. Some analysts say that China's attempts to access American space technology are less about boosting its space program than upgrading its military. China is already focusing on space as a potential battlefield. A recent Pentagon estimate of China's military capabilities said that China is investing heavily in anti-satellite weaponry. In January 2007, China demonstrated that it was able to destroy orbiting satellites when it brought down one of its own weather satellites with a missile.

China will only militarize if the US does first
Space Daily, 5

(Analysis: China Ready To Counter U.S. Space Plans

http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-05zb.html

by Martin Sieff

Washington, (UPI) May 20, 2005

China takes U.S. plans to boost its space military capabilities very seriously and is likely to respond with energetic counter-measures of her own, a leading expert on the Chinese space program told United Press International. Chinese experts and leaders fear if the United States achieves absolute military and strategic superiority in space it could be used to intervene in China's affairs, such as the Taiwan issue, Hui Zhang, an expert on space weaponization and China's nuclear policy at the John F, Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University told UPI. He was discussing issues he had presented earlier this week in a paper to a conference on space weaponization at Airlie, Va., organized by the Washington-based Nuclear Policy Research Institute. Chinese leaders have noted that the Taiwan issue was included as a hypothetical threat in the 2001 Rumsfeld Commission report on space weaponization. Also, in a January 2001 U.S. war-gaming exercise China was taken as an assumed enemy, Zhang said. Hu Xiaodi, China's veteran senior negotiator on space weaponization, expressed Beijing's fears at a Committee on Peace and Disarmament panel on Oct. 11, 2001. "It is rather the attempt toward the domination of outer space, which is expected to serve to turn the absolute security and perpetual authority (many people call this hegemony) of one country on earth," he said. "The unilateralism and exceptionalism that are on the rise in recent months also mutually reinforce this." Chinese strategists believe that U.S. missile-defense plans pose a great threat to China's national security, Zhang said. They believe such defenses could be used to neutralize China's nuclear deterrent and give the United States more freedom to encroach on China's sovereignty, including on Taiwan-related issues, he said. Washington's readiness to conclude an agreement on cooperative research and the development of advanced Theater Missile Defense with Japan has fed such fears, he said. The Chinese were also concerned about the Bush administration's 2002 Nuclear Posture Review that called for the United States to develop the ability to target mobile missiles. "A U.S. demonstration of the linkage between long-range precision strike weapons and real-time intelligence systems may dissuade a potential adversary from investing heavily in mobile ballistic missiles," it said. Zhang said such weapons would pose a huge threat to China's future mobile intercontinental ballistic missiles. But China would not stand passively by and do nothing if the United States pushed ahead with its ambitious plans to develop new weapons for force projection from and through space, Zhang said. "Historically, China's sole purpose for developing its nuclear weapons was to guard itself against the threat of nuclear blackmail," he said. "China first (intends to) pursue an arms control agreement to ban space weaponization, as it is advocating now," Zhang said. However, "If this effort fails, and if what China perceives as its legitimate security concerns are ignored, China would very likely develop responses to neutralize such a threat." These responses would depend on the specific infrastructure of the U.S. missile defense and space weaponization programs, Zhang said. But they could include producing as many as 14 or 15 times as many ICBMs with a range of more than 7,800 miles that are able to threaten the United States, he said. Currently, China has about 20 liquid-fueled, silo-based ICBMs with single warheads. But if the United States deployed a Ground-Based Missile Defense system with 100 to 250 ground-based interceptor rockets, China would probably be willing to build and deploy anything from 100 to almost 300 more warheads and the missiles necessary to carry them, Zhang said. Chinese scientists and engineers would also work on passive countermeasures against missile defense, Zhang said. These could include deploying decoys and anti-simulations and reducing the radar and infrared signatures of nuclear warheads during the midcourse phase of their flights. "These cheaper and effective countermeasures are accessible to China," Zhang said. China also had options to protect its ICBMs from interception and destruction during their first and most vulnerable boost phase of their flights, Zhang said. These include deploying fast-burn boosters, lofting or depressing the ICBM trajectories and spoofing the interceptor missiles' tracking sensors, he said. China could also react to boost-phase interceptors by seeking to overwhelm them through the tactic of simultaneously launching several ICBMs from a compact area, Zhang said. Another option would be to protect the missile's body with reflective or ablative coatings. Or the missile could also be rotated in flight, he said. "Given the inherent vulnerability of space-based weapons systems (such as space-based interceptors or space-based lasers) to more cost-effective anti-satellite, or ASAT, attacks, China could resort to ASAT weapons as an asymmetrical (defense) measure," Zhang said. Another option would be to develop ground-based kinetic-energy weapons such as miniature homing vehicles or pellet clouds," he said. "China should be able to develop these low-cost and relatively low-technology ASATs," he said. However, Zhang emphasized that China would only adopt these more aggressive counter-measures if the United States pushed ahead with its own ambitious missile defense and space weaponization plans first. Beijing still adhered to the policy set out in its 2000 national defense white paper that continued nuclear disarmament and the prevention of an arms race in outer space were preferable strategic options for both China and the United States, he said.

U.S. space weaponization will be followed by other nations 

Grossman No Date
[Karl Grossman is professor of journalism at the State University of New York/College at Old Westbury and member of the Commission on Disarmament Education, Conflict Resolution and Peace of the International Association of University Presidents and the United Nations, Tribune News Service, “Arms Race in Outer Space,” http://www.converge.org.nz/pma/aspace.htm]
On Nov. 1 the United Nations considered a resolution entitled "Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space." The resolution, which 138 nations voted for, said that space "shall be used for peaceful purposes." The United States was not one of these nations, however. It cast a lonely abstention. This was a shameful vote, and it puts the United States on a path toward weaponizing space. Actually the United States is on that path already. Just look at the material coming out of the Pentagon's U.S. Space Command based in Colorado Springs, Colo. The cover of the "Vision For 2020" report of the Space Command, for example, depicts a laser weapon shooting a beam from space zapping a target below. The report opens: "U.S. Space Command--dominating the space dimension of military operations to protect US interests and investment. Integrating Space Forces into warfighting capabilities across the full spectrum of conflict." "Vision For 2020" compares the U.S. effort to "control space" with the effort centuries ago when "nations built navies to protect and enhance their commercial interests" by ruling the oceans. General Joseph Ashy, former commander-in-chief of the U.S. Space Command, has said: "It's politically sensitive, but it's going to happen. Some people don't want to hear this, and it sure isn't in vogue, but--absolutely--we're going to fight in space. We're going to fight from space and we're going to fight into space. We will engage terrestial targets someday-ships, airplanes, land targets-from space. That's why the U.S. has development programs in directed energy and hit-to-kill mechanisms". And far more than rhetoric is involved. Last year, the U.S. signed a multi-million dollar contract for a "Space-Based Laser Readiness Demonstrator." A promotional poster shows the laser firing its ray from space, a U.S. flag somehow waving in space above it. The main justification that Washington gives for the rapidly expanding U.S. military push into space is that it's about missile defense. But the U.S. military documents stress not defense but "control" and "domination" of space and from it the Earth below. They talk of space as the "ultimate high ground." "Belligerently offensive" is how Bruce Gagnon, coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power In Space, describes current U.S. space military doctrine. We have only a narrow window to prevent an arms race in space. The key is an international pact to ban all weapons in space--the original intent of the basic international law on space, the Outer Space Treaty. Once the United States moves to turn space into "the ultimate high ground" and to weaponize the heavens, other nations will follow. At the UN's Conference on Disarmament in March, China moved to strengthen the Outer Space Treaty, to "negotiate and conclude an international legal instrument banning any weapons, weapons systems and their components in outer space, with a view to preventing the weaponization of outer space." China received wide support from other nations. Approved in 1967 and now signed by 91 nations, including the United States, the Outer Space Treaty ended up banning nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. It's high time we return to its original intent. The people of the United States need to oppose this reckless U.S. policy of weaponizing space. The heavens should not be a war zone.
2NC Space Race DA – I/L: US KT Indo-Pak
US key to stop India and Pakistan militarization

Businessweek, 6/3 (http://www.businessweek.com/news/2011-06-03/if-india-and-pakistan-come-to- If India and Pakistan Come to Nuclear Blows, Blame U.S.: Mishra June 03, 2011, 12:21 AM EDT

By Pankaj Mishra

June 3 (Bloomberg) -- Are India and Pakistan likely to stumble into nuclear war? This appalling possibility has long been kept alive by conflicts between the two historical enemies, but it may have been pushed closer to fulfillment by a catastrophic failure of U.S. foreign policy in South Asia.

In recent weeks, a cover story in the Economist on the world’s "most dangerous border" described Pakistan’s rush to militarize its nuclear capacity, and former U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger warned of a pre-World War I, Balkans-like scenario in South Asia that leads to a global conflict.

Other developments, which have largely escaped the radar of Western commentators, give deeper cause for foreboding. A day after U.S. Navy seals killed Osama Bin Laden, the Indian army and air chiefs declared that the Indian military was capable of mounting similar operations in Pakistan. Pakistan’s spy chief, Lieutenant General Ahmad Shuja Pasha, responded with the claim that the Pakistani military had already rehearsed retaliatory strikes on India.

This isn’t just playground posturing. Soon after conducting nuclear tests in 1998, India’s Hindu nationalist government threatened Pakistan with an "all-out war." The rhetoric on the other side of the border was no less temperate. In 2001, the Hindu nationalist-led government responded to a terrorist attack by Pakistan-trained militants on India’s Parliament by mobilizing hundreds of thousands of troops on the border. Both nations eventually pulled back from the brink.

Following Russia’s Example

Singh faces a strident domestic constituency that believes in isolating and neutering Pakistan while striking Kashmir with what a former Indian diplomat called, invoking Russia’s example in Chechnya, an "iron fist." There is in India, as in Israel, a public opinion that recoils at the prospect of talking on equal terms with neighbors viewed as terrorists.

As is the case in the Middle East, the only country to have leverage with both parties is the U.S. And there are few obstacles to using this leverage with India. The close American relationship with India is still new, and not captive to domestic politics in the U.S.

Seeking to make India a strategic counterweight to China, and a solid business partner, the administration of George W. Bush rewarded it with an exceptionally generous nuclear deal. Prime Minister Singh expressed the sincere gratitude to India’s pro-American political and business elites when he blurted out to Bush in late 2008, "The people of India deeply love you." Barack Obama followed up the nuclear agreement with a host of economic deals during his visit to India in November last year.

America’s Dual Role

There is of course an unresolvable contradiction in a foreign policy that builds up India’s military and economic capacity while pushing Pakistan to launch resource-draining campaigns against extremists. Not surprisingly, the sight of the U.S. cozying up to Pakistan’s traditional enemy has made the Islamabad establishment not only more paranoid, but also more duplicitous in its dealings with American military and intelligence.

The diplomatic advantages of the new American intimacy with India have yet to come into clear view. Unlike Bush, President Obama is fully aware of the importance of Kashmir to his most urgent foreign policy challenge: stabilizing Afghanistan and Pakistan. He came to office claiming that “working with Pakistan and India to try to resolve the Kashmir crisis in a serious way” were among the “critical tasks for the next administration.”

Obama spoke of devoting serious diplomatic resources to get a special envoy in there, to figure out a plausible approach, and essentially to make the argument to the Indians: "You guys are on the brink of being an economic superpower, why do you want to keep on messing with this?"

Arguing With Pakistan

The argument for the Pakistanis was to be: "Look at India and what they are doing, why do you want to keep being bogged down with this, particularly at a time when the biggest threat now is coming from the Afghan border?"

Pakistan of course has been readying itself for a military incursion across the border. Last month, it tested a remarkably mobile missile system designed to unleash low-yield nuclear weapons on tank formations. The bin Laden killing and successive attacks by the Pakistani Taliban and al-Qaeda have left its military and intelligence establishments humiliated and seething with anger.

Faced with a rash Indian strike, it might well behave even more recklessly -- an increasingly plausible scenario that America’s rigidly compartmentalized policies in South Asia have done little to thwart.

5. Encircling Russia With US Bases

2NC Space Race DA – I/L: US KT Russia
Russia perceives US space weaps suspiciously – threatens retaliation against any militarization

Graham and Marshall, ‘7 (Thomas, a former special representative of the president for arms control, nonproliferation, and disarmament, William, Waterlo, Ontario, Project Ploughshares, Space Security Aug. 07

In all of its military doctrine documents since 1992, Russia has expressed concern that attacks on its early warning and space surveillance systems would represent a direct threat to its security. Therefore, a basic Russian national security objective is the protection of Russian space systems, including ground stations on its territory. These concerns derive from Russia's assessment that modern warfare is becoming increasingly dependent on space-based force enhancement capabilities. In 2001, Anatoliy Perminov, then Commander-in-Chief of the space corps, stated that the international trend of armed force modernization demonstrates "the continuously rising role of national space means in ensuring the high combat readiness of troops and naval forces." In practical terms, Russian military space policy appears to have two main priorities. The first is transferring to a new generation of space equipment capabilities, including cheaper and more efficient information technology systems. The second priority is upgrading the Russian nuclear missile attack warning system. Together, these recent developments are seen as having a critical role in guaranteeing Russia's secure access to space. Russia has expressed concern about the potential weaponization of space and the extension of the arms race to outer space, especially in light of the development of US missile defense systems. Thus, Russia has actively argued for a treaty prohibiting the deployment of weapons in space. In the interim, Russia has pledged not to be the first to deploy any weapons in outer space and has encouraged other space-faring nations to do the same. However, various Russian officials have also threatened retaliatory measures against any country that attempts to deploy weapons in space.
**AT: L/T**

US won’t cooperate with Russia in space

Pravda, 10 (International Cooperation in Space Is Impossible, Feb 20, 2011, http://www.navytimes.com/news/2011/02/ap-military-wants-more-cooperation- in-space-022011/)
According to the official space exploration program of the Russian Federation, the nation’s space agency, Roskosmos, does not see activities outside Earth’s orbit without cooperation with other countries.

In the past, space exploration programs were based on national ambitions of the states which conducted those programs. The ambition to show the power of its science and technology made the Kremlin launch the world’s first-ever satellite and then first man in space. The White House stunned the world with its Apollo program.

The defeat of the USSR in the lunar race made Soviet scientists develop orbital stations Salyut and Mir. The success of the Soviet Union at this point was so impressive that it made the United States proceed in the same direction. In 1984, Ronald Reagan announced the start of works to develop Space Station Freedom with the participation of America’s friends and allies.

Tom Moser, the director of the program, clearly stated in 1987, when he tried to convince the Congress to fund the orbital complex, that Space Station Freedom would be developed to leave the Russians behind. The construction of the station with the participation of international partners was supposed to show that “free nations” could cooperate in space as successfully as communist ones (the Soviet Union was working on the Interkosmos program in cooperation with its political allies during those years).

The end of the cold war and the space race deprived the USA of its goals. Moreover, it turned out that coordinating efforts of different countries in one space project was a very complicated objective.

Space Station Freedom was supposed to enter orbit at the end of the 1980s. However, the designers of the complex, who had already spent $8 billion on engineering works, could only present a pile of documents to the president and the Congress. The program was eventually scrapped in the beginning of the 1990s. However, NASA suggested the White House should invite Russia in the project to celebrate the start of the new era in US-Russian relations and to build the complex faster, better and cheaper.
2NC Space Race DA – A2 China cooperation turn

Competition is zero-sum – a gain for the U.S. is perceived as a loss for China, destabilizing relations

Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

At the same time that the United States views space dominance as a fundamental tenet of its national security, China evidently views U.S. space dominance as a major threat to its geostrategic interests. These views inevitably breed a zero-sum competition, in which one side perceives any loss as a gain for the other, and could ultimately prove destabilizing for Sino-U.S. relations. 

Technological disparities between the U.S. and China prevent transparency and genuine cooperation in space policy – US leadership makes this inevitable

Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

Even if Beijing and Washington were to engage in measures designed to build transparency into their space programs, the tremendous disparity in their technological capabilities creates another serious impediment to sharing information. The United States is so far ahead in almost every technological sense that Washington has relatively little, if anything, to learn from China's last generation of space technologies, whereas the PRC would benefit enormously from recent U.S. technological innovations. In the face of overwhelming U.S. technological superiority, China has few bargaining chips to offer. Equally problematic is the fact that both Washington and Beijing cloak their space programs in extraordinary levels of secrecy. Each side probably believes that maintaining great uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries enhances their security. China shields its space program from scrutiny to hide its relatively inferior position; the United States does so to maintain its technological lead. This culture of secrecy creates an impediment to enhancing mutual understanding about the other's intentions. A dominant feature in Chinese policy has been Beijing's traditional reticence to reveal its intentions on matters of national security and military capabilities. Moreover, China's reluctance to reveal just how technologically backward and militarily weak it actually is reinforces this secretive tendency. Successive generations of defense White Papers have repeatedly demonstrated the insular nature of China's security apparatus. Unsurprisingly, U.S. efforts to encourage greater transparency on the part of the Chinese have invariably proved disappointing. For example, the initial curtailment of military-to-military contacts early in the Bush administration reflected U.S. officials' widespread frustration over the lack of Chinese reciprocity. Moreover, the internal opacity of Chinese policymaking casts doubt on the accuracy of the information flowing from China. The disastrous initial cover-up of the SARS outbreak offers clear evidence of this problem. For all these reasons, Washington and Beijing lack the incentives needed to lead to information exchange. With the possible exceptions of vague unilateral declarations and bilateral exchanges, both sides are not at the stage where they are likely to pursue transparency in their space programs. Furthermore, as long as the United States maintains its technological lead while China accelerates its efforts to achieve some degree of parity in space, the elements of transparency will not exist for some time to come. 
2NC Space Race DA – A2 Russia cooperation turn

US won’t cooperate with Russia in space

Washington Post, 11 (Keith Richburg, foreign correspondent, Washington Post Mistrust stalls U.S.-China space cooperation, January 22, 2011, http://www.navytimes.com/news/2011/02/ap-military-wants-more-cooperation- in-space-022011/)
As for the international cooperation in post-ISS projects, Barack Obama traditionally sees his major objective at this point in preserving America’s leadership in the organization of international efforts to explore the Moon, Mars, etc. Unlike Russia, the USA has no official document related to the space exploration program that would stipulate the nation’s future dependence on cooperation with other countries. The possible consequences of such dependence can be seen in the canceled program of another manned flight to the moon. If the USA had accepted Roskosmos’s request to include Russia in the project, the results would have led to lamentable consequences for Russia. Michael Griffin, a former head of NASA, said in 2006 that cooperation works best only if it is based on you-pay-for-yourself principle. Russia would have ended up with nothing if it had been accepted. A look back at the history of space exploration clearly shows that most significant and technological progress was achieved at the time when it was connected with the solution of strictly national, not international problems of space exploration. Superpowers used space technologies to demonstrate their scientific and technological strength. This competition gave a powerful incentive to the development of space industries in Russia and the United States. International cooperation in space nowadays is impossible.

**TURNS CASE**

2NC Space Race DA – Turns exploration

Disad turns exploration – 

a) Weaponization inevitably produces massive amounts of space debris – this creates hazards to exploration
Michael Krepon 04 Star Wars Redux: Space Assurance or Space Weapons?

http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf

[Founding President of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs] 
The potential debris and disruption caused by space warfare would impair global commerce that depends on space, produce environmental damage, and create hazards to space exploration. Companies that depend on space-aided commerce would be particularly hard-hit by the flight-testing, deployment, or use of space weapons. Insurance companies that backstop space-related activities would look for less risky investments, or raise their rates appreciably. The avid pursuit of flight-testing and the deployment of space weaponry by the United States would also be likely to create deeper fissures in alliance ties and relations between major powers, whose assistance is most needed to form “coalitions of the willing” to stop and reverse proliferation. Washington’s choice is therefore stark and clear: The United States and other countries would not be reassured by the flight-testing and deployment of weapons based in space or weapons on Earth designed for space warfare. The pursuit of space weapons would come at the direct expense of space assurance. Space assurance is defined here as a mutually supporting network of agreements, cooperative measures, international norms, codes of conduct and military hedges designed to prevent dangerous military activities in space, especially the flight testing, deployment and use of space weapons. 

b) This debris limits space access – prevents stationing of future satellites

SWEDISH PHYSICIANS AGAINST NUCLEAR WEAPONS, SWEDISH PEACE AND ARBITRATION SOCIETY 2008 “Learn about Nuclear Weapons 2008” http://laromkarnvapen.slmk.org/ENG/Dokument/International_law/Int%20law%20space.pdf
Space weaponization would seriously disrupt the arms control and disarmament process. US ground- and sea- based missile defenses have already increased tensions with Russia. The deployment of US space-based missile defenses will likely cause Russia as well as the United States (in response to Russia), to make smaller and smaller reductions of their nuclear arsenals. China would likely build more warheads to maintain its nuclear deterrent, which could in turn encourage India and then Pakistan to follow suit (1). The disamament efforts had problems during the Bush jr. administration, including missile defence programs in Europe and the Georgia battle, and many expected a revitalization with the Obama administration. But still the programs seem to survive (2). 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. 

c) Turns exploration – threatens satellites and traffic 

Michael Krepon 04 Star Wars Redux: Space Assurance or Space Weapons?

http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf

[Founding President of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs] 
The weaponization of space is an environmental as well as a national security issue. The environmental degradation of space created by space-faring nations constitutes a danger to space exploration, the space shuttle and other peaceful uses of space. Space litter also poses difficul ties for the military uses of space. The weaponization of space, particularly with respect to the flight-testing of ASAT weapons, would greatly compound existing concerns over safe passage. In the event of a resumption of ASAT tests, the  warranted and steps need to be taken to reduce U.S. vulnerabilities on the ground as well as in space. For example, surprise attacks are more likely to come about by a computer hacker than by a space mine or an ASAT. Attacks to critical infrastructure—including ground stations that control satellites—offer relatively low barriers to entry, multiple paths of disruption and greater potential difficulty in assessing responsibility for the crime. Moreover, if the weaker party were to carry out a surprise attack in space, it would not alter the outcome of a military contest with the United States, but it would, in all likelihood, increase  Pentagon would attempt to mitigate space debris, as it does with respect to missile defense tests. Other states that test ASATs might not be as conscientious about debris mitigation. The actual use of ASATs would compound these dangers exponentially. Space warfare would therefore not only constitute a threat to targeted satellites, it would also create debris fields that would threaten satellites operating in low earth orbit, the space shuttle, and the International Space Station. Debris fields in the upper reaches of space could be longer lasting than environmental degradation on earth. Traffic management and debris mitigation efforts are essential components of space assurance. 

And ASATS and Rockets have empirically been the cause of drastic increases in space debris.

Global Innovation and Strategy Center January 2008 Eliminating Space Debris: Applied Technology and Policy Prescriptions http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA497909
[The Commander, US Strategic Command has re-designated the Global Innovation and Strategy Center (GISC) as USSTRATCOM J9, Mission Assessment and Analysis Directorate]

Anti-satellite Missile Test (China) You can pollute a stream or an ocean for a long time and not see any consequence…by the time you see something, it may be very difficult or very costly to remedy the environment. – Dr. Nicholas Johnson, NASA Two major events in the first quarter of 2007 caused concern within the international space exploration community and are briefly described here. On January 11, 2007, the Chinese government used an anti-satellite missile to destroy an aging but still active weather satellite. By all accounts, the collision between the anti-satellite missile and the FC-1 weather satellite caused the satellite to burst into thousands of fragments that scattered into the atmosphere within an hour of the “test.” Chinese officials did not acknowledge or confirm the test until January 22, 2007. International opinion was critical of the test due to the significant amount of debris that resulted. The United States was aware of two prior anti-satellite weapon tests (ASAT) by the Chinese on July 7, 2005 and February 6, 2006. In both prior instances, the U.S. did not file diplomatic protests either bilaterally or in a multilateral forum. Page 22 of 137 Breeze-M Rocket Explosion (Russia) The Breeze-M rocket was on a mission to deliver an ArabSat 4A satellite into GEO. Unfortunately, the Breeze-M experienced an engine malfunction early on that resulted in its placing the ArabSat 4A satellite into the wrong orbit. The malfunction caused the rocket to remain inactive for a time with a potentially dangerous amount of fuel on board. Less than one month later, the Breeze-M rocket fell back to earth and exploded in the atmosphere over Australia. The explosion caused additional debris, at least 1,000 fragments, to be distributed in LEO. 

Even if the plan creates momentum or support for exploration, structural barriers creates by debris trump their internal link
2NC Space Race DA – Turns colonization

Disad turns colonization – 

Weaponization inevitably produces massive amounts of space debris – this precludes future missions
Michael Krepon 04 Star Wars Redux: Space Assurance or Space Weapons?

http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf

[Founding President of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs] 
The potential debris and disruption caused by space warfare would impair global commerce that depends on space, produce environmental damage, and create hazards to space exploration. Companies that depend on space-aided commerce would be particularly hard-hit by the flight-testing, deployment, or use of space weapons. Insurance companies that backstop space-related activities would look for less risky investments, or raise their rates appreciably. The avid pursuit of flight-testing and the deployment of space weaponry by the United States would also be likely to create deeper fissures in alliance ties and relations between major powers, whose assistance is most needed to form “coalitions of the willing” to stop and reverse proliferation. Washington’s choice is therefore stark and clear: The United States and other countries would not be reassured by the flight-testing and deployment of weapons based in space or weapons on Earth designed for space warfare. The pursuit of space weapons would come at the direct expense of space assurance. Space assurance is defined here as a mutually supporting network of agreements, cooperative measures, international norms, codes of conduct and military hedges designed to prevent dangerous military activities in space, especially the flight testing, deployment and use of space weapons. 

We control the prerequisite to colonization – debris prevents access and viable exploration
SWEDISH PHYSICIANS AGAINST NUCLEAR WEAPONS, SWEDISH PEACE AND ARBITRATION SOCIETY 2008 “Learn about Nuclear Weapons 2008” http://laromkarnvapen.slmk.org/ENG/Dokument/International_law/Int%20law%20space.pdf
Space weaponization would seriously disrupt the arms control and disarmament process. US ground- and sea- based missile defenses have already increased tensions with Russia. The deployment of US space-based missile defenses will likely cause Russia as well as the United States (in response to Russia), to make smaller and smaller reductions of their nuclear arsenals. China would likely build more warheads to maintain its nuclear deterrent, which could in turn encourage India and then Pakistan to follow suit (1). The disamament efforts had problems during the Bush jr. administration, including missile defence programs in Europe and the Georgia battle, and many expected a revitalization with the Obama administration. But still the programs seem to survive (2). 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. 

2NC Space Race DA – Turns miscalc

Disad turns miscalc

a) Intel – weaponization inevitably produces massive amounts of space debris 
Michael Krepon 04 Star Wars Redux: Space Assurance or Space Weapons?

http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf

[Founding President of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs] 
The potential debris and disruption caused by space warfare would impair global commerce that depends on space, produce environmental damage, and create hazards to space exploration. Companies that depend on space-aided commerce would be particularly hard-hit by the flight-testing, deployment, or use of space weapons. Insurance companies that backstop space-related activities would look for less risky investments, or raise their rates appreciably. The avid pursuit of flight-testing and the deployment of space weaponry by the United States would also be likely to create deeper fissures in alliance ties and relations between major powers, whose assistance is most needed to form “coalitions of the willing” to stop and reverse proliferation. Washington’s choice is therefore stark and clear: The United States and other countries would not be reassured by the flight-testing and deployment of weapons based in space or weapons on Earth designed for space warfare. The pursuit of space weapons would come at the direct expense of space assurance. Space assurance is defined here as a mutually supporting network of agreements, cooperative measures, international norms, codes of conduct and military hedges designed to prevent dangerous military activities in space, especially the flight testing, deployment and use of space weapons. 

This would interrupt military communications and commercial satellites – inaccurate intel magnifies the risk of miscalc
Captain Bruce L. McDermott 1992 Air Force Law Review 36 A.F.L. Outer Space: The Latest Polluted Frontier

http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?collection=journals&handle=hein.journals/airfor36&id=153

Among the other risks posed by space debris is the interference it may have with scientific, commercial, and military activities. Scientists believe space debris may impair the accuracy of scientific data by settling on optical surfaces, thereby reducing their transmission, cause interference with radio signals, and may degrade the surfaces of optical instruments and solar panels, thereby impairing the accuracy of the data collected.29 Additionally, the space debris may effect commercial undertakings in outer space through interference with satellite communication transmissions and with solar power station transmissions.  Space activities began to be regulated in the late 1950s and early 1960s. However, all of the early international efforts failed to specifically address  orbital debris. The year following the 1957 launching of Sputnik I, the International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) formed the Ad Hoc Commit tee on Contamination by Extraterrestrial Exploration (CETEX) in an attempt to begin to lobby for the careful and conscientious use of space in scientific research. This non-governmental organization sought to discourage space activities which would not create meaningful data, while condoning any risks associated with space exploration as long as they were justified by the scientific value.30 CETEX in its report to the ICSU stated that space exploration carried with it certain risks and stated those risks "must be justified by the scientific content of the experiment.'31 The CETEX report influenced the Ad Hoc Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space which had been established by United Nations Resolutions 1348 on December 13, 1958.32 The committee was formed, in part, following urging by United States Secretary of State Dulles who asked that a committee be established in order "to prepare for a fruitful program on international cooperation in the peaceful uses of outer space."33 The Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space both sought to protect space against the emergence of conditions that would impede scientific and technological investigations and stressed the need for international cooperation in the conduct of space activities. The committee called for the drafting of international agreements which would serve to reduce the adverse effects of biological, radiological, and chemical contamination and suggested that, due to the possibility that exploration of space might produce damage, provisions be made for liability.34 
b) Tech – collision of commercial and military assets in space provides avenues for conflict
Clay Dillow May 27th 2010 Popular Science Magazine: Pentagon: A Space Junk Collision Could Set Off Catastrophic Chain Reaction, Disable Earth Communications

http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2010-05/dod-space-junk-tipping-point-collision-could-set-catastrophic-chain-reaction

[Reporter, Popular Science Magazine]
Every now and again someone raises a stern warning about the amount of space junk orbiting Earth. Those warnings are usually met with general indifference, as very few of us own satellites or travel regularly to low Earth orbit. But the DoD's assessment of the space junk problem finds that perhaps we should be paying attention: space junk has reached a critical tipping point that could result in a cataclysmic chain reaction that brings everyday life on Earth to a grinding halt. Our reliance on satellites goes beyond the obvious. We depend on them for television signals, the evening weather report, and to find our houses on Google Earth when we're bored at work. But behind the scenes, they also inform our warfighting capabilities, keep track of the global shipping networks that keep our economies humming, and help us get to the places we need to get to via GPS. According to the DoD's interim Space Posture Review, that could all come crashing down. Literally. Our satellites are sorely outnumbered by space debris, to the tune of 370,000 pieces of junk up there versus 1,100 satellites. That junk ranges from nuts and bolts lost during spacewalks to pieces of older satellites to whole satellites that no longer function, and it's all whipping around the Earth at a rate of about 4.8 miles per second. The fear is that with so much junk already up there, a collision is numerically probable at some point. Two large pieces of junk colliding could theoretically send thousands more potential satellite killers into orbit, and those could in turn collide with other pieces of junk or with satellites, unleashing another swarm of debris. You get the idea. To give an idea of how quickly a chain reaction could get out hand consider this: in February of last year a defunct Russian satellite collided with a communications satellite, turning 2 orbiting craft into 1,500 pieces of junk. The Chinese missile test that obliterated a satellite in 2007 spawned 100 times more than that, scattering 150,000 pieces of debris. If a chain reaction got out of control up there, it could very quickly sever our communications, our GPS system (upon which the U.S. military heavily relies), and cripple the global economy (not to mention destroy the $250 billion space services industry), and whole orbits could be rendered unusable, potentially making some places on Earth technological dead zones. 
2NC Space Race DA – Turns heg

Disad turns hegemony – 

a) Space race diminishes the US’s ground force advantage – allows countries like China and Russia easy access to our lines of communication and military assets, adding a space dimension to conflict is net-worse for US leadership

b) Mutual suspicion supercharges the risk of miscalculation – that’s our 1NC ____ evidence 

And, spurs arms race with China and Russia, Indo-Pak conflict, terrorism, chemical and bioweapons, and other asymmetric challenges

Hitchens ‘2 (Theresa, Center for Defense Information Vice President, http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm, 4-18-02, “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette? The Policy Implications of U.S. Pursuit of Space-Based Weapons”)
Could a Space Race Undercut U.S. Military Dominance? The United States already enjoys an overwhelming advantage in military use of space; space assets such as the Global Positioning System satellite network have proven invaluable in improving precision-targeting giving the U.S. military a decisive battlefield edge. There would be even a more formidable military advantage to possession of weapons in space — global power projection and the enormous difficulty in defending against space weapons aimed at terrestrial targets. "It is ... possible to project power through and from space in response to events anywhere in the world. Having this capability would give the United States a much stronger deterrent and, in a conflict, an extraordinary military advantage," notes the Space Commission report. Space weapons — even those primarily designed for defense of U.S. satellites — would have inherent offensive and first-strike capabilities, however, (whether aimed at space-based or earth-based targets) and would demand a military and political response from U.S. competitors. "To be sure, not deploying weapons in space is no guarantee that potentially hostile nations (such as China) will not develop and deploy ASATs. However, it is virtually certain that deploying U.S. weapons in space will lead to the development and deployment of ASATs to counter such weapons," notes a new policy brief by the Cato Institute.
27 China and Russia long have been worried about possible U.S. breakout on space-based weaponry. Officials from both countries have expressed concern that the U.S. missile defense program is aimed not at what Moscow and Beijing see as a non-credible threat from rogue-nation ballistic missiles, but rather at launching a long-term U.S. effort to dominate space. Both Russia and China also are key proponents of negotiations at the UN Conference on Disarmament to expand the 1967 Outer Space Treaty to ban all types of weapons. The effort to start talks known as PAROS, for "prevention of an arms race in outer space," has been stalled due in large part to the objection of the United States. For example, in November 2000, the United States was one of three countries (the others were Israel and Micronesia) to refuse to vote for a UN resolution citing the need for steps to prevent the arming of space.
28 It is inconceivable that either Russia or China would allow the United States to become the sole nation with space-based weapons. "Once a nation embarks down the road to gain a huge asymmetric advantage, the natural tendency of others is to close that gap. An arms race tends to develop an inertia of its own," writes Air Force Lt. Col. Bruce M. DeBlois, in a 1998 article in Airpower Journal.
29 Chinese moves to put weapons in space would trigger regional rival India to consider the same, in turn, spurring Pakistan to strive for parity with India. Even U.S. allies in Europe might feel pressure to "keep up with the Joneses." It is quite easy to imagine the course of a new arms race in space that would be nearly as destabilizing as the atomic weapons race proved to be. Such a strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that would outweigh the obvious (and tremendous) short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. There would be direct economic costs to sustaining orbital weapon systems and keeping ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities — raising the proverbial question of whether we would be starting a game we might not be able to win. (It should be remembered that the attacker will always have an advantage in space warfare, in that space assets are inherently static, moving in predictable orbits. Space weapons, just like satellites, have inherent vulnerabilities.) Again, the price tag of space weapons systems would not be trivial — with maintenance costs a key issue. For example, it now costs commercial firms between $300 million and $350 million to replace a single satellite that has a lifespan of about 15 years, according to Ed Cornet, vice president of Booz Allen and Hamilton consulting firm.
30 Many experts also argue there would be costs, both economic and strategic, stemming from the need to counter other asymmetric challenges from those who could not afford to be participants in the race itself. Threatened nations or non-state actors might well look to terrorism using chemical or biological agents as one alternative. Karl Mueller, now at RAND, in an analysis for the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, wrote, "The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states' significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power."
31 Spurring other nations to acquire space-based weapons of their own, especially weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would certainly undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a worldwide basis — negating what today is a unique advantage of being a military superpower.
32 U.S. commercial satellites would also become targets, as well as military assets (especially considering the fact that the U.S. military is heavily reliant on commercial providers, particularly in communications). Depending on how widespread such weapons became, it also could even put U.S. cities at a greater risk than they face today from ballistic missiles. The potential for strategic consequences of a space race has led many experts, including within the military, to tout a space arms control regime as an alternative. A ban on space weapons and ASATs could help preserve — at least for some time — the status quo of U.S. advantage (especially if coupled with U.S. moves to shore up passive satellite defenses). In a recent article in Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, Jeffrey Lewis, a graduate research fellow at the Center for International Security Studies at the University of Maryland, makes a good case for an arms control approach, arguing: "If defensive deployments in space cannot keep pace with offensive developments on the ground, then some measure of restraining offensive capabilities needs to be found to even the playing field."
33 In any event, it is clear that U.S. policy-makers must look at the potential strategic and direct military risks, and the costs, of weaponizing space.

Space race with Russia and China collapses US heg in the long run – outweighs short-term leadership

Lendman, 11

Written by Stephen Lendman   http://www.just-international.org/index.php?view=article&catid=45%3Arecent-articles&id=4519%3Aencircling-russia-with-us-bases&tmpl=component&print=1&layout=default&page=&option=com_content&Itemid=123

Posted: 02 June 2011

In 1991, after the Soviet Union dissolved, everything changed but stayed the same. As a result, today's stakes are far greater, presenting much larger threats to world peace. In America, neocons are still dominant. Obama is more belligerent than Bush, waging four wars and various proxy ones. The Israeli Lobby, Christian Right, and other extremist elements drive them. Conflict is preferred over diplomacy. Congressional majorities support Washington's imperial agenda, including global militarization against potential challengers and America's main rivals - China and Russia, encircling them belligerently with bases and strategic weapons. It's a policy fraught with danger. NATO has 28 member states, including 10 former Soviet Republics and Warsaw Pact countries. Prospective new candidates include Georgia, Ukraine, and potentially others later to more tightly encircle Russia and China. At the same time, the Middle East and parts of Eurasia have been increasingly militarized with a network of US bases from Qatar to Iraq, Afghanistan and beyond - a clear breach of GHW Bush's promise to Mikhail Gorbachev that paved the way for unifying Germany in 1990 and dissolving the Soviet Union. Washington's promises, of course, aren't worth the paper they're written on, a hard lesson many nations later learn painfully. In late summer 2009, Obama suspended Bush administration plans for interceptor missiles in Poland and advanced tracking radar in the Czech Republic, both NATO members. Purportedly targeting Iran and other "rogue states," they, in fact, very much aimed at Russia, what new ones will do when installed. At issue is assuring first strike capability, preventing or diminishing retaliation if America attacks Russia or China, a potentially catastrophic possibility under any scenario, but especially if nuclear war erupts. For now, according to Obama, Washington will pursue "stronger, smarter, and swifter defenses of American forces and America's allies," including Poland and the Czech Republic. Tactics alone may change, not hardline imperial policies. Instead of abandoning Bush's scheme, Obama's plans a far more extensive, sophisticated, flexible, mobile system to be developed through 2020. Included is nearly doubling the number of Aegis class warships to 38 by 2015, equipped with state-of-the-art missile interceptors. As a result, America's front line capability will shift from Eastern Germany through the Middle East to the Black Sea and other strategic waterways to the Caucasus and Russia proper, encroaching on Moscow with new Eastern European bases in Bulgaria, Romania and Poland. In a post-G-8 Summit press conference, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev said: "I am not satisfied with the American side's reaction to my proposals and with NATO's reaction in general. Why? Because we are wasting time. Even though I spoke about the year 2020 yesterday as a deadline, (the) year when the construction of a four-stage system of the so-called adaptive approach ends. After 2020, if we do not come to terms, a real arms race will begin." Perhaps much sooner as he's gotten no assurances that Russia isn't being targeted. As a result, he added: "When we ask for the name of the countries that the shield is aimed at, we get silence. When we ask if the country has missiles (able to strike Europe), the answer is no." So "who has those type of missiles" interceptors wish to deter? "We do. So we can only think that this system is being aimed against us." He and other Russian officials worry about it expanding to Ukraine and Georgia with missile interceptors, attack aircraft, and US troops on its borders, threatening its security. Obama in Poland In fact, redeployment with interceptor missiles, other offensive weapons, and boots on the ground close to Russia's borders, not reduction, is planned, what clearly has Moscow officials alarmed. On May 29, however, Obama disingenuously downplayed those concerns, reaffirming mutual defense and inviting Russia to participate in European missile defense plans, saying: "I am very proud of (America's) reset process (with Russia). We believe missile defense is something where we can cooperate with Russia....This will not be a threat to the strategic balance." Concerned Russian officials very much disagree, Vladimir Putin's earlier sentiment likely again being discussed. In February 2007, in response to US planned missile defense then, he said: "NATO has put its frontline forces on our borders. (It) does not have any relation with the modernisation of the Alliance itself or with ensuring security in Europe. On the contrary, it represent a serious provocation that reduces the level of mutual trust. And we have a right to ask: against whom is this expansion intended? And what happened to the assurances our western partners made after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact?" Russia is back, proud and re-assertive, not about to roll over for America, especially in Eurasia. For Washington, it's back to the future with a new Cold War, but this time for greater stakes and much larger threats to world peace. It's especially true during economic hard times, especially with austerity policies addressing them when social stimulus is needed, provoking spreading discontent for change. As a result, Western powers may invent threats to distract people, waging greater war for imperial dominance, Russia and China perhaps directly threatened this time.
**IMPACT MODULES**

2NC Space Race DA – Space war module

Space war paralyzes US ground forces, collapses global economy, pollutes space, and increases chances of nuclear miscalc – current tensions exacerbate its magnitude

Myers ‘8 (Steven Lee, DC reporter for The New York Times, 3-9-08, “Look Out Below. The Arms Race in Space May Be On,” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/09/weekinreview/09myers.html) 

IT doesn’t take much imagination to realize how badly war in space could unfold. An enemy — say, China in a confrontation over Taiwan, or Iran staring down America over the Iranian nuclear program — could knock out the American satellite system in a barrage of antisatellite weapons, instantly paralyzing American troops, planes and ships around the world. Space itself could be polluted for decades to come, rendered unusable. The global economic system would probably collapse, along with air travel and communications. Your cellphone wouldn’t work. Nor would your A.T.M. and that dashboard navigational gizmo you got for Christmas. And preventing an accidental nuclear exchange could become much more difficult. “The fallout, if you will, could be tremendous,” said Daryl G. Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington. The consequences of war in space are in fact so cataclysmic that arms control advocates like Mr. Kimball would like simply to prohibit the use of weapons beyond the earth’s atmosphere. But it may already be too late for that. In the weeks since an American rocket slammed into an out-of-control satellite over the Pacific Ocean, officials and experts have made it clear that the United States, for better or worse, is already committed to having the capacity to wage war in space. And that, it seems likely, will prompt others to keep pace. What makes people want to ban war in space is exactly what keeps the Pentagon’s war planners busy preparing for it: The United States has become so dependent on space that it has become the country’s Achilles’ heel. “Our adversaries understand our dependence upon space-based capabilities,” Gen. Kevin P. Chilton, commander of the United States Strategic Command, wrote in Congressional testimony on Feb. 27, “and we must be ready to detect, track, characterize, attribute, predict and respond to any threat to our space infrastructure.” Whatever Pentagon assurances there have been to the contrary, the destruction of a satellite more than 130 miles above the Pacific Ocean a week earlier, on Feb. 20, was an extraordinary display of what General Chilton had in mind — a capacity that the Pentagon under President Bush has tenaciously sought to protect and enlarge. 
Space war causes nuclear war – debris magnifies risk of miscalc 

Weston ‘09

[Maj Weston, Scott A. (USAFA; MS, Troy University; MA, Naval Postgraduate School) is attending Joint Military Attaché School en route to serve as the assistant air attaché to the Republic of the Philippines. He has led combat and combat-support missions in both Iraq and Afghanistan, including many as the Air Force exchange pilot with the Spanish Air Force. Major Weston is a graduate of Squadron Officer School and Air Command and Staff College. “Examining Space Warfare- Scenarios, Risks, and US Policy Implications,” Published: 1 March 2009, Air & Space Power Journal - Spring 2009, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/weston.html]
Of the conflicts that would utilize the space-based weapons sought by those who advocate space dominance, we are left with limited, regional fights with nuclear and spacefaring nations as the only current, applicable scenarios for robust counterspace operations. Even in the most vivid dreams of such advocates, the development of space-based kinetic or directed-energy defenses against dominant space powers would not prevent jamming, laser, or ground-station attacks from denying or damaging space capabilities. In the worst case of unintended consequences, these new weapons in space would inspire attacks from other space-based weapons or from ground-based kinetic ASAT weapons, likely leading to a multiplication of space debris. The scenario of a space Pearl Harbor fails to take into account the fact that a kinetic attack against a single satellite becomes a debris-cloud attack against all satellites in or crossing that orbit. Thus, what is presented as a handful of limited attacks against one nation becomes an indiscriminate attack against all present spacefaring nations—and could create a debris field that might render many valuable orbits unusable for decades or even centuries.Kinetic space weapons, therefore, have long-lasting environmental effects similar to those produced by the use of nuclear weapons on the ground, in that they create contaminated, idle regions.

Space warfare escalates and draws in nuclear-armed states  
Weston ‘09

[Maj Weston, Scott A. (USAFA; MS, Troy University; MA, Naval Postgraduate School) is attending Joint Military Attaché School en route to serve as the assistant air attaché to the Republic of the Philippines. He has led combat and combat-support missions in both Iraq and Afghanistan, including many as the Air Force exchange pilot with the Spanish Air Force. Major Weston is a graduate of Squadron Officer School and Air Command and Staff College. “Examining Space Warfare- Scenarios, Risks, and US Policy Implications,” Published: 1 March 2009, Air & Space Power Journal - Spring 2009, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/weston.html]
If a conflict occurs in the next five to 10 years, the long acquisition process for space systems and limited space-launch schedules will confine the main space systems involved to those now fielded. Therefore, a survey of current counterspace assets is necessary in order to understand how space-warfare scenarios would likely occur. The following considers only those countries most likely to confront the United States militarily in space in the near future—specifically, nuclear states with domestic space-launch and satellite capabilities, nuclear powers possessing ballistic missiles, and nonnuclear states with ballistic missiles capable of direct ascent into occupied space orbits. Each group has the potential to engage in space combat along a spectrum ranging from creation of a crude debris field to targeted space attacks. Limiting the study to the most plausible threats, the discussion focuses on the capabilities of Russia, China, North Korea, and Iran, citing examples that cover most of the space-warfare spectrum and applying lessons to other countries of interest.

Space war leads to nuclear war

Ross 09

Sherwood, Chicago Daily News reporter, operator of public relations firm for worthy causes, “Space Race Hikes Risk of Nuclear War,” March 30, 2009, http://www.opednews.com/articles/Space-Race-Hikes-Risk-of-N-by-Sherwood-Ross-090330-417.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.
2NC Space Race DA – NK/Iran prolif module

Space weaponization leads to prolif – China and Russia seek to counter US threat without direct engagement in space race

Krepon and Katz-Hyman ‘5 (Michael, co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Michael, Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 12, No 2, July 2005, “Space Weapons and Proliferation,” http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Space_Weapons_and_Proliferation.pdf)
We argue that additional proliferation of nuclear weapons, rather than new arms races, is the most likely outcome in the event of renewed interest in space warfare. Proliferation will be a natural consequence of more nations feeling less secure as a result of space weapons. Adverse proliferation consequences could be both direct and indirect. China and Russia will likely feel most directly threatened by US space warfare initiatives. Beijing will likely increase its nuclear weapon requirements to counter increased threat perceptions without engaging in an arms race, while Moscow will likely seek to adjust the contraction of its nuclear arsenal, to the extent the Kremlin believes that its deterrent might be challenged by US initiatives. Indirect, horizontal proliferation is likely to result from greater strains in major power relations and in US-alliance ties triggered by US initiatives to dominate space. In the absence of united fronts against proliferation by major powers and by US friends and allies, international efforts to strengthen nonproliferation and disarmament norms are likely to fail, and hedging strategies against a more worrisome future are likely to multiply. The US Air Force’s Counterspace Operations doctrine, released in August, 2004, embraces power projection in and through space by means of what the Pentagon calls “offensive counter-space” capabilities.6 Pentagon research and development programs that could be applied to these space warfare initiatives include laser programs, space-based missile defense interceptors, and technology demonstrated on microsatellite programs, such as the recently launched XSS-11.7 The purpose of developing and fielding such capabilities is to ensure the unhindered exercise of dominant US ground, air, and naval power projection capabilities. US military dominance in these domains is already well established. Its implications for the nonproliferation regime— constructed during an era of bi-polar, Cold War competition—have not been carefully analyzed. The presumed positive or negative impacts of US military dominance on proliferation would surely be accentuated in the event that Washington also seeks dominant military capabilities in space.It is unfortunate that the connection between space warfare initiatives and proliferation has been little noted, since the two are bound together so closely. Unless the trade-off between flight testing and deploying the space warfare capabilities and proliferation is recognized, the implementation of the US Air Force’s new doctrine for offensive counterspace operations will spur more proliferation and generate increased dangers for national, regional, and international security. We believe that the extension of US military dominance into space, when accompanied by a low regard for international compacts designed to prevent proliferation and promote disarmament, will result in more, not less, proliferation. The US impulse to flight test and deploy offensive counterspace capabilities comes at a time when the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) regime is facing serious challenges. We view the advocacy of US space dominance as a useful prism to analyze why proliferation concerns are growing, and why efforts to strengthen nonproliferation and disarmament norms have encountered such great difficulty in recent years.
U.S. weaponization and tests spur asymmetric prolif from Iran and North Korea

Krepon and Katz-Hyman ‘5 (Michael, co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Michael, Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 12, No 2, July 2005, “Space Weapons and Proliferation,” http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Space_Weapons_and_Proliferation.pdf)

ASATs and Horizontal Proliferation The states of greatest proliferation concern at present— North Korea and Iran— are a very poor match for US power projection capabilities. This relative weakness is not, however, the only reason for Tehran's presumed interest in acquiring nuclear capabilities, and Pyongyang's presumed interest in adding to whatever stockpile it may possess. Iranian security concerns extend to Israel and to states in the region that permit the basing of US forces, including neighboring Turkey, a member of NATO. Iranian leaders may also view nuclear weapons as modern symbols befitting a proud, ancient civilization.43 Speculation regarding the motivation behind North Korea's nuclear program usually centers on Pyongyang’s security concerns regarding the United States and Japan. In addition, North Korea’s nuclear program provides an equalizer to South Korea’s stronger and more modern armed forces, as well as a source of foreign assistance.44 The flight-testing and deployment of space weapons by the United States would certainly be noticed by Tehran and Pyongyang, but such US steps would not greatly affect the existing imbalance of power. Tehran and Pyongyang are unlikely to respond in kind in the event that the United States initiates the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons. Nor is it likely that they would increase their presumed nuclear requirements on the basis of US space warfare capabilities. Instead, they are likely to respond by asymmetric means, just as they would be likely to rely on asymmetric warfare in the event of a conflict with the United States. Granted, the North Korean Tapeodong and Nodong missiles could be used for space launches and space warfare. Pyongyang launched a missile over Japanese territory in 1998 that failed to place a satellite in orbit but very much succeeded in gaining Tokyo’s attention.45 If North Korea has produced a small number of nuclear weapons and is able to fit them atop missiles, Pyongyang could destroy or damage many satellites in low earth orbit with a nuclear detonation. In doing so, however, Pyongyang would not only be striking at the United States, but also at other space-faring nations whose diplomatic support it seeks, especially China. Pyongyang could also use non-nuclear means, such as gravel, in seeking to disable satellites, but would need to possess improved space tracking and accurate orbital insertion capabilities. Iran possesses a variant of the North Korean Nodong missile, which it calls the Shahab-3. Over time, it, too, could possess rudimentary space warfare capabilities.46 But Iran and North Korea do not need to launch ASATs in order to respond negatively to US space warfare initiatives. They might also try to interfere with US satellites by jamming techniques using Russian-built equipment, as did units of the Iraqi Republican Guard during the 2003 invasion of Iraq. Iraqi efforts, however, were foiled by the very satellite-guided munitions they were trying to neutralize.47 The dictates of asymmetric warfare suggest that while rudimentary forms of space-related initiatives by Tehran and Pyongyang cannot be ruled out in the future, it is more likely that they would seek to produce casualties on the ground rather than to try to damage inanimate objects in space. The proximity of forward-deployed US forces, as well as US allies and friends provide a “target rich” environment for asymmetric attacks. Covert attacks against the US homeland by various means would also seem to be more likely than easily attributable attacks against US satellites. Seoul is within artillery range of North Korea's ground forces, and North Korean ballistic missiles can target US bases in South Korea and Japan. Iran has already acquired missiles of sufficient range to target Israel and Turkey and appears intent on developing missiles of sufficient range to reach Western Europe.48 Even so, Iran's most troubling weapon against US forces and national interests is not ballistic missiles, but rather its ability to support insurgents and attacks by proxy forces against US troops, friends and allies in nearby countries. The flight-testing and deployment of space warfare capabilities by the United States is not likely to alter the outcome of a war between the United States and either North Korea or Iran. Neither would US offensive space warfare initiatives be likely to stop either of these two countries from harming the United States and its allies and friends in the event of a conflict. 
US heg doesn’t check arms race – offensive space weapons fuel proliferation from both allies and foes

Krepon and Katz-Hyman ‘5 (Michael, co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Michael, Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 12, No 2, July 2005, “Space Weapons and Proliferation,” http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Space_Weapons_and_Proliferation.pdf)

Dominance vs. Proliferation The United States already enjoys military superiority with respect to ground, naval, air, and nuclear forces. In addition, the United States utilizes space for military purposes far more than any other nation. The military use of space conveys many advantages to US forces, helping to deter war, and if conflict arises, facilitating quick and successful military campaigns with a minimum of casualties and collateral damage. While US military dominance is sufficient to seize ground, holding it without sufficient backup against a determined foe fighting by different rules can still be quite costly, as is apparent in the aftermath of the extraordinarily swift occupation of Iraq in 2003. Adding offensive space warfare capabilities to existing US military space capabilities could readily compound the difficulties faced by expeditionary forces in harm’s way if the net result of space weapons would endanger rather than protect US satellites.49 US “space control” is achievable only if Washington is able to protect vital satellites from attack and to dictate how a war in space would be waged. Space control therefore requires doctrine and capabilities not only to seize the initiative, but also to prevent weaker foes from retaliating successfully.50 The clear US preference is to engage, if needed, in offensive operations using nondestructive means to avoid space debris that could turn some orbital paths into “no fly” zones. It is, however, very hard to defend sophisticated satellites against crude space weapons. As discussed above, it is also very difficult to dictate the rules of warfare in space, as on earth. Moreover, the implementation of a proactive and pre-emptive strategy of space control requires timely, accurate intelligence so that the initiative can be taken before US satellites are placed at risk. If the United States cares about lining up domestic and international support in the event of the first direct attack against a satellite in the history of warfare, then the intelligence supporting this action must be publicly persuasive. These are all very daunting requirements. Effective preventive diplomacy in hard proliferation cases is clearly preferable to preventive war. Even a nation as powerful as the United States is limited as to the number of occasions it can resort to the use of force to counter proliferation. Successful preventive diplomacy in such cases depends, in significant measure, on whether Washington is able to forge a united front among the five, veto-wielding, permanent members of the UN Security Council. Successful diplomacy also depends on the support of friends and allies in regions threatened by proliferation. Failure, like success, in dealing with proliferation can be contagious. When the dominant state is unable to round up sufficient help to stop and reverse troubling cases of proliferation, other nations—potential foes as well as friends of the dominant power— might rethink nuclear abstinence. Even with US military dominance, diplomatic as well as military teamwork is essential. It therefore matters greatly whether attempts to extend America’s dominance by means of offensive space warfare initiatives are likely to foster or impede cooperative approaches against proliferation. Military dominance can be helpful in preventing proliferation by allied and friendly states that can reliably depend on the United States to come to their assistance. Military dominance has far lesser effect on the proliferation choices of unfriendly states. In such cases, US dominance might prove to be more of a spur than a deterrent to proliferation.As Kenneth N. Waltz has argued, “Our dominance presses [potential adversaries] to find ways of blocking our interventionist moves. As ever, dominance, coupled with immoderate behavior by one country, causes others to look for ways to protect their interests.”51 
2NC Space Race DA – Asian prolif module

US-China space race escalates globally – triggers East Asian nuclear arms race on the ground 

Blair and Yali, ‘7 (“The Space Security Dilemma,” Bruce G. Blair is the President of the World Security Institute. He was a project director at the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment and a senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at the Brookings Institution from 1987-2000. Mr. Blair is the author of numerous articles and books on security issues including the Logic of Accidental Nuclear War and Global Zero Alert for Nuclear Forces. He is presently completing a new book on U.S. nuclear policy. Chen Yali is the editor-in-chief of Washington Observer. She is also a Program Manager of Chen Shi China Research Group based in Beijing. Chen worked for China Daily as a reporter and opinion writer on politics and international affairs between 1994 and 2000, 2007, http://www.wsichina.org/attach/cs2_1.pdf)
In Zhang’s view, China could counter by deploying anti-space weapons designed to cripple the U.S. missile defense network, but such a step could ignite an arms race in space (and, we might add, create impulses to preemptively strike in space during a crisis). Alternatively, China could ramp up its arsenal of nuclear missiles and warheads to the point at which it would overwhelm the U.S. defense capability, but the downsides are numerous. A Chinese missile build-up could trigger nuclear reactions from India. If Pakistan follows suit, an arms race in South Asia could result. It could also require China to re-start its fissile materials production facilities and thereby unravel China’s commitment to the multinational treaty calling for all countries to stop future production of such materials. 

East Asian prolif causes a global nuclear war  

Cirincione, 2k – Director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Spring 2000, Joseph, Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain”, JStor)

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945. 

2NC Space Race DA – China module

China is striving to bolster its global hegemony by expanding into the space and tech sector
Forer 1-19 (Ben, Global Public Affairs consultant for Industry and Innovation, double major degree in International Relations and East Asian studies from the Hebrew University and a Master's degree from the Norman Paterson School of International Affairs-Carleton University, specializing in International Trade Policy,1-19-11, http://abcnews.go.com/International/china-challenges-us-dominated-industries/story?id=12647967)
President Hu struck a diplomatic tone with President Obama today, announcing $45 billion worth of deals that the White House said will support 235,000 U.S. jobs. China agreed to purchase a wide variety of U.S. exports, everything from agricultural products and telecommunications equipment to engineering machinery and auto parts. The deal also includes a $19 billion contract with Boeing for 200 planes. But even as China buys American, it is still hot on America's heels, expanding into frontiers dominated by the United States. It is designing its first commercial airplane, building its own space station and it brazenly tested its first stealth fighter jet when U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates visited the country last week. "I think we're going to see a China that's going to spread its wings more, a China that is not going to be contained or pushed around," Beijing-based analyst Russell Leigh Moses told ABC News. The statistics spell out China's rapid growth. 
ABCNEWS.com
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While state and municipal governments in the U.S. struggle with massive deficits, China is designing vast infrastructure upgrades. It will begin construction this year on 16,000 miles of highway, boasting that in just five years the country will have more highways than America. The Chinese also are beginning to lay 19,000 miles of railway lines, tracks that the country will need as 640 million people travel home for the spring festival in the next six weeks. China not only is investing in physical infrastructure, but also in its people. Chinese children spend an average of 41 more days in school than their American counterparts, and Chinese students top the world in science, math and reading scores. China: Connected -- and Censored China also is more connected than it ever has been. The number of Chinese people on the Internet grew by 19 percent last year to 457 million, and the number of people accessing the Web via mobile phones jumped 29.6 percent to 303 million. The communist government welcomes and fears such numbers. While it promotes Internet use for business and education, it operates an extensive censorship system that blocks material the government considers subversive or pornographic. Such heavy-handed censorship is a source of ongoing tension between the U.S. and China. For all the boom and buzz, sobering realities still loom large. China is a nation where 150 million people live on less than $2 a day and where human rights abuses abound. But China is determined to look to the future and grow even more influential on the world stage in 2011. 

This mutual hostility risks preemptive strikes and miscalc, a precursor to broader crises and instability
Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

If leaders in Beijing and Washington were to position themselves to preempt each other, then the two sides would enter an era of mutual hostility, one that might include destabilizing, hair-trigger defense postures in space where both sides stand ready to launch a first strike on a moment's notice. One scenario involves the use of weapons, such as lasers or jammers, which seek to blind sensors on imaging satellites or disable satellites that provide warning of missile launches. Imagine, for example, Washington's reaction if China disabled U.S. missile warning satellites or vice versa. In that case, Sino-U.S. relations would be highly vulnerable to the misinterpretations and miscalculations that could lead to a conflict in space. Although attacks against space assets would likely be a precursor or a complement to a broader crisis or conflict, and although conflicts in the space theater may not generate many casualties or massive physical destruction, the economic costs of conflict in space alone for both sides, and for the international community, would be extraordinary given that many states depend on satellites for their economic well-being. 
U.S.-China space war takes out the US military, air travel, communication, and the global economy
The Straits Times ‘08
[Choong, William, For The Straits Times (Singapore Press}, an English language daily broadsheet newspaper based in Singapore currently owned by Singapore Press Holdings (SPH). It is the country's highest-selling paper, “A Pearl Harbor in Space?,” March 24, 2008, newspaper.]
There is now a new arms race in space. Unlike the Cold War Soviet-American standoff, it is becoming a duel between China and the US. China hand Ashley Tellis wrote in Survival, an academic journal of security affairs, that Beijing was targeting weaknesses in America's space infrastructure to overcome its inferiority in conventional military terms. China's pursuit of counter-space capabilities, he said, is part of a 'considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capability of the United States, grounded in Beijing's military weakness at a time when China considers war with the United States to be possible'. Dr. Tellis said that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait could compel China to attack US space systems - a 'space Pearl Harbor'. By far the most intriguing component of China's space arsenal - for wuxia fans at least - involves the so-called 'assassin's mace' (shashoujian). This, the Pentagon said, is an innovative mixture of old and new technologies that would be used against 'technologically superior adversaries'. China's space strategy draws heavily from Mao Zedong's philosophy of asymmetrical warfare. According to Chinese scholar Wang Hucheng, American dependence on space constitutes its 'strategic weaknesses'. 'For countries that can never win a conventional war against the United States, attacking the US space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice,' he wrote in Liaowang, a Chinese Communist Party publication. Mr. Wang is right on the money. Way back in 1957, US Air Force General Thomas White said that those who control the air control the land and sea beneath it, but those who 'controlspace will...control the Earth's surface'. Traditionally, militaries have sought to dispel what Prussian military thinker Karl von Clausewitz has termed the 'fog of war' - a euphemism for saying that 'shit happens' in warfare. Today, computerised militaries fight in a huge cloud of electrons. Space-based assets are fundamental to such 'network-centric' warfare. Currently, the US has around 1,800 satellites, of which nearly half are for military purposes. The biggest targets for an enemy would be communications platforms and a constellation of Global Positioning System (GPS) satellites hovering thousands of kilometres above the Earth, wrote Dr Tellis. GPS assets provide location data and enable accurate weapons guidance and targeting. If they are hit, many things in the US military would go wrong. An Abrams main battle tank, for example, would be lost on the streets of Baghdad. And this might not be all. If US space assets are hit, the New York Times predicts the global economy would collapse, along with air travel and communications.

The impact is extinction

Straits Times 2K (“No one gains in war over Taiwan,” 6-25-2000, l/n)
THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

2NC Space Race DA – Relations module
US-China relations are a prerequisite every impact – North Korea, Afghanistan, terrorism, economic crisis, and climate change

Cohen 9 (William S., 4-23-09, “The world depends on US-China cooperation,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124044163563445423.html
Recent events confirm that we're living in a new world of disorder. North Korea tested a missile that could reach the U.S., and is threatening to resume its nuclear-weapons program; the Taliban is using drug money to destabilize Afghanistan and turn that country back into a terrorist safe haven; the financial crisis has sparked a global recession; and unchecked greenhouse gas emissions are transforming the global climate. These disparate challenges share one thing in common: They cannot be addressed successfully without cooperation between the U.S. and China. The most immediate opportunity for cooperation is in confronting the international financial crisis. China currently holds $2 trillion worth of largely U.S. dollar-denominated foreign exchange reserves, and it is by far the world's largest holder of U.S. government debt. As the Obama administration increases that debt to finance its economic stimulus plan, China will almost certainly be called upon to purchase the lion's share of new U.S. debt instruments. China also has an interest in working with the U.S. to ensure those efforts succeed, because it depends on economic growth in the U.S. (still its largest single trading partner) to ensure stability at home. There is a compelling need to create a new dialogue on finance and economics. This conversation began with President Barack Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao's discussions at the G-20 summit this month in London. Meetings between U.S. and Chinese leaders have been dubbed the "G-2" by some to reflect the crucial role of economic negotiations between our two countries. This first meeting between the two men, and the agreement reached by world leaders at the close of the summit, mark a positive beginning to the effort to harmonize our financial management and banking regulatory practices, and explore ways to expand bilateral trade opportunities in areas such as energy and environmental technologies. The U.S. and China are the world's two largest emitters of greenhouse gases. This means that our nations have the opportunity, and the primary responsibility, for shaping the global response to climate change. To date, both sides have used each other as an excuse for inaction. This must end. The Obama administration has made it clear that it will work hard on energy and environmental issues within our bilateral relations. China and the U.S. together have the power to set the de facto global standard for energy efficiency and emissions control. To do so, we should jointly promote the development and transfer of clean energy technology between our countries, initiate bilateral projects on energy and climate issues, and develop common principles to drive the multilateral negotiations on a new international climate-change agreement. China and the U.S. have a shared interest in denuclearizing North Korea. That state's erratic behavior and brinkmanship, of which the missile launch was yet another manifestation, may one day persuade Japan to develop a nuclear deterrent. This is something China should want to avoid. As North Korea's principal supplier of oil and other essential commodities, China has significant leverage with the North Korean regime. The U.S. and China must stand together and increase pressure on the North to stop its missile testing, return to the six-party talks with Japan, Russia and South Korea, and abandon its nuclear-weapons program. The U.S. and China have a shared interest in combating the international drug trade that fuels terror in Afghanistan. Today, Afghanistan competes with Burma as the main provider of narcotics to China. Much of the drug trade is facilitated by trafficking and organized crime networks in Western China. To combat these networks on both sides of the border, the U.S. and China should propose a new NATO-China antinarcotics program. Such a program could increase antidrug cooperation along China's border with Afghanistan. And it could serve as the basis for increased cooperation on other Central Asian security issues, including Pakistan. To be sure, there remain a number of areas of serious divergence between Washington and Beijing. But with so many challenges facing our nations, the stakes are too high to allow old hostilities to impede constructive cooperation. Virtually no global challenge can be met without China-U.S. cooperation. By finding new ways to promote our common interests, the Obama administration can transform our relations with China and promote the global good. 
2NC Space Race DA – Taiwan module
Space conflict exacerbates risk and magnitude of US-China conflict over Taiwan – power projection threatens Chinese ballistic missiles
Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)
Second, the military use of space has profound implications for the uneasy stalemate in the Taiwan Strait, which has always presented the possibility of a major confrontation between Washington and Beijing. One argument is that U.S. capabilities allow the United States to project power near Taiwan, while the space-based sensors and weapons for missile defense could blunt China's arsenal of ballistic missiles aimed at Taiwan. Moreover, the prospect of transfers of missile defense systems to Taiwan, which could usher in a period of unprecedented military cooperation between Taipei and Washington, no doubt deeply troubles Beijing. China, for its part, will increasingly need military space capabilities if it is to improve its ability to coerce Taiwan in a conflict and counter U.S. intervention to defend the island in a crisis or conflict. 

Conflict in a space context escalates into all-out war on the mainland 
Tellis ‘7 (Ashley J. Tellis, Senior Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Punching the U.S. Military’s ‘Soft Ribs’: China’s Antisatellite Weapon Test in Strategic Perspective,” Policy Brief 51, June 2007, p.7, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/pb_51_tellis_final.pdf)
Third, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a major conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack U.S. space systems—primarily intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, military communications, navigation and guidance, and meteorology assets— right at the beginning of a war to increase China’s chances of achieving its objectives, the very prospect of such a “Space Pearl Harbor” could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate preemptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland, particularly if such a conflict were to occur before Washington had the opportunity to fully invest in survivable space capabilities. Already, U.S. 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 be necessary in such a contingency. These types of attacks on space launch sites, sensor nodes, and commandand-control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as precursors to an all-out war. This indicates how difficult it would be for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even if one discounts the complications of accidents and misperception. 

Global nuclear war
Hunkovic, American Military University, 09 [Lee J, 2009, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict

Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/Hunkovic.pdf]

A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. However, China, Taiwan and United States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study.

2NC Space Race DA – Iran module

Iran space plans peaceful now, but long-range capabilities exist

Reuters 2011

[Reuters), Tehran, Iran, Reuters Group Limited  is a global news agency,
 “Iran Plans to Send Monkey into Space,” Jun 27, 2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/27/us-iran-space-monkey-idUSTRE75Q49B20110627?rpc=401&feedType=RSS&feedName=oddlyEnoughNews&rpc=401]

Iran plans to send a live monkey into space next month, the latest advance in a missile and space program which has alarmed Israel and its western allies that fear the Islamic Republic is seeking nuclear weapons. The official IRNA news agency on Monday quoted the head of Iran's Space Agency as saying five monkeys were undergoing tests before one is selected for the flight on board a Kavoshgar-5 rocket. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said last August that Iran planned to send a man into space by 2017. Western countries are concerned the long-range ballistic technology used to propel Iranian satellites into orbit could be used to launch atomic warheads. Tehran denies such suggestions and says its nuclear work is purely peaceful. Last week, Iran launched its second domestically built satellite into orbit, the Rasad 1 (Observation), which it said was for transmitting images and weather forecasts.
Iran is developing its ballistic capabilities but have no military objectives yet 

Al-Shibeeb 2011
[Al-Shibeeb, Dina, a senior editor at Al Arabiya English, Al Arabiya News Channel, 

 “issile war games. A threat to the West? Only if US and Israel strike preemptively,” June 28, 2011, http://english.alarabiya.net/articles/2011/06/28/155080.html]

Iran, which is locked in a dispute with the West over its nuclear activities, regularly announces advances in its military capabilities, though Western military experts usually question them. The West accuses Tehran of concealing a secret nuclear weapons program, while Iran insists that its program is only for peaceful applications to produce energy. The US and Israel have refused to rule out possible air strikes against nuclear sites in Iran to prevent the country from producing nuclear weapons. Iran, which has vowed strong reprisals against any such attacks, says it has a wide range of missiles, some capable of striking Israel and US military interest in the region. In late May, Iran said it had equipped the Revolutionary Guards with a new surface-to-surface missile, the Qiam-1, which was built locally and test-fired last August. In February, Islamic Revolution Guards Corps Commander Major General Mohammad Ali Jafari announced that the IRGC has started mass-production of a recently-developed smart anti-ship ballistic missile.  Iran developing a ballistic capability is an alarming concern to the West but the Islamic Republic insists it’s nuclear and space programs have no military objectives. Mr. Hajizadeh, whose force carries out war games each year in the Gulf region, said the Great Prophet-6 exercise was a “message of peace and friendship to countries of the region.” He insists the war games were not threat to anyone.

Iran wants in on the race – satellite launches will snowball into a full-fledged space program

Cushing 6-22 (staff writer for techdirt.com, 6-22-11, “Iran Says 'Me Too' To The Space Race; Pledges To Launch A Monkey Into Space By The End Of The Summer”)
Iran, perhaps still power-tripping after its "we'll just build our own internet" announcement, has decided that the space race is its to win, despite having given other countries up to a 63-year headstart. Last year's successful launch of "stuff found in the yard" into space (namely, a rat, some turtles and some worms) has snowballed into a full-fledged plan for a manned space program, tenatively scheduled to being sometime in 2020, with a monkey making the trip, this summer. This newest simian recruit will join several other less-"manned" vehicles in orbit, including the Rassad-1 (Observation 1) satellite and four other satellites (still unnamed, although my money's on "Rassad 2-5") to be launched by 2012. The Rassad-1 has a 60-day life span (easily rivaling most major retail store return policies) and will be used to "photograph the planet and transmit images," albeit in a non-spying sort of way, according to the government-owned media. If successful, Iran will join other world superpowers in launching rocket-powered, monkey-navigated vehicles across the metaphorical alkali flats of space, including the United States (1948), France (1967), the Soviet Union (1983 -- and the only country to use real live astronauts as test monkeys) and Argentina (1969 -- although its first attempt fell short of the international definition of space and was recorded as only "like my roommate 70% of the time -- really, really high"). Western powers have expressed concern that this belated space program is really just a ballistic missle plan in astronaut's clothing. However, Tehran has denied any such connection between their newest rocket plans and their older plans for cobbling together nuclear devices out of whatever plutonium anyone can throw their way. Various government spokespersons (ha! they're actually all male!) stated that further press releases would be issued via their proprietary internet as "classified internal memos."

These plans are intended to bolster Iranian’s global hegemony – launching tech doubles as ground missiles

Shiga 6-21 (David, contributing writer for the New Scientist, 6-21-11, “Iran satellite is step toward human space flight,” http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn20591-iran-satellite-is-step-towards-human-space-flight.html?DCMP=OTC-rss&nsref=online-news)

Rasad-1 is reportedly taking low-resolution images of Earth. But its launch seems intended mainly to give the country more experience in launching and operating satellites. It is one step forward in what looks like an ambitious space plan, says Laura Grego of the Union of Concerned Scientists in Cambridge, Massachusetts. "They have this pretty ambitious list of six or seven satellites over the next three years," she says. At least one of them is expected to carry an animal on board. Iran's state-run television company says the country will launch a monkey into orbit on a one-way trip "later this year". It also says Iran plans to launch an astronaut into space by 2019. "The monkey seems perfectly plausible," Weeden says. Flying and safely returning a human to Earth by 2019 is more of a stretch, but it might be possible for Iran if it is a suborbital hop rather than a more challenging orbital flight, he says. Dual use Countries tend to pursue human space flight for the prestige it brings, so that could be Iran's motivation, he says. "One possibility is that Iran sees this as a way to bolster their image both domestically and internationally," he says. There has been concern in western countries, especially in the US, about Iran's space programme. That is because rockets that can launch satellites can also be used as missiles to attack targets on the ground - a concern enhanced by western suspicions that Iran is trying to develop nuclear weapons, which it denies. However, the rocket that launched Rasad-1 appears to have been very similar in capability to the Safir-2 rocket used to launch Iran's first satellite in 2009. Safir-2 is not powerful enough to send a nuclear warhead as far as the US from Iran. Rocketry "certainly is a dual use technology", Weeden says. Countries can help avoid arousing suspicions by being open about their plans, he adds, by announcing their launches ahead of time, for example.
Even absent a space race, satellite tech boosts long-range missile tech, provoking tensions between the US and Iran

Rawnsley 6-16 (Adam, former think tank member and contributor to Wired.com, 6-16-11, “Iran claims launch of second homebrew satellite,” http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2011/06/iran-claims-launch-of-second-homebrew-satellite/)

Iran claims it just launched a second satellite into space. Maybe the mullahs are just bragging. If not, expect some renewed fretting over their missile capabilities. Iran’s official mouthpiece, Fars News, reported on Thursday that the country sent a homemade satellite into orbit, marking the second launch by the Islamic Republic since 2009. The “pride-inspiring technicians of IRI Aerospace Org (IAO) successfully launched Iran’s Rasad satellite into earth space Wednesday evening,” according to Fars. Rasad (meaning “observation”) is a small image-gathering satellite that weighs in at a relatively light 15.3 kilograms or roughly 34 lbs. It made its trip up into orbit atop a Safir rocket and is supposed to send back imagery and telemetry data. The significance of the satellite launch doesn’t so much lie in the demonstration of Iran’s satellite technology, but in showing off the country’s apparent missile prowess. The technology that can launch a satellite into space is also useful for building longer range missiles. It’s that kind of dual-use potential that gets American defense planners’ attention. Fears of an emerging Iranian missile capability have motivated the U.S. to push for a missile shield that could intercept Iranian or North Korean ballistic missiles headed towards Europe. In the past, Iran had to rely on Russia to put its spy satellite, Sina-1, into space. But in 2009, the Islamic Republic managed to launch the Omid (meaning “hope”) satellite all by itself, forming a milestone in the country’s space program. To get Omid into orbit Iran used the Safir-2 rocket, a two-stage, 72-foot-long, 26-ton tricked out version of Iran’s Shahab-3 missile.
2NC Space Race DA – Iran add-on (China/Russia tech)
Iranian missiles are not a threat in the status quo
Nesterenko ‘08

[Text of "Reply by Russian Foreign Ministry official representative A.A. Nesterenko to a question from the mass media concerning the test of the space carrier rocket Safir by Iran,” “Russia says Iran's space programme offers no excuse for US missile shield,” BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union – Political, Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring, August 19, 2008, Ministry of Foreign Affairs website, Moscow, in Russian.
As part of its space programme, Iran is independently preparing to send a satellite into a low-altitude orbit. With that aim, a space carrier rocket has been built and is now being tested. The first test took place in February 2008. There are some indications that it did not achieve its objectives. The latest, second, test, according to Iranian media reports, was successful and a satellite probe was placed into orbit. If this is confirmed by space monitoring systems, one could assume that Iran is on the threshold of placing a satellite into near-Earth orbit using its own carrier rocket.

The launch of the Iranian carrier rocket adds nothing fundamentally new to our assessment of Iraq's missile potential. US concerns that the technology Iran has developed in building the carrier rocket can be used to improve ballistic missiles do not have sufficient foundation in fact. Iran already has some types of ballistic missiles with a range of up to 2,000 km. In order to launch a satellite, they need to be equipped with an additional upper-stage rocket. Pictures of such an upper-stage rocket have already been published. There is absolutely no need to carry out technologically difficult work to improve its parameters up to the level of a fully-fledged additional stage of a ballistic missile because placing a satellite into orbit does not require the high guidance accuracy required of a ballistic rocket as a weapons system. In order to launch a satellite, nor is there a need for the difficult technology that ensures the entry of the warhead of a longer-range ballistic missile into the thick layers of the atmosphere.

Iran has developed missile capability and seeks to possess nuclear weapons

Newsmax ‘11 
[Meyers, Jim and Walter, Kathleen, Newsmax.com, one of the nation's leading independent news sites focusing on breaking news, politics, finance, personal health, technology and entertainment, “Nuclear Expert: Iran's Drive for Bomb 'Relentless,'” June 19, 2011,
 http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/NuclearTerrorism-JackCaravelli-Iran/2011/06/19/id/400532]

Caravelli served on the White House National Security Council, was a Deputy Assistant Secretary at the U.S. Department of Energy, and worked for the CIA. He is now a fellow and member of the advisory board of Oxford University’s Pluscarden Program on Intelligence and Terrorism. His latest book is “Beyond Sand and Oil: The Nuclear Middle East.” In an exclusive interview with Newsmax.TV, Caravelli warned that there is the threat of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East today “and the biggest concern of course is Iran. We’ve been watching Iran and its commitment of resources to a program that almost certainly has a weapons element to it. On a parallel track, Iran has developed long-range missile capability. “These capabilities, if they play out in the next couple of years — Iran hasn’t crossed the nuclear weapons threshold yet as far as we know – pose a direct threat not only to Israel in a military sense, but also in a political sense. What some people don’t fully appreciate is a nuclear weapons capability could have profound implications politically throughout the region.

Russia and China are feeding tech into Iran’s space program – conflict ensures draw-in

Fraser ‘6 (Ron, columnist for The Trumpet, 10-2-06, “Iran’s nuclear-fired space program,” http://www.thetrumpet.com/?q=2899.1417.0.0)
Iran is in the midst of rapidly developing its own space program. Its efforts are three pronged: to enhance surveillance of the surrounding region, to improve both the accuracy and reach of its military strike capability, and, finally, to lift its prestige among its fellow Islamic nations and within the world at large. These national goals cannot be met without external help. China and Russia both figure in the equation by providing Iran with necessary technical knowledge to establish and develop this program. German manufactured technology has also been observed in connection with Iran’s space efforts. Pakistan and North Korea have also contributed to the program. Of real concern are Iran’s present efforts to provide a system of satellites to enhance accurate guidance for its homegrown Shahab missiles. The motive here is to give Iran the capability to more accurately pinpoint targets inside Israel and also within areas occupied by U.S. and British troops in the region. The West has difficulty pinning Iran down as to the true motives behind its developing space industry. Just as Iran claims that its nuclear program is aimed at providing energy for domestic consumption, thus hiding its true military intent, so also is its space effort cloaked in the guise of a program to enhance local infrastructure in terms of civil works. Given the divisive nature of Islamic politics, and the often incendiary edge this in turn gives to international relations between the Islamic powers, if Iran succeeds in developing demonstrable space technology—and it only needs the publicity given to one effective launch to do it—the prestige that it would gain overnight would be a tremendous unifying factor, both in its own domestic politics and its relations with surrounding Islamic nations. On the opposite side of the coin, the fear Iran’s possession of workable, accurate delivery systems for its weaponry, using space technology coupled with a nuclear capability, would engender in the Western world—in particular the United States, Europe and Israel—would be palpable. Its effect on Europe, given the European Union’s present escalating fears of pan-Islamism, would surely be to galvanize a powerful, even military, reaction. It appears from the most legitimate reports we observe at our News Bureau that Iran is on the way to achieving just such an amalgam of technology, a nuclear weapons capability enhanced by a system of space-satellite-coordinated delivery. To add to this, Russia and Iran last week put their signatures to a contract confirming the agreement of the Putin government to supply nuclear fuel to Iran. Stratfor reported last Thursday, Russia and Iran have signed a contract for the delivery of 80 tons of nuclear fuel to Iran’s Bushehr facility, which is scheduled to be completed in September 2007. Russia appears to be in the process of finishing updating its military doctrine. Closer economic ties with Iran will allow Russia to maintain a foothold in the Middle East while keeping pressure on the United States, which lacks the bandwidth to respond to Russia’s provocative moves. This development will only increase the nervousness of the U.S., Britain and the EU in relation not only to Iran’s true nuclear motives, but also to Russia’s true intentions in the Middle East. The U.S., Britain, the EU and Israel are struggling to find foreign policies that will effectively contend with the sheer aggression of Ahmadinejad’s Iran. This latest action by Russia has just added another stressing element to the turgid mix of international relations in the Middle East. 
**NOT INEVITABLE**

2NC Space Race DA – Mil not inev

Militarization is not inevitable

Micheal Krepon 04, co-founder of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs, “Weapons in the Heaven’s: A Radical and Reckless Option”,  Arms Control Today http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf
Of all the risky “transformation” initiatives championed by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, the one receiving the least media attention is the weaponization of space. Shortly before arriving for his second tour at the Pentagon, Rumsfeld chaired a commission calling for the US government to vigorously pursue “the option to deploy weapons in space to deter threats and, if necessary, defend against attacks on US interests.” 1 The Air Force is now actively implementing Rumsfeld’s wishes. As General Lance Lord, commander of US Air Force Space Command, explained, “We must establish and maintain space superiority. Modern warfare demands it. Our nation expects it. Simply put, it’s the American way of fighting.” 2 Rumsfeld’s transformation in US military space policy is driven by worst-case assumptions that the weaponization of space is inevitable; that conflict follows commerce in space, as on the ground; and that the United States must not wait to suffer a “Space Pearl Harbor.” 3 Yet, the countries most capable of developing such weapons, such as Russia and China, have professed strong interest in avoiding the weaponization of space. The Bush Administration has refused negotiations on this subject. If Rumsfeld’s plans to weaponize space are carried to fruition, America’s armed forces, economy, and diplomacy will face far greater burdens, while controls over proliferation would be weakened further. Although everybody loses if the heavens become a shooting gallery, no nation loses more than the United States, which is the primary beneficiary of satellites for military and commercial purposes. If the United States leads the way in flight-testing and deploying new anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, other states will surely follow suit because they have too much to lose by allowing the Pentagon sole rights to space warfare. US programs will cost more and be far more sophisticated than the ASAT weapons of potential adversaries, who will opt to kill satellites cheaply and crudely. The resulting competition would endanger US troops that depend on satellites to an unprecedented degree for battlefield intelligence, communication, and targeting to win quickly and with a minimum of casualties. Space warfare would have far-reaching adverse effects for global commerce, especially commercial transactions and telecommunication services that use satellites. Worldwide space industry revenues now total almost $110 billion a year, $40 billion of which go to US companies. 4 These numbers do not begin to illuminate how much disruption would occur in the event of space warfare. For a glimpse of what could transpire, the failure of a Galaxy IV satellite in May 1998 is instructive. Eighty-nine percent of all US pagers used by 45 million customers became inoperative, and direct broadcast transmissions, financial transactions, and gas station pumps were also affected. 5 Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT weapon tests and deployments would surely reinforce Russia’s hair-trigger nuclear posture, and China would likely feel compelled to alter its relaxed nuclear posture, which would then have negative repercussions on India and Pakistan. The Bush Administration’s plans would also further alienate America’s friends and allies, which, with the possible exception of Israel, strongly oppose the weaponization of space. The fabric of international controls over weapons of mass destruction, which is being severely challenged by Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, could rip apart if the Bush Administration’s interest in testing space and nuclear weapons is realized.16 | A Code of Conduct for Responsible Space-Faring Nations This highly destabilizing and dangerous scenario can be avoided, as there is no pressing need to weaponize space and many compelling reasons to avoid doing so. If space becomes another realm for the flight-testing and deployment of weapons, there will be no sanctuary in space and no assurance that essential satellites will be available when needed for military missions and global commerce. Acting on worst-case assumptions often can increase this likelihood. Crafting a space assurance 6 posture, including a hedging strategy in the event that others cheat, offers more potential benefits and lower risks than turning the heavens into a shooting gallery

Weaponization not inevitable

Micheal Krepon 04, co-founder of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs, “Weapons in the Heaven’s: A Radical and Reckless Option”,  Arms Control Today http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf
During the Cold War, no weapons were deployed in space, and the last test of an ASAT weapon occurred almost two decades ago, in 1985. This record of restraint reflects international norms and widespread public sentiment to keep space free of weapons. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty calls on the exploration and use of outer space to be conducted “for the benefit and in the interests of all countries” and mandates that space may not be subject to “national appropriation” by any means. Why, then, would space warriors now seek to chart a different and far more dangerous course? If the weaponization of space were inevitable, it would have occurred decades ago when Washington and Moscow competed intensively in other domains. Indeed, the record of restraint since the Cold War ended suggests that the Outer Space Treaty’s injunctions against placing weapons of mass destruction in space could be broadened if they are championed by the United States, China, and Russia. The prediction that warfare follows commerce and that the burgeoning of space-aided commerce will produce hostilities is also suspect. 7 To the contrary, most of the world’s strife takes place in poor regions. Space-aided commerce occurs primarily between nations with advanced commercial sectors, which generally have peaceful relations. Moreover, commercial space activities are often collaborative undertakings where risks and costs are shared. No nation that has invested heavily in space-aided commerce stands to gain if these orbital planes are endangered by space weapons debris or space mines. Any country that flight-tests, deploys, or uses space weapons threatens the activities of all other space-faring nations. A third argument for weaponizing space rests on the unparalleled position that the United States now enjoys in terrestrial warfare. Consequently, the Rumsfeld Commission and space warriors argue that weaker nations will carry out surprise attacks in space to neutralize US nuclear war-fighting advantages. The best way to secure US interests, the proponents say, is to transition from superiority to dominance. Worries about a surprise attack in space cannot be written off, but there are far easier, less traceable, and more painful ways for America’s enemies to engage in asymmetric warfare than by attacking US satellites. Weapons in space and weapons on Earth specifically designed to neutralize or destroy objects in space are being pursued for another reason as well: to help US armed forces win quickly and with a minimum of casualties. This rationale only makes sense if America’s adversaries will refrain from fighting back in space. If they return fire, however, US troops are likely to be punished rather than helped because of their greater reliance on satellites. Similarly, the clear preference of US space warriors is to use nondestructive techniques that disorient, dazzle, or disable an adversary’s satellites without producing debris that could destroy the space shuttle, the international space station, and satellites. America’s weaker foes, however, have far less incentive to be so fastidious about debris in their approach to space warfare. 8 States possessing nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles could explode a nuclear weapon in space to wreak havoc on satellites

Militarization is not inevitable

Micheal Krepon 04, co-founder of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs, “Weapons in the Heaven’s: A Radical and Reckless Option”,  Arms Control Today http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf
Instead of weaponizing space, a “space assurance” posture would offer a greater likelihood that essential US satellites will be available when needed. Adopting a space assurance posture above all requires the avoidance of dangerous military activities in space, including flight tests that simulate attacks against satellites and the deployment of ASAT and space weapons. Space assurance has many other mutually reinforcing components. One basic element is to maintain superior US conventional military capabilities. Potential adversaries must understand clearly that if they damage, or destroy US satellites, they will not alter the outcome of battle. Rather, they will only suffer more casualties by impairing satellites that improve targeting and reduce collateral damage. A second key element of space assurance is increased situational awareness in space so US military leaders can quickly identify developments that could cause potential harm to satellites. This includes improved monitoring capabilities for objects in space, whether small satellites operated by foreign nations or space debris. A corollary requirement to improved situational awareness is improved intelligence capabilities relating to the space programs of potential adversaries.18 | A Code of Conduct for Responsible Space-Faring Nations The more US officials know or can find out about space-related activities of potential adversaries, the more they can strengthen deterrence against unwelcome surprises. Another way to strengthen deterrence would be to adopt a hedging strategy against the initiation by others of space warfare flight tests and deployments. One key aspect of a hedging strategy is already in place. In extremis, the United States could use long-range ballistic missiles and lasers designed for other missions to disable or kill satellites. These residual, or latent, space warfare capabilities, which are growing with the advent of missile defense interceptors, have long existed. Rather than leading inexorably to the flight-testing and deployment of weapons specifically designed for space warfare, they have served as an insurance policy while deterring unwelcome surprises. Additional hedges can be taken in the form of research and development programs that stop short of flighttesting. Potential adversaries can be expected to be working on their own space warfare initiatives behind closed doors, as is now the case with the United States. Ongoing research and development programs would shorten the timelines of flight-testing new initiatives if potential adversaries do not emulate US restraint. Not every research and development program is worthy of support, however, particularly kinetic-kill programs that generate space debris. An essential element of space assurance is the strengthening of existing norms against the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons. Many norms for responsible space-faring nations already exist, including prohibiting the placement of weapons of mass destruction in space under the aforementioned Outer Space Treaty, helping astronauts in distress, registering space objects, accepting liability for damage caused by national endeavors in space, and acknowledging that the exploration and use of outer space should be carried out for the benefit of all countries and humankind. The scope of existing norms needs to be expanded if space assurance is to be reinforced. Traditionally, the forum in which international norms are codified is the Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva. This 65-nation body operates by consensus, however, and at best requires many years to reach agreement on treaty texts, which might then be stalled further in the process of ratification, as is now the case with the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. This reason is not sufficient to block or reject negotiations in the CD relating to the prevention of space weapons, but it does suggest the wisdom of reinforcing existing norms in quicker ways. The development of a code of conduct establishing agreed “rules of the road” for responsible space-faring nations can expedite international efforts to prevent the weaponization of space. Many codes of conduct already exist in the form of bilateral or multilateral executive agreements. During the Cold War, the United States entered into executive agreements with the Soviet Union to prevent dangerous military practices at sea, on the ground, and in the air. The Bush Administration champions codes of conduct to prevent ballistic missile proliferation and terrorism. A similar approach could reinforce space assurance. The US-Soviet Incidents at Sea (INCSEA) accord, signed in 1972, has served as a model for comparable agreements signed by more than 30 other sea-faring nations. The INCSEA agreement established important rules, including pledges to avoid collisions at sea, the use of blinding light to illuminate the bridges of passing ships, and interference in the “formations” of the other party. Washington and Moscow subsequently signed the Prevention of Dangerous Military Activities (PDMA) agreement in 1989. The PDMA agreement covers, among other dangerous military activities, “interfering with command and control networks in a manner that could cause harm to personnel or damage to equipment of the armed forces of the other Party.” It establishes procedures to deal with boundary incursions and permits the designation of “special caution areas.” Space also deserves “rules of the road” to help prevent incidents and dangerous military activities. Such a code of conduct would include provisions against simulated attacks; the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons; dangerous maneuvers in space, except those for rescue, repair, and other peaceful purposes; and commercial interference, as well as requirements to mitigate space debris. 10 The definitions of space warfare, the scope of agreed constraints, and the ability to monitor them have plagued every prior initiative in this field. They will also bedevil efforts to craft a code of conduct. Nonetheless, effort is worth pursuing. The risks associated with pursuing a code of conduct for responsible space-faring nations are minimal compared to the risks of flight-testing and deploying space weapons. The weaponization of space was avoided during the Cold War, even though both superpowers jockeyed for military advantage on virtually every other front. Space weaponry can also be avoided now, when the United States enjoys unparalleled agenda-setting powers. Existing norms against weaponizing space can be strengthened if Washington exercises restraint, adopts prudent hedges, and joins others in diplomatic efforts to pursue space assurance. The time is ripe to reinforce existing norms in space that have greatly benefited spaceaided commerce, scientific exploration, and the US armed forces.

Weaponization is not inevitable

Andrew T. Park 06 , lawyer and associate in the Corporate Practice Area and the Equipment Finance Group, ’, “INCREMENTALSTEPS FOR ACHIEVING SPACE SECURITY: THE NEED FOR A NEW WAY OF THINKING TO ENHANCE THE LEGALREGIME FOR SPACE,” Houston Journal of International Law, http://www.hjil.org/ArticleFiles/28_3_871.pdf
The simplest argument for space weaponization (inevitability) may also be the most reckless because of its selffulfilling nature. Proponents of the inevitability of space weaponization have proffered multiple theories as to why the realm of space will eventually become weaponized. 86 According to the logic of these inevitability proponents, the United States should lead the way rather than be left in the dust as military technology continues to rapidly develop. 87 However, while the inevitability argument may have some merit, its true danger lies in its unverifiable nature until weaponization actually occurs. Moreover, it is important to note that this premise is driven not only by American insecurities, but also by the need for the  United States to control its own future. Since the ideological divide between “space doves” and those who believe space weaponization is inevitable is not likely to be bridged soon, the international community must recognize the need for a legal regime for space with teeth—or, put another way, a legal regime that goes beyond simply establishing a set of norms that have little to no consequences.

Militarization is not inevitable 

Andrew T. Park 06 , lawyer and associate in the Corporate Practice Area and the Equipment Finance Group, ’, “INCREMENTALSTEPS FOR ACHIEVING SPACE SECURITY: THE NEED FOR A NEW WAY OF THINKING TO ENHANCE THE LEGALREGIME FOR SPACE,” Houston Journal of International Law, http://www.hjil.org/ArticleFiles/28_3_871.pdf
We know from history that every medium—air, land and sea—has seen conflict. Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the United States must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space. This will require superior space capabilities. 88 In 2000, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld chaired the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization. The Commission warned of a “space Pearl Harbor” if the United States did not move to defend its space assets. 89 The statement above from the Rumsfeld Commission summarized the sentiment of many hawks in the United States about the need to achieve space dominance in order to achieve the best possible space security. 90 Accordingly, this view of space by weapons proponents not only justifies military support missions, but also lends support to the justifiable application of military force through the use of weapons stationed in space. 91 The fallacy of the inevitability argument is that, in the short run at least, the United States is the only country that possesses the resources and capabilities necessary to deploy space weapons. 92 This has never been the case in American history. As one historian notes, from the “development of ironclad warships in the 1860s, Dreadnought battleships after 1900, or atomic weapons in the 1940s,” different nations were simultaneously developing the same technology. 93 This left a choice to the different governments to either take the lead in the arms race or get passed by. 94 In the space weapons debate, in contrast, “the United States can unilaterally [for the time being] choose whether space will be weaponized.” 95 Consequently, the United States controls the inevitability of space weaponization. This conviction is dangerously close to evolving into a self-fulfilling prophecy that simply cannot be refuted. 96 While the realms of air, land, and sea have already been weaponized, presumably irrevocably so, they have become so as a result of three very different paths. 97 Moreover, the evolutionary patterns of military and commercial uses of new environments have [also] varied widely across the range of human experience. To conclude that this evidence proves that the fourth will also be weaponized would require a degree of deterministic fatalism that would make the most doctrinaire Marxist or environmental doomsayer blush. 98 The question of whether weaponization will occur is still yet to be determined, but it will undoubtedly be affected by the decisions of U.S. military space policymakers in the coming years. 99 Because the choices ahead are so important, it would be irresponsible of the United States to rely solely on an argument lacking in critical analysis and “based upon little more than superficial historical analogies and glib strategic aphorisms.” 100 The bottom line is that the use of the word “inevitable,” in the context of the weaponization of space, is dangerous simply because there are too many variables to be able to discern the future with any degree of certainty at this point. 101

**AT: NO WAR**

2NC Space Race DA – A2 No US-China war

Their ev only assumes conventional war, not space war – US-China war wouldn’t be conventional, China’s investing heavily in cyber and space capabilities 

Morris 6-12 (Ian, correspondent for the Daily Mail, 6-12-11, “Was this the week that China’s rise to world dominance finally became unstoppable?,” http://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/article-2002636/Was-week-China-s-rise-world-dominance-finally-unstoppable.html)

The world has never seen a financial shift as abrupt as that from America to East Asia, and this is what is driving the parallel shift in power from West to East. In China, where the economy has grown by ten per cent each year, military spending has quadrupled since 1996 and seems set to grow even faster across the present decade. And rather than competing with the USA in conventional warfare, China plans to vault ahead in cyber war and space war, where big investments promise the power to take down the digital spine that holds the American military together. In the West, by contrast, economic recovery after the 2008 collapse is faltering, and military spending is actually falling. With Congress gridlocked over raising the debt ceiling, the American military may have to stop paying its bills in August. In Britain, the 2010 Strategic Defence Review called for spending to fall eight per cent by 2014, and the final figure may end up being three times as high. The Navy will get two new aircraft carriers, but it might not have planes to fly off them. No one can stop the eastward shift of power and wealth; but the West can still shape the form it takes. After 1815, the Royal Navy’s global dominance produced 99 years without major superpower wars. Only after 1900, as British power broke down, did adventurers feel emboldened to take risks – with disastrous results. Since 1989, the USA has been a similar kind of ‘globocop’, policing the world’s sea lanes. If America and its allies allow this to break down, adventurers may feel even bolder in the 2010s than they did in the 1910s – and the results may be even worse. ‘May you live in interesting times,’ goes an old Chinese curse. These are, certainly, interesting times. Perhaps it is time to brush up on your Mandarin.

Even absent war, US-China conflict turns heg – threatens US national security in space and on land via dispersed attacks

Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

U.S. Interests in Space Conventional wisdom holds that space is so vital to national security and economic prosperity that the United States will do whatever it takes to protect its ability to use space. This rationale was enshrined in an influential report issued in January 2001 by a blue-ribbon commission on space, 1 headed by Donald Rumsfeld before he became secretary of defense, which strongly advocated greater protection for U.S. space assets. The Rumsfeld Commission asserted that "[t]he security and economic well being of the United States and its allies and friends depend on the nation's ability to operate successfully in space. To be able to contribute to peace and stability in a distinctly different but still dangerous and complex global environment, the [United States] needs to remain at the forefront in space, technologically and operationally, as we have in the air, on land and at sea." 2 Furthermore, the report argued that "the present extent of U.S. dependence on space, the rapid pace at which this dependence is increasing, and the vulnerabilities it creates, all demand that U.S. national security space interests be recognized as a top national security priority." 3 In economic terms, the United States relies on space technologies and capabilities to support a wide range of commercial activities. Among the most important commercial assets in space is the constellation of Global Positioning System (GPS) navigation satellites. The precise timing signals emitted from the GPS allow automobiles, aircraft, and ships to locate their positions and establish the chronological order for virtually all financial transactions. Indeed, the global financial network would collapse without GPS. Equally important, commercial satellites carry most global communications. Despite the phenomenal growth rate of fiber optics networks, commercial satellites still dominate long-haul global communications. The United States is extraordinarily dependent on space for its national security. 4 The U.S. military has integrated space technologies into virtually all aspects of military operations, dramatically improving U.S. military power. Since the 1991 Persian Gulf War, which is widely considered the first "space war," the Pentagon has relied on electro-optical, hyperspectral, infrared, and radar satellites to see what is happening on the battlefield. 5 Communication satellites allow military commanders to be connected to their forces, while the navigation signal from GPS satellites is essential for precision attacks. The air campaigns over Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq also demonstrated the value of space assets in modern warfare. Similarly, U.S. military commanders increasingly rely on imagery from commercially owned satellites; in fact, commercial satellites handled 80 percent of U.S. military communications during the Kosovo operation in 1999. 6 [End Page 20] Government agencies often pay private firms to collect and process vital satellite imagery. For the first five months of the Afghan campaign, the Department of Defense paid the Space Imaging Corporation $1.9 million per month for images of Afghanistan collected by its Ikonos imaging satellite. This new commercial satellite market also creates vulnerabilities because of the ability of hostile governments or terrorist organizations to gain access to readily available satellite imagery. Such information could be used to harm U.S. interests in various ways, including attacking military bases and disrupting military operations. In sum, because U.S. military effectiveness and commercial competitiveness depend so overwhelmingly on space, the country is increasingly vulnerable to an adversary's malicious use of space or attacks against space systems. As the Rumsfeld Commission report warned ominously, "If the [United States] is to avoid a 'space Pearl Harbor,' it needs to take seriously the possibility of an attack on U.S. space systems. The nation's leaders must assure that the vulnerability of the United States is reduced and that the consequences of a surprise attack on U.S. space assets are limited in their effects." 7 At present, most nations cannot challenge the United States directly, but there are fears that states might someday attack U.S. satellites to cripple its military capabilities. Policymakers in the United States are increasingly concerned that this is precisely China's strategy. 
The U.S. and China will not cooperate in space 

Wolf 2011

[Wolf, Jim, writer for MSNBC news, “Space: A frontier too far for U.S.-China cooperation,“ 1/3/11, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40897403/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/space-frontier-too-far-us-china-cooperation/]

WASHINGTON — The prospects for cooperation between the United States and China in space are fading even as proponents say working together in the heavens could help build bridges in often-testy relations on Earth. The idea of joint ventures in space, including spacewalks, explorations and symbolic "feelgood" projects, have been floated from time to time by leaders on both sides. Efforts have gone nowhere over the past decade, swamped by economic, diplomatic and security tensions, despite a 2009 attempt by President Barack Obama and his Chinese counterpart, Hu Jintao, to kick-start the bureaucracies. U.S. domestic politics make the issue unlikely to advance when Obama hosts Hu at the White House on Jan. 19. Washington is at odds with Beijing over its currency policies and huge trade surplus but needs China's help to deter North Korea and Iran's nuclear ambitions and advance global climate and trade talks, among other matters. Hu's state visit will highlight the importance of expanding cooperation on "bilateral, regional and global issues," the White House said. But space appears to be a frontier too far for now, partly due to U.S. fears of an inadvertent technology transfer. China may no longer be much interested in any event, reckoning it does not need U.S. expertise for its space program. New obstacles to cooperation have come from the Republicans capturing control of the House of Representatives in the Nov. 2 congressional elections from Obama's Democrats. Repr. Frank Wolf, R-Va., for instance, is set to take over as chairman of the appropriations subcommittee that funds the U.S. space agency in the House. A China critic and human rights firebrand, the Republican congressman has faulted NASA's chief for meeting leaders of China's Manned Space Engineering Office in October. "As you know, we have serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space program and strongly oppose any cooperation between NASA and China," Wolf and three fellow Republicans wrote NASA Administrator Charles Bolden on Oct. 15 as he left for China. Obama and Hu, in a statement in November 2009, called for "the initiation of a joint dialogue on human spaceflight and space exploration, based on the principles of transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit." The statement, marking a visit by Obama to China, also called for reciprocal visits in 2010 of NASA's chief and "the appropriate Chinese counterpart." Bolden, who went to China as head of a small team, said discussions there "did not include consideration of any specific proposals for future cooperation" — a statement apparently designed to placate Wolf, who will have a big say in NASA's budget. The Chinese visit to NASA did not materialize in 2010 for reasons that have not been explained. NASA representatives did not reply to questions but a Chinese embassy spokesman, Wang Baodong, said he suspected it was "mainly a scheduling issue." China is an emerging space power. Over 13 years starting in August 1996, it ran up 75 consecutive successful Long March rocket launches after overcoming technical glitches with the help of U.S. companies. China launched its second moon orbiter in October. In 2008, it became the third country after the United States and Russia to send astronauts on a spacewalk outside an orbiting craft. Beijing plans an unmanned moon landing and deployment of a moon rover in 2012 and the retrieval of lunar soil and stone samples around 2017. Chinese scientists have talked about the possibility of sending a man to the moon after 2020 — more than 50 years after U.S. astronauts accomplished the feat. Possible U.S.-Chinese cooperation became more controversial after Beijing carried out a watershed anti-satellite test in January 2007, using a ground-based missile to knock out one of its inactive weather satellites in high polar orbit. No advance notice of the test was given. Thirteen months later, the United States destroyed a malfunctioning U.S. spy satellite using a ship-launched Raytheon Co. Standard Missile 3 after a high-profile buildup to the event. The U.S. interception was just outside the atmosphere so that debris would burn up promptly. U.S. officials say China's capabilities could threaten U.S. space assets in low orbit. The Chinese test also created a large cloud of orbital debris that may last for 100 years, boosting the risk to manned spaceflight and to hundreds of satellites belonging to more than two dozen countries. China's work on anti-satellite weapons is "destabilizing," Wallace Gregson, assistant U.S. secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific security affairs, said in December, also citing its investment in anti-ship missiles, advanced submarines, surface-to-air missiles and computer warfare techniques. "It has become increasingly evident that China is pursuing a long-term, comprehensive military buildup that could upend the regional security balance," Gregson told a forum hosted by the Progressive Policy Institute in Washington. . . 
2NC Space Race DA – A2 China’s not a challenge
Their authors overlook the long-term challenge of China space rise to US national security – mutual suspicions make US-China space race and conflict probable 
Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)
When China successfully launched its fourth and final test flight of an unmanned spacecraft on December 30, 2002, the country's leaders hailed this accomplishment as a major technological triumph. Senior officials of the People's Republic of China (PRC) predicted that the manned space program would launch China's first astronaut (yuhangyuan) in late 2003. The Chinese media predictably brimmed with national pride, while some international media questioned whether such a prestige project was a waste of resources. More generally, international attention to China's space program has been sporadic and patronizing at best, either denigrating it or treating it nonchalantly, predominantly because it has come so late. This prevailing indifference, however, risks overlooking the longer-term consequences of China's growing space power and, more dangerously, the potential collision of U.S. and Chinese interests in space. From China's perspective, the United States' self-appointed guardianship of space is presumptuous and represents a genuine challenge to China's national security concerns. For the United States, China's extension into space symbolizes its ambitions to challenge U.S. national security. Deeply seated, mutual suspicions are evident in both countries' strategic assessments as the contours of potential strategic competition between Washington and Beijing emerge. In essence, both sides agree that the other represents a challenge. Although this potential clash of interests is not yet sufficiently severe to be visible to casual observers, the United States and China are on the threshold of a space race that could radically influence international security.  
***AFF ANSWERS***

**INEVITABLE**

2AC Space Race DA – US mil inevitable
US militarization inevitable – Pentagon pushing

Space Daily ‘05
[SpaceDaily today is a network of inter related sites covering the earth sciences, energy technologies, military technologies and disaster news.  Established with an international perspective from its earliest days, SpaceDaily.com has grown into a database of over 100,000 articles, Washington, “The U.S. Military Wants Weapons in Space,” April 16, 2005, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-05k.html]
The Bush administration is advocating the weaponization of space to sustain the global dominance of the U.S. military. While the aggressive new policy aimed at making U.S. satellites capable of striking enemy targets both on the ground and in orbit may be scuttled by controversy or prohibited by cost, elements within the White House and the Pentagon will continue to stress the military's increasing dependence on satellite technology and the dangers associated with sharing more and more outer-space real estate with other nations not always in synch with U.S. interests, the Christian Science Monitor reported. "Because we depend so heavily on space capabilities, we must be prepared when directed to confront adversaries on the high ground of space," former Air Force Secretary Peter Teets told Congress in March. "If (diplomatic or non-lethal) measures fail, we reserve the right under international law to take defensive action against an adversary's space capability." With nations like China and Russia actively pursing treaties that would outlaw the deployment of space-based weapons, analysts say cosmic battlefields will only flourish if the president extends his policy of pre-emptive military action to the heavens. "They will go there if we go there," says Theresa Hitchens of the Center for Defense Information in Washington. "If somebody else did go first, we could go second very quickly and probably better."
2AC Space Race DA – Space race inev
Space race inev – commercial competition in space accelerates it

Bender 01

Bryan, military analyst, “Global Economy May Make Space a Battleground,” January 12, 2001, http://abcnews.go.com/International/story?id=81597&page=1
Stimulated by the new political leadership emerging in the United States, an escalating space race will turn the final frontier into a new battleground in the 21st century. On Jan. 11 the Commission to Assess U.S. National Security Space Management and Organization is to release its findings after more than a year of study. Established by members of Congress concerned that preparations for the space age are inadequate, the commission has the potential to forcefully and immediately affect American policy. 

The commission was led by Donald Rumsfeld, President-elect George W. Bush’s nominee for secretary of defense, who has pledged to make the “defense of space assets” a top priority. The commission will find the new U.S. administration highly receptive to accelerating the space race with military projects and government-assisted programs for civilian purposes. The trend toward a larger international presence in space, and the associated risks that come with heavy reliance on space systems, has moved the United States closer than ever — both politically and technologically — to crossing the boundary between using space to support military operations and making space a combat zone. The incoming U.S. administration, and its unfolding world view, will run right up against this sacrosanct boundary in international relations and may even cross it, irreversibly altering the strategic landscape. Hundreds of Billions of Dollars at Stake Reliance on space for communications, navigation, reconnaissance, weather prediction and a host of other disciplines is growing by leaps and bounds, fueling billions of dollars in investment around the world — $100 billion in investment by the United States alone. At least 1,500 new satellites will be launched internationally over the next decade to add to the estimated 600 now in orbit. Many advances in space technology are now being spearheaded outside the United States. The United States has developed only one new booster rocket in the last 20 years, while Russia has developed and tested more than 140. In other areas, such as the satellite surveillance and space exploration, countries like Russia, China, Japan and India are doing a good job of keeping pace with the United States. China, for example, plans this year to place a human in orbit for the first time and recently launched a high-resolution commercial imaging satellite. Japan, meanwhile, has embarked on a satellite reconnaissance program of its own that will give its military greater autonomy from the United States. This highly competitive environment in the space industry has coincided with — and fueled — growing American military anxiety that new technologies becoming widely available will seriously endanger space operations. This includes anti-satellite laser weapons and new computer tools to disrupt or corrupt satellite data. Russia is believed to have developed anti-satellite weapons, while China is said to be aggressively pursuing them. The United States will redouble its efforts to develop anti-satellite weapons as Russia and China’s space programs grow. “Protecting our ability to launch and operate satellites — and denying an enemy the same ability — could be pivotal to the success of future U.S. military operations,” according to the U.S. Space Command mission statement. “The increasing reliance of joint forces on space means we must achieve space superiority in times of conflict. Likewise, we must be able to preserve civil and commercial access to space.” A Call for a Space Corps? The space commission’s report will likely call for enhancing satellite defenses and space control capabilities. It may call for renewed testing of the Mid Range Advanced Chemical Laser, a ground-based anti-satellite weapon that has not been tested in several years. When tested in 1997, domestic and foreign criticism was widespread. Russian President Boris Yeltsin personally intervened to try and stop the tests, warning against the danger of making space a venue for warfare. The commission will probably also recommend some structural changes within the military, including tapping the Air Force as the “executive agent” for space operations. The commission had even considered establishing a separate Space Force or Space Corps of 30,000 troops, but that proposal appears to have been shelved as too controversial. The commission is less likely to recommend deploying offensive weapons in space, but some concrete steps in that direction will at least be on the table as Rumsfeld moves into his Pentagon office. One of these steps might be to accelerate research on a so-called Space Based Laser. The Pentagon recently cut a check for a $100 million to conduct a flight test of a subscale vehicle designed to house a high-powered laser to attack missiles and other targets from space. The Challenge for the New Administration The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty prohibits the United States from deploying laser weapons in space; however, Bush has said he will either change or scrap the treaty with Russia to deploy the proposed nationwide missile shield. Bush has also pledged to develop a more comprehensive missile defense, possibly including weapons deployed in space. Specifics aside, what is clear is that the Bush national security team will have an early blueprint, provided by one of its most veteran and influential members, for how the military should proceed in outer space. And the watchwords of the blueprint will no doubt include space “control” and “dominance.” The introduction weapons into space may be inevitable. However, fierce international competition in commercial and military space ventures, combined with a U.S. administration seeking to prevail over all other comers, is placing the space race on a collision course with the point of no return: warfare in space. With a secretary of defense intellectually inclined to up the ante in space, the United States is set to preside over the countdown and possibly the blastoff.
Space race inevitable – US weaponization now ensures its technological, military, and political dominance and promotes transparency in international cooperation
Hsu and Bryner, ‘8 (Jeremy and Jeanna, correspondents for space.com, citing Everett Dolman, professor of comparative military studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, 2-21-08, “Space Arms Race Heats Up Overnight,” http://www.space.com/5007-space-arms-race-heats-overnight.html)
Another expert saw China's internal debate differently, even as China asked for more information about the U.S. satellite shootdown. "Their concern is not whether they should continue with their military space program," said Everett Dolman, a professor of comparative military studies at Maxwell Air Force Base. Dolman added that much of the international outcry over China's test was over the large debris field left in orbit by the Chinese satellite's destruction, and so the Chinese were likely discussing how to prevent such international condemnation in future tests. He sees the continuing weaponization of space as almost a certainty, particularly as the U.S. and China continue jockeying to maintain and increase their global power."If there is going to be a big conflict between the U.S. and China, it's likely the first salvoes will be in space because the security needs of the U.S. and China are incompatible there," Dolman said. Regardless of differences in opinion, most agreed that the U.S. anti-satellite demonstration sends a political message for China and Russia. "[The U.S.] certainly did a good job in couching it in safety terms, which makes it harder to attack outright," Young said, "but it seems fairly clear that the Chinese and the Russians got the message: 'This is something we can do.'" Necessary step? At least one expert saw the demonstration as a crucial step by the U.S. to ensure its military and political dominance if a space arms race becomes inevitable. "This was in my view a very positive move by the U.S. for stability," said Dolman. "The fact that you're using a Navy ship and a fairly standard weapon to do this is really ratcheting up the technology curve." The shootdown certainly seems to confirm U.S. technological prowess. The interceptor missile "was never designed to engage a satellite," according to Raytheon Missile Systems, adding that its success "demonstrates the capability of the SM-3 missile to meet a unique situation and perform beyond its intended purpose." Dolman observed that the U.S., China and Russia will all try to control space in the near-future, but that developing anti-satellite and other weapons won't necessarily lead to a catastrophic war because of the relatively bloodless nature of space conflict. "No one's ready for control of space yet, although they'd all like to have that capability," Dolman said. The Secure World Foundation views the shootdown as an opportunity for the U.S. government to spearhead efforts for an international forum dealing with space-traffic management and weaponization issues. "We need to deal with this globally, because that satellite could've been a different satellite, for example, belonging to a different country," Smith said. "If it was characterized as a threat and we had the ability to shoot it down and nobody else did then that becomes an international issue that needs to be dealt with as transparently as possible." But so far, the U.S. government has come up a bit short on transparency and international cooperation. "One fundamental truth is that this administration has demonstrated clearly a preference for unilateral and military action over international and cooperative actions," Young said. "We don't know how the decision was made in the Bush administration but the fact that early on they were talking about fairly modest risk and then suddenly 'we're going to shoot it down' ... there was no indication at all that they were headed that way. It seems to the outside observer, hey this would be fun. Let's go shoot something down." 
Space race inevitable – India and China
Washington Times 08

David Sands, “China, India hasten arms race in space,” June 25, 2008, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/jun/25/china-india-hasten-arms-race-in-space/?page=all#pagebreak
On the planet’s final frontier, more and more countries are beefing up their border guards. India became the latest country to boost its defense presence in space, announcing last week plans to develop a military space program to counter the fast-growing space defense efforts of neighboring China. India, which has an extensive civilian space satellite program, must “optimize space applications for military purposes,” army Chief of Staff Gen. Deepak Kapoor said at a defense conference in New Delhi. “The Chinese space program is expanding at an exponentially rapid pace in both offensive and defensive content.” Last month, Japanese lawmakers passed a bill ending a decades-old ban on the use of the country’s space programs for defense, although officials in Tokyo insist that the country has no plans to develop a military program in space. French President Nicolas Sarkozy, in the first major review of France’s defense and security policy in more than a decade, has proposed nearly doubling spending for space intelligence assets, including spy satellites, to more than $1 billion annually. “I don’t think what you are seeing is coincidental,” said Wade Boese, a researcher at the Washington-based Arms Control Association. “Countries are increasingly aware of the potential for military development in space, and increasingly aware that other countries are moving ahead.” The issue of an arms race in space took on new prominence in January 2007, when China stunned Western military analysts by using a medium-range ballistic missile to shoot down a defunct weather satellite. Pentagon planners said two orbiting U.S. spacecraft were forced to change course to avoid being hit by the thousands of pieces of space debris caused by the surprise test. China insists the exercise was not conducted for military reasons. “We are against weaponization or an arms race in space,” Zhou Wenzhong, China’s ambassador to the United States, said in an interview at The Washington Times earlier this month. “This was a scientific experiment.” But in what many around the world saw as at least in part a return salvo to the Chinese action, the U.S. Navy in February shot down a wayward U.S. spy satellite over the Pacific, arguing that the action was needed to prevent the craft from crashing to Earth and spreading potentially toxic fuel. India, which competes for influence with China even as trade relations between the two Asian giants have blossomed, made no effort to hide its concerns about Beijing’s plans for space. “With time we will get sucked into a military race to protect our space assets and inevitably there will be a military contest in space,” Lt. Gen. H.S. Lidder, one of India’s most senior officers, said last week in comments reported by the Indian Express newspaper and confirmed by the country’s defense ministry. “In a life-and-death scenario, space will provide the advantage,” Gen. Lidder said. Although the United States holds a vast technological and spending edge in space defense programs, the military’s reliance on satellites and space-based assets exposes the United States more than any other country to military threats in space. Nancy Gallagher and John D. Steinbruner, researchers at the University of Maryland’s Center for International Studies, argue in a study that the Pentagon cannot hope to dominate space through technological and material superiority. The United States will not be able to “outspend and out-innovate all potential rivals in space,” the two argue in a “white paper” just published by the American Academy of Arts and Sciences. Aides to Sen. Barack Obama, Illinois Democrat, and Sen. John McCain, Arizona Republican, are staking out markedly different stands on the space arms race as the presidential campaign heats up. “We don’t need more battlegrounds,” Steve Robinson, an Obama campaign adviser, said in a debate at the National Space Society’s annual meeting in May in Washington. “The idea of militarization of space is not something that Senator Obama is in favor of, and cooperation is better than confrontation.” Floyd DesChamps, a Senate Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee staffer representing Mr. McCain, said the senator from Arizona recognizes the need to defend U.S. space assets from hostile attack. “The reality is that we have to protect those assets,” he said. 
Current space policy makes militarization definite
Scmidt 08

Klaus, “Space militarization,” February 12, 2008, http://spacefellowship.com/news/art4489/space-militarization.html
Earlier this month, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced a new priority for his department – protection of America’s satellites. As if to underline the importance of the task, he demanded in early February that Congress allocate 10.7 billion dollars for the purpose in 2009. Russia has voiced similar concerns. Air Force Commander Col.-Gen. Alexander Zelin told a conference at the Academy of Military Sciences in mid-January that the biggest threats to Russia in the 21st century come from air and space. This concern about space raises several questions. First, why do satellites require protection? Second, does defense of space equate to the militarization of space? Third, how can sophisticated and expensive space hardware be protected from unwanted interference? Today satellites do require protection. To understand why, we have to understand how warfare has changed. Recent conflicts have shown that the ideas that dominated military thinking in the 20th century have become desperately obsolete. In the wars of today, and the future, the objective is to deal surgical strikes against an enemy’s sensitive facilities, rather than seize its territory. Massive use of ground troops and armor is already a thing of the past. The role of strategic aviation is similarly decreasing. In strategic arms, the emphasis is shifting from the classic nuclear triad to high precision weapons of different basing modes. This kind of precision warfare has only been made possible by orbital support vehicles – satellite-based reconnaissance, warning, forecasting and targeting systems. Much has been done in recent years for the development of “smart” weapons – guided bombs and missiles that are highly accurate over hundreds of miles. Military analysts say that by 2010 the leading military powers will have 30,000-50,000 such weapons between them, and by 2020 some 70,000-90,000. It is hard to imagine how many satellites will be required to support such a vast arsenal, but without them, the cruise missiles capable of hitting a mosquito at a hundred miles will be absolutely useless. Thus, hundreds of seemingly harmless “passive” space systems, which themselves are not designed to attack anything, are a crucial component of high precision weapons, the main armaments of the 21st century. But this very strength makes space systems the Achilles heel of the modern army. Disabling its satellites would effectively cripple the US military – and they are almost completely undefended. Hence Robert Gates’ demand for funds. As other nations follow America’a lead, and rush to protect their satellites from attack, we will see the development of a new arms race. Does this make the militarization of space inevitable? If we are talking about the deployment of attack weapons capable of independently destroying targets in space, the air and on the ground, the answer is “yes”. But this doesn’t necessarily mean that space will be turned into a gun turret with the whole planet in sight. Weapons carrying satellites are a nightmare that has so far been avoided, and I believe may still be avoided. It is not at all necessary to put combat stations into orbit, or arm reconnaissance and weather satellites. Satellites can be reliably protected by ground-based systems that Russia is currently developing. In early February 2007, First Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov set his defense department the task of developing an integrated system of air, space and missile defense. The air defense concern Almaz-Antei has been named the main developer of the project. Ivanov said that the project is “very serious, expensive, and unique in the use of innovation technology.” A timetable has been set for its implementation within the arms program up to 2015. The ministries and departments involved in the project have been ordered to draft a comprehensive program for the development of a unified system of air defense missiles. This will include a mobile system of air and space defense currently being developed by Almaz. Ivanov said that “it will consist of combat, information and other systems that would simultaneously guarantee three types of defense – air, space, and missile defense.” Considering the need to ensure close cooperation between the air and space forces in using the unified air and space defense systems, the commander of the Air Force has proposed that all aerospace forces should be unified under the Air Force Chief Command. How the United States will choose to protect its more than five hundred satellites is an open question. But it would be better for everyone if, following Russian example, such defense systems are launched from predictable ground sites, rather than space.
Chinese weapons test prove new era of space race – militarization trumps calls for peace

Broad et. al., ‘7 (William J., best-selling author and a senior writer at The New York Times, more than thirty years as a science journalist, David Sanger, Chief Washington Correspondent for The New York Times, Joseph Kahn, American journalist who currently serves as deputy foreign editor of The New York Times, 1-19-07, “Missile test puts China on path to militarizing space - Asia - Pacific - International Herald Tribune,” http://www.nytimes.com/2007/01/19/world/asia/19iht-china.4269526.html?pagewanted=all)

China successfully carried out its first test of an anti-satellite weapon last week, the Bush administration said, signaling Beijing's resolve to play a major role in military space activities and bringing expressions of concern from Washington and other capitals. Japan, South Korea and Australia were among the regional countries that pressed China to explain the incident, which if confirmed would make it the third power, after the United States and the former Soviet Union, to shoot down an object in space. China's Foreign and Defense Ministries declined to comment on reports of the test, which were based on U.S. intelligence data. Liu Jianchao, the Foreign Ministry spokesman, would say only that Beijing opposed using weapons in space. "China will not participate in any kind of arms race in outer space," he told Reuters. But Gordon Johndroe, the U.S. National Security Council spokesman, told The Associated Press: "The United States believes China's development and testing of such weapons is inconsistent with the spirit of cooperation that both countries aspire to in the civil space area. We and other countries have expressed our concern to the Chinese." Yasuhisa Shiozaki, the chief cabinet secretary in Japan, suggested that China's lack of transparency over its military development could trigger suspicions about its motives in the region. "The Chinese side is being asked firmly to demonstrate transparency, and the first step is to provide a clear explanation of this incident," Shiozaki said. The Japanese foreign minister, Taro Aso, reportedly criticized China's move, saying that Beijing had not given any advance notice to Tokyo and warning that debris from the test could scatter. "I doubt if we could call this a peaceful use," Aso was quoted as saying by the national daily Asahi Shimbun. The Australian foreign minister, Alexander Downer, who was in New York, said Canberra opposed the test and had called on Beijing's ambassador to Australia, Fu Ying, for an explanation. "Our concern about this is that to have a capacity to shoot down satellites in outer space is not consistent" with the traditional Chinese position of opposition to the militarization of outer space, he said. The weather satellite hit by the weapon had circled the globe at an altitude of about 800 kilometers, or 500 miles. In theory, the test means that China can now hit U.S. spy satellites, which orbit closer to Earth. The satellites presumably in range of the Chinese missile include most of the imagery satellites used for basic military reconnaissance, which are essentially the eyes of the U.S. intelligence community for military movements, potential nuclear tests and even some counterterrorism, and commercial satellites as well. A Bush administration official who had reviewed the intelligence about China's test said the launching was detected by the United States in the early evening of Jan. 11, which would have been early Jan. 12 in China. U.S. satellites tracked the launching of the medium-range ballistic missile, and space radar later saw the debris. The test was first reported late Wednesday on the Web site of Aviation Week & Space Technology, an industry magazine. It said intelligence agencies had yet to "complete confirmation of the test." The test, the magazine said, appeared to employ a ground-based interceptor that used the sheer force of impact rather than an exploding warhead. Experts said the satellite's speeding remnants could pose a threat to other satellites for years or even decades. Arms-control experts called the test a troubling development that could foreshadow an anti-satellite arms race. Alternatively, however, some experts speculated that it could precede a diplomatic push by China to prod the Bush administration into negotiations on a weapons ban. "This is the first real escalation in the weaponization of space that we've seen in 20 years," said Jonathan McDowell, a Harvard astronomer who tracks rocket launchings and space activity. "It ends a long period of restraint." Beijing's silence on the test underscored that China's rapidly modernizing military, and perhaps especially the People Liberation Army's Second Artillery forces in charge of the country's ballistic missile program, remains isolated and secretive, answering only to President Hu Jintao, who heads the military as well as the ruling Communist Party. "This is the other face of China, the hard power side, that they usually keep well hidden," said Chong-pin Lin, an expert in Taiwan on China's military. "They talk more about peace and diplomacy, but the push to develop lethal, high-tech capabilities has not slowed down at all." Having a weapon that can disable or destroy satellites is considered a component of China's doctrine of asymmetrical warfare. Chinese Army strategists have written that they intend to use relatively inexpensive but highly disruptive technologies to impede the better- equipped and better-trained U.S. forces in the event of an armed conflict, for example over Taiwan. Yet while Beijing's research and development of such weapons has been well known, the apparent decision to test-fire an anti-satellite weapon came as a surprise to many analysts. "If this is fully collaborated, it is a very significant event that is likely to recast relations between the United States and China," said Allan Behm, a former official in the Australian Defense Ministry. "This was a very sophisticated thing to do, and the willingness to do it means that we're seeing a different level of threat." China's defense expenditures have been growing at nearly a double-digit pace, even after adjusting for inflation, for the past 15 years. Beijing has begun to deploy sophisticated submarines, aircraft and anti-ship missiles that the Pentagon says could have offensive uses. Yet with a few notable exceptions, China has avoided sharp provocations that could prompt the United States or Japan to focus more on what some officials in both countries regard as a potential threat. Chinese leaders stress that they are preoccupied by domestic challenges and intend to focus their energy and resources on economic development, a policy they say depends heavily on cross-border investment, open trade and friendly foreign relations. Beijing has denied that it intends to develop space weapons and sharply criticized Washington for experimenting with a space-based missile defense system. It forged a coalition of Asian countries to develop peaceful space- based technologies. Last month it published and heavily promoted a major white paper on military strategy that emphasized its view that space must remain free of weapons. "China is unflinching in taking the road of peaceful development, and always maintains that outer space is the common wealth of mankind," the white paper said. Some analysts suggested that one possible motivation was to prod the Bush administration to negotiate a treaty to ban space weapons. Russia and China have advocated such a treaty, but President George W. Bush rejected those calls when he authorized a new space policy that seeks to preserve "freedom of action" in space. Chinese officials have warned that an arms race could ensue if Washington did not change course. 

Space militarization looms

AFP ‘4, January 24, 2004, “Space Militarization Looms as Threat of 21st Century: Expert,” http://www.commondreams.org/headlines04/0129-07.html
The 20th century added a new dimension to warfare with the nuclear bomb, and the 21st could well be remembered for bringing the arms race into space, a French weapons expert said.  "Up until now, space has been militarized in the sense that military operations have made a lot of use of satellites ... either for communications, for navigation, for eavesdropping or for surveillance," Therese Delpech, the director for strategic affairs at the Atomic Energy Commission in Paris, told AFP in Stockholm.  "What is completely new," she added, "is what I call the weaponization of space, which is much more serious, and concerns the possibility in the (near) future of having weapons in space, or developing weapons that can destroy satellites in space. This would add another dimension to warfare." This could be just a decade away, according to Delpech, in Stockholm for the first meeting of a new Swedish-funded international commission on weapons of mass destruction, which is headed by former UN chief weapons inspector Hans Blix. The independent commission, made up of 15 weapons experts from 15 countries, will over the next two years attempt to find ways of limiting the spread of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, as well as on ways of disarming countries that already have such weapons. While several commissioners emphasized the importance of addressing the continuing threat of nuclear proliferation, Delpech urged that greater attention be paid to a whole new generation of threats. "I truly believe that the 20th century was the age of physics, while the 21st century will be the age of information technology and life sciences. And that holds the potential for horrifying military applications," she said, adding that developments in biological weapons gave of particular concern. There are much greater possibilities of dissimulating biological activities than nuclear activities. That's a real problem. ... The military applications are absolutely devastating," she said. 

Space remains to be militarized

Hitchens 07 Theresa, “The Future of Military Space: It’s Going to be Crowded up There,” March 12, 2007, http://aviationweek.typepad.com/space/2007/03/the_future_of_m.html
Over the past 20 years, the use of outer space has changed dramatically. From the dawn of the space age up to the Cold War era, Russia and the United States were the world’s only space powers. Today, 41 countries own or operate satellites, about a dozen countries can launch satellites, and many others are seeking such capability. At the same time, more and more countries are using space for military purposes -- from communications to mapping to intelligence gathering to weapons targeting. What might the milspace environment look like in another 50 years? While prognostication is usually ill-rewarded, the one thing safe to say is that it’s going to be crowded up there: with more military satellite users and operators and a plethora of micro- and nano-satellites joining larger, more traditional satellites. More difficult to foresee is whether there will be combat operations in or from space, as technology is only one of the obstacles to space war. The emerging micro- and nano- and pico-sat boomlet will change the milspace landscape in more ways than one. In the past, most working satellites were behemoths, weighed in metric tons. With the price of launch still hovering between $11,000 and $22,000 per kilogram, cost has been a significant factor in limiting the number of space operators. Small, smaller and teeny satellites (between 100 kilograms and 1 kilogram) launched on small, low-cost launchers will hurdle that barrier. While low-cost launch has long been a space pipe dream, programs such as Europe’s planned Vega and the U.S.-planned Falcon, as well as the multitude of innovative concepts being developed by private space entrepreneurs such as Burt Rutan and Elon Musk, are today laying a solid foundation for a revolution in satellite affordability. Currently, 14 nations operate some 292 dedicated or dual-use satellites for military purposes (although most of those are U.S. owned). There is no doubt that the drop in pricetags will ensure that both numbers continue to grow.  Tiny satellites will provide a host of new capabilities. In particular, militaries will be afforded a much greater level of “space situational awareness:” the ability to “see” and understand what is happening with one’s own and other’s space assets. Equipped with tiny optical cameras and other sensors, micro-satellites will be in the forefront for tracking and identifying space objects, from debris to potential on-orbit anti-satellite weapons (ASATs). Micro-satellites that can autonomously maneuver will be used for inspection, failure diagnostics and reconnaissance of other’s space assets, as well as refueling and repair (once again, greatly reducing the life-time costs of a satellite system). Mini-satellites also long have been viewed as potential attackers, using radio frequency jamming, blocking optical apertures or destroying targets through kinetic energy. Housed in benign-looking motherships, or carried on operating satellites for later release, such weapons would be difficult to find and track from the ground. With the increased use of seeing-eye micro-sats, however, it will be much harder to hide in space. Micro-satellites in low-Earth orbit (LEO) constellations will also likely replace the large satellites now used in ones, twos and threes for Earth observation-related operations. And everyone will want them. The proliferation of imaging satellites means it will also much harder to hide anywhere on Earth. The good news is, battlefield commanders will be able to call in satellite reinforcements with localized communications and imaging from LEO on a “pop-up” basis, whenever and wherever they are needed. While micro-sat hordes are practically inevitable, the outlook for rapid space strike capabilities – via “Marines in Space,” orbiting hypervelocity rods, weapons-carrying hypersonic cruise vehicles or space planes – remains decidedly cloudy. Carrying tourists into LEO is a decidedly different, and much more achievable, proposition than inserting a squadron of Marines into hostile territory and getting them back out safely via a sub-orbital space vehicle. Despite the Corps’ hopes, 2057 is likely to come and go without the advent of Starship Troopers.  Space-based terrestrial strike weapons using kinetic energy must battle the laws of physics (absentee ratios), not to mention economics (even in an age of low-cost launch options, getting thousands of necessarily heavy things to orbit will strain any war-planner’s cost-benefit calculations). And Earth-zapping lasers are nowhere on the horizon. True space-planes (single stage to orbit) remain vexed by the fact that to achieve the velocity needed for lift, a huge load of fuel is required, making the vehicle so heavy that payloads, whether humans or weapons, are infeasible. While there is much research ongoing, methods to overcome this chemical propulsion quandary – such as anti-matter engines – are likely to remain in the realm of science fiction for a long, long time. Sub-orbital hypersonic cruise vehicles look more promising technologically, but their history – dating back to the late 1950s and early 1960s – is less than impressive. Still, of all the options for space strike, the use of hypersonic vehicles is the only one worth betting anything on. But it’s a 50/50 chance. What about space wars? As weapons on orbit don’t look feasible for the foreseeable future, the real question is the emergence of ASATs. The micro-sat revolution both encourages and discourages ASAT development. Maneuverable micro-sats could make excellent weapons, but ASAT operations (whether kinetic, directed energy or RF) are vastly complicated when there are tens of targets instead of just one, and when everyone is watching very closely. And as reliance on space increases, the pressure against debris-creating weapons grows in turn. But history teaches us that just because the military usefulness of a technology is in doubt, it doesn’t mean it won’t be pursued. The case is still out. Many will no doubt think this look-ahead lacks imagination. But given the problems major space powers are having in simply replacing current capabilities, and the general 15-20 year timeline for development of new military systems, unbridled techno-optimism about the future of milspace seems unwarranted. Still, there’s always science fiction. 

Current space policy makes militarization definite

Schmidt 08

Klaus, “Space militarization,” February 12, 2008, http://spacefellowship.com/news/art4489/space-militarization.html
Earlier this month, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced a new priority for his department – protection of America’s satellites. As if to underline the importance of the task, he demanded in early February that Congress allocate 10.7 billion dollars for the purpose in 2009. Russia has voiced similar concerns. Air Force Commander Col.-Gen. Alexander Zelin told a conference at the Academy of Military Sciences in mid-January that the biggest threats to Russia in the 21st century come from air and space. This concern about space raises several questions. First, why do satellites require protection? Second, does defense of space equate to the militarization of space? Third, how can sophisticated and expensive space hardware be protected from unwanted interference? Today satellites do require protection. To understand why, we have to understand how warfare has changed. Recent conflicts have shown that the ideas that dominated military thinking in the 20th century have become desperately obsolete. In the wars of today, and the future, the objective is to deal surgical strikes against an enemy’s sensitive facilities, rather than seize its territory. Massive use of ground troops and armor is already a thing of the past. The role of strategic aviation is similarly decreasing. In strategic arms, the emphasis is shifting from the classic nuclear triad to high precision weapons of different basing modes. This kind of precision warfare has only been made possible by orbital support vehicles – satellite-based reconnaissance, warning, forecasting and targeting systems. Much has been done in recent years for the development of “smart” weapons – guided bombs and missiles that are highly accurate over hundreds of miles. Military analysts say that by 2010 the leading military powers will have 30,000-50,000 such weapons between them, and by 2020 some 70,000-90,000. It is hard to imagine how many satellites will be required to support such a vast arsenal, but without them, the cruise missiles capable of hitting a mosquito at a hundred miles will be absolutely useless. Thus, hundreds of seemingly harmless “passive” space systems, which themselves are not designed to attack anything, are a crucial component of high precision weapons, the main armaments of the 21st century. But this very strength makes space systems the Achilles heel of the modern army. Disabling its satellites would effectively cripple the US military – and they are almost completely undefended. Hence Robert Gates’ demand for funds. As other nations follow America’a lead, and rush to protect their satellites from attack, we will see the development of a new arms race. Does this make the militarization of space inevitable? If we are talking about the deployment of attack weapons capable of independently destroying targets in space, the air and on the ground, the answer is “yes”. But this doesn’t necessarily mean that space will be turned into a gun turret with the whole planet in sight. Weapons carrying satellites are a nightmare that has so far been avoided, and I believe may still be avoided. It is not at all necessary to put combat stations into orbit, or arm reconnaissance and weather satellites. Satellites can be reliably protected by ground-based systems that Russia is currently developing. In early February 2007, First Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov set his defense department the task of developing an integrated system of air, space and missile defense. The air defense concern Almaz-Antei has been named the main developer of the project. Ivanov said that the project is “very serious, expensive, and unique in the use of innovation technology.” A timetable has been set for its implementation within the arms program up to 2015. The ministries and departments involved in the project have been ordered to draft a comprehensive program for the development of a unified system of air defense missiles. This will include a mobile system of air and space defense currently being developed by Almaz. Ivanov said that “it will consist of combat, information and other systems that would simultaneously guarantee three types of defense – air, space, and missile defense.” Considering the need to ensure close cooperation between the air and space forces in using the unified air and space defense systems, the commander of the Air Force has proposed that all aerospace forces should be unified under the Air Force Chief Command. How the United States will choose to protect its more than five hundred satellites is an open question. But it would be better for everyone if, following Russian example, such defense systems are launched from predictable ground sites, rather than space.
Militarization inevitable

AFP 09

November 3, 2009, “China commander says space weapons inevitable,” http://www.defencetalk.com/china-commander-says-space-weapons-inevitable-22844/
Beijing: A top China air force commander has called the militarization of space an "historical inevitability", state media said Monday, marking an apparent shift in Beijing's opposition to weaponising outer space. In a wide-ranging interview in the People's Liberation Army (PLA) Daily, air force commander Xu Qiliang said it was imperative for the PLA air force to develop offensive and defensive operations in outer space. "As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space... this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back," Xu told the paper. "The PLA air force must establish in a timely manner the concepts of space security, space interests and space development. "We must build an outer space force that conforms with the needs of our nation's development (and) the demands of the development of the space age." Superiority in outer space can give a nation control over war zones both on land and at sea, while also offering a strategic advantage, Xu said, noting that such dominance was necessary to safeguard the nation. "Only power can protect peace," the 59-year-old commander said in the interview given to coincide with this month's 60th anniversary of the founding of the PLA air force. China has long stated that it supported the peaceful uses of outer space and opposed the introduction of weapons there. Beijing has also sought to establish an international treaty to control the deployment of weapons in space. In January 2007, China surprised the world by shooting down one of its own weather satellites in a test seen by many, including the United States, as a possible trigger of an arms race in space. 
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Space race and conflict inevitable – China’s missile test, technology, and US desire of superiority 

Myers ‘8 (Steven Lee, DC reporter for The New York Times, 3-9-08, “Look Out Below. The Arms Race in Space May Be On,” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/09/weekinreview/09myers.html) 

Is war in space inevitable? The idea or such a war has been around since Sputnik, but for most of the cold war it remained safely within the realm of science fiction and the carefully proscribed American-Soviet arms race. That is changing. A dozen countries now can reach space with satellites — and, therefore, with weapons. China strutted its stuff in January 2007 by shooting down one of its own weather satellites 530 miles above the planet. “The first era of the space age was one of experimentation and discovery,” a Congressional commission reported just before President Bush took office in 2001. “We are now on the threshold of a new era of the space age, devoted to mastering operations in space.” One of the authors of that report was Mr. Bush’s first defense secretary, Donald H. Rumsfeld, and the policy it recommended became a tenet of American policy: The United States should develop “new military capabilities for operation to, from, in and through space.” Technology, too, has become an enemy of peace in space. Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative was considered so fantastical by its critics 25 years ago that it was known as “Star Wars.” But the programs Mr. Reagan began were the ancestors of the weaponry that brought down the American satellite. The Chinese strike, and now the Pentagon’s, have given ammunition to both sides of the debate over war in orbit. Arms control advocates say the bull’s-eyes underscore the need to expand the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, which the United States and 90 other countries have ratified. It bans the use of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in orbit or on the Moon. Space, in this view, should remain a place for exploration and research, not humanity’s destructive side. The grim potential of the latter was hinted at by the vast field of debris that China’s test left, posing a threat to any passing satellite or space ship. (The Pentagon said its own shot, at a lower altitude, would not have the same effect — the debris would fall to earth and burn up.) The risk posed by space junk was the main reason the United States and Soviet Union abandoned antisatellite tests in the 1980’s. Michael Krepon, who has written on the militarization of space, said the Chinese test broke an unofficial moratorium that had lasted since then. And he expressed disappointment that the Pentagon’s strike had damaged support for a ban — which the Chinese say they want, in spite of their 2007 test. “The truth of the matter is it doesn’t take too many satellite hits to create a big mess in low earth orbit,” he said. The White House, on the other hand, opposes a treaty proscribing space weaponry; Mr. Bush’s press secretary, Dana M. Perino, says it would be unenforceable, noting that even a benign object put in orbit could become a weapon if it rammed another satellite. A new American president could reverse that attitude, but he or she would have to go up against the generals and admirals, contractors, lawmakers and others who strongly support the goal of keeping American superiority in space. The reason they cite is that the United States depends more than any other country on space for its national security. It’s only a slight exaggeration to say that an M1-A1 tank couldn’t drive around the block in Iraq without them. And so, research continues on how to protect American satellites and deny the wartime use of satellites to potential enemies — including work on lasers and whiz-bang stuff like cylinders of hardened material that could be hurled from space to targets on the ground. “Rods from God,” those are called. For now, such weapons remain untested and, by all accounts, impractical because the cost of putting a weapon in orbit is huge. “It is much easier to hold a target at risk from the land or sea than from space,” said Elliot G. Pulham, who heads the Space Foundation, a nonprofit group in Colorado Springs. Democrats in Congress, in particular, have opposed explicit authorization of space weapons programs. But John E. Pike, director of GlobalSecurity.org, an organization that studies military and space issues, has noted a spike in recent years in secret “black budget” spending by the Missile Defense Agency. The idea, he said, is, “If you desire peace, prepare for war.” Mike Moore, author of a new book, “Twilight War: The Folly of U.S. Space Dominance,” argued that such logic is misguided. The belief that the United States can or should dominate space, he said, only prods others to respond. “Why trigger an arms race?” he asked. “The United States has the most satellites up there, and we have the most to lose.” Nevertheless, he acknowledges, “These kinds of thing have a momentum of their own.” 

Space wars inevitable
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(The New War Zone: US Moves to Militarize Space http://www.worldcantwait.net/index.php/home-mainmenu-289/6636-the-new-war-zone-us-moves-to-militarize-space- 09 September 2010 20:47

Stephen Lendman 

On January 3, 2001, the UN General Assembly's Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space Resolution A/55/32 said: "The exploration and use of outer space....shall be for peaceful purposes and be carried out for the benefit and in the interest of all countries, irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific development. (The) prevention of an arms race in outer space would avert a grave danger for international peace and security."Over 140 nations agreed. Only two declined support, both abstaining - America and Israel. On August 9, 1996, in Aviation Week and Space Technology magazine, then Commander-in-Chief US Space Command, Joseph W. Ashy asserted: "It's politically sensitive, but it's going to happen. Some people don't want to hear this, and it sure isn't in vogue, but - absolutely - we're going to fight in space. We're going to fight from space and we're going to fight into space. That's why the US has development programs in directed energy and hit-to-kill mechanisms. We will engage terrestrial targets someday - ships, airplanes, land targets - from space." On April 18, 2002, the Center for Defense Information's Theresa Hitchens headlined, "Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette," saying: Weaponizing space "could actually undermine, rather than enhance, (America's) national security....There is nothing to be gained, and potentially much to be lost, by (pursuing) a momentous change in US space policy." Co-founder and coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, Bruce Gagnon warned: "If the US is allowed to move the arms race into space, there will be no return. We have this one chance, this one moment in history, to stop the weaponization of space from happening. The peace movement must move quickly, boldly, and publicly," what so far hasn't happened, most people mindless to the danger. OPLAN 8010-08 is a "family of plans" against six or more potential adversaries, including Russia, China, North Korea, Iran, Syria, and other "terrorist" states. In 2002, the Bush administration asserted the right to: "do whatever is necessary to deter the use of (undefined) weapons of mass destruction against the United States, its allies, and its interests. If a weapon of mass destruction is used against the United States or its allies, (or it such use is imminent or threatened), we will not rule out any specific type military response," including first-strike nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states. Under Obama, the policy remains in force. His May National Security Strategy "reserve(s) he right to act unilaterally if necessary to defend our nation and our interests." In other words, to wage preemptive wars, using first-strike nuclear weapons "to keep the American people safe (and advance the nation's) values and ideals," ones pursuing unchallenged global and space hegemony, ruling it by intimidation and war. The Pentagon's National Target Base includes four categories - military forces, WMD infrastructure, military and national leadership, and war supporting infrastructure - a post Cold War strategy to deter all so-called WMDs, the Bush administration saying America: "has made it clear for many years that it reserves the right to respond with overwhelming force to the use of weapons of mass destruction against the United States, our people, our forces and our friends and allies. Additionally, the United States will hold any state, terrorist group, or other non-state actor fully accountable for supporting or enabling terrorist efforts to obtain or use weapons of mass destruction, whether by facilitating, financing, or providing expertise or safe haven for such efforts." While claiming to "put an end to Cold War thinking (by) reduc(ing) the role and number of nuclear weapons in our national security strategy," Obama's National Security Strategy puts old wine in new bottles, rebranding it to appear softer while keeping hardline policies in place, backed by a growing arsenal of globally positioned sophisticated weapons, asserting the right to use them preemptively against perceived threats. During the Cold War, MAD (mutually assured destruction) held both sides at bay. Today's strategy includes "more flexible options (for) a wider range of contingencies (with weapons) to optimize performance," meaning destroy an adversary's capabilities preemptively, then target another. With America on a nuclear hair-trigger, it's reinvented MAD in new form, threatening potential global nuclear winter, defined as "a long period of darkness and extreme cold that scientists predict would follow a full-scale nuclear war, a layer of dust and smoke in the atmosphere cover(ing) the earth and block(ing) the rays of the sun, (causing) most living organisms (to) perish." Anti-nuclear expert Helen Caldicott says "one single failure of nuclear deterrence could end human history (quickly). Once initiated, it would take one hour to trigger a swift, sudden end to life on this planet." Only nuclear disarmament and abolition of nuclear weapons can stop it. In their joint July 1955 Manifesto, Albert Einstein and Bertrand Russell put the nuclear threat bluntly: "Here, then, is the problem which we present to you, stark and dreadful and inescapable: Shall we put an end to the human race; or shall mankind renounce war? (The) best authorities are unanimous that a war with H-bombs (or today's arsenal) might possibly put an end to the human race." For some, it will be instant, but "the majority (will experience) a slow torture of disease and disintegration." It's our choice. So far we've made it badly.
Space wars inevitable 

Lele, 6/2 (Militarization of Space, Ajey, Research Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses http://www.indiandefencereview.com/military-&-space/Militarization-of-Space-.html Jun 02, 2011)
Use of ‘outer space’ (also referred as ‘space’) to fight wars is not a new idea. Rockets reaching high into the atmosphere was talked about since World War II. The investments made by the Nazi’s towards development of such rockets are well known. In the 1960s, the erstwhile USSR had an orbital weapon called a “killer satellite”. However, this weapon had some problems with its guidance system which led to failure of the entire project. During the 1991 Gulf War, the US had demonstrated, among other things, what can happen when a nation that does not enjoy the benefits of space exploitation wages a war against one that has it. Space was used for nuclear testing during the 1950s and early 1960s. Subsequently, atomic testing in space was banned by the Limited Test Ban Treaty (1963). However, underground testing continued till 1980 with France and China being the last to carry out such tests. Space was important for Ronald Regan’s Strategic Defence Initiative (which subsequently became famous as “Star Wars”) during the eighties. Today, space is an inseparable part of the US missile shield plan. This article attempts to address the issues related to space and security against the backdrop of Chinese ASAT test in January this year. The politico-military events during the last two or three decades indicates that the world is witnessing a new paradigm of security. The end of the Cold War, environmental degradation, increasing menace of terrorism, and rise in fundamentalism have raised new threats to global security which are asymmetric in nature. At the same time, technology is playing a major role for the modernisation of the armed forces across the world. This has highlighted the revolution in military affairs (RMA) for the modern day defence discourse. There is an increasing awareness that in the years to come the world will witness another transformation in the conduct of war; its scope will be decided by the emerging RMA, which is significantly governed by space technologies. At the same time space technologies, which essentially covers a wide spectrum of technologies ranging from asteroid mining to rocket science to satellite operations to navigation to telemetry to reentry to artificial intelligence is a specialized field and very few nations possess it. Naturally, those possessing it have an asymmetric advantage over others in these capabilities. Currently, most military operational requirements are driven by technology. Military leadership understand the importance of Command, Control, Communication, Computers and Intelligence, Reconnaissance, Surveillance (C4ISR) systems. These C4ISR strategies and policies are being developed and are based on various transformative principles that include space technology for purposes like telecommunications, military information networking, electronic intelligence gathering, photographic reconnaissance etc. During the 1991 Gulf War, the US had demonstrated, among other things, what can happen when a nation that does not enjoy the benefits of space exploitation wages a war against one that has it. In that conflict, the US enjoyed a virtual monopoly on space-based surveillance, communications, and navigation support. The US with its network of highly capable electro-optical and radar imaging satellites were able to determine exactly where to attack with which munitions, while avoiding enemy troop concentrations, thereby reducing casualties. Similarly, during the Kosovo conflict, Afghanistan campaign and the 2003 invasion of Iraq the overall concept of the US operations was dependent on the information received from space-based systems. Particularly, since the 1991 Gulf War, the world has seen the usage of space technologies, mainly by the US and allied forces, for various military purposes. In all these conflicts the US had an asymmetric advantage over their enemy in the area of space technologies. In recent conflicts the US forces have used GPS guided weapons like JDAMS (Joint Direct Attack Munitions). So they used their space assets for providing navigational support to their weapon delivery platforms but also to the weapons themselves. All these uses of space technologies for war waging fall into the category of the militarization of space. Militarisation of space essentially occurs by using various space assets for purposes of information gathering or helping the military to undertake land, air and sea battles. But, the weaponisation of space signifies getting into the act of destroying of space assets of other states. In peacetime, nation-states use their space assets for intelligence gathering and communication purposes. Therefore the use of space assets for military purposes is not a new notion; what is new is that the capability to jam or destroy other state’s operational space assets. There is a subtle difference between ‘militarisation of space’ and ‘weaponisation of space’. Militarisation of space essentially occurs by using various space assets for purposes of information gathering or helping the military to undertake land, air and sea battles. But, the weaponisation of space signifies getting into the act of destroying of space assets of other states, either by using ground based or space based weapons. Also, the arming of satellites with weapons that would be used against ground targets could get included. Besides, the weapons used to attack missiles traveling through space could also be termed space weapons. Now, it seems that a new era of fighting wars in space is likely to commence. On 11 January 2007, China successfully carried out an anti-satellite (ASAT) test. For this purpose they had targeted their own aging weather satellite FY-1C. The type of weapon used for this kill was KKV or kinetic kill vehicle. This is a non-explosive weapon, which was fired with the help of a ballistic missile in space. This weapon hit the satellite and it was fragmented due to impact. The Chinese ASAT test has added more debris to space which could put other satellites out of action in any collision with them. This test has questioned the world’s earlier belief that space would never become a battleground in future. “The United States considers its space capabilities vital to its national interest, and, accordingly, will take the actions necessary to protect and preserve its rights, capabilities, and freedom of action in space. This requires effective deterrence, defense, and, if necessary, denial of adversarial uses of space capabilities hostile to U.S. national interests. The Secretary of Defense is specifically directed to develop capabilities, plans and options to ensure U.S. freedom of action in space and to deny such freedom of action to adversaries when necessary. This requires robust capabilities for sustainable U.S. space control.” 
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“How Space Changes the Global Equation,” December 2010, http://www.cpreview.org/2010/12/the-hundred-mile-high-club/
America’s ability to wield power effectively in the global commons is a cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy and a key source of American influence, but today’s world is witnessing a dramatic expansion of those commons—into outer space. America’s response to this broadening terrain will carry tremendous weight for the stability of the international system. Satellites allow U.S. forces to communicate, navigate, gather intelligence, and use precision-guided weapons and space-enabled communication has become engrained in the operations of every branch of the military. If those satellites were jammed electronically or destroyed outright by a hostile power, the United States would be militarily crippled. It is perhaps impossible to overstate how vital these areas are to questions of U.S. strategy. But space is not just a place for war or exploration; it is also a place for profit. Private industry makes many billions of dollars each year from communications satellites and commercial rocket launches-most notably for the U.S. Air Force. This relationship between the private sector and the Pentagon goes back decades, and has played a critical role in the development of space, not to mention many of the technologies we now take for granted, like jet planes or the Internet. The modern world-the world of satellite television and radio, electronic financial trading, GPS, and smart bombs-would not be possible without the symbiosis between commercial and military interests in space: And this is only the beginning. The confluence of two key factors-expanded commercial activity in space, and the U.S.’s drive to balance the clout of new regional powers-are making Earth’s orbit an arena for unprecedented global opportunities and challenges. Human exploration and exploitation of space began in the context of the Cold War rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union. From the start, military interests have been a precursor to commercial development. Earth is now swarmed by constellations of commercial satellites. The global economy, whose function is now dependent on those satellites, would shut down without reliable access to space. From a practical standpoint, the most fundamental challenges in space are cost and security. The cost of launching cargo to low Earth orbit (where the International Space Station orbits) aboard the Space Shuttle is more than $10,000 per kilogram, while commercial rockets in the United States and Europe are somewhat cheaper, but still prohibitively expensive for most large-scale commercial projects in space. Rockets elsewhere in the world are generally even cheaper, but often have higher rates of failure. The bottom line is that plans for larger, more capable scientific probes, private research stations, and orbital infrastructure that would make satellite repairs less expensive have not left the drawing board-the costs are simply too high, and the rate of failure unacceptable to potential investors. Aside from the satellite companies, space is the domain of government programs, whether military or scientific in nature, and the launch industry is dominated by a Boeing and Lockheed Martin joint venture called the United Launch Alliance. In the United States today, this structure amounts to a government sponsored monopoly with zero incentive to innovate or cut costs. The established market leaders are more than content to adhere to their current business model, elected officials enjoy the benefits of aerospace jobs in their districts, and the defense budget’s nearly unassailable position gives the Pentagon little reason to demand cost-cutting on the part of their contractors. Last year, President Obama proposed a solution to this problem, sounding the call to fund the commercial development of low-cost rockets and to hand the government’s orbital transportation needs over to the free market. Not surprisingly, this move was widely criticized by lawmakers, despite a number of promising developments in the aerospace industry. Chief among these is the SpaceX Falcon 9 rocket. Designed by Elon Musk, co-founder of PayPal and Tesla Motors, and the supposed inspiration for Robert Downey Jr.’s portrayal of Tony Stark in the Iron Man films, the Falcon 9 is intended to offer access to space at costs nearly 80% lower than the rockets of the United Launch Alliance. The Falcon 9 successfully flew its first test flight in June 2010 and is now under contract to deliver cargo to the International Space Station. President Obama’s plans for space, which were scaled down considerably by Congress, would have been a boon for startup companies like SpaceX and might have forced Boeing and Lockheed Martin to begin cutting costs. SpaceX will still receive some substantial funding, and the company is developing larger rockets and a capsule capable of carrying astronauts to orbit. Entrepreneurs like Musk tend to argue that pairing reliable, reusable rockets with more streamlined corporate structures will be enough to reduce the cost of doing business in orbit. However, these moves alone are insufficient. The only way for launch prices to come down and stay down is to drastically increase the number of rocket launches, and there is still only one customer in the world that appears to have the money and the motivation to make that happen. Calls to further commercialize space coincide with the reality that the launch industry owes its existence to the military’s activities in space. The first astronauts, a handful of fighter pilots, went to space atop converted Atlas ballistic missiles originally designed to carry nuclear warheads. The latest in the Atlas family, the Atlas V, is Lockheed Martin’s contribution to the United Launch Alliance, carries military and intelligence satellites to orbit. U.S. military interests have long been the chief driver of both space commercialism and U.S. space policy in general. As senator, John F. Kennedy opposed the space program, but as president, John F. Kennedy needed a way to demonstrate military superiority over the Soviet Union. So, at Lyndon Johnson’s urging, he endorsed the Apollo program, whose fulfillment implied that America could defeat the Russian military in space. The resulting expansion of American space capabilities also laid the groundwork for the commercialization of space in the years to come. But by no means did outer space power politics fizzle out with the Cold War. In fact, this great game is set to become even more complicated in the coming years. Important aspects of the current geopolitical equation in space include the ballistic missile capabilities of rogue nations like Iran and North Korea, the clout of rising powers like China and India, and the position of Russia, aging but still the world’s second greatest space power. Few countries have indigenous rocket programs, but several dozen nations operate satellites, although most have no more than a handful. The U.S. and Russia each have upward of a thousand, clearly defining the current balance of power. Space is integral to the way the global economy works and to the way humanity fights its wars. This is crucial to understanding the American strategic calculus concerning other nations’ activities in space. So much investment and military interest is tied up in space that the United States has maintained a dominant posture in space for over a generation. This is unlikely to change anytime soon. Concerns over this militarization of space have been voiced since the first rockets were launched, but much-hyped attempts to limit space militarization have done little to curtail this activity, which the U.S. and other nations view chiefly through the prism of national interest. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty, the basis for international military space law, showcases the ambivalence of governments on the question of keeping space free of conflict. To summarize, the treaty bans the stationing of weapons of mass destruction in space and forbids the use of the moon and other celestial bodies for military purposes-these are sensible restrictions. That said, the Outer Space Treaty can also be summarized another way: It only bans uses of space which are not useful and does not address those which are. For example, the use of conventional weapons in space is permitted, and efforts to put in place more restrictive regulations on military activities in space have gotten nowhere, for obvious reasons. Commercial and military satellites are an indispensable asset for any nation that has them, especially the United States. Signing a ban on space weapons would mean trying to defend those satellites with both hands tied. Unfortunately, the seeds of space warfare were sown at the very beginning of the space age, and as the U.S. and other nations look to expand their space activities, the danger will have to be actively managed. The advantages offered by space meant that its exploitation was inevitable; satellites are targets, and two nations- China and the United States- have demonstrated the ability to shoot them down within the last five years. Space is already fully militarized. Those calling for a new set of international treaties to ban space weapons or limit military activities in space are far too late, yet they cling to the dangerous delusion that this genie can be rebottled. The current growth in American space capabilities is seen within the military as part of the natural evolution of American forces. The U.S. is attempting to cultivate an ability to strike with overwhelming force anywhere in the world on short notice while remaining impervious to the threat of counterattack. However, the traditional methods of power projection represented in part by aircraft carriers will diminish in usefulness as other nations, particularly China, develop capabilities that can threaten American naval and space power. Balancing against potential threats from new regional powers means genuine diplomatic engagement on one hand paired with continued military vigilance on the other, and that will inevitably include space. Three pillars-offensive missile capabilities, ballistic missile defense, and the use and defense of space itself- form the basis of military strategy in space. All three of these areas are seeing significant activity, and the potential exists for a transformation of America’s military posture in space, as well as the level of commercial activity in orbit. For decades, American nucleartipped intercontinental ballistic missiles capable of striking anywhere in the world in a matter of hours have been maintained at a constant state of readiness. Today, however, their payloads are increasingly becoming strategically irrelevant. But the missiles’ technology is only becoming more important to the Pentagon’s vision of full-spectrum military dominance, which reaches across land, sea, air, and space. Under an initiative called Prompt Global Strike, the United States is planning to develop a fleet of hypersonic ballistic missiles carrying conventional explosives or even unmanned aerial drones that would permit precision strikes anywhere in the world much faster than the Air Force and Navy can currently accomplish-that is, several hours instead of several days. Developed to technological maturity, this program would enable a level of offensive capability totally unprecedented in the history of warfare. Even today’s smart bombs would appear outdated when compared to a worldwide prompt missile strike capability informed by superior space-based intelligence. This offensive capability is balanced by the continued push for ballistic missile defense. At the recent NATO summit in Portugal, the alliance confirmed plans to build a missile defense shield that would cover all of Europe and North America. Such a shield would bring the Reagan-era vision of strategic missile defense one step closer to reality after nearly three decades. The implications of this go beyond simply shooting down incoming missiles. Having spent more than $100 billion on missile defense and related projects since the 1980s, the United States holds an incredible advantage over every other nation in space weaponry. The most controversial and important aspect of military activities in space is the ability to control space by ensuring access to and use of space, most notably through defending satellites, and denying other actors the ability to use space themselves. America’s head start in space weapons and its desire to extend its global reach through Prompt Global Strike imply that American space dominance will not only continue but improve over time, even extending to the use of weapons in space to attack targets in space or on the ground, rather than simply defense against missiles. As these capabilities continue to develop, the military’s demand for rocket launches will go up, reducing the cost of rockets considerably and fueling the growth of the commercial space sector. And as commercial assets in space grow and diversify, the military and commercial development of space will become even more intertwined because those investments, once made, have to be defended. This process will effectively snowball, with commercial and military development feeding off one another as they always have, in space and other sectors. This vision of the commercialization and militarization of space is decades away from full realization, but it is based on programs that have been underway for a long time and which are now entering a new stage in response to the new push for cheaper space access and American strategic needs. While potential challengers to the United States’ position in space, especially Russia and China, have voiced displeasure over the level of control the U.S. exercises in space, American allies, particularly the Europeans and the Japanese, are wary of space threats ranging from the Iranian nuclear program to an increasingly assertive China. If and when the threats become more potent, the allies will demand protection, and they may be forced to develop more robust space capabilities of their own. Continued escalation and uncontrolled expansion in these areas is cause for concern because if not properly managed, the potential for conflict will rise. But thus far, national interest and moneymaking potential are driving the space buildup forward. Despite some misgivings, Obama has continued supporting missile defense, just as George W. Bush did. Likewise, he has supported Prompt Global Strike as a way to reduce America’s reliance on nuclear weapons while improving American offensive capacity. Whether he understands the full implications of these policies is unclear-he claims to oppose the weaponization of space: But actions, not intentions, matter in the grand scheme, and for now, the United States is pursuing the commercialization and militarization of space on the basis of urgent national interest. American power can be used to transform space for the greater good, or it can be twisted to make this century more destructive and dangerous than the last. There is no substitute for sound leadership, and as America expands its economic and military presence in Earth orbit, failing to act with an even hand will likely lead to conflict. Private companies are making significant progress in decreasing the cost of accessing space, but corporations must not be permitted to dictate American space policy to pad their bottom lines. Likewise, the Pentagon sees the ability to temporarily deny the use of space as a non-negotiable military necessity, but beyond that, an attempt by the U.S. government to permanently exclude other nations would be an instance of arrogant imperial overreach: one of the best ways to kill a republic or start a war or both. The United States should work to assuage whatever suspicion exists among foreign nations concerning its space activities. Vigorous defense of national interests must be paired with genuine engagement. There exists a delicate distinction between leadership and hegemony, and it may be impossible to stay behind the line forever. But for over half a century, the United States has guaranteed the security of the world’s oceans, without which the present age of globalization would have been impossible. The tools for responsible U.S. leadership in space exist, but they will only be useful if the American people have the wisdom to avoid both militarism and misguided idealism. America finds itself at an incredible moment of opportunity, but whether our deepening involvement in space will create a world that is better or worse is an open question- one that will define our time.

US militarization of space continues

Time 11 “Militarization of Space Continues with Launch of Missile-Tracking Satellite,” May 9, 2011, http://techland.time.com/2011/05/09/militarization-of-space-continues-with-launch-of-missile-tracking-satellite/
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.

Current militarization is crucial for US military
Epstein 05

Edward, Chronicle Washington Bureau, May 21, 2005, “Debate intensifies over weapons in space/Administration  wants to protect military satellites,” http://articles.sfgate.com/2005-05-21/news/17374018_1_spy-satellites-space-weapons-hypervelocity

Reports that the Bush administration plans to adopt a new policy that would more explicitly spell out the military's commitment to placing offensive and defensive weapons in space are sparking an increasing debate. Proponents say such weapons are needed to protect the U.S. homeland and satellites in space that provide such crucial military and civilian services as targeting for weapons, global positioning data and satellite TV and radio. They also point out that space has been militarized for decades and say today's military would be instantly brought to its knees if an enemy could interfere with or destroy satellites used by the Pentagon. Opponents warn that a new arms race will result if the United States moves ahead with experiments for such weapons as hypervelocity rods, nicknamed Rods from God, that are designed to strike ground targets from space at a speed of 120 miles a minute. That's if they survive re-entry into the Earth's atmosphere, which critics say is doubtful. "The critical question we must ask is not whether the United States should be the first to weaponize space, or if space weaponization is inevitable, but rather can the United States afford to be the second state to weaponize space?" asked Everett Dolman, a professor at the Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama. Dolman, who supports research into space weapons, said the Defense Department faced little choice but to pursue such programs. "No nation relies on space more than the United States," he said Tuesday at a seminar sponsored by the Nuclear Policy Research Institute, a group that is roundly critical of such new weapons. 'Defensive crouch' "If space were suddenly to go away tomorrow, the United States would have to go into a defensive crouch immediately," he warned, in large part because worldwide communications would be totally disrupted. "We'd face a Vietnam- style buildup if we wanted to remain a force in the world." In addition to the Rods from God, some of the other possible space weapons include systems of lasers and mirrors that permanently blind spy satellites or "dazzle" them temporarily. There are also "passive defenses" for satellites that would protect them from jamming attacks or physically harden them to protect against lasers or other destructive rays.

US currently weaponizing space

Stratfor 08

Global Intelligence company, “United States: The Weaponization of Space,” April 10, 2008, http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/united_states_weaponization_space

Summary STRATFOR’s position on the so-called “weaponization” of space is that it is inevitable and, indeed, is already occurring. Space is an integral part of U.S. military capability and therefore, in all practical terms, has been weaponized. Analysis In the 1950s, the United States began pushing for an international treaty on outer space — even before the 1957 launch of Sputnik atop a modified version of the world’s first intercontinental ballistic missile. Fortunes have changed somewhat in the last 50 years, and the Pentagon has little interest in taking on further legally binding constraints these days. This is especially true in space, where “weaponization” is not only inevitable, but already well under way. In 1967, Washington became party to the “Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies” (better known as the Outer Space Treaty). This treaty was quickly and readily accepted, in part because of its utter lack of definitions. Aside from some fairly unequivocal language about prohibiting the deployment of nuclear weapons in outer space and more broad military activities on the moon and other celestial bodies, the treaty is much more a loose collection of very large holes than it is a constraint on sovereign national action in space. 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.  The United States’ satellite intercept demonstrated what STRATFOR has argued for some time — that ballistic missile defense (BMD) ultimately is about space. A defensive BMD interceptor was used in an inherently offensive role (one it would almost necessarily play as an interceptor capable of hitting a ballistic missile warhead hundreds of miles above Earth would be up to the easier task of hitting a satellite at the same altitude).  BMD could well push the first “weapon” into space. The Missile Defense Agency is still working to secure funding from Congress for a space test bed to explore the role of space systems in BMD. While congressional funding is in question, there is broad bi-partisan support for BMD. And for strategic, intercontinental BMD, space is inherently superior to terrestrial basing for interceptors in terms of coverage, flexibility and response time. Put another way, while near-term funding for such projects remains questionable, those projects are the logical ultimate trajectory of the deliberate pursuit of BMD now underway. But BMD aside, the Pentagon intends to dominate space the same way it dominates the world’s oceans: largely passively, allowing the free flow of international traffic, but with overwhelming and unchallenged military superiority. That will include not only defending assets in space, but holding those of a potential adversary at risk. Currently, Washington can do much of this from the ground; it is not only able to destroy a satellite with a BMD interceptor, it is also honing the technology to deny and disrupt access to space systems. But the trajectory of development and the challenges that lie ahead will sooner or later dictate space-based weapons platforms (BMD is just one of a variety of potential justifications and applications). And since the United States intends to ensure that its dominance in space remains unrivaled, it will move preemptively to consolidate that control. At some point, that will include actual weapons in space. As has been said of other matters, the debate is over. Space is an integral part of U.S. military fighting capability, and therefore in all practical terms it has been weaponized.

China currently militarizing space

CSM 10, “China is on path to ‘militarization of space,’” October 28, 2010, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space
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. 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. 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."

Global space militarization escalating

Epoch Times 11, Joshua Phillipp, “US Space Strategy Brings Governance to Outer Space,” http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/50800/
The world was caught off guard in 2007 when the Chinese regime blasted its Fengyun-1C spacecraft out of orbit, sending thousands of shards pummeling in all directions. The act was a wake-up call for the international community—a handful of such incidents could render entire orbits unusable, since each destroyed satellite could have a butterfly effect of destruction, sending even more scrap pieces hurling through orbit. Space is a fragile place, not ruled by any nation, yet vital to modern military operations and modern lifestyles. To help protect this domain, the U.S. government unveiled its National Security Space Strategy (NSSS) on Feb. 4, bringing with it a set of standards for space. The report raises concern around three main areas, namely that “space is becoming increasingly congested, contested, and competitive.” The U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) is tracking close to 22,000 man-made objects in orbit, 1,100 of which are active satellites. As more countries and even businesses send satellites and other objects into orbit, the need for standards becomes more pressing. The main threat to satellites used to be launch failure, yet “now many countries can hold space systems at risk through kinetic and non-kinetic means. Some nations are even jamming satellite signals to censor news, illustrating how counter space capabilities can be used for political as well as military purposes,” said Deputy Secretary of Defense William J. Lynn in a transcription of a Nov. 3 speech at the U.S. Strategic Command Space Symposium. U.S. business is also taking a fall in space services. It used to hold close to 75 percent of global business, but has dropped to between 30 and 40 percent, according to Lynn. Lynn said Obama’s new space strategy brings “a move toward the sustainability and stability of the space domain; a new emphasis on international cooperation; an expansion of how we protect space systems in a contested environment; and, finally, the improvement of our space acquisition process.” According to a DOD summary, the space strategy program, NSSS, “draws on all elements of national power and requires active U.S. leadership in space.” It will include establishing partnerships with “responsible nations, international organizations, and commercial firms” and will “promote responsible, peaceful, and safe use of space.” It also includes strategy to deter “aggression against space infrastructure that supports U.S. national security,” and states the United States will “prepare to defeat attacks and operate in a degraded environment.” The original space policy was set in motion when President Dwight Eisenhower signed the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958. It was at a time, however, when the only competition the United States had in space was the USSR. The United States has been a world leader in space exploration, yet 60 nations now have a presence in space, and “the skies over earth are so cluttered with debris that further collisions could eventually put some usable orbits in jeopardy.” China’s space militarization is often raised when space security is mentioned—not only due to the 2007 incident, but also because of the country’s military interest in space. “Everybody in the world has seen how critical space is for U.S. military dominance around the world and it’s why China ends up playing with anti-satellite technologies. It’s an asymmetrical way to challenge U.S. dominance in space in U.S. military dominance on the earth,” Nathan Hughes, a military analyst with geopolitical intelligence company Stratfor, told The Epoch Times in an earlier interview. He added that although China’s anti-satellite capabilities are still unclear, “It’s not limited to actual physical destruction. There are reports out there that they have been using lasers to blind satellites to either temporarily or permanently disable them without destroying them. So you don’t get the debris impact and it’s much more difficult to trace back.” The United States is “stuck in a bind” with China on space security, according to a report from the Union of Concerned Scientists. China’s interest in space has had a military edge, and “China’s broad investment in space technology in the 1980s included funding for military space programs,” according to the report. Whether China will cooperate with the latest U.S. strategy for space is still to be determined, yet according to the report, “many in China’s space community resent U.S. policies, such as China’s exclusion from the International Space Station, export controls that have severely restricted China’s ability to participate in the international launch services market, and highly restrictive visa policies for Chinese space professionals.” China isn’t the only country engaging in such activities. “Iran and others have demonstrated the ability to jam satellite signals. Our reliance on space tempts potential adversaries to see it as a vulnerability to be exploited,” said Ambassador Gregory L. Schulte deputy assistant secretary of Defense (acting) for Space Policy in a Nov. 30, 2010, transcript. The latest strategy on space may help reduce such threats, however, as “Resiliency and mission assurance can help protect critical capabilities in crisis and conflict,” Schulte said. “Moreover, to the extent we develop and demonstrate resilience and mission assurance, potential adversaries may be dissuaded in peacetime from pursuing counterspace capabilities.” 
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US is already militarizing space
Thompson 10

Taylor, “How Space Changes the Global Equation,” December 2010, http://www.cpreview.org/2010/12/the-hundred-mile-high-club/
America’s ability to wield power effectively in the global commons is a cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy and a key source of American influence, but today’s world is witnessing a dramatic expansion of those commons—into outer space. America’s response to this broadening terrain will carry tremendous weight for the stability of the international system. Satellites allow U.S. forces to communicate, navigate, gather intelligence, and use precision-guided weapons and space-enabled communication has become engrained in the operations of every branch of the military. If those satellites were jammed electronically or destroyed outright by a hostile power, the United States would be militarily crippled. It is perhaps impossible to overstate how vital these areas are to questions of U.S. strategy. But space is not just a place for war or exploration; it is also a place for profit. Private industry makes many billions of dollars each year from communications satellites and commercial rocket launches-most notably for the U.S. Air Force. This relationship between the private sector and the Pentagon goes back decades, and has played a critical role in the development of space, not to mention many of the technologies we now take for granted, like jet planes or the Internet. The modern world-the world of satellite television and radio, electronic financial trading, GPS, and smart bombs-would not be possible without the symbiosis between commercial and military interests in space: And this is only the beginning. The confluence of two key factors-expanded commercial activity in space, and the U.S.’s drive to balance the clout of new regional powers-are making Earth’s orbit an arena for unprecedented global opportunities and challenges. Human exploration and exploitation of space began in the context of the Cold War rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union. From the start, military interests have been a precursor to commercial development. Earth is now swarmed by constellations of commercial satellites. The global economy, whose function is now dependent on those satellites, would shut down without reliable access to space. From a practical standpoint, the most fundamental challenges in space are cost and security. The cost of launching cargo to low Earth orbit (where the International Space Station orbits) aboard the Space Shuttle is more than $10,000 per kilogram, while commercial rockets in the United States and Europe are somewhat cheaper, but still prohibitively expensive for most large-scale commercial projects in space. Rockets elsewhere in the world are generally even cheaper, but often have higher rates of failure. The bottom line is that plans for larger, more capable scientific probes, private research stations, and orbital infrastructure that would make satellite repairs less expensive have not left the drawing board-the costs are simply too high, and the rate of failure unacceptable to potential investors. Aside from the satellite companies, space is the domain of government programs, whether military or scientific in nature, and the launch industry is dominated by a Boeing and Lockheed Martin joint venture called the United Launch Alliance. In the United States today, this structure amounts to a government sponsored monopoly with zero incentive to innovate or cut costs. The established market leaders are more than content to adhere to their current business model, elected officials enjoy the benefits of aerospace jobs in their districts, and the defense budget’s nearly unassailable position gives the Pentagon little reason to demand cost-cutting on the part of their contractors. Last year, President Obama proposed a solution to this problem, sounding the call to fund the commercial development of low-cost rockets and to hand the government’s orbital transportation needs over to the free market. Not surprisingly, this move was widely criticized by lawmakers, despite a number of promising developments in the aerospace industry. Chief among these is the SpaceX Falcon 9 rocket. Designed by Elon Musk, co-founder of PayPal and Tesla Motors, and the supposed inspiration for Robert Downey Jr.’s portrayal of Tony Stark in the Iron Man films, the Falcon 9 is intended to offer access to space at costs nearly 80% lower than the rockets of the United Launch Alliance. The Falcon 9 successfully flew its first test flight in June 2010 and is now under contract to deliver cargo to the International Space Station. President Obama’s plans for space, which were scaled down considerably by Congress, would have been a boon for startup companies like SpaceX and might have forced Boeing and Lockheed Martin to begin cutting costs. SpaceX will still receive some substantial funding, and the company is developing larger rockets and a capsule capable of carrying astronauts to orbit. Entrepreneurs like Musk tend to argue that pairing reliable, reusable rockets with more streamlined corporate structures will be enough to reduce the cost of doing business in orbit. However, these moves alone are insufficient. The only way for launch prices to come down and stay down is to drastically increase the number of rocket launches, and there is still only one customer in the world that appears to have the money and the motivation to make that happen. Calls to further commercialize space coincide with the reality that the launch industry owes its existence to the military’s activities in space. The first astronauts, a handful of fighter pilots, went to space atop converted Atlas ballistic missiles originally designed to carry nuclear warheads. The latest in the Atlas family, the Atlas V, is Lockheed Martin’s contribution to the United Launch Alliance, carries military and intelligence satellites to orbit. U.S. military interests have long been the chief driver of both space commercialism and U.S. space policy in general. As senator, John F. Kennedy opposed the space program, but as president, John F. Kennedy needed a way to demonstrate military superiority over the Soviet Union. So, at Lyndon Johnson’s urging, he endorsed the Apollo program, whose fulfillment implied that America could defeat the Russian military in space. The resulting expansion of American space capabilities also laid the groundwork for the commercialization of space in the years to come. But by no means did outer space power politics fizzle out with the Cold War. In fact, this great game is set to become even more complicated in the coming years. Important aspects of the current geopolitical equation in space include the ballistic missile capabilities of rogue nations like Iran and North Korea, the clout of rising powers like China and India, and the position of Russia, aging but still the world’s second greatest space power. Few countries have indigenous rocket programs, but several dozen nations operate satellites, although most have no more than a handful. The U.S. and Russia each have upward of a thousand, clearly defining the current balance of power. Space is integral to the way the global economy works and to the way humanity fights its wars. This is crucial to understanding the American strategic calculus concerning other nations’ activities in space. So much investment and military interest is tied up in space that the United States has maintained a dominant posture in space for over a generation. This is unlikely to change anytime soon. Concerns over this militarization of space have been voiced since the first rockets were launched, but much-hyped attempts to limit space militarization have done little to curtail this activity, which the U.S. and other nations view chiefly through the prism of national interest. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty, the basis for international military space law, showcases the ambivalence of governments on the question of keeping space free of conflict. To summarize, the treaty bans the stationing of weapons of mass destruction in space and forbids the use of the moon and other celestial bodies for military purposes-these are sensible restrictions. That said, the Outer Space Treaty can also be summarized another way: It only bans uses of space which are not useful and does not address those which are. For example, the use of conventional weapons in space is permitted, and efforts to put in place more restrictive regulations on military activities in space have gotten nowhere, for obvious reasons. Commercial and military satellites are an indispensable asset for any nation that has them, especially the United States. Signing a ban on space weapons would mean trying to defend those satellites with both hands tied. Unfortunately, the seeds of space warfare were sown at the very beginning of the space age, and as the U.S. and other nations look to expand their space activities, the danger will have to be actively managed. The advantages offered by space meant that its exploitation was inevitable; satellites are targets, and two nations- China and the United States- have demonstrated the ability to shoot them down within the last five years. Space is already fully militarized. Those calling for a new set of international treaties to ban space weapons or limit military activities in space are far too late, yet they cling to the dangerous delusion that this genie can be rebottled. The current growth in American space capabilities is seen within the military as part of the natural evolution of American forces. The U.S. is attempting to cultivate an ability to strike with overwhelming force anywhere in the world on short notice while remaining impervious to the threat of counterattack. However, the traditional methods of power projection represented in part by aircraft carriers will diminish in usefulness as other nations, particularly China, develop capabilities that can threaten American naval and space power. Balancing against potential threats from new regional powers means genuine diplomatic engagement on one hand paired with continued military vigilance on the other, and that will inevitably include space. Three pillars-offensive missile capabilities, ballistic missile defense, and the use and defense of space itself- form the basis of military strategy in space. All three of these areas are seeing significant activity, and the potential exists for a transformation of America’s military posture in space, as well as the level of commercial activity in orbit. For decades, American nucleartipped intercontinental ballistic missiles capable of striking anywhere in the world in a matter of hours have been maintained at a constant state of readiness. Today, however, their payloads are increasingly becoming strategically irrelevant. But the missiles’ technology is only becoming more important to the Pentagon’s vision of full-spectrum military dominance, which reaches across land, sea, air, and space. Under an initiative called Prompt Global Strike, the United States is planning to develop a fleet of hypersonic ballistic missiles carrying conventional explosives or even unmanned aerial drones that would permit precision strikes anywhere in the world much faster than the Air Force and Navy can currently accomplish-that is, several hours instead of several days. Developed to technological maturity, this program would enable a level of offensive capability totally unprecedented in the history of warfare. Even today’s smart bombs would appear outdated when compared to a worldwide prompt missile strike capability informed by superior space-based intelligence. This offensive capability is balanced by the continued push for ballistic missile defense. At the recent NATO summit in Portugal, the alliance confirmed plans to build a missile defense shield that would cover all of Europe and North America. Such a shield would bring the Reagan-era vision of strategic missile defense one step closer to reality after nearly three decades. The implications of this go beyond simply shooting down incoming missiles. Having spent more than $100 billion on missile defense and related projects since the 1980s, the United States holds an incredible advantage over every other nation in space weaponry. The most controversial and important aspect of military activities in space is the ability to control space by ensuring access to and use of space, most notably through defending satellites, and denying other actors the ability to use space themselves. America’s head start in space weapons and its desire to extend its global reach through Prompt Global Strike imply that American space dominance will not only continue but improve over time, even extending to the use of weapons in space to attack targets in space or on the ground, rather than simply defense against missiles. As these capabilities continue to develop, the military’s demand for rocket launches will go up, reducing the cost of rockets considerably and fueling the growth of the commercial space sector. And as commercial assets in space grow and diversify, the military and commercial development of space will become even more intertwined because those investments, once made, have to be defended. This process will effectively snowball, with commercial and military development feeding off one another as they always have, in space and other sectors. This vision of the commercialization and militarization of space is decades away from full realization, but it is based on programs that have been underway for a long time and which are now entering a new stage in response to the new push for cheaper space access and American strategic needs. While potential challengers to the United States’ position in space, especially Russia and China, have voiced displeasure over the level of control the U.S. exercises in space, American allies, particularly the Europeans and the Japanese, are wary of space threats ranging from the Iranian nuclear program to an increasingly assertive China. If and when the threats become more potent, the allies will demand protection, and they may be forced to develop more robust space capabilities of their own. Continued escalation and uncontrolled expansion in these areas is cause for concern because if not properly managed, the potential for conflict will rise. But thus far, national interest and moneymaking potential are driving the space buildup forward. Despite some misgivings, Obama has continued supporting missile defense, just as George W. Bush did. Likewise, he has supported Prompt Global Strike as a way to reduce America’s reliance on nuclear weapons while improving American offensive capacity. Whether he understands the full implications of these policies is unclear-he claims to oppose the weaponization of space: But actions, not intentions, matter in the grand scheme, and for now, the United States is pursuing the commercialization and militarization of space on the basis of urgent national interest. American power can be used to transform space for the greater good, or it can be twisted to make this century more destructive and dangerous than the last. There is no substitute for sound leadership, and as America expands its economic and military presence in Earth orbit, failing to act with an even hand will likely lead to conflict. Private companies are making significant progress in decreasing the cost of accessing space, but corporations must not be permitted to dictate American space policy to pad their bottom lines. Likewise, the Pentagon sees the ability to temporarily deny the use of space as a non-negotiable military necessity, but beyond that, an attempt by the U.S. government to permanently exclude other nations would be an instance of arrogant imperial overreach: one of the best ways to kill a republic or start a war or both. The United States should work to assuage whatever suspicion exists among foreign nations concerning its space activities. Vigorous defense of national interests must be paired with genuine engagement. There exists a delicate distinction between leadership and hegemony, and it may be impossible to stay behind the line forever. But for over half a century, the United States has guaranteed the security of the world’s oceans, without which the present age of globalization would have been impossible. The tools for responsible U.S. leadership in space exist, but they will only be useful if the American people have the wisdom to avoid both militarism and misguided idealism. America finds itself at an incredible moment of opportunity, but whether our deepening involvement in space will create a world that is better or worse is an open question- one that will define our time.

US militarization of space continues

Time 11 “Militarization of Space Continues with Launch of Missile-Tracking Satellite,” May 9, 2011, http://techland.time.com/2011/05/09/militarization-of-space-continues-with-launch-of-missile-tracking-satellite/
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.

US currently weaponizing space

Stratfor 08

Global Intelligence company, “United States: The Weaponization of Space,” April 10, 2008, http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/united_states_weaponization_space

Summary STRATFOR’s position on the so-called “weaponization” of space is that it is inevitable and, indeed, is already occurring. Space is an integral part of U.S. military capability and therefore, in all practical terms, has been weaponized. Analysis In the 1950s, the United States began pushing for an international treaty on outer space — even before the 1957 launch of Sputnik atop a modified version of the world’s first intercontinental ballistic missile. Fortunes have changed somewhat in the last 50 years, and the Pentagon has little interest in taking on further legally binding constraints these days. This is especially true in space, where “weaponization” is not only inevitable, but already well under way. In 1967, Washington became party to the “Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies” (better known as the Outer Space Treaty). This treaty was quickly and readily accepted, in part because of its utter lack of definitions. Aside from some fairly unequivocal language about prohibiting the deployment of nuclear weapons in outer space and more broad military activities on the moon and other celestial bodies, the treaty is much more a loose collection of very large holes than it is a constraint on sovereign national action in space. 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.  The United States’ satellite intercept demonstrated what STRATFOR has argued for some time — that ballistic missile defense (BMD) ultimately is about space. A defensive BMD interceptor was used in an inherently offensive role (one it would almost necessarily play as an interceptor capable of hitting a ballistic missile warhead hundreds of miles above Earth would be up to the easier task of hitting a satellite at the same altitude).  BMD could well push the first “weapon” into space. The Missile Defense Agency is still working to secure funding from Congress for a space test bed to explore the role of space systems in BMD. While congressional funding is in question, there is broad bi-partisan support for BMD. And for strategic, intercontinental BMD, space is inherently superior to terrestrial basing for interceptors in terms of coverage, flexibility and response time. Put another way, while near-term funding for such projects remains questionable, those projects are the logical ultimate trajectory of the deliberate pursuit of BMD now underway. But BMD aside, the Pentagon intends to dominate space the same way it dominates the world’s oceans: largely passively, allowing the free flow of international traffic, but with overwhelming and unchallenged military superiority. That will include not only defending assets in space, but holding those of a potential adversary at risk. Currently, Washington can do much of this from the ground; it is not only able to destroy a satellite with a BMD interceptor, it is also honing the technology to deny and disrupt access to space systems. But the trajectory of development and the challenges that lie ahead will sooner or later dictate space-based weapons platforms (BMD is just one of a variety of potential justifications and applications). And since the United States intends to ensure that its dominance in space remains unrivaled, it will move preemptively to consolidate that control. At some point, that will include actual weapons in space. As has been said of other matters, the debate is over. Space is an integral part of U.S. military fighting capability, and therefore in all practical terms it has been weaponized.
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China currently militarizing space

CSM 10,“China is on path to ‘militarization of space,’” October 28, 2010, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space
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. 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. 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."

China is militarizing now
Xinhua News, 9

(China's PLA eyes future in space, air: air force commander, 

http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-11/01/content_12369608.htm 

BEIJING, Nov. 1 (Xinhua) -- China will develop an air force with integrated capabilities for both offensive and defensive operations in space as well as in air, the People's Liberation Army (PLA) Air Force Commander Xu Qiliang said Sunday. Calling militarization in the space and in air "a threat to the mankind," Xu said China must develop a strong force in the two arenas in order to face challenges of that threat. "Only power could protect peace," the 59-year-old air force commander said in an interview with Xinhua, 10 days ahead of 60th anniversary of the founding of the PLA air force. Superiority in space and in air would mean, to a certain extent, superiority over the land and the oceans, Xu said. "As the air force of a peace-loving country, we must forge our swords and shields in order to protect peace," he said. According to Xu, not only major air force powers in the world were currently eyeing space and air superiority, some developing countries were also changing their military strategies to gain upper ground in the two arenas. A country without adequate power would have no say when faced with challenges posed by the militarization in the space and air, he said. The PLA air force would improve its detection and early warning, air striking, anti-missile air defense, strategic delivery capabilities in order to effectively protect China's interests and help maintain regional and world peace, Xu said. Xu meanwhile stressed that the PLA air force was peace-oriented. "The Chinese people is a peace-loving people, and China is a responsible developing country which upholds a national defense policy that is defensive in nature," he said. A powerful PLA air force would protect China's sovereignty, safety and territorial integrity, and would play a major part in maintaining regional stability and world peace, he said. "The PLA air force will pose no threat to any other country," Xu said. This year marks the 60th founding anniversary of the People's Republic of China. Its naval force was founded on April 23, 1949, and its air force on Nov. 11 that year. Previous report said the PLA air force would put its most advanced warplanes on display in the suburbs of Beijing in November, to mark its 60th founding anniversary. All the aircraft to be exhibited, including Kongjing-2000 Airborne Early Warning and Control (AEWC) aircraft, J-11 fighters,H-6 bomber jets, and HQ-9 surface-to-air missiles, were made by China. Most of them were already included in the aircraft fly past during the National Day military parade on Oct. 1 this year in Beijing. In addition to aircraft display, an international military forum themed "harmonious skies" would also be held in Beijing later this month. More than 300 senior air force officers from China and more than 30 other countries are expected to attend the forum to mark the PLA air force's 60th anniversary "The PLA air force will continue to deepen exchanges and cooperation with its foreign counterparts on an opener, more transparent, confident and practical basis," said Xu Qiliang. 

Asia is militarizing now, 

Huxley,11 (Tim, By Tim executive director of the International Institute for Strategic Studies-Asia in Singapore.Controlling Asia's Arms Race Multiple Competitions, Suspicions Breed Instabilityhttp://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=6659987  
Published: 30 May 2011

The Indonesian Navy's reportedly successful test-launch of a Russian-built Yakhont supersonic anti-ship missile over a distance of 250 kilometers on April 20 highlighted the growing ability of Asian militaries to destroy targets at long range. These countries are also expanding their capacity to deploy more substantial forces over greater distances. It is true that buying new equipment does not auto-matically improve military capability. But when bolstered by developments in doctrine, training, C4ISR, logistical support and joint-service operations, and placed in an environment where the local defense industry is increasingly able to adapt, and in some cases produce, advanced systems, it is clear that many armed forces are improving their all-around capabilities. In its latest annual edition of The Military Balance, the International Institute for Strategic Studies (which has a Singapore-based Asian branch) highlighted significant shifts in the distribution of relative military strength away from the West and toward Asia. While economic problems are undermining defense spending in the United States and Europe, Asia is becoming increasingly militarized. Sustained economic growth in Asia is boosting resources to the armed forces, which often leverage their substantial political clout for material benefit in authoritarian or semi-democratic political systems. In recent months, much media coverage has justifiably focused on developments in China's People's Liberation Army, notably its aircraft carrier and J-20 fifth-generation combat aircraft programs. But the PLA's anti-ship missile and submarine programs, which receive less media attention, are perhaps more strategically important, particularly for the U.S. Navy. Military developments in other Asian states are also significant. India has major procurement programs underway, including the Medium Multi-Role Combat Aircraft competition, and is expanding its own aircraft carrier capabilities. South Korea is quite rapidly building a blue-water navy. In Southeast Asia, several states - notably Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam - are investing in air and naval capabilities. And despite stagnant defense spending and the recent national disasters, Japan's revised National Defense Program Guidelines foresee major capability improvements. The Asian strategic context, cha-racterized by a major power balance in long-term flux, widespread suspicion among Asian states and a range of latent conflicts that could worsen, provides rationales to expand military capabilities. It is well known that concerns over China's relentlessly growing power and assertiveness, doubts over the future U.S. strategic role, escalating anxiety over North Korea's nuclear and missile programs, not to mention its generally aggressive behavior, and renewed worries about Taiwan's security influence Asian states' defense choices. These rationales constitute the conventional wisdom and allow many Asian governments to justify boosting military spending. What makes contemporary Asian military modernization programs dangerous is that they often reflect undeclared efforts to hedge against the ulterior motives of other regional players. This is leading to potentially destabilizing interaction among defense strategies, doctrines and capability development programs. China's strategists are viewing military power not just in the context of Taiwan but in relation to the country's territorial claims in the East and South China Seas. Some Southeast Asian states are upgrading their armed forces not on the basis of their overt, but anodyne, military modernization explanations, but because they want to deter adventurism by China - and by each other - in the South China Sea. South Korea's defense planners think not just about a potential meltdown on the peninsula but also Korea's possible strategic rivalry with Japan in a post-unification scenario. And as China's Navy expands its operations into the Indian Ocean, India thinks increasingly in terms of balancing its major-power rival. While boosting conventional deterrence may be the leitmotif of these developments, there is great emphasis on developing capabilities that could be used offensively and possibly pre-emptively. Whether or not there is an arms race in Asia is a favorite essay topic for university courses in international relations and security studies. But this is a curiously semantic debate. It is evident that contemporary military developments in Asia closely resemble neither the pre-1914 Anglo-German naval arms race nor the U.S.-Soviet missile race of the 1960s. However, it also is clear there is a real danger of multiple and wastefully expensive subregional military competitions destabilizing Asia's security, and that there are no effective regional security institutions to mitigate this threat. The 10th IISS Shangri-La Dialogue, on June 3-5 in Singapore, will be a useful venue to increase transparency in regard to defense policies and military modernization. However, now is the time to creatively think about how to develop and implement arms control measures in a multipolar region where strategic amity and enmity are both unclear and in flux.

2AC Space Race DA – Non-U: India mil now

India is militarizing now

Quereshi, 6/1 (Yasmin, a human rights activist involved in social justice movements in South Asia and Palestine. 

 http://theglobalrealm.com/2011/06/01/the-militarization-of-india-meet-the-worlds-largest-weapons-importer/ Meet the World's Largest Weapons Importer, 6/1/11

India is today the world's largest importer of arms. These include fighter jet planes, missiles and radar systems for strategic partnerships and geo-political power. India is also investing in security and surveillance to combat foreign threats and resistance from its own people in places like the Kashmir valley, and the North East and tribal regions of Central India. This provides tremendous opportunity for multi-national corporations to sell and invest in India, a country marching ahead as an economic and military power. A report from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute's (SIPRI) March 14, 2011 revealed that India received 9 per cent of the volume of international arms transfers during 2006–10. The international consultancy firm KPMG estimates that India will sign military contracts worth $112 billion by 2016. This year India increased annual defense spending by about 11.6 percent to $36 billion in order to modernize the armed forces to counter the military inflation and strategic threats posed by China's rapidly expanding military capabilities.. In sharp contrast, allocation for agri culture and allied activities was reduced by 2 percent and allocation of non-plan expenditures on all social services declined by 14 percent from approximately $7.8 billion in 2009-10 to $6.6 billion for 2010-11. The World Bank estimates that 80% of India's population lives on less than $2 a day, comparable to sub-Saharan Africa.Corporate Diplomacy to Secure Arms Deals With assistance from their governments, arms corporations in countries such as Russia, US, France, Britain, Sweden and Israel are competing to procure million and billion dollar deals with India. Last year India saw an unprecedented series of diplomatic visits from head of states of nuclear and defense powers. Notably chief executives of major nuclear and defense corporations had escorted the head of states on their visits. British Prime Minister David Cameron's visit to India in July was followed by US President Obama's in November and by French President Nicolas Sarkozy's in December. A $779 million contract was signed for 57 BAE Systems Hawk advanced jet trainers for the Indian military during Cameron's visit. Engine maker Rolls-Royce clinched a $280 million deal to supply engines for the jet trainers for the Indian air force and navy. Seven agreements in key areas such as defense, space and nuclear energy were signed during Sarkozy's visit. In October 2009, about 1,000 military personnel from the Indian and US armies participated in one of the largest joint exercises between the two nations. US Stryker combat vehicles, high precision tank killers, and? the Javelin were paired against India's Russian-made T-90 tanks. The US and European countries are not the only ones building strategic alliances with India. In the last five years India has purchased arms worth nearly $5 billion from Israel, making it Israel's largest arms buyer. The purchases include missiles, radars and drones. Since the establishment of diplomatic relations in 1992, India and Israel have increased cooperation in military and intelligence ventures.South Asia and the Indian Ocean South Asia is emerging as an important region both economically and politically. President Obama shifted focus from Iraq to South Asia as soon as he took office in 2008. The strategic alliances in South Asia--with India, China, Pakistan and the US being the key players --are largely to secure control of fossil fuels, minerals, and other natural resources, and the infrastructure such as oil and gas pipelines and ports to import and export them. To counter the growing India-US strategic alliances, Pakistan and China are consistently collaborating on the Gwadar Region, a port in Pakistan's Balochistan province, which is bordered on the northwest by Afghanistan and on the southwest by Iran. It is bound by the Persian Gulf in the west and the Gulf of Oman in the southwest. The deep sea port is strategically located near the Straits of Hormuz, through which 80 percent of the world's energy exports flow. The Gwadar port is vital to give China access to the sea for its western provinces. Given is proximity to Iran, the US considers Gwadar a potential military base. Indian security planners are concerned that it allows Chinese a safe passage to the Arabian Sea fearing it might become a naval outpost of China. To counter Sino-Pak collaboration, India brought Afghanistan and Iran into an economic and strategic alliance. Iranians are already working on Chabahar port in Sistan-Baluchistan, which will be accessible for Indian imports and exports with road links to Afghanistan and Central Asia. India is helping build a 200-kilometer road that will connect Chabahar with Afghanistan. Once completed, Indians will use this access road to the port for their imports and exports to and from Central Asia.More Focus on Internal Security and Surveillance While many of the above deals and strategic alliances are geared towards India's aspirations of being a global power competing with neighboring China, India also relies on armed forces to control many of its own people.
India is militarizing now
Mukherjee 8 (Monotapash, Space Militarization—India in Double Dilemma http://www.counterpunch.org/qureshi05272011.html 

1/29/2008

Post nuclear situation, India is being visited by a pre-nuclear weaponization dilemma—to be or not to be a space-weapons state. The territorial warfare is not a thing of the past yet, but once again the shadow of space weaponization is looming large. Post-Cold War the US became the sole superpower of the globe. The threat of "star wars" subsided for the time being. But new geo-political urgencies unnerved the US and it began to be concerned by the specter of "space Pearl Harbor". America was visibly unsettled by the emergence of the "Axis of Evil" which constituted Iraq, Iran, North Korea with more states to join it. Iraq was bombed and its ruler hanged (of course, illegally and unethically). But Iran and North Korea proved to be invincible. The USA became concerned about their nuclear ICBMs hitting the US heartland and revived the "Star War" as National Missile Defence System. Again the rapid rise of China as an economic and military superpower unnerved the US strategic community. A Chinese General once threatened the US with raining nuclear bombs if it sided with Taiwan in any future confrontation with China. Furthermore the Russian rise as a Phoenix as the challenger of the US complicated the US predicament. The USA's proposed deployment of the missile defense components in Poland and Czech Republic angered the resurgent Russia so much that it declared its sophisticated system would jeopardize the missile defense system. All this became more complicated when China conducted an A-Sat test by destroying one of its ageing weather satellite by throwing a ballistic missile. All these factors pushed the US towards space weaponization and space utilisation to influence warfare on earth. The domino effect of space weaponisation has not left India untouched. China's A-Sat test threatened Indian security too, particularly its space assets.First of all, let us count upon us why India should use it for military means. · India is surrounded by two declared and symbiotic nuclear powers and a nascent nuclear power. There is a visible co-ordination in the field of missiles technology among these countries. So India must build an effective missile defence system to counter any threat from these countries. A missile defence system without any military satellite network has no efficacy. · Secondly, for reconnaissance of the ground-based and troop movement of the enemy, for tapping communication, jamming the enemy network and destroying enemy satellites, India must prepare for space applications. · Thirdly, to monitor the launch of enemy ballistic missiles, thermal imaging satellites are a must. · Fourthly, in modern network-centric system, all the three services—army, navy, air-force—should be integrated by linking all the radars and sensors to the satellite system for early warning and control system. · Fifthly, our based assets might face threats from the enemy satellites and to save them we must embark upon a dedicated initiative. · Sixthly, aerospace weapons like JDAMs can influence the war on earth heavily as the American experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan have shown. In fact, they are futuristic weapons. In this context, the inevitable question is what the diplomatic initiatives in this regard should be. India is here in a second dilemma—between the Russian Glonass (Global Navigational Satellite System) and the US missile defense system. The NDA government supported the US NMD system. Later on a dithering in this regard is present in the present government too. India also signed the GLONASS pact which could help Indian missiles land with pinpoint accuracy. But the current rivalry between Russia and the US has it impossible for India to join the missile defense network. Besides, there are internal ideological oppositions in India too. But India needs both the GLONASS and the US missile defence expertise and network. It has recently conducted an endospheric and an exospheric missile defense tests and is relying heavily on indigenous skills and equipments. India must find ways to secure from both Russia and the USA the necessary technologies and equipments. Theoretical helps about the American experience in Iraq and Afghanistan with regard to space utilization should be sought too. Finally, India must establish a dedicated military university and an effective tri-service command. Effective collaboration between the ISRO and DRDO is in the interest of the nation. Whether weapons should be used in space has a humanitarian as well as a moral overtone. But India must be pragmatic. Above all, the fate of a billion-plus people must be decided by the government of the people. Monotapash Mukherjee runs a blog on defense and strategic affairs at http://kpj07.blogspot.com

2AC Space Race DA – Non-U: Russia mil now

Russia matches U.S. space tech advances

Dillow ‘11

[Dillow, Clay, writer for Popular Science online, “Russia is Building its Own Military Space Plane to Match the Mysterious X-37B,” 02.03.2011, http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2011-02/russia-building-its-own-military-space-plane-match-mysterious-x-37b
In what some are calling a second iteration of the space race, it seems the Russians have found a “Sputnik moment” of their own. In the wake of the recent successful wrap-up of the X-37B’s first orbital mission—a 220-day affair that reportedly saw the Air Force’s mysterious unmanned space plane complete a range of on-orbit maneuvers and tests that the U.S.A.F. isn’t talking about—the head of Russia’s military space command has said his country is building a space plane of its own. The head of Russia’s armed forces division in charge of military space operations, Oleg Ostapenko, said the Russians have already drawn up a design similar to the X-37 design, but stopped short of providing any hard details. And why should he? The X-37B has been kept under serious wraps; we know that it launched, that it orbited for 220 days, and that it successfully came home. Outside of that, only the mission handlers and engineers involved in the program know what the plane did while in orbit, or what it might be asked to do once it—or something like it—is fully operational. Technology, Clay Dillow, military, Space, space plane, space race, sputnik, USAF, x-37B The admission that Russian space researchers are actively pursuing their own mission-capable, reusable space plane suggests that much as Americans were prompted to pour vast resources and effort into its space program after Sputnik’s launch in 1957, Russians see an important orbital technology edge being lost to the U.S. in the the successful launch of the X-37s. That’s understandable. The X-37, like the Space Shuttles it shares a common heritage with, has an undeniable military aspect to it. A reusable space plane can provide important civilian and scientific space capabilities, but it can also be used to rapidly launch small military satellite arrays, put munitions into orbit, or disable enemy satellites. The X-37B is 30 feet long, has a 15-foot wingspan, and possesses a cargo bay about the size of a pickup truck bed, and the Russian “X-37ski” (as Danger Room has termed it) would likely boast roughly similar specs. But we’re probably several years from seeing a Russian clone in orbit. The X-37 design has been in the works since the late 1990s, and a second launch is already planned for early March (a second X-37B, the so-called OTV 2, will undertake this second mission; OTV 1 is slated to fly again later this year). So the U.S. has a comfortable head start. Then again, a dozen years after the Soviets beat the Americans into orbit a U.S. flag was planted on the moon. Let the new space race begin.

2AC Space Race DA – Non-U: Iran mil now

Iran is already militarizing; the satellites and their promising technology is enough 

Rubin ‘09
[Uzi Rubin, an Israeli defense engineer and analyst. Rubin is considered one of the pre-eminent analysts of missile systems in the Middle East. “America's new space rivals; Iran, North Korea swoop to conquer,” SPECIAL TO THE WASHINGTON TIMES,,March 20, 2009, newspaper.]
Iran's recent breakthrough in placing its own satellite in orbit by a homemade multistage rocket earned it the distinction of being the first radical regime that reaches space. Worse, the tepid reaction in the United States and the West to this watershed event served as a powerful inducement for Iran, North Korea and other potential nuclear wannabees to camouflage their offensive missile programs in the guise of peaceful space activities. The truth must be said: Iran's space program is no more peaceful than its nuclear program. Self-delusion will not help here. Ever since the dawn of the space age, ballistic missiles and space launchers existed in close symbiosis. The first two satellites in human history, the Soviet Union's Sputnik and the U.S. Explorer 1 were lofted to Earth orbits aboard slightly modified ballistic missiles. The alarm in the United States at the Soviet achievement did not come from the rudimentary 80 kilogram ball of metal that beeped its way in space but from the rocket that launched it. Any rocket that can propel a satellite into Earth orbit can be easily modified and upscaled to drop a significant bomb anywhere on Earth.
2AC Space Race DA – Non-U: Russia relations

US-Russia relations low now – US antimissile deployments outweighs New START cooperation

Weir 6-8 (Fred, correspondent for Christian Science Monitor, 6-8-11, “New US-Russia arms race? Battle lines grow over missile defense,” http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Europe/2011/0608/New-US-Russia-arms-race-Battle-lines-grow-over-missile-defense)

Matters could come to a head Thursday, when Defense Secretary Robert Gates meets his Russian counterpart, Anatoly Serdyukov, at the first high level meeting of the Russia-NATO Council since ties cooled following Russia's brief summer war with Georgia in 2008. Last November, at NATO's Lisbon summit, presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev agreed to search for a joint formula to build a system that would protect Eurasia and North America without threatening Russia's aging nuclear deterrent, seen by the Kremlin as the foundation of its national security. But if anything, the two sides have grown further apart since then, with Mr. Medvedev warning bleakly at a press conference last month that Russia might be forced to withdraw from the New START nuclear-arms reduction treaty and potentially plunge Europe into a new arms race if current US plans for antimissile deployments are carried out. 
2AC Space Race DA – Non-U: Wolf Clause

US-China cooperation low now – Wolf Clause legally bans joint research or bilateral policy

Xinhua 5-18 (“’Wolf Clause’ betrays China-U.S. cooperation,” 5-18-11, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Wolf_Clause_betrays_China_US_cooperation_999.html)

U.S. space shuttle Endeavor blasted off from the Kennedy Space Center in Florida on Monday, kicking off its 25th and the last space mission in history, which draws great attention from media worldwide. The event, of course, is also catching the eyes of media and scientists in China because the shuttle carries the Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer-2 (AMS) particle detector, the mankind's most ambitious effort to date to explore the universe' origin with Nobel laureate physicist Samuel Ting as the program's principal scientist. The 7,000-kg AMS worth 2 billion U.S. dollars will be placed in the International Space Station (ISS) and an international team of more than 600 scientists, including many from China's mainland and Taiwan, have joined Ting's exhausting but respectable AMS program. China's scientists have played a crucial role in designing and manufacturing some core parts of the device. However, Chinese journalists who hoped to cover the launching of Endeavor were simply denied entry to the site by a ban initiated by Frank Wolf, chairman of the Committee of Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies in the House of Representatives. The United States' National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) revoked the media passes granted to journalists from China due to the ban, or the "Wolf Clause", which was regarded as "discriminative" by even Americans themselves. On April 15, U.S. President Barack Obama signed into law the budget bill for fiscal year 2011 which will end on Sept. 30 after the House of Representatives passed it. The bill included a clause which bans any China-U.S. joint scientific research activities related to NASA or coordinated by the White House's Science Policy Office. Under the clause in the budget bill, none of the Congress-approved funds for the U.S. government "may be used for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration or the Office of Science and Technology Policy to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company." It also applies the limitation "to any funds used to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized" by NASA. As a result, Chinese journalists were denied the opportunity to make live coverage of the shuttle's blast-off, just as their peers from other countries have done. The Chinese journalists were also kept away from NASA's press conferences. Obviously, the "Wolf Clause" runs counter to the trend that both China and the United States are trying to push ahead their exchanges and cooperation in science and technology. 

**NO LINK: WON’T WEAPONIZE**

2AC Space Race DA – US won’t weaponize

US will not weaponize space

AFP 05

“White House Says It Is Not Looking At Weaponizing Space,” May 18, 2005, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-05w.html
The White House said Wednesday that it is not looking at weaponizing space in the face of a newspaper report stating the US Air Force was seeking presidential authority that could lead to such a program. "Let me make that clear right off the top, because you asked about the weaponization of space, and the policy that we're talking about is not looking at weaponizing space," White House spokesman Scott McClellan told reporters.  However, McClellan said that the administration of US President George W. Bush wants to ensure that its space assets are adequately protected.  "We have a draft updated national space policy that is going through the interagency review process," he said.  McClellan spoke in the wake of a New York Times report Wednesday which said the US Air Force was seeking a national security directive from President Bush that could lead to fielding offensive and defensive space weapons. An unidentified senior administration official, cited by the Times, said a new presidential directive to replace a 1996 policy that emphasized a more pacific use of space is expected within weeks. McClellan said that Bush had directed in June 2002 "that there be a review of our national space policies." The White House spokesman said it had been "about seven or eight years" since US space policy had been updated. "And certainly during the last eight or nine years there have been a number of domestic and international developments that have changed the threats and challenges facing our space capabilities," McClellan said.  "And so the space policy needed to be updated to take into account those changes. And at this point it's still going through that review process.  "We believe in the peaceful exploration of space," he stressed.  Officials told the Times that the aim of the directive was not to place weapons permanently in orbit - which is banned under the 30-year-old Antiballistic Missile Treaty the US withdrew from in 2002 - but to use space as a platform for weapons systems currently being developed.  The daily mentioned Air Force programs such as Global Strike, calling for a military space plane carrying precision-guided weapons that could strike from halfway around the world in 45 minutes. The 'Rods From God' program aims to launch cylinders of tungsten, titanium or uranium from space to strike targets on the ground at speeds of about 11,500 kilometers per hour (7,200 miles per hour) with the force of a small nuclear weapon. Other programs call for bouncing lethal laser beams off orbiting mirrors or high-altitude blimps, or turning radio waves into heat weapons. In April the Air Force launched an experimental XSS-11 microsatellite able to disrupt reconnaissance and communications satellites.  The national security directive under consideration, the Times added, reflects three years of work prompted by a 2001 report from a commission headed by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld recommending that the military "ensure that the president will have the option to deploy weapons in space." The Air Force's determination to field space weapons has also been accelerated by its failure to build an earth-based missile defense system after 22 years and nearly 100 billion dollars, Pentagon officials said.  However, in addition to the technical difficulties of developing reliable space weapons and the strong opposition they will elicit among US allies, experts said, the major hurdle to getting the new initiative off the ground will be getting Congress to approve its enormous price tag, which is tentatively estimated at between 220 billion and one trillion dollars.

2AC Space Race DA – China won’t weaponize

China is against space war

Gov.cn 11, “China opposes arms race in outer space: white paper,” March 31, 2011

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.
China opposes militarization of space

AFP 05

“China Says It Opposes Militarization of Outer Space,” May 19, 2005, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-05za.html
China Thursday said it is opposed to the militarization of space, and supports international legal documents ensuring its peaceful use.  "Space is our shared treasure and we have consistently maintained the need for the peaceful use of space so as to benefit all of mankind," foreign ministry spokesman Kong Quan told a regular briefing.  "We are opposed to the militarization of outer space. We support preventive measures, including the adoption of international legal documents to guarantee the peaceful use of outer space," he said.  Kong's remarks came a day after the White House said it was updating its space policy while denying a report that the changes under consideration could lead to the fielding of offensive and defensive weapons in space. 

No US-China space race – China doesn’t view weaponization as feasible or beneficial for its security

Blair and Yali, ‘7 (“The Space Security Dilemma,” Bruce G. Blair is the President of the World Security Institute. He was a project director at the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment and a senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at the Brookings Institution from 1987-2000. Mr. Blair is the author of numerous articles and books on security issues including the Logic of Accidental Nuclear War and Global Zero Alert for Nuclear Forces. He is presently completing a new book on U.S. nuclear policy. Chen Yali is the editor-in-chief of Washington Observer. She is also a Program Manager of Chen Shi China Research Group based in Beijing. Chen worked for China Daily as a reporter and opinion writer on politics and international affairs between 1994 and 2000, 2007, http://www.wsichina.org/attach/cs2_1.pdf)
From a Chinese perspective, according to Zhang, the prospect of an unregulated military space environment is decidedly bleak, and warrants renewed efforts to ban space weapons. He analyzes various approaches to banning their development or deployment, and concludes that a focused approach that bans the deployment of weapons in space would offer the best solution from the standpoint of feasibility and of China’s overall security. Zhang does not adequately Bruce Blair and Chen Yali ~ 7 ~ explain why banning space-based missile defenses, thereby ruling out layered defenses, the cornerstone concept of American missile defense architecture, would be politically palatable to U.S. planners. But Zhang does lay out a strong case that space weapons run counter to both Chinese and U.S. interests, and that their regulation through arms control would well serve both nations’ interests. He can be forgiven for overlooking the fact that nations often adopt policies that are contrary to their own best interests.

The PRC shrouds China’s space program in secrecy – public announcements meant to deter US expansion aren’t indicative of actual intent

Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

In the case of national security, China's space program is shrouded in extreme secrecy, effectively shielding Chinese intentions and capabilities from outside observers. The PRC's official policy is to support the exploitation of space for economic, scientific, and cultural benefits while firmly opposing any militarization of space. 9 China has consistently warned that any testing, deployment, and use of space-based weapons will undermine global security and lead to a destabilizing arms race in space. 10 These public pronouncements have been primarily directed at the United States, especially after President George W. Bush declared in December 2001 that the United States was officially withdrawing from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treatyand accelerating U.S. efforts to develop a missile defense system. 

2AC Space Race DA – Russia won’t weaponize

Russia won’t militarize 

Deccan Herald, 11

(http://www.deccanherald.com/content/142355/russia-reiterates-danger-outer-space.html

Russia reiterates danger of outer space militarization

Geneva, March 2 (Itar-Tass) 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. It is the wish to prevent the worst scenario that guided Russia and China as they brought forward in February 2008 a draft treaty on preventing the deployment of weapons in outer space. "We assume that such a treaty should fix the legal commitments on parity basis, without dividing the countries into those that "can" have weapons in space and those that "cannot," he said. "We're hoping for the soonest beginning of substantive work on the Russian-Chinese project," Lavrov underlined, "if we do not get down to it without delay, we may lose time. We are confident that preventing the appearance of weapons in space is extremely necessary for the predictability of the strategic situation on the Earth. "Let's not forget that the chimera of the nuclear monopoly led to the arms race, whose inertia we're only beginning to overcome," the Russian diplomat said. He noted that the approval by the UN General Assembly of the resolution -- which Russia co-authored with a group of states -- on measures of transparency and confidence-building in outer space was an indicator of the growing awareness in many countries of the significance of the problem. "We'll be seeking further consolidation of the international community's efforts in this crucial issue," Lavrov underlined.

Russia won’t militarize in space.
Islam Times 18 Jun 2009
(http://www.islamtimes.org/vdcb.zb0urhbwze4pr.html

Russia to answer US militarization of space

Head of Russia's armament department Vladimir Popovkin says Moscow is ready to give an affective answer to Washington's plans to militarize space. Popovkin told a news conference on Wednesday, "There is a more adequate answer to the possible deployment of weapons into outer space by the USA; we do not have to deploy expensive armaments into space." The deputy defense minister added that the idea of sending weapons into outer space was philosophical and that Russia had already passed the "Star Wars" phase. "To have weapons of your own for waging space wars, you have to understand first why you need them there," he said. The Russian official said if the US went forward with its plans to deploy arms in outer space, the Kremlin's reaction would be "absolutely asymmetric". The US seems much more worried about its orbiting cluster since it is carrying out military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and is dependent on its satellite navigations. Popovkin added that the US had become "more rational and down to earth" with regards to its space militarization plans. The Bush administration had plans to militarize space as part of its United States Space Command, Vision for 2020,”.
**L/T**
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Current militarization is crucial for US military
Epstein 05

Edward, Chronicle Washington Bureau, May 21, 2005, “Debate intensifies over weapons in space/Administration  wants to protect military satellites,” http://articles.sfgate.com/2005-05-21/news/17374018_1_spy-satellites-space-weapons-hypervelocity

Reports that the Bush administration plans to adopt a new policy that would more explicitly spell out the military's commitment to placing offensive and defensive weapons in space are sparking an increasing debate. Proponents say such weapons are needed to protect the U.S. homeland and satellites in space that provide such crucial military and civilian services as targeting for weapons, global positioning data and satellite TV and radio. They also point out that space has been militarized for decades and say today's military would be instantly brought to its knees if an enemy could interfere with or destroy satellites used by the Pentagon. Opponents warn that a new arms race will result if the United States moves ahead with experiments for such weapons as hypervelocity rods, nicknamed Rods from God, that are designed to strike ground targets from space at a speed of 120 miles a minute. That's if they survive re-entry into the Earth's atmosphere, which critics say is doubtful. "The critical question we must ask is not whether the United States should be the first to weaponize space, or if space weaponization is inevitable, but rather can the United States afford to be the second state to weaponize space?" asked Everett Dolman, a professor at the Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama. Dolman, who supports research into space weapons, said the Defense Department faced little choice but to pursue such programs. "No nation relies on space more than the United States," he said Tuesday at a seminar sponsored by the Nuclear Policy Research Institute, a group that is roundly critical of such new weapons. 'Defensive crouch' "If space were suddenly to go away tomorrow, the United States would have to go into a defensive crouch immediately," he warned, in large part because worldwide communications would be totally disrupted. "We'd face a Vietnam- style buildup if we wanted to remain a force in the world." In addition to the Rods from God, some of the other possible space weapons include systems of lasers and mirrors that permanently blind spy satellites or "dazzle" them temporarily. There are also "passive defenses" for satellites that would protect them from jamming attacks or physically harden them to protect against lasers or other destructive rays.

**NO I/L**
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Russia won’t militarize because of US
Space Daily, 5

(Russia Fully Opposes Militarization Of Space - Foreign Ministry

http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-05zc.html

Moscow (SPX) May 23, 2005 Russia is active in preventing the placement of weapons in outer space, official spokesman for the Russian Foreign Ministry Alexander Yakovenko restated last Friday, according to RIA Novosti. Yakovenko was commenting on statements - published in The Financial Times - made by Yermakov, the senior counselor of the Russian embassy in Washington, who allegedly said Russia would consider using force if the United States put weapons in outer space. "Essentially, our position is that at different international forums Russia actively pursues a policy line in favor of preventing the placement of armaments in space. It is our consistent and principled position," stressed the official spokesman for the Russian Foreign Ministry. Alexander Yakovenko restated what the Russian diplomat said at the Washington conference: "Our policy is not aimed at creating situations that could lead to a confrontation. If we cannot find understanding with the administration of the United States and find ourselves in a situation when we have to react, we'll certainly do it." All the rest beyond the framework of this utterance is "the daily's interpretation," Alexander Yakovenko said. In the opinion of the first deputy of the Russian defense minister, and chief of the general staff of the Russian armed forces, Yuri Baluevski, the United States President George Bush would not allow the militarization of space. "Today's generally recognized international norms for representatives of all the leading powers prevent the militarization of space," Baluevski told RIA Novosti in an interview on Wednesday, May 18. He said that this issue has been discussed many times in the United Nations and not a single state, including the United States, has so far officially declared a violation of the moratorium on the militarization of space."
2AC Space Race DA – No escalation

Russia won’t militarize because of China

UPI, 7

(Security Industry

Russia opposes militarizing space

Published: Feb. 6, 2007 at 11:17 AM

http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2007/02/06/Russia-opposes-militarizing-space/UPI-77401170778644/
MOSCOW, Feb. 6 (UPI) -- Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov Tuesday issued a new warning against the militarization of space, the RIA Novosti news agency said.

Ivanov was speaking following China's announcement that it had carried out its first successful anti-satellite weapons test last month. But he said Beijing was not primarily responsible for the militarization of space, in what appeared to be an indirect criticism of U.S. space policy."It is not China that opened up Pandora's box," he said.Ivanov acknowledged that the Untied States and Russia had both deployed space-based strategic assets. But he said strong distinction should be drawn between space-based systems that were used for defensive purposes and other weapons systems that served aggressive and threatening purposes. "The use of outer space for security and defense purposes is one thing, and the placement of weapons there is quite another," Ivanov said according to the RIA Novosti report. "The latter is absolutely unacceptable in our view, as it makes the global security situation unpredictable."

"China's January 11 ballistic missile launch, revealed only two weeks later, caused an international uproar and raised concerns about the emerging world power's military ambitions," RIA Novosti said.

2AC Space Race DA – Militarization peaceful

China strives to protect peace

Xinhua News Agency 09 (China to Militarize Space ‘for peace,’” November 1, 2009, http://www.military.com/news/article/china-to-militarize-space-for-peace.html?ESRC=topstories.RSS)
BEIJING, Nov 01, -- China will develop an air force with integrated capabilities for both offensive and defensive operations in space as well as in air, the commander of China's air force says. Calling militarization in the space and in air "a threat to the mankind," Gen. Xu Qiliang said on Sunday that China must develop a strong force in the two arenas in order to face challenges of that threat.  "Only power could protect peace," the 59-year-old air force commander said in an interview with Xinhua, 10 days ahead of 60th anniversary of the founding of the People's Liberation Army air force.  Superiority in space and in air would mean, to a certain extent, superiority over the land and the oceans, Xu said. "As the air force of a peace-loving country, we must forge our swords and shields in order to protect peace," he said. According to Xu, not only major air force powers in the world are currently eyeing space and air superiority, some developing countries are also changing their military strategies to gain upper ground in the two arenas. A country without adequate power would have no say when faced with challenges posed by the militarization in the space and air, he said. The PLA air force would improve its detection and early warning, air striking, anti-missile air defense, strategic delivery capabilities in order to effectively protect China's interests and help maintain regional and world peace, Xu said. Xu meanwhile stressed that the PLA air force was peace-oriented. "The Chinese people is a peace-loving people, and China is a responsible developing country which upholds a national defense policy that is defensive in nature," he said. A powerful PLA air force would protect China's sovereignty, safety and territorial integrity, and would play a major part in maintaining regional stability and world peace, he said. "The PLA air force will pose no threat to any other country," Xu said. This year marks the 60th founding anniversary of the People's Republic of China. Its naval force was founded on April 23, 1949, and its air force on Nov. 11 that year. Previous report said the PLA air force would put its most advanced warplanes on display in the suburbs of Beijing in November, to mark its 60th founding anniversary. 

North Korea space launch fails – proves global condemnation for specific launches  

BBC News ’09 [“North Korea space launch fails,” April 5, 2009, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-pacific/7984254.stm]
North Korea failed in its attempt to get a satellite into space after a rocket launch early on Sunday, US and South Korean officials say. Two stages of the rocket and its payload landed in the Pacific Ocean, a US military statement said. Hours earlier North Korea claimed the satellite had successfully been put into orbit and was transmitting data. The US, EU, Japan and South Korea condemned the launch, thought to be a cover for a long-range missile test. US President Barack Obama urged Pyongyang to "refrain from further provocative actions". "North Korea broke the rules once more by testing a rocket that could be used for a long-range missile," Mr Obama told a crowd in the Czech capital, Prague." This provocation underscores the need for action - not just this afternoon at the UN Security Council, but in our determination to prevent the spread of these weapons." Later a joint US-EU statement urged Pyongyang to abandon its pursuit of weapons of mass destruction and "policy of threats aimed at its neighbours". The launch "harms peace and stability in northeast Asia", the statement added. The Security Council approved a Japanese request for the emergency session. Washington, Tokyo and Seoul regard the launch as a clear violation of Security Council resolution 1718 adopted in October 2006, which bans North Korea from carrying out ballistic missile activity. However, both China and Russia have urged restraint in the international response. In a statement on its website, the US Northern Command said North Korea launched a three-stage Taepodong-2 missile at 0230 GMT. "Stage one of the missile fell into the Sea of Japan/East Sea. The remaining stages along with the payload itself landed in the Pacific Ocean. "No object entered orbit and no debris fell on Japan." US military authorities "assessed the space launch vehicle as not a threat to North America or Hawaii and took no action in response to this launch", the statement added. Earlier, state media in North Korea said that the "Kwangmyongsong-2" satellite had been placed in orbit. The satellite was transmitting data and the "Song of General Kim Il-sung" and "Song of General Kim Jong-il" - references to the late founder of North Korea and his son, the current leader - the report said. The BBC's John Sudworth in Seoul says a failure would seriously detract from North Korea's ability to exploit the propaganda value of the launch, although it may never admit it to its own people. In a previous satellite launch attempt in 1998, North Korea said it was sending up a device that would orbit the world transmitting revolutionary melodies. It claimed this was also successful but the launch is believed to have been a failure as no trace of the satellite was ever found. Testing technology? North Korea gave prior warning of the launch and repeatedly said it was using it as part of the peaceful pursuit of a space programme, as is its right under international law. But Pyongyang's neighbours and the US are concerned about the potential military use of the launch vehicle. They believe the real aim of the launch was to test long-range missile technology, specifically the Taepodong-2. They believe it could put parts of the US within the communist nation's military reach. North Korea first tested a Taepodong-2 in July 2006. It failed less than a minute after lift-off. Three months later, Pyongyang carried out a nuclear test. International talks involving the US, South Korea, Japan, Russia and China on an aid-for-nuclear disarmament deal are currently stalled.
Space used solely for peaceful purposes

Shah 07

Anup, “World Agrees: Space for Peaceful Purposes,” January 21, 2007, http://www.globalissues.org/article/69/militarization-and-weaponization-of-outer-space#WorldAgreesSpaceforpeacefulpurposes
Internationally, for many years, it has been agreed that space should be used for peaceful purposes, and for the benefit of all humankind. Examples of uses and benefits include weather monitoring, help in search and rescue, help in potential natural disaster detection, coordinating efforts on detecting and dealing with issues of space debris and minimizing harmful impacts on Earth, research in sciences, health, etc. The United Nations (U.N.) Outer Space Treaty provides the basic framework on international space law, saying that space should be reserved for peaceful uses. It came into effect in October 1967. As summarized by the U.N. Office for Outer Space Affairs web site, the treaty includes the following principles: the exploration and use of outer space shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interests of all countries and shall be the province of all mankind; outer space shall be free for exploration and use by all States; outer space is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means; States shall not place nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction in orbit or on celestial bodies or station them in outer space in any other manner; the Moon and other celestial bodies shall be used exclusively for peaceful purposes; astronauts shall be regarded as the envoys of mankind; States shall be responsible for national space activities whether carried out by governmental or non-governmental activities; States shall be liable for damage caused by their space objects; and States shall avoid harmful contamination of space and celestial bodies. Towards the end of 2000, the United Nations General Assembly had a vote on a resolution called the “Prevention of Outer Space Arms Race.” It was adopted by a recorded vote of 163 in favor to none against, with 3 abstentions. The three that abstained were the Federated States of Micronesia, Israel and the United States of America. (You can see the details from a U.N. press release, together with a list of countries that voted, were absent and so on.)
China opposes militarization of space

AFP 05

“China Says It Opposes Militarization of Outer Space,” May 19, 2005, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-05za.html
China Thursday said it is opposed to the militarization of space, and supports international legal documents ensuring its peaceful use.  "Space is our shared treasure and we have consistently maintained the need for the peaceful use of space so as to benefit all of mankind," foreign ministry spokesman Kong Quan told a regular briefing.  "We are opposed to the militarization of outer space. We support preventive measures, including the adoption of international legal documents to guarantee the peaceful use of outer space," he said.  Kong's remarks came a day after the White House said it was updating its space policy while denying a report that the changes under consideration could lead to the fielding of offensive and defensive weapons in space. 

**NO IMPACT**
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China is against space war

Gov.cn 11, “China opposes arms race in outer space: white paper,” March 31, 2011

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.
2AC Space Race DA – No prolif

US space warfare wouldn’t increase Iranian and North Korean prolif – US heg too dominant and alt causes

Krepon and Katz-Hyman ‘5 (Michael, co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Michael, Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 12, No 2, July 2005, “Space Weapons and Proliferation,” http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Space_Weapons_and_Proliferation.pdf)

But would the development, testing, and deployment of offense space warfare capabilities by the United States generate larger nuclear requirements by Pyongyang or Tehran? Those in a position to answer this question accurately are unlikely to do so, and if they did make public pronouncements on such matters, many would not accept their answers at face value. Given pre-existing conditions—dominant US military and power projection capabilities, modest North Korean and Iranian space capabilities, other rationales for their nuclear programs, and other means to deter or punish the United States for attacking national territory—it is unlikely that new US offensive space warfare capabilities would prompt a large increase in Pyongyang’s and Tehran’s nuclear stockpile requirements. Increases in or threats to increase nuclear stockpiles could, however, occur for non-military reasons, such as seeking to influence US or allied diplomacy, demonstrating opposition to foreign pressure, increasing stocks of nuclear materials or weapons for sale, or buying additional insurance against generalized threat perceptions built on many military factors. Any increase in North Korean or Iranian nuclear capabilities for any reason would be unwelcome, and could well have adverse proliferation consequences. The slow growth of North Korean or Iranian nuclear capabilities would be better than sudden or significant growth, but even slow growth would have corrosive effects on the NPT regime. Slow growth could also lead to more rapid growth over time. In addition, the absence of an overt arms race would provide little comfort if small amounts of weapons-usable material or a single warhead changes hands as a result of newly enlarged stockpiles. Put simply, the absence of arms racing, whether along the vertical or horizontal axis, is a poor indicator of the net proliferation effects of US space weapon programs.

2AC Space Race DA – Alt causes to China

Alt cause to Chinese expansion – exploiting space is key to Chinese economic growth and competitiveness 

Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

Chinese Interests in Space As with the United States, China's objectives in space reflect broad commercial and military interests. From an economic perspective, the PRC views the exploitation of space as an integral part of its modernization drive, a top priority on Beijing's national agenda. 8 The rapid growth of China's economy in the past two decades has fueled investments in civilian space capabilities for several reasons. First, the explosive growth of the Chinese telecommunications market has spurred China to put both indigenous and foreign-made networks of communications satellites into orbit to keep pace with demand. Second, China's relatively inexpensive and increasingly reliable launchers have enabled Beijing to provide satellite-launching services to major international customers. Third, China recognizes that space research at the frontier of scientific knowledge promises innovative breakthroughs that are likely to strengthen its economic power and technological capabilities in the long term. [End Page 21] As a result of these economic imperatives, the Chinese government has invested substantial resources in a robust space program. The PRC has developed a comprehensive scientific and industrial base capable of producing commercial space launchers and satellites. Chinese launch vehicles, which have become increasingly reliable and competitive in the international market, can place a variety of satellites—including those used for communications, remote sensing, photo reconnaissance, meteorology, and scientific research—into earth orbit. Furthermore, since 1999, China's involvement in preparations for manned space flight has attracted substantial international attention. 
Alt cause to Chinese expansion – nationalism and the CCP dictate space policy

Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

China's obsession with national prestige, which forms the backdrop for its commercial and military interests, also animates the country's space policy. 13 The PRC government has long boasted about its status as one of the few major space-faring nations. Indeed, its manned space program has been driven largely by the desire to become the third nation, after the United States and the former Soviet Union, to launch humans into space. Success in China's manned space program will confer a strong sense of national dignity and international status on the country, which are viewed as crucial elements to sustain the legitimacy of the Communist Party and replace its declining ideological appeal. This intangible yet powerful expression of Chinese nationalism partially explains why Beijing invests substantial national resources into its space program. 14 
Alt cause to Chinese wariness – missile defense and US-Japan alliance

Martel and Yoshihara, ‘3 (William C., professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, Toshi, doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v026/26.4martel.html#authbio1)

First, Beijing perceives the proposed U.S. missile defense system, which will be supported by an array of space systems and sensors, as a strategic menace to China and to international security. 15 Many China watchers contend that this perception stems from anxieties that any conceivable system of missile defenses being developed by the Bush administration will undermine China's small nuclear deterrent. 16 Beijing remains wary of the joint research program on missile defense by the U.S.-Japanese alliance, which the PRC sees as a potential partnership for blocking Chinese regional aspirations or, in broader terms, for containing China. Of particular concern for Beijing is the possibility that Tokyo's decision formally to join U.S. plans for deploying missile defense in Northeast Asia will significantly increase Japan's military capabilities by providing an opportunity for Japanese forces to enjoy unprecedented military integration with U.S. forces in the areas of space-based intelligence and communications. [End Page 23] 

[image: image5.png]


1

