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The Aff’s vision of space as a realm to be controlled results in an extension of violence and militaristic domination—This turns the aff by encouraging the very anti-democratic wars they hope to prevent
[Note—this is a space control link—insert specific links if its not relevant]
MacDonald 07, Fraser MacDonald, Professor of Anthropology, Geography, and Environmental Studies at Melbourne University in Australia, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography,” Progress in Human Geography, 2007, Pages 592-615.
Two things should now be clear. First, outer space is no longer remote from our everyday lives; it is already profoundly implicated in the ordinary workings of economy and society. Second, the import of space to civilian, commercial and, in particular, military objectives, means there is a great deal at stake in terms of the access to and control over Earth’s orbit. One cannot overstate this last point. The next few years may prove decisive in terms of establishing a regime of space control that will have profound implications for terrestrial geopolitics. It is in this context that I want to briefly introduce the emerging field of astropolitics, defined as ‘the study of the relationship between outer space terrain and technology and the development of political and military policy and strategy’ (Dolman, 2002: 15). It is, in both theory and practice, a geopolitics of outer space. Everett Dolman is one of the pioneers of the ﬁeld. An ex-CIA intelligence analyst who teaches at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Airpower Fraser MacDonald: Anti-Astropolitik outer space and the orbit of geography 607 Studies , he publishes in journals that are perhaps unfamiliar to critical geographers, like the modestly titled Small Wars and Insurgencies. As what follows is uniformly critical of Dolman’s work, I should say that his Astropolitik: classical geopolitics in the space age (Dolman, 2002) is unquestionably a signiﬁcant book: it has deﬁned a now vibrant field of research and debate. Astropolitik draws together a vast literature on space exploration and space policy, and presents a lucid and accessible introduction to thinking strategically about space. (In the previous section I drew heavily on Dolman’s description of the astropolitical environment.) My critique is not founded on scientiﬁc or technical grounds but on Dolman’s construction of a formal geopolitics designed to advance and legitimate the unilateral military conquest of space by the United States. While Dolman has many admirers among neoconservative colleagues in Washington think-tanks, critical engagements (eg, Moore, 2003; Caracciolo, 2004) have been relatively thin on the ground. 

Dolman’s work is interesting for our purposes here precisely because he draw’s on geography’s back catalogue of strategic thinkers, most prominently Halford Mackinder, whose ideas gained particular prominence in America in the wake of the Russian Sputnik (Hooson, 2004: 377). But Dolman is not just refashioning classical geopolitics in the new garb of ‘astropolitics’; he goes further and proposes an ‘Astropolitik ’ – ‘ a simple but effective blueprint for space control’ (p. 9) – modelled on Karl Hausofer’s Geopolitik as much as Realpolitik. Showing some discomfort with the impeccably fascist pedigree of this theory, Dolman cautions against the ‘misuse’ of Astropolitik and argues that the term ‘is chosen as a constant reminder of that past, and as a grim warning for the future’ (Dolman, 2002: 3). At the same time, however, his book is basically a manual for achieving space dominance. Projecting Mackinder’s famous thesis on the geographical pivot of history (Mackinder, 1904) onto outer space, Dolman argues that: ‘who controls the Lower Earth Orbit controls near-Earth space. Who controls near-Earth space dominates Terra [Earth]. Who dominates Terra determines the destiny of humankind.’ Dolman sees the quest for space as already having followed classically Mackinderian principles (Dolman, 2002: 87). Like Mackinder before him, Dolman is writing in the service of his empire. ‘Astropolitik like Realpolitik’ he writes, ‘is hardnosed and pragmatic, it is not pretty or uplifting or a joyous sermon for the masses. But neither is it evil. Its benevolence or malevolence become apparent only as it is applied, and by whom’ (Dolman, 2002: 4). Further inspiration is drawn from Alfred Thayer Mahan, whose classic volume The inﬂuence of seapower upon history, has been widely cited by space strategists (Mahan, 1890; Gray, 1996; see also Russell, 2006). Mahan’s discussion of the strategic value of coasts, harbours, well-worn sea paths and chokepoints has its parallel in outer space (see France, 2000). The implication of Mahan’s work, Dolman concludes, is that ‘the United States must be ready and prepared, in Mahanian scrutiny, to commit to the defense and maintenance of these assets, or relinquish them to a state willing and able to do so’ (Dolman, 2002: 37). 

The primary problem for those advancing Astropolitik is that space is not a lawless frontier. In fact the legal character of space has long been enshrined in the principles of the OST and this has, to some extent, prevented it from being subject to unbridled interstate competition. ‘While it is morally desirable to explore space in common with all peoples’, writes Dolman without conviction, ‘even the thought of doing so makes weary those who have the means’ (Dolman, 2002: 135). Thus, the veneer of transcendent humanism with regard to space gives way to brazen self-interest. Accordingly, Dolman describes the res communist consensus 7 of the OST as ‘a tragedy’ that has removed any legal incentive for the exploitation of space (p. 137). Only a res nullius 8 legal order could construct space as ‘proper objects for which states may compete’ (p. 138). Under the paradigm of res nullius and Astropolitik, the moon and 608 Progress in Human Geography 31(5) other celestial bodies would become potential new territory for states. Here Dolman again parallels Karl Hausofer’s Geopolitik. Just as Hausofer desired a break from the Versailles Treaty (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 45), Dolman wants to see the USA withdraw from the OST, making full speed ahead for the moon (see also Hickman and Dolman, 2002). Non-spacefaring developing countries need not worry about losing out, says Dolman, as they ‘would own no less of the Moon than they do now’ (2002: 140). 

To his credit, Dolman does give some attention to the divisive social consequences of this concentrated power. Drawing on earlier currents of environmental determinism and on the terrestrial model of Antarctic exploration, he ponders the characteristics of those who will be ﬁrst to colonize space. They will be ‘highly educated, rigorously trained and psychologically screened for mental toughness and decision-making skills, and very physically ﬁ t’; ‘the best and brightest of our pilots, technicians and scientists’; ‘rational, given to scientific analysis and explanation, and obsessed with their professions’ (p. 26). In other words, ‘they are a superior subset of the larger group from which they spring’ (p. 27). As if this picture is not vivid enough, Dolman goes on to say that colonizers of space ‘will be the most capably endowed (or at least the most ruthlessly suitable, as the populating of America and Australia … so aptly illustrate[s])’ (p. 27; my emphasis). ‘Duty and sacriﬁce will be the highest moral ideals’ (p. 27). Society, he continues, must be prepared ‘to make heroes’ of those who undertake the risk of exploration (p. 146). At the same time, ‘the astropolitical society must be prepared to forego expenditures on social programs … to channel funds into the national space program. It must be embued with the national spirit’ (p. 146). 

Dolman slips from presenting what would be merely a ‘logical’ outworking of Astropolitik to advocating that the United States adopt it as their space strategy. Along the way, he acknowledges the full anti-democratic potential of such concentrated power, detaching the state from its citizenry: the United States can adopt any policy it wishes and the attitudes and reactions of the domestic public and of other states can do little to challenge it. So powerful is the United States that should it accept the harsh Realpolitik doctrine in space that the military services appear to be proposing, and given a proper explanation for employing it, there may in fact be little if any opposition to a fait accompli of total US domination in space. (Dolman, 2002: 156) Although Dolman claims that ‘no attempt will be made to create a convincing argument that the United States has a right to domination in space’, in almost the next sentence he goes on to argue ‘that, in this case, might does make right’, ‘the persuasiveness of the case’ being ‘based on the self-interest of the state and stability of the system’ (2002: 156; my emphasis). Truly, this is Astropolitik: a veneration of the ineluctable logic of power and the permanent rightness of those who wield it. If it sounds chillingly familiar, Dolman hopes to reassure us with his belief that ‘the US form of liberal democracy … is admirable and socially encompassing’ (p. 156) and it is ‘the most benign state that has ever attempted hegemony over the greater part of the world’ (p. 158). His sunny view that the United States is ‘willing to extend legal and political equality to all’ sits awkwardly with the current suspension of the rule of law in Guantanamo Bay as well as in various other ‘spaces of exception’ (see Gregory, 2004; Agamben, 2005). 

The aff turns the US into Big Brother—anyone, anywhere is subject to surveillance and attack—The impact is violent total domination of the globe
Havercroft and Duvall 9 (Jonathan, Ph.D. Minnesota) specializes in political theory. His primary research focus is on the historical transformation of sovereignty in the discourses of political philosophy from the 17th century to the present. He has also published essays grappling with conceptions of freedom, power, and sovereignty in early modern and contemporary political thought. His work has appeared in Constellations and Review of International Studies, and Raymond, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Critical astropolitics: The geopolitics of space control and the transformation of state sovereignty” From Securing Outer Space, pg. 56-57) RF

Conclusion: (bare) life under empire of the future 

In his Astropolitik Dolman calls upon U.S. defense policy-makers to weaponize orbital space so as to enhance U.S. hegemony over the planet. He does not address the astropolitical issues we have discussed here about what impact a space-based hegemony would have on the structure of the international system. Dolman, however, is confident that America would be responsible in using this awesome power to promote democracy and global capitalism. Setting aside the very contentious issues of whether or not America should be involved in "promoting" democracy and capitalism and whether or not current U.S. hegemony has been beneficial for the Earth's population, the moral and political implications of a space-based empire are not nearly as clear-cut as Dolman makes them out to be. One of the fundamental principles of classical geopolitics was that sea-based empires (such as Athens, Britain, and America) tended to be more democratic than land-based empires (such as Sparta, China, and Rome). The reason for this is that sea-based empires needed to disperse their forces away from the imperial center to exert control, whereas land-based empires exercised power through occupation. Military occupations made it increasingly likely that the army would seize power whenever it came into conflict with the government. Classical geopolitical theorist Otto Hintze argued that land powers tended toward dictatorships (Hintze 1975; see also Deudney 2007). Dolman builds upon these classical geopolitical insights by arguing that because space-based empires would not be able to occupy states, military coups would be less likely and democracy would be more likely (Dolman 2002a: 29). There is, however, a significant difference between space power and sea power. While neither is capable of occupying territory on its own, space power is capable of controlling territory from above through surveillance and precise projection of force control without occupation. While space power may not result in the dictatorships normally associated with land power, it would be a useful tool is establishing a disciplinary society over all the Earth. A second obstacle to the benevolent space-based empire that Dolman imagines is the lack of counterbalancing powers. Under the two other modes of protection/security we have considered here -the real-statist and the federal-republican there are checks that prevent even the most powerful scates in the system from dominating all the other units. In real-statism, the sovereignty of states means that any potential hegemon would have to pay a significant cost in blood and treasure to conquer other states. While this cost may not be enough to dissuade a superpower from conquering one or two states, the cumulative cost of conquest and occupation makes total domination over the Earth unlikely. In the federal-republican model, the collective security regime of the entire system should act as a sufficient deterrent to prevent one state from dominating the others. Conversely, in a space-based empire the entire world is placed under direct surveillance from above. There is no point on Earth where the imperial center cannot project force on very short notice. So long as the space-based empire can deny access to space to rival powers through missile defense and anti-satellite technologies, there is no possibility that other states can directly counteract this force. As such, the space-based empire erases all boundaries and places the Earth under its control. While the possibility to resist such an empire will exist, the dynamics of resistance will be considerably altered. Traditional insurgencies rely on physical occupation of territory by the conquering forces to provide targets of opportunity to the resistance. Because space weapons would orbit several hundred to several thousands of miles above the Earth, they would not be vulnerable to attack by anything except weapons systems possessed by the most advanced space powers, such as ballistic missiles and advanced laser systems. Even such counter-measures, however, would only raise the financial cost of space-based empire, not the COSt in human lives that insurgencies rely upon to diminish domestic support ti)f imperial occupations. Consequently a space-based empire would be freer to dominate the Earth from above than a traditional land-power occupation would be. Without obvious counterpowers or effective means of resistance, the space-based empire would be able to exercise complete bio-political control over the entire planet, turning all of Earth's inhabitants into "bare life," Under such a political arrangement the likelihood that the imperial center would be a benevolent one, uncorrupted by its total domination of the Earth, is very slim indeed.

Our alternative is to reject the affirmative and their representations of space as a place to be securitized and controlled.
Our representation strategy matters and works—images of space as a site for control justifies and makes more likely the wars they hope to prevent
Grondin, 06 David Grondin Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (as of July 2006)   Paper presented at the ISA Convention, San Diego  March 25, 2006  Panel “Reading Outer Space I:  The International Politics of Outer Space - Approaches and Themes” THE (POWER) POLITICS OF SPACE:  THE US ASTROPOLITICAL DISCOURSE OF GLOBAL DOMINANCE  IN THE WAR ON TERROR
Indeed, we have no way of knowing how other state leaders and non-state agents will react to US spatial policy and to a path of weaponization. The security dilemma or a new global arms race in space remain social constructions and are not automatic responses to a course of action taken by the US state. Will it be like Roger Handberg fears: that the “[w]eaponization of space is the signal for the next arms race, one that may start slow but inevitably will speed up as other states reject the US claim to permanent dominance?” (Handberg 2004: 88)  Indeed, Handberg makes lots of sense to me when he asserts that a healthy skepticism must be exercised when drastic changes in existing policy positions are considered, especially policies which have not yet failed. Too often, in American defense debates, technology trumps ‘mere politics’ with often-unanticipated consequences. The security dilemma is not just an obscure academic concept but one that reflects real possibilities in terms of outcomes. […] There is an irony in that the analyses assume, especially since the advent of the George W. Bush administration, that such military space activities, including weaponization, will be approved. Approval may come but resources may not, given the administration’s penchant for tax cuts. Sustaining a level of resource commitment necessary to maintain the force levels assumed here is questionable in the absence of an explicit and very visible threat (Handberg 2004: 88). Or will it rather be like the space warriors expect, Dolman and Lambakis especially, that there is an opportunity to be grasped by the US that will make other actors of the global arena accept an American dominance in space? In my mind, such view is to be resisted at all costs. In fact, one must be aware that behind all the rhetoric for space weaponization and the “threat game”, other power considerations still pull much weight – and the spectre of a Cold War military-industrial complex is still very much alive. As Lambakis bluntly puts it: “Although it still must guard against the transfer of critical military technologies, capitalism ought to be set loose to advance the development of satellite technologies and services (including imagery services), which would allow US industry to play its strength – technological innovation and application – which in turn would provide the United States significant technologies advantages in the years ahead” (Lambakis 2001: 281; original emphasis). 
Freedom of Space, Space control, and the Technological  
As space is conceived as a common medium, the principle of the freedom of space lasts as long as there is no will to take a step further – which is what space warriors recommend. As they acknowledge, many reasons may motivate a state to develop “capabilities to control, if not dominate or claim ownership over, space orbits” (Lambakis 2001: 86; original emphasis). This line of argument is usually linked to technological capacities. By asserting that other countries operate in Space, that conflicts are “natural” between humans – which brings the obvious “so why would it be different in Space” – technologies of power take the lead and one is left with devising what space-control strategy will be best and what one wants “to control, for how long, and for what purposes?/ (Lambakis 2001: 281). And in a context where one portrays the situation as one where US aerospace industry is held back by the rest of the world only for fear of potential not guaranteed conflicts that will evolve into Space warfighting because of a renewed arms race (Lambakis 2001: 282), the claim to let technology drive the policy and the political is not disinterested – albeit ill-advised – and definitely not a sure bet. For space warriors such as Dolmnan and Lambakis, space weaponization then appears not to be all related to the security issue but also very much to the maintenance of a strong defense and aerospace industry. The technological takes over as the political is eclipsed by the military professionals. In effect, for space warriors, because of national security, “if a determination is made that space weapons would improve national security, further analysis would be required to map out a path to take to introduce these tools in the arsenal and military strategy and a time line from which to plan” (Lambakis 2001: 282). Contrary to US astropolitical analysts, I find myself at fault with the logic of national security and securitization of space that drives US governmentality, especially with regard to Outer Space. I do not believe that arms control is given a fair trial by its opponents or even by some of its main defenders in US astropolitical discourse. For me, the security game is what seems so scary; and if we consider the one assumption of an astropolitical argument such as that of Lambakis that because of the 9/11 context, “one thing is certain – we will not be able to bludgeon our enemies into cooperation. For those times, the United States needs to have in place more assertive means and doctrines to counter hostiles activities in space” (Lambakis 2001: 282; my emphasis). When people are certain and need enemies to develop one strategy, then maybe some questions have not been raised. There are “unknowns” and we cannot be sure of how the events will unfold if the US goes further along a path to space weaponization. In any case, it gets even more problematic when security is trumped with technology for there is no way – so it seems – to argue against the desire of global (read absolute) security, especially when it comes from the strongest of power. You are brought back to the realities of the global homeland security state. One is doomed to either accept the logic of terror – that inexorably goes with the logic of global security – or reject it. I choose the latter. 

CONCLUSION: THE SECURITIZATION AND AMERICANIZATION OF SPACE  

This paper allowed me to address how the frontiers of the US are redefined by the War on Terror as it relates to the US strategic thinking on Outer Space. What conditions of possibility does 9/11 bring for US astropolitical discourse that were not already there? This inquiry leads me directly to reconsider the securitization and reterritorialization 

project of the “last frontier”, that is the attempt to secure Outer Space as an American space.   

It is important to rethink the push for space weaponization and its politics in light of the context of the US Global War on Terror (GWOT), which produced a new security thinking towards the “homeland” – a homeland strategy of security, a military doctrine of pre- emption/prevention and a reterritorialization of American frontiers and global power. Outer Space concerns, apparently, “the outer frontiers of national security policy, where technology and grand strategy meet” (Krepon 2003). Within the context of the War on Terror, where US strategic discourse sees a global terrorist threat as being ever possible, it seems that there can be no exception for Space. It is even done preventively as a secured space while Others do not exist yet in Space (in fact, they do, with the International Space Station; but that’s another story…). In this spatial inscription of securitization of the American identity in Space, the frontiers of the homeland are made global and are secured through a representation of dangers (with the exception of debris in Space which they do not categorize as “dangers”). This familiar approach to territory and space is inscribed in the identity politics of the US, a moral practice based on spatial exclusion of Others deemed threatening to secure the American Self (Campbell 1998 [1992]; Shapiro 1999). By focusing on the Rumsfeld 2001 Space Commission for the Management of Space in the national security strategy, one sees the application of the same reading that would later come with the War on Terror. To that effect, a terrorist group or rogue state might try to hinder US spatial assets or those of its allies on which the US depends militarily and economically. In its 2004 National Military Stragegy, the US thus reaffirmed with force its will to constitute a global information grid and achieve a full spectrum-dominance in military matters. The US therefore wants to prevent any threat in Outer Space and protect its spatial activities and that of its allies. Informed by the events of 9/11, space warriors, such as Dolman or Lambakis, criticize opponents of a US policy for space weaponization as being stuck in a Cold War mindset. They believe a strategy of pre-emption and a resolve not to wait for the next “Pearl Harbor”, whether in space, on Earth or in the cyberspace is necessary and that the US must really be prepared to defend its (global) homeland: “How else can one explain [a] statement [such as] ‘as long as we remain vulnerable and so accessible to our adversaries, their incentives to attack us in space are likely to remain quite low’? In the post-September 11 world, events have underscored that weakness entices those who would do us harms and vulnerability provokes those who hate us. We need fresh thinking” (Lambakis 2003: 118). Space was seen as a sanctuary during the Cold War. But because of the context of the War on Terror, the US now seems to be ready to go against the second Article of the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 that stipulates that “Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, orby any other means”, the treaty which set out the principle that Space is to be used for “the benefit and in the interests of all countries, irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific development, and shall be the province of all mankind” (Article 1). In effect, since 2001, the US wished to be the one responsible for setting new rules in Outer Space and for creating the conditions of its military dominance of Space. For instance, the merger of the US Space Command with the Strategic Command in January 2004 stems from this logic that wishes Space operations to be integrated in all domains of US military power. Because the US still possesses control over much of the information gathering in Space, it is interested in securitizing and Americanizing the “last frontier”, especially in the context of the War on Terror. As it stands, the US neoliberal geopolitics discourse of the Bush Administration on Space power still leads to Space weaponization. US sovereignty is placed as higher than any other forms of rule and the US prepares itself militarily, just in case Outer Space would turn into a battlefield. In Donald Rumsfeld’s words: “Our goal is not to bring war into space, but rather to defend against those who would” (Rumsfeld, quoted in Waldrop 2005 [2002]: 39). This participates in the discourse of a global security state that sees Outer Space as the most “global” of space. “Insofar as the weaponization of space represents the ‘cutting edge’ and highest ambitions of military primacy, it also represents the height of this folly” (Huntley 2005: 83). If we consider that political rhetoric creates political reality that may serve as bases for decisions, it appears fundamental to assess how the US wishes to securitize Outer Space with its will to achieve full-spectrum dominance in all battlespaces, as stated in the 2004 and 1997 National Military Strategies. Deeply anchored in the War on Terror cartography, where 9/11 serves as the ultimate justification since “one must prepare militarily for the worst since the worst has happened” (or so it goes), the US places itself in a state of insecurity by saying that even if no one may inflict them casualty in Space, nothing can guarantee that it will not happen in the future. This is why they prefer to try this likelihood and securitize Outer Space as part of the homeland security strategy. The paradox of the securitization and Americanization of Outer Space is that it could lead to its very opposite by allowing space weaponization to still be possible, if not inevitable.
Our framework is to put how we conceptualize space first—our interpretation of events in space is wholly dependent on our mindset—the kritik is a prior question
Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

In regards to the study of sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space politics, I draw three broad conclusions based on the above analysis. First, it is obvious that Westphalian sovereignty as a concept is inadequate for analysing outer space politics. The concept does not provide a language through which to understand spaces outside of the traditional territorial state. The concept is as inflexible as the boundaries it prescribes for states, and alternative approaches must continue to be developed to unbundle the concept itself. As exemplified by the two approaches taken in this chapter, theoretical approaches that go beyond Westphalian sovereignty can serve to de-link sovereignty, territory and the state from each other in various forms. Second, I conclude that theoretical conceptions such as sovereignty precede the meaning with which we infuse outer space politics, and conversely that outer space exploration is causing cognitive shifts that lead to changes in our key theoretical concepts. The different visions of outer space politics that the two theoretical approaches give exemplify how our conceptual frameworks precede our interpretation of events occurring in outer space -that is, analysis of outer space politics is in par dependent on our conceptual frameworks and worldviews developed in regards to wider world politics. Yet I also argue that the unique opportunities and events that outer space makes available to humans, and the unconventional political, legal and cognitive developments those opportunities and events inspire, is also influencing political practice and conceptualizations in wider politics. Thinking about outer space governance can partly be understood in the context of globalization, as one of many contemporary developments that challenge the role of the state and our perception of community. However outer space can also be seen as a new area that is also reinforcing changes in that perception, by providing imagery of the planet as a whole, by providing humans with information about the status of the Earth environment, and by "shrinking" the planet through technological developments such as satellite communications. While the governance of other global commons such as the high seas have challenged the conceptualization of traditional sovereignty before, this chapter shows how outer space re-introduces with some urgency those challenges, and provides new angles to that challenge. In line with the previous conclusion, and as emphasized at earlier points in the chapter, my third conclusion is that exogenous events and human-driven developments in outer space will continue to influence our understanding of sovereignty, both in space and in wider world politics, in the future. A major exogenous event or technological development could significantly change outer space politics, and indeed something like an asteroid would then also influence world politics more broadly conceived. However, barring such a major event, the relationship between sovereign practice in outer space and our understanding of that sovereignty are likely to continually and dialectically re-constitute each other, as outer space continues to pose unique governance and conceptual challenges. Power political trends, such as indicated by George W. Bush's space control policy, could in fact reinforce realpolitik, although likely still in the context of increased globalization and diversification of actors in world politics. Or (and particularly in the longer term) outer space may continue to reinforce liberal and cosmopolitan trends that more explicitly undermine Westphalian sovereignty. The analysis of sovereignty in outer space is dependent on conceptualizations and developments occurring on earth, in outer space, and by the dialectical relationship between the two. The International Space Station exemplifies the complex relationship between power politics and the state on the one hand, and cosmopolitan ideals and interdependence in outer space politics on the other. The two approaches taken here offer different understandings (and methodologies) for interpreting where sovereignty has been in the past, for how it can be understood in the present, and for where it is (and should be) going in the future. For the contemporary theorist, a fair understanding comes from appreciating both, in the context of the complex and unique politics of outer space.
***LINKS
Link—Generic

The Pro-Space Exploration ideology is psychologically connected to narcissistic greed—it’s a fantasy of control—this also answers all of their overview effect args 

Dickens and Ormrod ’07, - (PhD in Sociology from Essex University, PhD in Sociology from Brighton College, James and Peter,  Outer Space and Internal Nature, Towards a Sociology of the Universe, British Sociological Society, UMICHGETIT)
How does this discussion of contemporary subjectivity in a globalized society relate to our main theme, that of an emergent cosmic society? What forms of subjectivity are now developing in relation to a society that is socializing, privatizing and humanizing the cosmos? Again, we find a shift, one both encouraging a new vision of an owned cosmos and underpinning its acquisition. Contemporary cosmic subjectivity remains in some respects the heir to the early individualism created in the Italian Renaissance and developed between the Enlightenment and the 20th century. But the development towards adult infantile narcissism has now been even further enhanced. Potentially owning and occupying parts of the universe beyond Earth are the result and consequences of a rising cosmic consciousness, one simultaneously envisaging a cosmos out there waiting to be occupied while demanding entry into that same cosmos. Today’s individualistic cosmic narcissism is therefore very different from the individualism of ‘universal man’ in the 14th and 15th centuries. Some preliminary indications of an extreme form of this kind of self come from an ethnographic study of citizens actively promoting and advocating the extension of society into space (Ormrod, 2006). There is a ‘pro-space’ social movement, largely operating out of the USA, numbering approximately 100–150,000 members. These activists (many from the quasi-technical new middle class identified at the heart of the culture of narcissism [Sennett, 1974]) are paid-up members of one or more pro-space organizations, who meet to discuss the science and technology necessary to explore, develop and colonize the universe, as well as lobbying politicians in favour of both public and private programs aimed at accomplishing this. We now draw upon our research into the movement, not as conclusive proof of a general condition of narcissism, but merely as illustrations of how some individuals relate to the universe.1 There are strong indications that these pro-space activists are amongst those most affected by late modern narcissism. Early on in life, these activists come to project infantile unconscious phantasies (those relating to omnipotence and fusion with the infant’s ‘universe’) into conscious fantasies2 about exploring and developing space, which increasingly seem a possibility and which now achieve legitimacy largely through the ideology of the libertarian right. Those who have grown up in the ‘post-Sputnik’ era and were exposed at an early date to science fiction are particularly likely to engage in fantasies or daydreams about travelling in space, owning it, occupying it, consuming it and bringing it under personal control. Advocates talk about fantasies of bouncing up and down on the moon or playing golf on it, of mining asteroids or setting up their own colonies. These fantasies serve to protect the unconscious phantasy that they are still in the stage of infantile narcissism. Of course not all of those people growing up in late modern societies come to fantasize about space at such an early age like this, and are less single minded in their attempts to control and consume the universe, but we argue that this is nonetheless the way in which some dominant sectors of Western society relate to the universe. It is not only pro-space activists, but many well-to-do businesspeople and celebrities who are lining up to take advantage of new commercial opportunities to explore space as tourists. The promise of power over the whole universe is therefore the latest stage in the escalation of the narcissistic personality. A new kind of ‘universal man’ is in the making. Space travel and possible occupation of other planets further inflates people’s sense of omnipotence. Fromm (1976) discusses how in Western societies people experience the world (or indeed the universe) through the ‘having’ mode, whereby individuals cannot simply appreciate the things around them, but must own and consume them. For the narcissistic pro-space activist, this sentiment means that they feel a desperate need to bring the distant objects of outer space under their control: Some people will look up at the full moon and they’ll think about the beauty of it and the romance and history and whatever. I’ll think of some of those too but the primary thing on my mind is gee I wonder what it looks like up there in that particular area, gee I’d love to see that myself. I don’t want to look at it up there, I want to walk on it. (25-year-old engineering graduate interviewed at ProSpace March Storm 2004) Omnipotent daydreaming of this kind is also closely linked to the idea of regaining a sense of wholeness and integration once experienced with the mother (or ‘monad’) in the stage of primary narcissism, counterposed to a society that is fragmenting and alienating. Experiencing weightlessness and seeing the Earth from space are other common fantasies. Both represent power, the ability to ‘break the bonds of gravity’, consuming the image of the Earth (Ingold, 1993; Szersynski and Urry, 2006) or ‘possessing’ it through gazing at it (Berger, 1972). They also represent a return to unity. Weightlessness represents the freedom from restraint experienced in pre-oedipal childhood, and perhaps even a return to the womb (Bainbridge, 1976: 255). Seeing the Earth from space is an experience in which the observer witnesses a world without borders. This experience has been dubbed ‘the overview effect’ based on the reported life-changing experiences of astronauts (see White, 1987). Humans’ sense of power in the universe means our experience of the cosmos and our selves is fundamentally changing: It really presents a different perspective on your life when you can think that you can actually throw yourself into another activity and transform it, and when we have a day when we look out in the sky and we see lights on the moon, something like that or you think that I know a friend who’s on the other side of the Sun right now. You know, it just changes the nature of looking at the sky too. (46-year-old space scientist interviewed at ProSpace March Storm 2004) In the future, this form of subjectivity may well characterize more and more of Western society. A widespread cosmic narcissism of this kind might appear to have an almost spiritual nature, but the cosmic spirituality we are witnessing here is not about becoming immortal in the purity of the heavens. Rather, it is spirituality taking the form of self-worship; further aggrandizing the atomized, self-seeking, 21st-century individual (see Heelas, 1996). Indeed, the pro-space activists we interviewed are usually opposed to those who would keep outer space uncontaminated, a couple suggesting we need to confront the pre-Copernican idea of a corrupt Earth and ideal ‘Heaven’. For these cosmic narcissists, the universe is very much experienced as an object; something to be conquered, controlled and consumed as a reflection of the powers of the self. This vision is no different to the Baconian assumptions about the relationship between man and nature on Earth. This kind of thinking has its roots in Anaxagoras’ theory of a material and infinite universe, and was extended by theorists from Copernicus, through Kepler and Galileo to Newton. The idea that the universe orients around the self was quashed by Copernicus as he showed the Earth was not at the centre of the universe and that therefore neither were we (Freud, 1973: 326). However, science has offered us the promise that we can still understand and control it. Robert Zubrin, founder of the Mars Society, trumpets Kepler’s role in developing the omniscient fantasy of science (it was Kepler who first calculated the elliptical orbits of the planets around the Sun): Kepler did not describe a model of the universe that was merely appealing – he was investigating a universe whose causal relationships could be understood in terms of a nature knowable to man. In so doing, Kepler catapulted the status of humanity in the universe. Though no longer residing at the centre of the cosmos, humanity, Kepler showed, could comprehend it. Therefore […] not only was the universe within man’s intellectual reach, it was, in principle, within physical reach as well. (Zubrin with Wagner, 1996: 24) Thus Zubrin begins to lay out his plan to colonize Mars. 
Link—Generic/ISS
Projects in which the US maintains primary control just reinscribe sovereignty—even if other countries cooperate, it’s still done solely in national interest—the ISS proves 

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

Regime theory and the international space station The way that regime theory unbundles the relationship between sovereignty and territory can be further exemplified through a closer analysis of the international Space Station. The Intergovernmental Agreements and Memorandums of Understanding" negotiated for the ISS programme provide a unique system of governance that establishes rule over the "territory" of the station. As a way of re-creating " territory" in outer space, the regime gives responsibility over individual component parts of the station to the member partner that launched it (IGA Article 6). Liability for damage caused on earth or to other space objects remains the responsibility of the launching state (Articles 2 and 3). Damage caused on the station would be waived by the states involved based on a cross-waiver of liability (Article 17). As such, the station is a sort of Franken-station, with its component parts physically connected and interdependent, but where those parts are ultimately sections of territory belonging to individual partners. The ISS regime was led in its creation by a dominant actor (the US), based on that actor's rational calculations of basic interests. Those interests included sreading the costs of the project, consolidating cooperation amongst the free (i.e. non Soviet-bloc) world, and projecting the US as a leader in space see for example Sadeh 2004; Johnson-Freese 1990). Less powerful states joined the programme for the relative benefits it would provide. The unbundling of sovereignty and territory on the station, outlined above, was a way to preserve strategic interests by keeping the station atomistic (by avoiding political interdependence through blending ownership). The regime itself did not challenge the sovereign decision making abilities of the US, in that it maintained final say in decisions (in the initial IGA, prior to Russia joining; Article 7, IGA 1988). Regime theory thus explains how individual actors negotiated a creative regime that allows for governance of, and understanding of, the technically and conceptually complex International Space Station. Despite being conceptually __ complex -as a multinational project, creating a physically interdependent object in the neutral territory of outer space -actors used traditional approaches sovereignty over territory for the station, in giving individual responsibility to each launching state. Yet that territory is of course de-linked from each state’s traditional territory, being placed in the vacuum of outer space. 

Link—Reps of space control

Representations of space as a place to be controlled justify and make intelligible a violent imperialist project

Havercroft and Duvall 9 (Jonathan, Ph.D. Minnesota) specializes in political theory. His primary research focus is on the historical transformation of sovereignty in the discourses of political philosophy from the 17th century to the present. He has also published essays grappling with conceptions of freedom, power, and sovereignty in early modern and contemporary political thought. His work has appeared in Constellations and Review of International Studies, and Raymond, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Critical astropolitics: The geopolitics of space control and the transformation of state sovereignty” From Securing Outer Space, pg. 45-47) RF
Such scholarly work of critical geopolitics makes twO crucial contributions. First it draws on the interpretive strategies of various theorists -from Foucault to Derrida and others -to critique the assumptions of mainstream geopolitical analysis. Second it moves toward a reformulation of geopolitics in a form that is more conscious of how power operates in the theory and practice of world politics. In the first two parts of this chapter we have drawn on the first of those contributions for our critical reading of realist and liberal-republican astropolitics, albeit without our making explicit reference to specific social theorists. Thus, just as Mackinder's geopolitics re-presented how the world operated in a way that could be understood and controlled by British imperialists, it can be argued, following Agnew's, 6 Tuathail's and Dalby's lead, that the kinds of representations of space proffered by Dolman (as orbits, regions, and launching points of strategic value) make the exercise of control over space intelligible from an American imperialist perspective. The "astropolitical gaze" and its cartographic representations are mutually productive with the current U.S. policy of attempting co secure control over orbital space. As we saw, realist astropolitics celebrates the ways in which extending U.S. military hegemony into space could amplify America's imperial power. Yet, Dolman's realist astropolitik leaves under-theorized the normative implication of space-based imperialism. Instead, Dolman merely asserts that America would be a benevolent emperor without explaining what checks on U.S. power might exist to prevent it from using the "ultimate high ground" to dominate all the residents of the Earth. Conversely, Deudney focuses on the potential for inter-state collaboration to produce a federalrepublican global political order. However, Deudney leaves under-theorized the very real possibility that a unilateral entry into space by the U.S. could create an entirely new mode of protection and security. 

Link—International Legal Regimes
International law fails to question the underlying foundations of sovereignty and therefore doesn’t go far enough—only the alt is a radical break from sovereign violence

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

Analysis of sovereignty within regime theory, in relation to outer space

regime theory analysis of outer space politics preserves the relationship between the state and sovereignty, in that cooperation is understood to occur when states knowingly enter into regimes (albeit with varying degrees of absolute gains based on their success in negotiations, frequently determined by the power position within the international system). However these regimes themselves serve to unbundle territoriality by providing a way for sovereignty to exist outside of traditional state territories. Thus governance over inherently trans-territorial or territorially complex issue-areas such as outer space is achieved. The conservatism of analysing cooperation in the global commons through a state-centric lens has advantages, such as offering a dear research agenda for studying the negotiations and diplomatic activities that lead to agreement, and in providing relatively clear explanations of cooperation. Regime theory suggests a clear method, of studying discussions and meeting transcripts, and analysing organizational rules and decision-making procedures for developing a positivistic explanation of how and why cooperation and governance occurs in transnational issue-areas such as outer space. 
However the conservatism of the approach is also in some ways a weakness. By not critiquing the original concept of sovereignty in relation to the state itself, but merely seeking to explain how it is adjusted for transnational issues, regime theory potentially presents an ahistrorical and overly static picture of sovereignty. By taking the states-system as it is, regime theory potential ignores more radically different forms of order that have preceded Westphalian sovereignty, and short-sightedly misses how the system may be fundamentally transformed in the future. 

Medieval methods of governance are one obvious historical example of non-Westphalian practices of sovereignty. In medieval systems, territory and sovereignty were not mutually exclusive (Ruggie 1993: 150), and overlapping systems of governance regulated physical spaces. Another example of pre-Westphalian notions of sovereignty is sovereignty based on patterns of migration, whereby systems of rule need not be territorially fixed, but based on nomadic movement over different pasturelands for livestock. Such examples from the past remind us that Westphalian sovereignty is only one approach to the relationship between sovereignty, territory and the state, 

In continuing to use the language of Westphalian sovereignty, regime theory manages to explain actor preferences, negotiations and outcomes, but provides little insight into the bigger picture of the shifting nature of the relationship between sovereignty and territory conceptually and in practice. Regime theory focuses on a discussion of the negotiations behind regime formation, when in fact the underlying processes may be far more significant and indicate the possibility of fundamental discontinuity in the system of states, By accepting a relatively superficial "re-packaging" of sovereignty within the existing discourse, we are perhaps not making a significant enough break from Westphalian sovereignty, particularly when it comes to the unique area of outer space and outer space politics. The next approach explores the ways in which sovereignty may be more radically reconceived, * 
and also how outer space may be part of the feedback loop that is causing its reconceptualization. 

Link—Asteroids—Top Level
The asteroid impact threat is propaganda meant to legitimize continued research into incredibly powerful militarized technologies—turning the debate away from existential threats is the only way to develop peaceful solutions and divorce science from militarization

Mellor ’07 – (Felicity, PhD Theoretical Physics Newcastle University, Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 37, No. 4 (Aug., 2007), pp. 499-531, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2547453, SUSSMAN, PDF)
During the 1980s and 1990s, a small group of planetary scientists and astronomers set about actively promoting the asteroid impact threat. They drew on an expanded empirical base, but also on narratives of technologi cal salvation. Despite their concerns that their warnings were greeted by a 'giggle factor' and that funding remained too low, they succeeded in cap turing the attention of the media and of some policy-makers and in estab lishing the impact threat as a legitimate and serious topic for scientific study. By the eve of the new millennium, the meaning of asteroids had undergone a significant transformation. Asteroids had gone from being dis tant relics of Solar System history to being a hidden enemy that could strike at any time with catastrophic consequences. The reconceptualization of asteroids was accompanied by a reconcep tualization of both space and astronomy. In Newtonianism, space had been conceived as an empty geometrical abstraction in which God's handiwork was displayed to the knowing observer. Space was both predictable and dis tant. Now, with the promotion of the impact threat, space was configured as the source of an enemy against which we must defend ourselves. This threatening conception of space matched the conception of space as a the atre of war promoted by the supporters of SDI. Space had become a place, a technologized location for human action where wars could be fought and human salvation sought. Thus astronomy was also reconceptualized. Further developing the violent metaphors already appropriated by impact-extinction theory (Davis, 2001), astronomers recast their role as impassioned prophets of doom and saviours of mankind rather than as cold calculators of cosmic order. Traditionally, Solar System astronomy had dealt with the grand narratives of planetary history and the timeless certainties of celestial dynamics. The technologies of astronomy - telescopes and, later, space probes - were the tools through which new knowledge had been sought. They were not, on the whole, instruments of action. Now, however, astronomy was to be prophetic and interventionist. As comets had been in a far earlier period, both asteroids and comets were now treated as 'monsters' - portents of Earthly calamities. It was the purpose of planetary astronomy to watch for these portents. Equally, it was the duty of astronomers to warn the unsus pecting public and to intervene to save the world. Planetary astronomy was transformed from the passive observation of the heavens to the active sur veillance of the heavens, and the instruments of astronomy were to be sup plemented with the technologies of war. By the 1980s and 1990s, asteroid science, defence science and science fiction all presented space as an arena for technological intervention where an invisible enemy would be defeated for the greater good of mankind. Science fiction provided a culturally available resource that could give con crete form to the ideas of both asteroid scientists and weapons designers. Through narrative, the timeless and universal speculations of science could be converted into a specific sequence of events. By drawing on narratives of technological salvation, asteroid scientists made their case more com pelling, but they also became dependent on narrative scenarios shared by the defence scientists. Even as the scientists themselves attempted to pull back from concrete proposals for weapons systems, their own discourse irresistibly drew them towards the militaristic intervention demanded by the narrative impera tive. The identification of asteroids as a threat required a military response. Astronomer Duncan Steel (2000b), writing about the impact threat in The Guardian newspaper, put it most clearly when he stated that 'we too need to declare war on the heavens'. Just as the overlap between science and science fiction was mutually supportive, so the overlap between impact science and defence helped legitimize both. The civilian scientists could draw on a repertoire of metaphors and concepts already articulated by the defence scientists to help make the case for the threat from space. They would no longer be a marginalized and underfunded group of astronomers, but would take on the ultimate role of defending the world. Similarly, in the context of the impact threat, the defence sci entists could further develop their weapons systems without being accused of threatening the delicate nuclear balance of mutually assured destruction or, in the period between the fall of the Soviet Union and the 9/11 attacks, of irresponsibly generating a climate of fear in the absence of an identifi able enemy. The civilian scientists attempted to still their consciences in their deal ings with the defence scientists by suggesting that, with the end of the Cold War and the demise of SDI, the latter had lost their traditional role. This argument was naive at best. In fact, as we have seen, the US defence sci entists had taken an interest in the impact threat since the early 1980s, from the time that SDI had greatest political support during the defence build-up of the Reagan era. Even at the time of the fractious Interception Workshop, George H.W. Bush was maintaining SDI funding at the same level as it had been during the second Reagan administration. If outwardly the Clinton administration was less supportive when it took office in 1993 and declared that SDI was over, many of those involved in the programme felt that it would actually go on much as before (FitzGerald, 2000: 491). SDI was renamed, and to some extent reconceived, but funding continued and was soon increased when the Republicans gained a majority in Congress.33 After George W. Bush took office in 2001, spending on missile defence research was greatly increased, including programmes to follow on from Brilliant Pebbles (Wall, 2001a; 2001b). Thus the defence scientists had shown an interest in the impact threat from the time of the very first meeting onwards, regardless of the state of funding for missile defence, which in any case continued throughout the This is not to suggest that the impact threat was not used by the defence scientists as a means of maintaining the weapons establishment. Indeed, the impact threat offered a possible means of circumventing or undermining arms treaties.34 But it does mean that the attempt to access new sources of funding, while being an important factor in the promotion of asteroids as a threat, did not fully explain either the weapons scientists' interests or the civilian scientists' repeated meetings with them. The asteroid impact threat offered a scientifically validated enemy onto which could be projected the fears on which a militaristic culture depends. Far from providing a replacement outlet for weapons technologies, the pro motion of the asteroid impact threat helped make the idea of war in space more acceptable and helped justify the continued development of space based weaponry. Arguably, with the Clementine and Deep Impact mis sions, the asteroid impact threat even facilitated the testing of SDI-style systems. The asteroid impact threat legitimized a way of talking, and think ing, that was founded on fear of the unknown and the assumption that advanced technology could usher in a safer era. In so doing, it resonated with the politics of fear and the technologies of permanent war that are now at the centre of US defence policy. In this post-Cold War period, scholars of the relation between military and civilian science need to examine carefully claims about 'ploughshare' or 'conversion' technologies. New technologies arise not just out of fund ing and policy decisions, but also out of the social imaginaries in which new weapons can be imagined and construed as necessary. Concepts such as 'dual use' or 'cover' also need to be assessed critically.35 One way of char acterizing the Clementine missions would be as dual-use technologies whose scientific aims served as cover for the testing of SDI technologies. Yet this fails to reveal the ways in which these missions were just one con crete output of a more fundamental conceptual alliance between weapons designers and astronomers. In this paper, I have attempted to show that by also considering the narrative context in which such initiatives are located, it is possible to throw some light on the cultural web that binds civilian sci ence to military programmes. But the focus on narrative also begs a question: Which stories would we prefer to frame our science? Should science be driven by fear or by curiosity? Should it be aimed at creating technologies of war or cultures of compassion? These are normative questions, but they are also precisely the questions that make the military influence on science such an important issue. Narratives are inherently ideological and a refusal to see them as such does no more to enhance the scholar's objectivity than it does the scien tist's. The stories told by the asteroid scientists led them into collaborations with weapons scientists and helped fuel a discourse of fear that served a particular ideological purpose. This should be both recognized and chal lenged, not for the sake of regaining some impossible ideal of an undis torted science but because there are other stories, based on different ideological assumptions, that we could tell in order to guide science towards more peaceful ends. 

Link—Asteroids

Reports of pressing existential threats from risk of Asteroid Attack are designed to gain more funding and militarize space

Mellor ’07 – (Felicity, PhD Theoretical Physics Newcastle University, Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 37, No. 4 (Aug., 2007), pp. 499-531, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2547453, SUSSMAN, PDF)
Since the late 1980s, a small group of astronomers and planetary scientists has repeatedly warned of the threat of an asteroid impacting with Earth and causing global destruction. They foretell a large impact causing global fires, the failure of the world's agriculture and the end of human civilization. But, these scientists assure us, we live at a unique moment in history when we have the technological means to avert disaster. They call for support for dedicated astronomical surveys of near-Earth objects to provide early warn ing of an impactor and they have regularly met with defence scientists to discuss new technologies to deflect any incoming asteroids. The scientists who have promoted the asteroid impact threat have done so by invoking narratives of technological salvation - stories which, like the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), promise security through a superweapon in space. The asteroid impact threat can therefore be located within the broader cultural history of fantasies about security and power, which, Bruce Franklin (1988) has argued, is inextricably linked to the century-old idea that a new superweapon could deliver world peace. 
Promotion of the Asteroid impact perpetuates a scientific narrative based on the militaristic imperative that the US government produced as a result of the Space Race
Mellor ’07 – (Felicity, PhD Theoretical Physics Newcastle University, Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 37, No. 4 (Aug., 2007), pp. 499-531, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2547453, SUSSMAN, PDF)
Despite expressing concerns about the motives and methods of the weapons scientists, the civilian scientists who promoted the asteroid impact threat drew on narratives that configured a human role in space in a similar way to SDI. These narratives helped make asteroids conceivable as a threat, yet they also served to make acceptable, and even necessary, the idea of space-based weaponry. Despite their disagreements, at the level of their shared narratives the discourses of the civilian and defence scientists were mutually supportive. Several studies of the role of narrative in the production of scientific knowledge have identified it as a means of generating coherence in science that both enables and constrains further research (Haraway, 1989; O'Hara, 1992; Rouse, 1996; Brown, 1998). Richard Harvey Brown is the most explicit about what constitutes a narrative, defining it as 'an accounting of events or actions temporally that explains them causally or motivationally' (Brown, 1998: 98). Brown's definition of narrative fits with that of narrative theorists such as Mieke Bal (1997) who have stressed that narrative entails not a random unfolding of events but a sequenced ordering involving a tran sition from one state to another brought about or experienced by actors. One implication of this is the fundamental role of causality and agency. Another is that a narrative beginning always anticipates an ending - a reso lution or closure to the events that have been set in motion. Historian Hayden White (1981: 23) has argued that the tendency to present history as narrative 'arises out of a desire to have real events display the coherence, integrity, fullness, and closure of an image or life that is and can only be imaginary'. He finds that narrative closure involves a passage from one moral order to another. 'Where, in any account of reality, narrativity is pres ent, we can be sure that morality or a moralizing impulse is present too' (White, 1981: 22). In this sense, narrative is inherently teleological and ide ological. The inexorable movement of a narrative towards a predetermined end ensures that its many assumptions go unchallenged. An analytical approach to the interaction between military and civilian science that recognizes the ideological function of narrative can help side step some of the difficulties associated with the distortionist thesis often attributed to Paul Forman's (1987) landmark paper on the military basis of US post-war physics. Forman has been criticized for implying that without military patronage, physics would have followed an ideal direction unaf fected by outside interests (for example, Kevles, 1990). By looking at what sorts of narratives scientists draw on, we can avoid Forman's supposed ide alism. The question is not so much whether science has been distorted, but through which of many possible stories a research programme has been articulated. To ask which stories have been invoked is to ask which ideolo gies have implicitly been accepted. And to ask that is to allow that, on ide ological grounds, some stories are preferable to others. Because narratives are shared within a research community, they are not always explicitly articulated in texts. Technical papers are most likely to hide the fundamental assumptions that underpin a research area. However, liter ature addressed to wider audiences is often more explicit. Grey literature, such as policy reports or review papers, and popularizations written by scientists are therefore useful sources for identifying the narrative context in which a science is framed, traces of which may also be found in technical papers. While always remembering that such accounts are written with par ticular persuasive or marketing goals in mind, these texts nonetheless reveal what, to the scientist-author, is both thinkable and compelling. In what follows, I draw on this full range of texts, from technical papers to popularizations, to show that the scientists promoting the impact threat have repeatedly turned to narratives of technological salvation that imag ined the ultimate superweapon - a space-based planetary defence system that would protect the Earth from the cosmic enemy. I begin with a brief overview of earlier conceptions of asteroids before outlining the events through which asteroids were promoted as a threat and examining the nar rative context in which this occurred. I finish by arguing that the narration of the impact threat entailed a reconceptualization of asteroids, space and astronomy and invoked a 'narrative imperative' that helped legitimize the militarization of space. Classical Asteroids From the discovery of the first asteroid by Guiseppe Piazzi in 1801, these small solar system bodies had been easily accommodated within the Newtonian scheme. Piazzi's discovery had appeared to confirm the predic tions of the Titius-Bode law, a numerical formulation based on the observed distances of the known planets that shared with Newtonian dynamics a con ception of space as a predictable mathematical realm (Nieto, 1972). The orbits of the first two asteroids were successfully computed by Carl Friedrich Gauss, and it was on the basis of this work that Gauss (1809) produced his definitive mathematical treatise on orbit determination. Asteroids, as the alternative name 'minor planets' suggests, followed planet-like orbits, mov ing predictably through a geometrically abstracted space. Throughout the 19th century, asteroids were regarded as remnants of a fragmented planet or, later, of the bodies from which the planets formed. Their significance as objects of study was defended on the grounds of what they could reveal about the solar system past. Thus asteroids were conceptualized through grand narratives of cosmic origins. Through the first half of the 20th century, a number of asteroids were discovered with orbits approaching, or crossing, that of Earth. The focus in this period was on taxonomy - identifying different families of asteroid on the basis of similarity of orbit or chemical composition - and on the relation of asteroids to other solar system bodies, especially comets, or to meteorites found on Earth. In the post-war decades, planetary astronomy flourished under US state patronage (Tatarewicz, 1990; Doel, 1996) and by the 1970s the increasing number of physical studies of asteroids had helped to position asteroid research as a recognizable speciality. The institutionalization of the field was marked by the first international asteroid conference, held at Tucson, Arizona, in 1971 and by the publication of the proceedings edited by University of Arizona astronomer Tom Gehrels (1971) 
The Asteroid narrative proposed by defense scientists was a premature and securitized movement that had no empirical, and very little scientific backing, and is used to justify technologies more dangerous than asteroids themselves

Mellor ’07 – (Felicity, PhD Theoretical Physics Newcastle University, Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 37, No. 4 (Aug., 2007), pp. 499-531, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2547453, SUSSMAN, PDF) 

The growing empirical evidence that supported the view of impacts as a sig nificant force in geological history did not itself determine a view of asteroids as signifiers of the human future. That required asteroids to be located within a new set of stories. During the 1980s, a few astronomers began to resignify asteroids in this way, but for some years they had only limited success in con verting others to their view of asteroids as a threat. Taking a prophetic turn, these scientists began telling stories about the future of human civilization and how space technologies could save the world. Doug Davis (2001) has argued that the idea that the extinction of the dinosaurs was caused by an impact drew the study of the planetary past into the networks of Cold War science. Participants in the impact-extinction controversy debated the relevance of Carl Sagan's nuclear winter calcula tions, drew on studies of bomb-cratering and invoked the models and metaphors of total-war fighting. As astronomers began to take the prophetic turn, they extended the conceptual alignment between impact science and the culture of total war into the study of the planetary future. The Prophetic Turn Since the 1930s, asteroid collision rates had been understood well enough for some astronomers to have recognized the possibility of future impacts with Earth, but they had not dwelt on this possibility or framed their work in terms of human consequences.7 In 1967, a predicted close approach by the asteroid Icarus prompted a student exercise at Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) into how to prevent an imagined impact. The find ings were published (Kleiman, 1979), but were not pursued beyond the classroom or the popular press. It was only in 1980, when Luis Alvarez and others examined the possibility of future impacts as part of an attempt to formulate a new vision for NASA, that asteroids began to be constructed as a threat by the research community (Chapman & Morrison, 1989: 276). The following year, NASA sponsored a workshop at Snowmass, CO, on the consequences of asteroid impacts.8 In addition to questions about how best to detect near-Earth asteroids - the traditional observational domain of astronomy - the workshop also considered questions about the vulnera bility of society if agriculture were to be wiped out for a year, the instabil ity of social and economic structures in the aftermath of an impact, and how to deflect or destroy a potential impactor, a question already antici pated in Alvarez's analysis. Such questions firmly located asteroids within the sphere of human action. The workshop also brought astronomers into direct contact with defence scientists. According to the astronomer Tom Gehrels, who pre sented details of his new Spacewatch asteroid survey to the workshop, already at this time astronomers recognized that the energies involved in deflecting an asteroid would require nuclear weapons and they therefore asked 'the people familiar with nuclear engineering to take an interest in these problems' (Gehrels, 2001). In fact, some of the defence scientists were quick to do just that. Unlike many of the civilian scientists who were slow to pursue the impact threat, one of the defence scientists at the Lawrence livermore National Laboratory wrote a report on the asteroid threat as early as 1984 and impacts with Earth were a favourite topic of conversation among Lowell Wood's group at the lab at this time (Broad, 1985: 107,190). Wood was one of Edward Teller's proteges at Livermore and, like Teller, he was one of the most active proponents of a space-based missile defence system, an idea endorsed by Reagan in his famous Star Wars speech of 1983 and officially launched as the SDI 2 years later. Wood and Teller both met regularly with officials in the Reagan administration to brief them on the work of Wood's group and on the potential of nuclear-powered X-ray lasers to form a defence shield. In 1987, after the failures of the x-ray laser project became apparent, Wood and Teller began to promote 'Brilliant Pebbles', a space-based system of small autonomous kinetic-energy weapons (Broad, 1992; FitzGerald, 2000). The idea had been suggested to them by Los Alamos physicist Greg Canavan, one of the other defence scientists to take an interest in the asteroid impact threat. Canavan (1994: 1183) would later acknowledge the close relation between Brilliant Pebbles and systems for destroying small Earth-threatening asteroids, noting that Brilliant Pebbles's destruction mechanism, sensors and propulsion system could all be utilized for asteroid mitigation. Despite the defence scientists' interest in the asteroid impact threat, civilian scientists did little to pursue the idea through most of the 1980s. Even a provocative popular book by UK astronomers Victor Clube and Bill Napier (1982), in which they claimed that ancient myths had been inspired by catastrophic impacts, concentrated on past events and only hinted at asteroids as a future hazard. One civilian scientist who did articulate the threat more explicitly was retired Harvard astronomer Fred Whipple.9 In his popular book, The Mystery of Comets, Whipple warned that 'asteroids and comets have and will, strike the Earth, causing serious if not catastrophic devastation' (Whipple, 1985: 245, italics in original). He concluded: Protection of the Earth from undesirable impacting bodies is not just a sci ence fiction project for some improbable future. The cost might be com parable to, even smaller than, the world's current military expenditures. We could choose to do it now. We could choose to protect ourselves from asteroids and comets rather than from each other. (Whipple, 1985: 249) Yet Whipple's warning failed to provoke any technical or institutional response. Even at the end of the decade, the state-of-the-field volume Asteroids II (Binzel et al., 1989) included only the briefest mentions of the impact threat.10 By this time, however, more persistent efforts by two scientists were hav ing some success in drawing attention to the threat of an asteroid impact. In 1988, Clark Chapman, a planetary scientist at the Planetary Science Institute in Arizona, and NASA astronomer David Morrison submitted an abstract about the impact threat for a conference. Fuelling a sense of marginalization that continued for many years despite their later success in promoting the impact threat, the abstract was initially rejected. After the authors objected, the abstract was accepted, but for a poster presentation rather than an oral paper (Chapman, 1998). Perhaps in response to the perceived dismissal of their ideas by the sci entific community, Chapman and Morrison, like Whipple and Clube and Napier, decided to present their ideas in a popular book, Cosmic Catastrophes, the last chapter of which included a summary of the Snowmass Workshop. The book considered a number of possible planetary disasters, but con cluded that 'the greatest hazard of all is that civilization could be entirely destroyed any day by the unexpected impact of an asteroid or comet' (Chapman & Morrison, 1989: 275). Configuring the present as the peripetia in the narrative of human evo lution, Chapman and Morrison claimed that: In just the last couple of decades ... our cultural evolution has enabled us to become aware of the nature of the threat that doomed the dinosaurs, and could doom us, as well. And we may even have the technological prowess to save ourselves from what until now could only be thought of as an act of God. (Chapman & Morrison, 1989: 275-76) This appeal to technological salvation would characterize the promotion of the asteroid threat throughout the following decade. Around the same time as Cosmic Catastrophes was published, NASA issued a press release stating that an asteroid then known as 1989FC had had a near-miss with Earth but had gone undetected until after its closest approach.11 The press release led to widespread media coverage (for exam ple, Johnson, 1989; Leary, 1989; Will, 1989; Wright, 1989). Chapman and Morrison were invited to discuss the issue at two scientific meetings that year and, in the first policy move, Morrison was invited to discuss the impact threat with the Space Caucus of the House of Representatives (Chapman, 1998). The following year, the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astro nautics (AIAA), the professional organization representing aerospace engi neers, produced a position paper recommending that studies should be conducted into how to increase the detection rate of potential impactors and, noting the usefulness of SDI technologies in this regard, to devise ways of deflecting them (Tagliaferri, 1990). In response, Congress instructed NASA to conduct two workshop studies - one on the detection of asteroids and one on their deflection.12 These influential workshops helped consoli date the view of asteroids as threatening bodies. The Detection Workshop, chaired by David Morrison, took the form of a committee of 24 civilian scientists, the majority of whom were based in the USA, but with six members from other countries, including one from the USSR. The committee met formally three times, the first meeting being held alongside a NASA-sponsored conference on near-Earth aster oids at San Juan Capistrano in California in July 1991. The committee's report reviewed the impact threat as already elaborated at the Snowmass Workshop and proposed a network of new ground-based telescopes, named the 'Spaceguard Survey', to increase the detection rate of near-Earth asteroids. The report identified objects of greater than 1 km in diameter as posing the greatest threat, since an impact with such an object could cause 'global environmental damage and mass mortality' (Morrison, 1992: 103). These larger objects would also be relatively easy to observe compared with the more numerous small asteroids. After the Detection Workshop had completed its study, the Interception Workshop was convened at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. The majority of the workshop participants were defence scientists, although civil ian scientists such as Morrison and Chapman were also present. In prepa ration for the workshop, Lowell Wood had provided participants with an analysis he had written in 1990, which argued that the greatest threat was posed by small objects, which impacted with Earth relatively frequently and could cause local damage (Chapman, 1998). With his Lawrence Livermore colleague Rod Hyde, Wood argued that all near-Earth objects greater than 100 m diameter were worth intercepting (Canavan et al., 1994). This con tradicted the findings of the Detection Workshop. In arguing over which size of asteroid posed the greatest threat, both the civilian and defence scientists emphasized the relevance of their own expert ise and facilities. Despite appeals to population statistics and impact ener gies, the size of object identified as of most interest was, for both sides, a flexible notion dependent on current interests. A decade later, after the Spaceguard survey had catalogued more than half of the near-Earth aster oids larger than 1 km and none had been found to be on a collision course with Earth (Morrison et al., 2002: 740), the civilian scientists began to argue that the greatest threat was now posed by objects a few hundred metres in diameter.13 The magnitude of the threat was not so much a property of the asteroids, but of the scientists' lack of knowledge about their trajectories - something that could always be addressed by supporting their studies. The size of asteroid posing the greatest threat was just one of several points of contention between the civilian and defence scientists. In their own histories of the impact threat, the civilian scientists repeatedly drew atten tion to these disagreements, rhetorically creating a distance between the two groups even as they worked together to promote the new conception of asteroids as a threat demanding a technological response. Clark Chapman (1998), for instance, reported that there were tensions over calls for a nuclear defence even as early as the Snowmass Workshop. He attributed the delay in publishing the report of the workshop to objections raised by plan etary scientist George Wetherill, who was concerned that calls for the plac ing of nuclear explosives in space might destabilize US/Soviet relations. Similarly, astronomer Duncan Steel (1995: 234) recalled that the members of the Detection Committee had been 'outraged' by a paper presented at the San Juan Capistrano conference by Nicholas Colella, a Lawrence Livermore scientist who had called for the development of a multi million-dollar satellite-based detection system, and that Lowell Wood had been 'roundly booed' after criticizing NASA space missions in an after dinner speech. Steel said that he found the Interception Workshop 'very interesting and stimulating', but that it was also 'bizarre in that some of the presentations paid little regard to the laws of physics and less to any laws of economic reality' (Steel, 1995: 232). According to Steel, some of the talks were 'wildly in error' and David Morrison had complained that the defence scientists lived in a 'parallel universe' and that they seemed to draw on science fiction rather than the laws of physics (Steel, 1995: 234-35). They did indeed draw on science fiction, but, as we will see, so too did the civilian scientists. Dismissing the defence scientists helped the civilian scientists reinforce their identity as a separate community. But the disagreements also touched on questions of principle, such as whether mitigation measures of any sort should be deployed. These concerns were later articulated most clearly, and most forcefully, by the Cornell astronomer Carl Sagan, an active cam paigner against nuclear weapons, who had been one of the scientists to pro pose the nuclear winter scenario a decade earlier (Turco et al., 1983). Sagan highlighted what has since become known as the 'deflection dilemma'. While agreeing that there was a need for a detection programme, Sagan argued that investigating deflection mechanisms was premature, not just because there would be time enough to develop such technologies once the need arose, but also because such technologies would be open to mis use and as such would pose a greater risk than the asteroids themselves (Sagan, 1992; Sagan & Ostro, 1994a). Other scientists, while still insisting on the significance of the threat and on the need for detection surveys, agreed with Sagan that mitigation systems should not be developed unless a potential impactor was identi fied.14 Others argued against the deployment of a mitigation system for more pragmatic reasons. In the first peer-reviewed journal paper on the subject, Thomas Ahrens and Alan Harris (1992) of the California Institute of Technology argued that because the relevant technologies would change rapidly in the coming years, it would be inappropriate to do more than out line possible strategies. However, they also suggested that SDI technolo gies, such as Boeing's Lightweight Exoatmospheric Projectile, might be used to deflect small asteroids. In the following years, civilian and defence scientists continued to meet despite their differences. In 1993, Stuart Nozette and Pete Worden of the Ballistic Missile Defense Office (BMDO, formerly the Strategic Defense Initiative Office) organized a workshop on the impact threat 
Link—Surveillance
Surveillance systems in space under military control extend into the observation and control of

MacDonald 07, Fraser MacDonald, Professor of Anthropology, Geography, and Environmental Studies at Melbourne University in Australia, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography,” Progress in Human Geography, 2007, Pages 592-615.
The geopolitical effects of reconnaissance from space platforms are by no means conﬁned to particular episodes of military conﬂict. Like the high-altitude spy plane, its Cold War precursor, satellite surveillance also gives strategic and diplomatic powers. Unlike aerial photography, however, satellite imagery is ubiquitous and high-resolution, and offers the potential for real-time surveillance. The emerging field of surveillance studies, strongly informed by critical geographical thought, has opened to scrutiny the politics and spaces of electronic observation (see, for instance, the new journal Surveillance and Society). The writings of Foucault, particularly those on panopticism, are an obvious inﬂuence on this new work (Foucault, 1977; Wood, 2003), but they have seldom been applied to the realm of outer space. As Foucault pointed out, the power of Jeremy Bentham’s panopticon prison design is enacted through the prisoner–subjects internalizing the disciplinary gaze: the presence of the gaoler was immaterial, as the burden of watching was left to the watched. Similarly, the power of panoptic orbital surveillance lies in its normalizing geopolitical effects. 

If the geopolitics of surveillance is particularly evident at the level of the state, it applies also to the organization of the daily activities of its citizens (Molz, 2006). GPS technology is perhaps the most evident incursion of space-enabled military surveillance systems into everyday life, becoming an indispensable means of monitoring the location of people and things. For instance, the manufacturer Pro Tech, riding the wave of public concern about paedophilia in Britain, has developed systems currently being trialed by the UK Home Ofﬁce to track the movements of registered sex offenders (see also Monmonier, 2002: 134). Somewhat predictably, given the apparent crisis in the spatialities of childhood (Jones et al., 2003), children are to be the next subjects of satellite surveillance. In December 2005, the company mTrack launched i-Kids, a mobile phone/GPS unit that allows parents to track their offspring by PC or on a WAP enabled mobile phone. Those with pets rather than children might consider the $460 RoamEO GPS system that attaches to your dog’s collar, should walkies ever get out of hand. It will surprise no one that the same technology gets used for less savoury purposes: a Los Angeles stalker was jailed for 16 months for attaching a GPS device to his ex-girlfriend’s 602 Progress in Human Geography 31(5) car (Teather, 2004). What is more startling, perhaps, is that one does not need to be a GPSuser to be subject to the surveillant possibilities of this technology. Anyone who leaves their mobile phone unattended for five minutes can be tracked, not just by the security services, but by any individual who has momentary access to enable the phone as a tracking device. For the purposes of a newspaper story, the Guardian journalist Ben Goldacre ‘stalked’ his girlfriend by registering her phone on one of many websites for the commercial tracking of employees and stock (Goldacre, 2006). The exercise revealed how easily everyday technologies like the mobile phone can be reconfigured for very different purposes . Even this modest labour in tracking a mobile phone will become a thing of the past. Phones will be more speciﬁcally conﬁgured as a tracking device: Nokia is due to release a GPS phone in 2007, while the Finnish company Benefon has already launched its Twig Discovery, a phone that has a ‘ﬁnder’ capability that locates and tracks other contacts in your address book. Should the user come within range of another contact, the phone will send a message asking whether you are willing to reveal your location to this contact. If both parties are agreeable, the phones will guide their user s to each other. 

Link—Exploration
Space exploration and development mirrors imperialist discourse, framework, and desires to conquer new areas and exploit new resources

MacDonald 07, Fraser MacDonald, Professor of Anthropology, Geography, and Environmental Studies at Melbourne University in Australia, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography,” Progress in Human Geography, 2007, Pages 592-615.

My basic claim, then, is that a geographical concern with outer space is an old project, not a new one. A closely related argument is that a geography of outer space is a logical extension of earlier geographies of imperial exploration (for instance, Smith and Godlewska, 1994; Driver, 2001). Space exploration has used exactly the same discourses, the same rationales, and even the same institutional frameworks (such as the International Geophysical Year, 1957–58) as terrestrial exploration. Like its terrestrial counterpart, the move into space has its origins in older imperial enterprises. Marina Benjamin, for instance, argues that for the United States outer space was ‘always a metaphorical extension of the American West’ (Benjamin, 2003: 46). Looking at the imbricated narratives of colonialism and the Arianne space programme in French Guiana, the anthropologist Peter Redﬁeld makes the case that ‘outer space reflects a practical shadow of empire’ (Redﬁeld, 2002: 795; see also Redﬁeld, 2000). The historian of science Richard Sorrenson, writing about the ship as geography’s scientiﬁc instrument in the age of high empire, draws on the work of David DeVorkin to argue that the V-2 missile was its natural successor (Sorrenson, 1996: 228; see also DeVorkin, 1992). A version of the V-2 – the two-stage ‘Bumper WAC Corporal’ – became the ﬁrst earthly object to penetrate outer space, reaching an altitude of 244 miles on 24 February 1949 (Army Ballistic Missile Agency, 1961). Moreover, out of this postwar allied V-2 programme came the means by which Britain attempted to reassert its geopolitical might in the context of its own ailing empire. In 1954, when America sold Britain its ﬁrst nuclear missile – a reﬁned version of the WAC Corporal – its possession was seen as a shortcut back to the international stage at a time when Britain’s colonial power was waning fast (Clark, 1994; MacDonald, 2006a). Even if the political geography literature has scarcely engaged with outer space, the advent of rocketry was basically Cold War (imperial) geopolitics under another name. Space exploration then, from its earliest origins to the present day, has been about familiar terrestrial and ideological struggles here on Earth. 

Link—Fear
A mindset of fear militarizes the populous and justifies unending violence
Orr 04, Jackie Orr, from the department f sociology at Syracuse University, “The Militarization of Inner Space,” Critical Sociology, March 2004, volume 2, issue 30, pg. 451-481.
Although never called psychological warfare, the public information campaign outlined in the Project can be read as a retooling of the psychological strategies aimed at enemies abroad, now deployed for use as "emotional management techniques for psychologically manipulating" the U.S. public at home (Oakes 1994: 51). Public opinion polls, attitude surveys, in-depth interviews and personality analyses were the techniques used simultaneously to conduct psychological warfare abroad, and to promote 'morale' among civilians in the U.S. (Herman 1995: 31). And so the management of fear -avoiding the dangers of its excess (the chaos of panic), or its absence (the unpreparedness of apathy) -becomes a primary aim in constructing the ideal civilian-soldier (Oakes 1994: 6271). In the Project's plan for an informed public inoculated against the threat of mass panic, the encouragement of individual and group fear is acknowledged as a necessary strategy. Under conditions of atomic threat, the boundary between national security and national fear is reconfigured: national security IS national fear. A nation whose civilians don't fear their own annihilation is a nation without an effective military defense system. But by 1953, according to the picture drawn by public opinion and survey research, little has changed in the general psychology of civilian soldiers: the public continues to be confused and psychologically distanced from the looming dangers of atomic warfare. Researchers at the University of Michigan's Survey Research Center -who start conducting government sponsored surveys on atomic attitudes in 1946 25 -summarize their survey findings on a public uninterested in learning about the effects of atomic bombs, unaffected by conscious worry about atomic war, with unstable attitudes lacking any "logical structure" or well-developed thinking. The authors conclude that the high profile of atomic matters in the mass media and "popular fantasy," stands in stark contrast to its apparent absence in "people's conscious day-to-day thoughts." They suggest that perhaps a disavowal of anxiety is operating as a defense against intolerable feelings of fear and powerlessness in the face of the new weapons. Further research ld systematic investigation are recommended (Douvan and Withy 1953: )9-111, 114-117). Now it's 1955. The byline reads "Survival City, Nev.," and the news port narrates the highlights of the first atomic bomb dropped on a typical U.S. town. Part laboratory experiment, part reality, part mass-mediated spectacle, the incendiary fate of Survival City is to broadcast live through CBS and NBC-TV to an estimated audience of 100 million viewers 10 tune in to watch the blast. The climactic televising of the explosion preceded by two weeks of live telecasts three times daily from the test site. The town, composed of ten brick and cement houses and federal prefabricated industrial buildings, is built and bombed to test the effectiveness of civil defense procedures during a simulated atomic attack. The 500 witnesses to the explosion in the Nevada desert, 200 are civil defense personnel. The televised test is designed to demonstrate the ferocity atomic power, and, according to the FCDA, to bring "vast numbers of 1ericans face to face with the enormity of the problem of survival in the nuclear age" (FCDA 1956: 6). Over 450 members of the press, including radio, television, and newsreel reporters, are stationed on "Media Hill" eight miles from ground zero. Televised interviews with the city's 'survivors' an array of human-size mannequins placed throughout the test site are carried out before and after the explosion (Ahlgren and Martin 1989: 26). The alarming facts of nuclear threat and civilian survival continue in 1956 to be circulated in an array of dramatized forms, with over 22 FCDA sponsored films available for showing on television or in schools, civic organizations, and churches. One of the films, Operation Ivy, documents the secret military operation carried out in the Marshall Islands on November 1, 1952, when the U.S. detonates its first hydrogen bomb, producing the largest nuclear fireball in history. The film shows the sensational atomic fireball rising up out of the sea, the shock waves rushing across the ocean surface, and the enormous mushroom cloud darkening the sky. Superimposed against the horizon of flame is a replica of Manhattan's downtown skyline: "The fireball alone," the film narrates, "would engulf about one-quarter of the Island of Manhattan." In National Security Council meetings, where the public release of Operation Ivy is debated in early 1954, discussion veers from FCDA director Val Peterson's plea for something that could "scare the American people out of their indifference," to President Eisenhower's denouncement of fear tactics and insistence that the film be aired only if it offers "real and substantial knowledge to the people." For one reason or the other or perhaps both, Operation Ivy is released in April 2, 1954, and broadcast repeatedly over television stations throughout the day. In the media package accompanying the film's release, Peterson emphasizes the spectacular power of the new weapon while reasserting the capacity of current civil defense strategies to absorb the new threat (Oakes 1994: 149150).

Link—Colonization

Increased focus on space colonization and its technology greatly increase the probability of an accident – despite affirmative optimism, success is not guaranteed 

Dickens 10, Peter Dickens, Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies, University of Cambridge, “The Humanization of the Cosmos – to what end?” Monthly Review, November 2010, Vol. 62, Issue 2, Start Page 13.
But even if it were desirable, the success of a galactic colonialism is by no means guaranteed. This is because the very venture of space colonization brings new risks. The fifteenth-century Renaissance and the Enlightenment placed great faith in science as a means of bringing "progress." Now such progress is regularly challenged. Furthermore, much scientific intervention today stems from the crises stemming from earlier intervention, or what some social scientists have called "manufactured risk.'"9 This kind of risk, for which no one agency or individual is usually culpable, is readily recognizable in space-humanization progress.

Note, for example, that there are now around fourteen thousand tracked objects circling around the earth, known as "space debris" or "space junk." Improved tracking systems will increase the number of smaller, observable tracked objects to around thirty thousand, many of these causing potential damage. Even whole satellites may collide. Such collisions are estimated at millions or even billions to one. But on February 10, 2009, such a collision actually happened. A defunct Russian satellite crashed into an American commercial satellite, generating thousands of pieces of orbiting debris.20 Space junk poses a serious threat to the whole enterprise of space colonization, and plans are now afoot to launch even more satellites, designed to drag older satellites out of orbit in order to avoid collisions.21

Space colonization brings a number of other manufactured risks. The farther space vehicles penetrate the solar system, the more likely it is that they will be powered by nuclear, rather than solar, energy. It is not widely appreciated, for example, that the 1997 Cassini Mission to Saturn's moons (via Jupiter and Venus) was powered by plutonium. One estimate is that if something had gone wrong while Cassini was still circling the earth, some thirty to forty million deaths could have occurred.22 No plans were in place for such an eventuality. Yet, as early as 1964, a plutonium-powered generator fell to earth, having failed to achieve orbit. Dr. John Gofman, professor of medical physics at the University of California, Berkeley, then argued that there was probably a direct link between that crash and an increase of lung cancer on Earth. Both President Obama and the Russian authorities are now arguing for generating electricity with plutonium in space, and building nuclear-propelled rockets for missions to Mars.23

Some of the wilder plans for space colonization also entail major risk. These include proposals for "planetary engineering," whereby the climates of other planets would be changed in such a way as to support life. Dyes, artificial dust clouds, genetically engineered bacteria, and the redirecting of sunlight by satellite mirrors are all being advanced as means of "terraforming," or making parts of the cosmos more like earth. This and the Cassini example further demonstrate the nature of "manufactured risk." Science and technology, far from creating Renaissance or Enlightenment-style optimism and certainty, are creating new problems that are unforeseen and extremely difficult to cope with.

Link—Progress/frontier
Technological progress and the representation of the “last frontier” create an idea of utopian imperialism and moral imperatives which are embedded into the Western mindset of space flight

Billings 07, Linda Billings, fellow of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, “Ideology, Advocacy, and Spaceflight – Evolution of a Cultural Narrative,” Spaceflight, Culture, and Ideology, Chapter 25, http://history.nasa.gov/sp4801-chapter25.pdf.
The concepts of “progress” and the “frontier” require more extensive explication, as they are bedrock elements of the ideology of spaceflight. The root of “progress” is the Latin word meaning “to go forward.” J. B. Bury said progress is movement “in a desirable direction”—but he also noted that “it cannot be proved that the unknown destination towards which man is advancing is desirable.” in their histories of the idea of progress, both Bury and Robert Nisbet called progress a dogma. Christopher Lasch contrasted the premodern, Christian idea of progress— “the promise of a secular utopia that would bring history to a happy ending”— with the modern idea representing “the promise of steady improvement with no foreseeable ending.” Bury identified progress as an idea originating in the modern era, whereas Nisbet traced its roots to ancient Greek and roman philosophy, and he documented how it evolved to take on the qualities of destiny and “historical necessity.” Nisbet declared progress the most important idea in modern Western history. This modern idea of necessary and inevitable forward movement is deeply embedded in the cultural narrative of U.S. spaceflight. 

The idea of progress became the dominant idea in Western thinking in the period 1850-1900, according to Nisbet, serving as “the developmental context for other [key] ideas” such as freedom. Nisbet credited nineteenth-century natural Philosopher Herbert Spencer with melding the ideas of progress and freedom, in Spencer’s classical liberal thinking is noticeable in the rhetoric of space advocacy. 

From the seventeenth through the twentieth century, as Walter Mcdougall wrote, the Western scientific worldview—itself a cultural narrative of sorts— “elevated technological progress . . . to the level of moral imperative.” Science and technology became the means of American progress, and conquest and exploitation became the morally imperative method. Ultimately, progress came to be thought of as the accumulation of material wealth. Robert Wright has said the idea of progress is “a Victorian ideal” of moral advancement that has evolved into an ideal of material improvement. This belief in progress performs the mythic function of providing moral justification for material accumulation. Along those same lines, Kirkpatrick Sale has asserted that the contemporary “myth” of progress advances “the propaganda of capitalism,” the idea of continual human improvement by means of resource exploitation and material accumulation.

Author Ishmael Reed has made the link between progress and spaceflight in an essay called “Progress Faustian Bargain”: “In order to justify its programs, NASA, in its brochures, describes the earth as a dying planet, a fact which for them justifies colonizing the universe . . . .you can understand why, in many science fiction movies, the goal of the invaders is to destroy this planet, lest this progress be extended to their neighborhoods.”

Link—Mars Colonization

Travels to Mars are rooted within colonialist discourse—our portrayal of a frontier ready to invade like Lewis and Clark imbeds technology within society
Collis and Graham 9 (Christy Collis, Doctor of Philosophy @ La Trobe University and Senior Lecturer in Media and Communication in the Creative Industries Faculty at Queensland University of Technology, and Phil Graham, director of the Institute for Creative Industries and Innovation and Professor in Culture and Communication at QUT., “Political geographies of Mars: A history of Martian management,” SAGE Journals, MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATIONAL HISTORY Vol 4(3): 247–261, DA: 6/24/2011//JLENART)
Popular contemporary discourse around Mars has clear and unmistakeable roots: ‘A new golden age in … exploration has begun’ (BBC 2006), and ‘volunteers [are] needed’ for ‘hard work, no pay, eternal glory’ (Mars Society 1998) on ‘the new frontier’ (Zubrin 1996a, 297).

Meriwether Lewis and William Clark left St. Louis to explore the new lands acquired in the Louisiana Purchase. They made that journey in the spirit of discovery, to learn the potential of vast new territory, and to chart a way for others to follow. America [will] venture [ … ] forth … for the same reasons … the desire to explore and understand is part of our character. (Bush 2004) The creation of a new frontier thus presents itself as America’s and humanity’s greatest social need. Nothing is more important, because apply what palliatives you will, without a frontier to grow in, not only American society, but the entire global civilization based upon Western enlightenment values of humanism, reason, science, and progress will ultimately die. (Zubrin 1996b)
Explorer missions set out, as do Mariners, Vikings, and Pathfinders. Their mission is to explore, map, and thus, as this recognizable discourse has it, to possess ‘new’ territories. While some groups plan exploration missions – designing ever bigger and more expensive crafts – others plan for colonization: testing building materials, gardening equipment, and determining who the best people might be to settle these spaces. The discursive field, as well as the practices here, are instantly recognizable, even hackneyed: this is colonialism, the project of which is to gain control of new territory and resources. The difference from other deployments of this discourse is the time and the place: the time is now, and the place to be colonized is not another continent, but another planet: Mars.

‘Colonialism’ has a specific meaning here: rather than a vague pejorative portmanteau used to house a myriad of power relations, it refers to the creation of distant land as the property of a metropolitan state, generally for the economic benefit of the colonizer.1 As such, colonialism incorporates expansionist capitalism. Martian colonialism does not begin with the launch of the first exploration ships or at the moment the first rocket touches down on Mars. It begins with ideas, epistemologies, expectations, discourses, and pronouncements, an organizing of the world in a legal, logical, and managerial framework that demands colonization. Martian colonialism is therefore not science fiction fantasy: it has begun in earnest, with many millions of dollars already invested in its success. There are political, strategic, marketing, and operational plans at work. In his 2004 announcement of the USA’s new space policy, George W. Bush (2004) stated that Mars would be the next body on which the USA’s human presence would be felt. Bush’s Martian vision was not a new development in the USA. Since the 1986 US National Commission on Space’s declaration of its aim to settle on Mars and the Moon, Space colonialism has featured on US Space policy agendas.2 The European Space Agency, similarly, is investing heavily in robotic probes that will scour the Martian surface for optimal colonization sites (BBC 2006). China and Russia announced in March 2007 that they would send a joint mission to Mars by 2009. And in schools around the world, children design Martian colonies as part of their homework, with teachers being trained in how best to bring Mars into the classroom (Middle 2006), and companies offering schools ready-made Martian exploration simulation programs (Space Explorers 2007). 

We use the term ‘spatiality’ to refer to the composite nature of any geographical space: it works as a shorthand for the combination of physical, imagined, and epistemological spaces that together comprise a single place. We attend to Martian spatiality for two key reasons. The first motivation driving this study is a straightforward concern with spatial accountancy: what kind of a space is Mars at this moment? What kind of a place is Mars before the work of its physical colonization begins? Can Mars be legally owned, and if so, by whom and through which processes? And are any of the numerous lessons learned from European colonialisms of the past relevant to Mars? And is the future of Mars necessarily colonial? The second motivation is a curiosity about the ways in which geographies are produced as artefacts of systemic trends in political economic terms. Mars presents a unique case for postcolonial spatial analysis: it is precolonial, a space at the threshold of a significant spatial change. It represents an opportunity for postcolonial studies to refocus on the present – and future – tense, and on colonialisms other than those of the European past. 

Postcolonial spatial theory is an analytical lens through which to view Martian spatiality in its historical character: it allows for a useful view on the cultural construction of the planet, the discursive production of its spatiality, and the ways in which established power groups work to prefigure the planet as an object of capitalist commodification and strategic managerialism. Yet frustratingly, despite the proliferation of postcolonial analyses of past colonial spatialities, when it comes to new colonialisms, there is a curious critical silence. To generalize, postcolonialism tends to figure imperialism and colonialism and their associated spatialities as historical European phenomena from whose ruins nations such as Australia, Indonesia, and Canada have emerged. As Ferro (1997, viii) argues, postcolonialism is inherently Eurocentric because it focuses almost entirely on European empires, European epistemologies, and European spaces of the past. Or as Dodds (2006, 60) points out in his discussion of the difficulty of accommodating contemporary Antarctic colonialisms within existing postcolonial theoretical frameworks, ‘post-colonial studies are too preoccupied with a linear account of liberation in certain countries’. For example, despite the fact that Australia has laid contentious claim to 42 per cent of Antarctica since 1933 – a claim solely based on acts of imperial exploration and flagraising, and ongoing colonization – the voluminous field of Australian postcolonial studies has refused or failed to acknowledge this situation. A survey of leading postcolonial journals demonstrates this refusal: of the hundreds of articles in these publications, not one deals with Antarctica, and not one addresses Space.3 And while there are clear similarities between past and present colonialisms, the planned colonization, exploration, and spatial production of Mars are decidedly unlike British practices of the last few centuries. But this does not automatically eliminate Mars from the field of colonial spatiality. 

Link—Frontier/resources
The standard mindset towards space creates a scene of open area, ready for domination and control of its resources and area
Billings 07, Linda Billings, fellow of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, “Ideology, Advocacy, and Spaceflight – Evolution of a Cultural Narrative,” Spaceflight, Culture, and Ideology, Chapter 25, http://history.nasa.gov/sp4801-chapter25.pdf.
Historically and presently, the rhetoric of space advocacy advances a conception of outer space as a place of wide-open spaces and limitless resources—a space frontier. The metaphor of the frontier, with its associated images of pioneering, homesteading, claim-staking, and taming, has been persistent in American history. In the rhetoric of spaceflight advocacy, the idea of the frontier is a dominant metaphor. it is worth noting that the root of the word “frontier” is the old French word for “front.” in the English language, that word “front” conveys a complex of meanings, ranging from the most common definition—the part of anything that faces forward—to the definition that probably comes closest to the meaning of “front” in “frontier”: an area of activity, conflict, or competition. A common military definition of “front” is also tied up in the meaning of “frontier,” that is, the area of contact between opposing combat forces. Other meanings of “front” that should be considered in assessing the meaning of the frontier metaphor are: a façade; a position of leadership or authority; and a person or thing that serves as a cover for secret, disreputable, or illegal activity. What meanings are advocates intending to convey, and what meanings are they in fact conveying, when they talk about the space frontier?

Historian Frederick Jackson turner’s century-old essay, “the Significance of the frontier in American history,” is perhaps the best-known articulation of the frontier metaphor. It is a powerful and evocative piece of writing. In making the case for spaceflight, advocates continue to cite, directly or indirectly, Turner’s frontier thesis and the related, potentially dangerous, idea of manifest destiny, seemingly oblivious to a changed cultural context and critiques of turner’s thinking. 

As Wright and Sale did with progress, Richard Slotkin, in his trilogy of books about the history of the American West, has deemed the idea of the frontier a myth—a myth in which the United States is “a wide-open land of unlimited opportunity for the strong, ambitious self-reliant individual to thrust his way to the top.” Patricia nelson limerick has pointed out that space advocates cling to the frontier metaphor, conceiving “American history [as] a straight line, a vector of inevitability and manifest destiny linking the westward expansion of Anglo-Americans directly to the exploration and colonization of space.” limerick has warned that in abusing this metaphor,“[S]pace advocates have built their plans for the future on the foundation of a deeply flawed understanding of the past, [and] the blinders worn to screen the past have proven to be just as effective at distorting the view of the future.”

***2NC “ANSWERS TO”
A2:  Perm—Co-op Fails

Despite the rhetoric of internationalism and cooperation, space exploration only benefits elite segments of the population—the alternative is a prerequisite to cooperative exploration

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

A critical point in regards to the cosmopolitan sovereignty approach is that the perception of the "collectivity" and "humanity" in the discourse of outer space politics is in fact that of the dominant, most powerful forces, and that a common category of "humanity" is not possible (or at least not in the present state of affairs). Notions of cosmopolitan sovereignty could lead us to over-emphasize the significance of the sense of community based on outer space, when in reality the effect of, for example, "common heritage" resources in outer space, or the "transnational" benefits from the space station are actually to the benefit of certain elite segments of world society. In this sense, sovereignty may still become de-linked from the state, but only to be reclaimed by collectives of elites, particularly in outer space where exploitation and exploration is prohibitively expensive and hence naturally excludes the vast majority of actors, 

How much individual humans benefit from outer space programmes is both arguable and also as yet unclear, and will depend to a degree on exogenous and internal factors that will continue to shape the development and impact of outer space polirics. The development of cosmopolitan sovereignty requires a major cognitive shift in the hearts and minds of humans, and the internalization of those shifts in social norms and principles, That shift could be grossly undermined in the future by increased weaponization of outer space, or if, for example, mining of resources becomes distributed to individual countries,

A2: “Realism/Astropolitick”

The aff is an excuse to impose a global empire and exclude 95% of the planet from the decision-making process in a new system of global apartheid

Havercroft and Duvall 9 (Jonathan, Ph.D. Minnesota) specializes in political theory. His primary research focus is on the historical transformation of sovereignty in the discourses of political philosophy from the 17th century to the present. He has also published essays grappling with conceptions of freedom, power, and sovereignty in early modern and contemporary political thought. His work has appeared in Constellations and Review of International Studies, and Raymond, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Critical astropolitics: The geopolitics of space control and the transformation of state sovereignty” From Securing Outer Space, pg. 45-47) RF
Within Dolman's theory of astropolitik is a will-to-space-based-hegemony fuelled by a series of assumptions, of which we would point to three as especially important. First, it rests on a strong preference for competition over collaboration in both the economic and military spheres. Dolman, like a good realist, is suspicious of the possibilities for sustained political and economic cooperation, and assumes instead that competition for power is the law of internationaL poLitical-economic life. He believes, though, that through a fully implemented astropolitical policy "states will employ competition productively, harnessing natural incentives for self-interested gain to a mutually beneficial future, a competition based on the fair and legal commercial exploitation of space" (Dolman 2002a: 4). Thus, underpinning his preference for competition is both a liberal assumption that competitive markets are efficient at producing mutual gain through innovative technologies, and the realist assumption that inter-state competition for power is inescapable in world politics. As we will note more fully below, this conjunction of liberal and realist assumptions is a hallmark of the logic of empire as distinct from the logic of a system of sovereign states. The second and most explicit of Dolman's key assumptions is the belief that the U.S. should pursue control of orbital space because its hegemony would be largely benign. The presumed benevolence of the U.S. rests, for Dolman, on its responsiveness to Its people. If anyone state should dominate space it ought to be one with a constitu tive political principle that government should be responsible and responsive to its people, tolerant and accepting of their views, and willing to extend legal and political equality to all. In other words, the United States should seize control of outer space and become the shepherd (or perhaps watchdog) for all who would venture there, for if anyone state must do so, it is the most likely to establish a benign hegemony. (Dolman 2002a: 157) However, even if the U.S. government is popularly responsive in its foreign policy a debatable proposition -the implication of Dolman's astropolitik is that the U.S. would exercise benign control over orbital space, and, from that position, potentially all territory on Earth and hence all people, by being responsible to its 300 million citizens. As such, this benign hegemony would in effect be an apartheid regime where 95 percent of the world would be excluded from participating in the decision-making of the hegemonic power that controls conditions of their existence. This, too, is a hallmark of empire, not of a competitive system of sovereign states. Third, Dolman's astropolitik treats space as a resource to be mastered and exploited by humans, a Terra Nlilius, or empty territory, to be colonized and reinterpreted for the interests of the colonizer. This way of looking at space is similar to the totalizing gaze of earlier geopolitical theorists who viewed the whole world as an object to be dominated and controlled by European powers, who understood themselves to be beneficently, or, at worst, benignly, civilizing in their control of territories and populations (6 Tuathail 1996: 24-35). This assumption, like the first two, thus also implicates a hallmark of the logic of empire, namely what 6 Tuathail (1996) calls the 'geopolitical (about which we have more to say below), which works comfortably in tandem with a self-understanding of benign hegemony. \'Vhen these three assumptions are examined in conjunction, Dolman's astropolitik reveals itself to be a blueprint for a U.S. empire that uses the capacities of space-based weapons to exercise hegemony over the Earth and to grant access to the economic resources of space only to U.S. (capitalist) _:lterests and their allies. This version of astropolitics, which is precisely the strategic vision underlying the policy pronouncements of the National Semr· ::) Spm-e Management and Organization Commission (Commission 2001) -and subsequently President George W. Bush -with which we began this chapter, is a kind of spatial, or geopolitical, power within the context of U.S. :lflperial relations of planetary scope. Its ostensive realist foundations are :11uted, except as a rather extreme form of offensive realism, because the vision is not one of great power competition and strategic balancing, but rather one of imperial control through hegemony. As such, it brings into question the constitution of sovereignty, since empire and sovereignty are fundamentally opposed constitutive principles of the structure of the international system -the subjects of empire are not sovereign. Thus, if astropolitics is to be in the form of Dolman's astropolitik (and current U.S. policy .lSpirations), the future of sovereignty is in question, despite his efforts to position the theory as an expression of the realist assumption of great power competition. In later sections of this chapter, we attempt to show what this ~ringing sovereignty into question is likely to mean, conceptually and in ;xactice. Before turning to that principal concern, however, we consider an alternative geopolitical theory of astropolitics. 
A2:  Realism
Depicting the US as a hegemon that will be readily accepted is both patently false (given backlash against the US) and an excuse for escalating violence and interventions. 

Grondin, 06 David Grondin Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (as of July 2006)   Paper presented at the ISA Convention, San Diego  March 25, 2006  Panel “Reading Outer Space I:  The International Politics of Outer Space - Approaches and Themes” THE (POWER) POLITICS OF SPACE:  THE US ASTROPOLITICAL DISCOURSE OF GLOBAL DOMINANCE  IN THE WAR ON TERROR
Since 1945, the US state has had but one global strategy, a neoliberal geopolitics of global dominance (Sparke 2005; Robert, Secor, and Sparke 2003).8 As Barnett and other strategic documents like the NSS and the NMS show, the Global War on Terror has been fuelled by an extremely vibrant and patriotic nationalist base that truly believes that America is imbued with a providential mission and sense of moral crusade. Despite an apparent discrepancy between current US militaristic projects that draw from a neoconservative realist geopolitical discourse and other strategic projects that fall within the scope of a global neoliberal geoeconomical discourse, I argue that these discourses stem from the same ideological foundation, the ‘liberal imagination’ in American political life. According to Daniel Nexon and Patrick Thaddeus Jackson, it is a powerful identity and ideological narrative in the American discourse on foreign policy which makes them overtly moralistic. It is often used to conflate the US and the world in the protection of liberal democracy and liberty. As they put it, “Indeed, no matter what the specific policy recommended, the notion that the United States has a ‘manifest destiny’ as the embodiment of freedom and liberty is a constant theme in American political discourse” (Nexon and Jackson 2003: 146). It is however known that the suffusion of liberal values and ascription of a divine mission for the world bring about contradictions when confronted with some of the foreign policy actions of the United States. But this is of no concern for US nationalism is committed to an “ideological construction of the nation that insists on the global relevance of the American project” and consequently claims “its righteous entitlement to lead the world”. This remapping of US nationalism is thus to be understood through a dialectical relationship of exceptionalism/universalism, of a “city upon a hill” and a crusader state. It is in this framing of US globalist nationalism that its neoliberal hegemonic global strategy tries to have it both ways, to remake the world in America’s image, while assuming that its national interests are global interests, thereby conflating its national security with global security, as if the great aspirations of the US and of mankind were one and the same (McCartney 2004: 400). In this light, the US-led Global War on Terror really becomes a nation-building project that has evolved into a Global Leviathan, but without its mandatory “social contract” with the peoples of the world (Barnett 2004: 369-370). 
A2: “But we are friendly tech!”
Constraints on the weaponization of space are slowly fading which makes the justification of weapons and space based weapons in space easier to achieve—the affs technology will be perverted by militarism and dual use

MacDonald 07, Fraser MacDonald, Professor of Anthropology, Geography, and Environmental Studies at Melbourne University in Australia, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography,” Progress in Human Geography, 2007, Pages 592-615.
The most striking aspect of the sociality of outer space is the extent to which it is, and always has been, thoroughly militarized. The 1967 UN Outer Space Treaty banned nuclear weapons in space, on the moon or on other celestial bodies, and contained a directive to use outer space ‘for peaceful purposes’. But its attempt to prohibit the ‘weaponizing’ of space was always interpreted in the loosest possible manner. The signatories to the OST in Washington, London and Moscow were in no doubt that space exploration was primarily about military strategy; that the ability to send a rocket into space was conspicuous evidence of the ability to dispatch a nuclear device to the other side of the world. This association remains strong, as the concern over Iran’s space programme (with its Shahab family of medium range missiles and satellite launch vehicles) makes clear. Several commentators in strategic affairs have noted the expanding geography of war from the two dimensions of land and sea to the air warfare of the twentieth century and more recently to the new strategic challenges of outer space and cyberspace (see, for instance, Gray, 2005: 154). These latter dimensions are not separate from the battle-‘field’ but rather they fully support the traditional military objectives of killing people and destroying infrastructure. Space itself may hold few human targets but the capture or disruption of satellites could have far-reaching consequences for life on the ground. Strictly speaking, we have not yet seen warfare in space, or even from space, but the advent of such a conﬂict does appear closer. 

In post-Cold-War unipolar times the strategic rationale for the United States to maintain the prohibition against weaponizing space is diminishing (Lambakis, 2003), even if the rest of the world wishes it otherwise. In 2000, a UN General Assembly resolution on the ‘Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space’ was adopted by a majority of 163–0 with 3 abstentions: the United States, Israel and the Federated States of Micronesia (United Nations, 2000). Less than two months later, a US Government committee chaired by Donald Rumsfeld 5 issued a report warning that the ‘relative dependence of the US on space makes its space systems potentially attractive targets’; the United States thus faced the danger, it argued, of a ‘Space Pearl Harbor ’ (Rumsfeld, 2001 : vi i i ) . As space warfare was, according to the report, a ‘virtual certainty’, the United States must ‘ensure continuing superiority’ (Rumsfeld, 2001: viii). This argument was qualiﬁed by obligatory gestures towards ‘the peaceful use of outer space’ but the report left little doubt about the direction of American space policy. Any difﬁcult questions about the further militarization (and Fraser MacDonald: Anti-Astropolitik outer space and the orbit of geography 601 even weaponization) of space could be easily avoided under the guise of developing ‘dual-use’ (military/civilian) technology and emphasizing the role of military applications in ‘peacekeeping’ operations. Through such rhetoric, NATO’s satellite-guided bombing of a Serbian TV station on 23 April 1999 could have been readily accommodated under the OST injunction to use outer space for ‘peaceful purposes’ (Cervino et al., 2003). Since that time new theatres of operation have been opened up in Afghanistan and Iraq, for further trials of space-enabled warfare that aimed to provide aerial omniscience for the precision delivery of ‘shock and awe’. What Benjamin Lambeth has called the ‘accomplishment’ of air and space power has since been called into question by the all too apparent limitations of satellite intelligence in the tasks of identifying Iraqi Weapons of Mass Destruction or in stemming the growing number of Allied dead and wounded from modestly armed urban insurgents (Lambeth, 1999; Graham, 2004; Gregory, 2004: 205). For all its limitations, even this imagery has been shielded from independent scrutiny by the military monopolization of commercial satellite outputs (Livingstone and Robinson, 2003). Yet, far from undermining Allied conﬁdence in satellite imagery or in a ‘cosmic’ view of war (Kaplan, 2006), it is precisely these abstract photocartographies of violence – detached from their visceral and bloodied ‘accomplishments’ – that have licensed, say, the destruction of Fallujah (Gregory, 2004: 162; Graham, 2005b). There remains, of course, a great deal more that can be said about the politics of these aerial perspectives than can be discussed here (see, for instance, Gregory, 2004; Kaplan, 2006). 

The line between civilian and military technology in space is being blurred – technology is being applied in both realms as a result which allows militarization of space

MacDonald 07, Fraser MacDonald, Professor of Anthropology, Geography, and Environmental Studies at Melbourne University in Australia, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography,” Progress in Human Geography, 2007, Pages 592-615.
In this discussion so far, I have been drawing attention to geography’s recent failure to engage outer space as a sphere of inquiry and it is important to clarify that this indictment applies more to human than to physical geography. There are, of course, many biophysical currents of geography that directly draw on satellite technologies for remote sensing. The ability to view the Earth from space, particularly through the Landsat programme, was a singular step forward in understanding all manner of Earth surface processes and biogeographical patterns (see Mack, 1990). The fact that this new tranche of data came largely from military platforms (often under the guise of ‘dual use’) was rarely considered an obstacle to science. But, as the range of geographical applications of satellite imagery have increased to include such diverse activities as urban planning and ice cap measurements, so too has a certain reﬂexivity about the provenance of the images. It is not enough, some are realizing, to say ‘I just observe and explain desertification and I have nothing to do with the military’; rather, scientists need to acknowledge the overall context that gives them access to this data in the ﬁrst place (Cervino et al., 2003: 236). One thinks here of the case of Peru, whose US grant funding for agricultural use of Landsat data increased dramatically in the 1980s when the same images were found to be useful in locating insurgent activities of Maoist ‘Shining Path’ guerrillas (Schwartz, 1996). More recently, NASA’s civilian SeaWide Field Studies (Sea-WiFS) programme was used to identify Taliban forces during the war in Afghanistan (Caracciolo, 2004). The practice of geography, in these cases as with so many others, is bound up with military logics (Smi th, 1992) ; the development of Geographical Information Systems (GIS) being a much-cited recent example (Pickles, 1995; 2004; Cloud, 2001; 2002; see Beck, 2003, for a case study of GIS in the service of the ‘war on terror’). 

The discourse surrounding Martian geography viewed through a techno centric lens has created a dictomy of colonial expansion into space and foreign environments
MacDonald 07, Fraser MacDonald, Professor of Anthropology, Geography, and Environmental Studies at Melbourne University in Australia, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography,” Progress in Human Geography, 2007, Pages 592-615.

Aside from military space applications, to which I will later return, one of the most significant geographical engagements with outer space is in the sphere of ‘planetary geomorphology’. There is a vast literature on surface processes on the moon and on the other inner planets (Mars, Mercury and Venus) in journals such as Icarus and Journal of Geophysical Research (for an introduction, see Summerfield, 1991). Terrestrial landscapes become analogues for interpreting remotely sensed images of planetary bodies, which has in turn heightened the importance of satellite imagery in understanding Earth surface processes. One of the very few points of common reference in physical and human geographical considerations of outer space is the imagery from the US Apollo space programme. While geomorphologists have examined photographs of the lunar surface to cast light on, for example, cratering and mass movement, Denis Cosgrove has attended to the cultural significance of the now iconic Apollo photographs ‘The Whole Earth’ , ‘Earthrise’ and ‘22727’ (Cosgrove, 1994; 2001a). Cosgrove outlines the momentous import of the western concept ion of the Earth as a globe, which culminated in photo-598 Progress in Human Geography 31(5) graphing the earth from space to provide an ‘Apollonian gaze’ that had been dreamed about since the age of Cicero (Cosgrove, 2001a). 2 Despite his claim that ‘geography is not a lunar practice’, Cosgrove is rare among contemporary human geographers in thinking beyond the terrestrial (Cosgrove, 2001b; 2004). But even the ‘Apollo’s eye’ views, as James Sidaway (2005: 71) has argued, embody their own particular geography. Sidaway presents a critical visual exegesis of the cover of Hardt and Negri’s Empire, showing how a photograph of the Earth ‘innocently’ chosen by the publisher is itself predicated on a matrix of ‘geo-political-ecologies’ – the Cold War; the aeronautical agency of the pre-eminent capitalist state; corporate copyright controls – whose operations are purportedly the subject of the book (Hardt and Negri, 2000). For Sidaway, the image signiﬁes empire in ways unanticipated by the authors of Empire. Another exception to geography’s prevailing worldliness, though not one that deals with outer space per se, is Rob Kitchin and James Kneale’s collection of essays on geographies of science ﬁ ction, Lost in space (Kitchin and Kneale, 2002). In these essays, literary form quite rightly determines the genre rather than necessarily requiring an outer space setting. The most explicit extraterrestrial treatments by geographers are by Jason Dittmer and Maria Lane who examine how a Martian geography has been produced through particular discourses of scientiﬁc advancement, place naming and colonial exploration (Dittmer, 2006; Lane 2005; 2006).

A2:  Overview Effect

The overview effect won’t apply to everyone, only spiritual nutjobs

Graylien 07 – (10/05/07 “Instant Epiphany: The Overview Effect and Cosmic Consciousness”, http://www.wunderkabinett.co.uk/damndata/index.php?/archives/1072-Instant-Epiphany-The-Overview-Effect-and-Cosmic-Consciousness.html) 

On the other hand, it may be that the Overview Effect will only ever be experienced by a minority of space travellers. Certainly, few astronauts seem to have experienced it with the same intensity as did Edgar Mitchell. Space tourist Mark Shuttleworth, for example, spoke of a "sense of the magnificence of the Earth", while Dennis Tito said his journey gave him "a little bit of an experience of being in heaven". However, neither man seems to have experienced the profound ontological shock that transformed Mitchell. Entrepreneur Charles Simonyi when asked whether his space trip had been a "spiritual experience" seemed to misunderstand the question, replying: "I don't think so. If anything, I've gotten more optimistic. When I look at the Earth, it's so vast and majestic and calm those were the adjectives I chose it makes me optimistic." It may be that the Overview Effect is only experienced in its full glory by space voyagers who are already of a mystical disposition - those who, to use Blake's turn of phrase, can already see "a world in a grain of sand, and a heaven in a wild flower". It was Blake who asked himself, "When the Sun rises, do you not see a round disk of fire somewhat like a Guinea?" and answered, "O no, no, I see an innumerable company of the Heavenly host crying 'Holy, Holy, Holy is the Lord God Almighty'". We can only imagine the pictures Blake might have painted of the Earth had he been able to see it from space. But then Blake hardly needed to leave Terra Firma to experience ecstatic union with the transcendent Universe. What of the rest of us? Would a quick hop into space really be enough to transform our vision to match Blake's? Or might we instead journey to infinity and beyond yet still remain incapable of seeing beyond our own petty egos? 
The aff still fails to achieve the overview effect.  People don’t know about the linkages of different taxonomies of space.  Only the alt can change this form of consciousness

Okushi 07 – Jun, OPS-Alaska and Space Projects Group/Okushi Architects, Mito, Japan (9/20/07 “Space and Perceptions of Space in Spacecraft: An Astrosociological Perspective”, http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/Contributions/Space%202007%20Articles/Space%20and%20Perceptions.pdf) 
The issues related to functional and effective space-based information transfer systems (SBITS) involve social scientific concepts applied on a scale grander than merely the societal level. As astrosociology develops as the unifying single perspective in the social sciences to investigate space issues as they relate to humanity, this area of research and development may well become a major specialty area within the field. The significance of a planetary consciousness, a planetary situation awareness, from god-views of our home planet, of the Moon, and from “like being there” methods, is that we may expect them to improve the human condition. However, there are many obstacles for SBITS systems and would-be users. Some are listed below.

􀂃 Availability of the technological infrastructure required for mounting the systems for a global audience

􀂃 Intrusions on astronaut crews’ privacy, confidentiality, personal space, and workload

􀂃 Social, cultural, religious, and political barriers to user interfaces

􀂃 A lack of (or lack of interest in) a unifying stock of knowledge about the linkages among the sub-taxonomies of space: cyberspace, outer space, personal space, public space, and cultural space

Astrosociologists are positioning themselves to study these obstacles and to report on their status as new projects and programs come online.

Planetariums solve the overview effect

Wyatt 10 – Wyatt, Director of Morrison Planetarium and Science Visualization at the California Academy of Sciences (December 2010, “Visualizing Astronomy: ‘The Big Picture’”, http://www.capjournal.org/issues/10/10_34.pdf)
For many, frankly, a certain amount of frustration. After taking people on a “tour of the Universe,” I often get asked what things look like “right now”: people grasp the idea that light travel time reveals objects as they existed in the past, but they find it difficult to divorce the three dimensions of the virtual model from the three dimensions of ordinary space. (Whereas the virtual model actually combines spatial and temporal dimensions, and of course, the finite speed of light allows us to reconstruct the history of the Universe, effectively embedded in the three-dimensional representation.) Overall, one can leave such an experience feeling very small... But perhaps we can use the “big picture” to evoke other responses. Perhaps placing Earth in its spatial-temporal context can redefine how people think about their home planet. One could think of this as an extension of the “overview effect” reported by astronauts, in which the experience of seeing Earth from space invoked feelings of connectedness and euphoria. Can such a response be elicited virtually? 
White concedes that you can experience the overview effect from an airplane

Speed 10 – Chris, Schools of Architecture and Landscape Architecture, Edinburgh College of Art (April 2010, “Developing a Sense of Place with Locative Media: An “Underview Effect””, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/leon.2010.43.2.169)

White's Overview Effect is useful in identifying the potential that contemporary locative media technologies offer in placing users in a social, political and environmental frame. Maps of all kinds have mediated how we represent place and space from above, and people have been taught to use them as conceptual indices that pictorially describe a wide variety of subjects. Early on in his book, White demonstrates that space technologies are not required to attain an Overview Effect. Indeed, flying in an aircraft can provide enough distance from the Earth's surface to appreciate the scales involved to alter our experiential sense [4]. However, throughout the book, White insists that distance from the planet's surface is essential in order to fully grasp the philosophical implications of the Overview Effect. 

Social networking and locative media solves the overview effect

Speed 10 – Chris, Schools of Architecture and Landscape Architecture, Edinburgh College of Art (April 2010, “Developing a Sense of Place with Locative Media: An “Underview Effect””, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/leon.2010.43.2.169)

Frank White's Overview Effect, and the stories from astronauts who have orbited the Earth, remain as a point of singularity in which the elements of Casey's recipe for a geographical, social and physiological sense of place come together to provide a life-changing experience. While the rest of us can hope to experience such an epiphany on a future domestic flight into space, locative media may hold some potential in providing us with a heightened sense of place that connects us to people and the environment around us. At the right pitch of people and geography, our connection to this network may offer us an awareness of place that is big enough to evoke a sense of being on a planet. In interpreting and communicating Rusty Schweickart's space flight experiences, White writes: I saw humanity as an organism and grasped the reality of his [Schweickart's] experience as the "eye" of humanity. I felt that, in writing it down, I was like a "neuron" firing, sending the message down the line to others [20]. 

A2: “Gotta Get  Off the Rock”
The Neo-Malthusian logic endorsed by the affirmative is factually bankrupt and justifies the extermination of the third world.  The root cause of your impacts is a reliance on technology

Steckler 11 – Staff writer for the Socio-Capitalist (Christian, 3/1/11, “Space Colonization: Examining an Apolitical Ecology”, http://thesociocapitalist.com/2166/space-colonization-examining-apolitical-ecology)

The specter of overpopulation conjures up such images as desertification, overgrazing, food insecurity, and social instability, making the quest to somehow expand or transcend carrying capacity a seemingly pre-political imperative. In An Essay on the Principle of Population, Thomas Malthus inscribes human population numbers with ecological efficacy, claiming that as population increases geometrically, it will inevitably outstrip available resources, which merely expand arithmetically. A society that fails to restrict population growth will at some point experience a resource “crunch” that necessitates a massive die-off to reset the fragile equilibrium. A crunch reacts back on society through any combination of food insecurity, economic catastrophe, disease outbreak, and war.

Malthus’s argument has been repackaged in a variety of forms, some more obviously morally dubious than others. Whether deployed in defense of the moral integrity of the Aryan race or to erode the authority of religious opposition to family planning, overpopulation is taken as a black box, the tenets of Malthusian economics presumed natural.  Geographer Paul Robbins reveals in the first chapter of his Political Ecology that the naturalization of ecoscarcity and “limits to growth” arguments constitutes an ideological evasion of some of the most powerful objections to globalization and the capitalist fetish for production. Barry Commoner’s work on the environmental degradation concomitant with the introduction of nitrogen fertilizer, the ascent of car culture, and the introduction of detergents into the American household has led him to conclude that these technological changes have had a disproportionately greater impact on ecosystems than the population growth that took place during the same period.  In the May 1972 edition of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Commoner responds to neo-Malthusian and co-author of The Population Bomb Paul Ehrlich by isolating technology and affluence as the “missing factors” that always mediate between human numbers and the environment.

Modern technological development has provided humanity with an unprecedented capacity to influence ecological outcomes, sometimes benignly but frequently at a heavy environmental toll—the ravages of fossil fuel dependence and industrialized agriculture should stand as sufficient proof.  These particular expressions of human metabolism are contingent products of historical forces still at work today and are thus liable to questioning, reform, and even upheaval. The environmental implications of overpopulation are hopelessly dependent on the systems of production and consumption in which the population is enmeshed.  Additionally, Ehrlich and his cronies dismiss the “demographic transition” that, at a fairly easily attainable level of affluence, stabilizes fertility and mortality rates; Commoner classes demographic transition as “a basic, first-order phenomenon that is secondarily affected by fluctuations induced by a variety of social and economic factors.” The demographic transition is as hotly contested as it is highly documented: in spite of the controversies related to the precise mechanisms of population stabilization and the uncertain role played by economic growth, these observations clearly demonstrate that population numbers only take on meaning within social and economic structures and with respect to the geopolitical whole.

Carl Zimmerer has demonstrated that the overpopulation hypothesis breaks down at the most basic levels of analysis through observations compiled over 20 years of fieldwork carried out in Bolivia. Observing that for many collectives a growing population provided the labor necessary to irrigate fields and maintain soil fertility, Zimmerer challenged the unidirectional cause-and-effect relations taken for granted by the population theorists, going so far as to posit that a burgeoning population could be an essential ingredient in preserving ecological wealth under certain regimes of production. Moreover, such variation on the “ground floor” suggests that it may not be so easy to justify universal laws that determine planetary fate.

The true result of any application of the ecoscarcity rationale is not an augmented understanding of a particular society’s relationship with its environment, but an imagining of the peoples of less developed nations as irresponsible—if not downright promiscuous. The West, which enjoys the fruit of its purported economic virtues and the self-proclaimed superiority of its governing institutions, portrays itself as threatened by the excesses of the periphery; local problems such as joblessness, famine, and land degradation are perceived as harbingers of political instability, extremism, and global environmental crisis, possibilities so terrifying that an escape plan to outer space is now under consideration. Even a cursory look at the historical development of globalization reveals a very different story, one that emphasizes the exploitative trade relations installed between the global North and South, the transformation of neoliberal ideology into a worldwide project in cultural imperialism, and the outrageous concentration of wealth, power, and consumption among a small fraction of the world population. David Harvey writes:

    ”Ideas about environment, population, and resources are not neutral. They are political in origin and have political effects. Once, for example, connotations of absolute limits come to surround the concepts of resource, scarcity, and subsistence, then an absolute limit is set on population. And the political implications of a term like overpopulation can be devastating. Somebody, somewhere, is redundant and there is not enough to go round. Am I redundant? Of course not. Are you redundant? Of course not. So who is redundant? Of course! It must be them. And if there is not enough to go round, then it is only right and proper that they, who contribute so little to society, ought to bear the brunt of the burden. And if we’re told that there are certain of us who, by virtue of our skills, abilities, and attainments, are capable of “conferring a signal benefit upon mankind” then it is our bounden duty to protect and preserve ourselves for the sake of all mankind, for the sake of civilization.”

It is sad to think that so many in the United States would not take issue with this basic conservative line of reasoning that Harvey so wittily caricatures.

Appeals to inevitability are as powerful as they are specious. The inevitable is that which has been decided once and for all, and its constitution calls for the arbitrary resolution of all the subordinate struggles over truth that comprise its working parts. Thus to build an inevitability is to manufacture a black box that denies alternative lines of inquiry any right to peer inside, offer a competing diagnosis, or clear enough ideological debris that the suggestion of another course of action is treated as a misguided absurdity.  The fundamental problem with the argument for space colonization is its willingness to reduce the richness of political contest and the complexity of the world system to a few trans-historical principles, as if history was written in advance. Armed with their neat little graphs depicting the laws of scarcity, handbooks for capitalist development, and a blind faith in technological progress, the forward-thinking misanthropes responsible for perpetuating this militarization of ecological science clothe themselves in the shoddiest of intellectual garments in pursuit of their ambition to preempt the entire social, political, and ecological future of the world. 

The Neo-Malthusians lack historical perspective, flawing their studies.

Aligica 09 – Senior Research Fellow at the Mercatus Center, a faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, and an adjunct fellow at the Hudson Institute (Paul Dragos, Electronic Journal of Sustainable Development, V1 Iss. 3, “JULIAN SIMON AND THE "LIMITS TO GROWTH" NEO-MALTHUSIANISM”, http://www.ejsd.org/public/journal_article/16)

One of the main problems with the “limits to growth” movement was in Simon’s view what he called “the lack of historical perspective.” The neo-Malthusian doomsayers, he explained, usually avoid confronting historical experience by saying that their interest is the future rather than the past. But neglect of the past is utterly unscientific. To be valid, science must be based on experience founded on empirical data; all sound theories ultimately derive from experience and must be tested against it. Simon was keen to note that most people do not know the relevant facts about the trends they are talking about. Yet, the state of the present-day situation cannot be comprehended if one has no idea of what the terms of comparison with the past are.

A good example is the problem of the real price of resources, a problem implicit in many neo-Malthusian arguments. The historical reality is that these prices were higher in the past than now. Or to be more precise – and in the spirit of Simon’s approach –, the reality is that, more often than not, the assumption that the prices will be lower over time, and that the longer the time period examined, the more likely that will be the case, has been correct. But to construct and validate that piece of knowledge requires not only data but also complicated operations like adjusting for inflation. That makes the opinions about resource scarcity susceptible to misinformation because of the difficulty of checking the ongoing rhetoric against the real trends. The lack of historical perspective is revealed also by the practice of extrapolating from conjunctural trends. This is the practice of looking only at a limited time horizon and then extrapolating from a conjunctural or accidental downturn a bleak future. However, if one looks at the long-run historical trends used typically for that purpose, the downturn is “only a blip on the line.” Thus, the lack of historical perspective is amplified by the inability to make the distinction between the long run and the short run. Yet, that distinction is crucial for the understanding of trends and global phenomena. For instance, a negative on the short run may be a positive in the long run. What on the short run may look like overpopulation, in the long run may be a condition for a deeper division of labor and consequently for a higher standard of living. The lack of historical perspective leads to the misunderstanding of both the present and the future (Simon 1999, p. 34). 

The failure to think of resources as an open system crushes the aff’s inevitability claims

Aligica 09 – Senior Research Fellow at the Mercatus Center, a faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, and an adjunct fellow at the Hudson Institute (Paul Dragos, Electronic Journal of Sustainable Development, V1 Iss. 3, “JULIAN SIMON AND THE "LIMITS TO GROWTH" NEO-MALTHUSIANISM”, http://www.ejsd.org/public/journal_article/16)

Another conceptual error identified by Simon at the core of the “limits to growth” ideology was the result of a deeply engrained but highly defective way of thinking about resources. More precisely, the tendency to think of resources as given, autonomous of human productive and creative forces, as if they were independent of human action, and impervious to transformation through technology, choice, and inventiveness (Simon 1999). This “closed system” perspective prepares the way to seduction by neo-Malthusian logic. The “limits to growth” discourse about resources and population has been dominated by the concept of fixity or finiteness of resources. In intellectual history terms, one may say that that is a Malthusian notion. But whether these are ideas that defined Malthus’ own thought is up for dispute. Most Malthus scholars would probably argue that neo-Malthusianism evolved from some core ideas developed by Malthus but pushed those ideas beyond thresholds that would have been crossed by Malthus himself.  Moreover, wrote Simon, the concept of fixity or finiteness of resources is probably an anthropological constant—a way of thinking that comes naturally to humans. Because most of the things humans like, desire, or need are fixed in the short run, this logic becomes a “natural” way of thinking. One additional reason for the bias toward the closeness assumption might be a combination of epistemic and psychological factors. Many people may find it preferable to adopt a closed-system vision because of “a natural abhorrence of the loose-endedness of an open system” (Simon 1996, p.78-79).

Irrespective of origins, there is a temptation to consider resources in terms of closed systems. From there, a sense of doom and gloom is inevitable. Simon notes, however, that once resources are seen not in isolation but in relationship with humans and as part of an open and dynamic system, the apparent problem dissolves (Simon 1996, p. 71–83). A sound approach to the problem of resources should be framed in terms of open—not closed—systems. The open-system approach implies optimism. Yet the closed-system vision is tempting because it gives the illusion of easy, calculable, and uncontroversial scientific results.  As a parenthesis one should note that an excellent example in this respect is the “I = P × A × T”  equation, i.e. the formalization of the notion that the Human Impact (I) on the environment equals the product of population (P), affluence (A– consumption per capita) and technology (T –environmental impact per unit of consumption). But assessing such “closed-system” models, Simon asked, “Where is the relevant boundary for our material world?” The ontology implied in creation and discovery in a universe populated not only by matter but also by ideas is different from the ontology assumed by the standard neo-Malthusian logic. 

The affirmative poses themselves as social masters, capable of forcing mass populations to colonize the stars.  This is rooted in a fear of anarchy and skews their understanding of resource statistics.

Aligica 09 – Senior Research Fellow at the Mercatus Center, a faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, and an adjunct fellow at the Hudson Institute (Paul Dragos, Electronic Journal of Sustainable Development, V1 Iss. 3, “JULIAN SIMON AND THE "LIMITS TO GROWTH" NEO-MALTHUSIANISM”, http://www.ejsd.org/public/journal_article/16)

That ties in well with a misplaced faith in planning and control. That faith, wrote Simon, usually comes from fear of anarchy in the absence of a strong central authority. The temptation to dismiss these fears as mere atavistic needs for control should be resisted. Fear of anarchy is a very powerful force in social life. Most of the time it is embodied in the dream of organizing an economy through a simple hierarchical system of central planning, in which all the problems are miraculously solved. That is why, argues Simon, the fight against the mirage of central planning starts with understanding the complexity of patterns of social coordination, cooperation, and collective action. Following Hayek (1955), one could better understand how centralized control in society affects social order. Both Hayek’s logic and the historical evidence of socialist experiments demonstrated the limits of the central planning and monocentric social systems. Market arrangements, imperfect as they may be, are more functional and better problem solvers. But the arguments that lead to this conclusion are subtle, and difficult to defend, so “it is not surprising that even well-educated laypersons often have not thought them through and do not understand them” (Simon 1999, pp. 39–40).

The notion of a centrally directed social order brings with it an implicit elitism. Simon rejected the notion that social elites should act as central planners for the less-educated masses who need guidance in their daily lives because they are unable to make sense of the great picture by themselves. He suspected that this implicit assumption fueled the attitude of many intellectuals and educated people. Yet, these people are rarely open enough, while being politically astute enough, to admit to their belief that “trained intellects” should have an assured position of control in society. Their lack of confidence in the abilities of the poor to run their own lives is a function of their own ignorance of daily resourcefulness, creativity, and ingenuity of people in day-to-day business, and that the uneducated and poor “can really create resources by way of creating new ideas”. Failing to understand these simple facts betrays a flawed understanding of society and becomes yet another powerful impediment to clear thinking about population and resources issues (Simon 1999, pp. 41). 

An aff ballot would be an endorsement of an immoral intellectual stance that justifies Nazism, eugenics and compulsory sterilization

Aligica 09 – Senior Research Fellow at the Mercatus Center, a faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, and an adjunct fellow at the Hudson Institute (Paul Dragos, Electronic Journal of Sustainable Development, V1 Iss. 3, “JULIAN SIMON AND THE "LIMITS TO GROWTH" NEO-MALTHUSIANISM”, http://www.ejsd.org/public/journal_article/16)

But, in the end, the problem is not that a transformation has taken place and a rearrangement of the value system has been instituted. The real problem is that the new system is incoherent and that in the absence of a minimal consistency, it descends into arbitrary anti-humanism. This is illustrated by a resurgence of the doctrine of “lives that are not worth living.” That is, a return to a tenet of the old eugenics and population control tradition (Simon 1996, p. 553). Eugenics encompasses not only the beliefs that the human race can, and should, be improved by selective breeding but also an implicit concept of lives that are “not worth living.” To be sure, eugenics comes in many guises and varieties: as population control in the poor countries and among poor persons, as a tenet of the Nazi ideology, in policies encouraging reproduction among high-income, high-education groups and discouraging it among others, in Malthusian and neo-Malthusian programs, and in various forms of preemptive eugenics (Simon 1996, p. 554). This identification of a hard core eugenics element touched on one of the deepest and most sensitive points in the debate about the “limits to growth,” population control authors: what is the value of a person’s life? If preemptive eugenics is practiced, what is to be lost? (Simon 1996, pp. 558–62). The problem was reformulated by Paul Ehrlich as a version of Pascal’s Wager: “If population control is undertaken and is successful in preventing births, but it turns out to be unnecessary, then what is lost?” (Ehrlich 1968, pp. 197–98). Once the issue is framed this way, values get a renewed salience because one’s answer to Ehrlich’s question obviously depends upon one’s values. “If you value additional human lives, and some lives are unnecessarily prevented from being lived, that is an obvious loss” (Simon 1996, pp. 561–62).

Simon went further. For him, the Ehrlich argument “boils down to an inverted (or perverted) Golden Rule: do unto others—prevent their existence—what you are glad no one did to you” (Simon 1996, p.  562). Simon’s analysis also reveals a structural identity between the eugenics position and the “compassion” shown by special interest groups and legislators when they use the government “to take taxpayers money in order to give it to some other persons or activities whom they think deserving.” This is “charity on the cheap”—“doing good without having to sacrifice from your own pocket to pay for it.” The “saving the environment,” population-control approach seems to be based on the same logic. That is to say that developed to its final conclusion, the argument also reveals something that looks like a deep hypocrisy on behalf of the promoters of preemptive eugenics (irrespective of the way the concept is operationalized in practice: marriage restriction, compulsory sterilization etc.). Sacrificing lives that might be lived and enjoyed “without first showing the way by sacrificing their own lives,” which most probably “they would claim are too valuable to be sacrificed,” sounds like a hypocritical and immoral position (Simon 1976, p. 562). 

It’s a slippery slope; Malthusian doomsday predictions inadvertently advocate eugenics in the form of sterilization of the poor

Aligica 09 – Senior Research Fellow at the Mercatus Center, a faculty fellow at the James Buchanan Center for Political Economy at George Mason University, and an adjunct fellow at the Hudson Institute (Paul Dragos, Electronic Journal of Sustainable Development, V1 Iss. 3, “JULIAN SIMON AND THE "LIMITS TO GROWTH" NEO-MALTHUSIANISM”, http://www.ejsd.org/public/journal_article/16)

It seems that a troublesome egocentrism infuses the attitude and reasons of precisely those who claim to be animated by the most selfless and generous sentiments. Yet, in most cases there is a method in madness. To get its clue it is necessary to look at how the risk factors are perceived and defined by the “limits to growth” authors. It is clear that they see dangers from the unique perspective of their own persons and interests. In the end, the epistemics of risk assessment becomes secondary. Everything is a story about self-preservation and well-being of their own persons (Simon 1996, p. 565).  People with that attitude are prepared to sacrifice massive benefits to others in order to reduce low-probability risks to themselves. The fact that doomsayers are prone to make out of proportion risk evaluations, in which the dangers tend to be exaggerated, might not be a problem as long as those exaggerations affect only them. However, the exaggerations affect other groups in ways the doomsayers do not seem to care about. One thing leads to another and an exaggerated gloomy forecast of natural resources availability may lead to eugenics implications for groups that have nothing to do either with the resources or the evaluation. This lack of proportion in thought, resulting from egocentrism doubled by an incorrect assessment of the trends and the resulting hysteria, were always just steps away from advocating eugenics. The justification that it is good for the unborn not to live, especially if at birth the child will become part of a poor society or underprivileged group, is a very troubling argument because it leads to slippery slopes with all sorts of implications for humanity and life on Earth. 

***ALT/FRAMEWORK 
Alt—Demilitarize space thought

The alternative is to view space as an opportunity to serve the universal good of humanity rather than the interests of the elite

Dickens 10 – Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies, University of Cambridge (Peter, November, “The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?”, http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end) 
But humanizing outer space can be for good as well as for ill. It can either, as is now happening, be in a form primarily benefiting those who are already in positions of economic, social, and military power. Or humanization can be something much more positive and socially beneficial. What might this more progressive form of cosmic humanization look like?

Most obviously, the technology allowing a human presence in the cosmos would be focused mainly on earthly society. There are many serious crises down here on Earth that have urgent priority when considering the humanization of outer space. First, there is the obvious fact of social inequalities and resources. Is $2 billion and upwards to help the private sector find new forms of space vehicles really a priority for public funding, especially at a time when relative social inequalities and environmental conditions are rapidly worsening? The military-industrial complex might well benefit, but it hardly represents society as a whole. This is not to say, however, that public spending on space should be stopped. Rather, it should be addressed toward ameliorating the many crises that face global society. Satellites, for example, have helped open up phone and Internet communications for marginalized people, especially those not yet connected by cable. Satellites, including satellites manufactured by capitalist companies, can also be useful for monitoring climate change and other forms of environmental crisis such as deforestation and imminent hurricanes. They have proved useful in coordinating humanitarian efforts after natural disasters. Satellites have even been commissioned by the United Nations to track the progress of refugees in Africa and elsewhere

So outer space technology can be used for tackling a number of immediate social and political issues. But these strategies do not add up to a philosophy toward outer space and the form humanization should take. Here again, the focus should be on the development of humanity as a whole, rather than sectional interests. First, outer space, its exploration and colonization, should be in the service of some general public good. Toward this end, the original intentions of the 1967 UN Outer Space Treaty should be restored. Outer space should not be owned or controlled by any economic, social, and political vested interest. The cosmos should not, in other words, be treated as an extension of the global environment, one to be owned and exploited. We have seen enough of this attitude and its outcomes to know what the result would be. Spreading private ownership to outer space would only reproduce social and environmental crises on a cosmic scale.
The Ancient Greek philosopher Diogenes (412-323 BCE) was once asked where he came from. “I am a citizen of the Cosmos,” he replied. All of us are, and should consider ourselves citizens of the cosmos. It belongs to all of us. But this does not necessarily mean our physical presence in the cosmos and travelling vast distances into the solar system, often creating formidable hazards. It means much more: creating an understanding of the cosmos and our place within it. The cosmos is important for human identity. Knowledge of the cosmos can provide humanity with at least provisional answers to some fundamental questions. How did we get here? What is humanity’s place in the cosmos? How is the structure of the universe developing? Is there life elsewhere? In what ways are humans, and other entities, part of the cosmos? What cosmic processes can we actually observe on an everyday basis?

Alt—Study
Space provides an opportunity to challenge globalization—the way we study and understand space is key

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

As well as considering ongoing events in outer space politics (such as cooperation, militarization and commercialization), this text explores the ways in which we continue to evaluate and develop conceptual frameworks to help us understand outer space politics. This chapter furthers the engagement with how political ideas are reconceptualized in relation to outer space, and also how outer space has implications for our understanding of those political ideas. The ways in which we approach the study of outer space politics helps to construct the meanings by which it is imbued, and to suggest ways of developing our theoretical approaches. 

One area in which outer space both challenges traditional political notions and also political and legal practice is in the definition and practice of sovereignty. This chapter argues that Westphalian sovereignty (also "modern" or "classical" sovereignty), which delineates a clear relationship between sovereignty, territory and the state, does not conceptually grasp sovereignty in outer space (and by a normative account, how sovereignty should and could be transforming). As such I argue that sovereignty has been "unbundled" in ourer space, both practically through legal approaches which allow for a different relationship between sovereignty, territory and the state, and also theoretically in terms of leaving open the potential to reconceptualize sovereignty in a way that better embraces sovereignty in a globalized world (and indeed, going one step further, in a world where not all politics even occur within the "globe", i.e. in outer space). 

The challenge to traditional notions of sovereignty can be seen partly as a product of (and reconstitutive of) globalization, whereby transterritorial issues and the "shrinking" of the planet challenge the straightforward relationship between sovereignty, territory and the state.! The reality of space exploration can be seen as another rad ical and unique issue-area in which theoretical approaches to "global" politics must be reconceived. This chapter explores the ways in which outer space poses unique challenges to conceptual and legal approaches to governance. I also argue that there may also be a dialectical relationship between territorially-based politics and outer space politics, whereby notions of sovereignty are mutually reconstituting globalization and its conceptual challenge to classical notions of sovereignty. 

Alt—Critical Geography of Space
Critical geopolitics allow us to challenge the assumptions about space that justify dominance and violence

MacDonald 07, Fraser MacDonald, Professor of Anthropology, Geography, and Environmental Studies at Melbourne University in Australia, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography,” Progress in Human Geography, 2007, Pages 592-615.
Stephen Graham, following Eyal Weizmann, has argued that geopolitics is a ﬂat discourse (Weizmann, 2002; Graham, 2004: 12). It attends to the cartographic horizontality of terrain rather than a verticality that cuts through the urban landscape from the advantage of orbital supremacy. Just as, for Graham, a critical geopolitics must urgently consider this new axis in order to challenge the practices and assumptions of urbicide, so too – I would argue – it must lift its gaze to the politics of the overhead. Our interest in the vertical plane must extend beyond terrestrial perspectives; we must come to terms with the everyday realities of space exploration and domination as urgent subjects of critical geographical inquiry. A prerequisite for this agenda is to overcome our sense of the absurdity and oddity of space, an ambivalence that has not served human geography well. The most obvious entry point is to think systematically about some of the more concrete expressions of outer space in the making of Earthly geographies. For instance, many of the high-proﬁle critical commentaries on the recent war in Iraq, even those written from geographical perspectives, have been slow to address the orbital aspects of military supremacy (see, for instance, Harvey, 2003; Gregory, 2004; Retort, 2005). Sufﬁce to say that, in war as in peace, space matters on the ground, if indeed the terrestrial and the celestial can be sensibly individuated in this way. 

There is also, I think, scope for a wider agenda on the translation of particular Earthly historical geographies into space, just as there was a translation of early occidental geographies onto imperial spaces. When Donald Rumsfeld talks of a ‘Space Pearl Harbor’, there is plainly a particular set of historicogeographical imaginaries at work that give precedence, in this case, to American experience. Rumsfeld has not been slow to invoke Pearl Harbor, most famously in the aftermath of 11 September 2001; notably, in all these examples – Hawaii in 1941; New York in 2001; and the contemporary space race – there lurks the suggestion of a threat from the East. 9 All of this is a reminder that the colonization of space, rather than being a decisive and transcendent break from the past, is merely an extension of long-standing regimes of power. As Peter Redfield succinctly observed, to move into space is ‘a form of return’: it represents ‘a passage forward through the very pasts we might think we are leaving behind’ (Redfield, 2002: 814). This line of argument supports the idea that space is part and parcel of the Earth’s geography (Cosgrove, 2004:222). We can conceive of the human geography of space as being, in the words of Doreen Massey, ‘the sum of relations, connections, embodiments and practices’ (Massey, 2005: 8). She goes on to say that ‘these things are utterly everyday and grounded, at the same time as they may, when linked together, go around the world’. To this we might add that they go around and beyond the world. The ‘space’ of space is both terrestrial and extraterrestrial: it is the relation of the Earth to its firmament. Lisa Parks and Ursul a Biemann have described our relationship with orbits as being ‘about up linking and down linking, [the] translation [of] signals, making exchanges with others and positioning the self ’ (Parks and Biemann, 2003). It is precisely this relational conception of space that might helpfully animate a revised geographical understanding of the Outer Earth. 

As has already been made clear, this sort of project is by no means new. Just as astropolitics situates itself within a Mackinderian geographical tradition, so a critical geography of outer space can draw on geography’s earlymodern cosmographical origins, as well as on more recent emancipatory perspectives that might interrogate the workings of race, class, gender and imperialism. Space is already being produced in and through Earthly regimes of power in ways that undoubtedly threaten social justice and democracy. A critical geography of space, then, is not some far-fetched or indulgent distraction from the ‘real world’; Fraser MacDonald: Anti-Astropolitik outer space and the orbit of geography 611 rather, as critical geographers we need to think about the contest for outer space as being constitutive of numerous familiar operations, not only in respect of international relations and the conduct of war, but also to the basic infrastructural maintenance of the state and to the lives of its citizenry. 

Geography is already well placed to think about these things; there are many well worn lines of geographical critique that have their parallel in space. For instance, there are pressing ‘environmental’ questions about the pollution of Earth’s orbit with space ‘junk’, a development which is seriously compromising the sustainable use of Lower Earth Orbit. This high-speed midden, already of interest to archaeologists (see Gorman, 2005), is coming up for its 50th anniversary in 2007, after the launch of the Russian satellite Sputnik on 4 October 1957. Since then, the sheer variety and number of discarded objects is remarkable. From lens caps to astronaut faeces, the number of orbiting articles greater than 10 cm in diameter currently being tracked is over 9000 (Brearley, 2005: 9). The ability to think critically about nature conservation and heritage policy – another aspect of the geographer’s remit – may also have an extraterrestrial transference, as wilderness and ‘ﬁrst contact’ paradigms look set to be mobilized in space (Cockell and Horneck, 2004; Roger s , 2004; Spennemann, 2004) . One might further speculate that the economic geography of outer space would be a rich, if as yet undeveloped, avenue of inquiry. A cultural and historical geography of space also offers numerous ﬂights of fancy, from questions of astronautical embodiment to the politics of planetary representation. All of this is to say that a geography of outer space should be a broad undertaking, aside from the obvious project of a critical geo/astropolitics. 

Lastly, a critical geography must not be overly pessimistic, nor must it relinquish an engagement with space technology on the grounds that this has, to date, been driven largely by military agendas. The means of our critique may require us to adopt such technologies, or at least to ask what opportunities they present for praxis. One thinks here of various forms of playful and subversive activism, experiment and art-event that have knowingly toyed with space hardware (Triscott and la Frenais, 2005; Spacearts, 2006). GPS receivers can help us think reﬂexively about position (Parks, 2001); remote sensing can be used to explore political conditions in the world (Parks and Biemann, 2003); amateur radio-telescopy can help us reconceptualize space by attuning us to the sonorous qualities of its scientiﬁc ‘data’ (Radioqualia, 2003); even rocket science can still carry utopian freight (Chalcraft, 2006). Through such means, can space be given a truly human geography.

Alt—Humanize, not colonize
Space technology, under the proper motive, can be hugely beneficial to society—we should strive towards cooperation rather than colonization

Dickens 10, Peter Dickens, Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies, University of Cambridge, “The Humanization of the Cosmos – to what end?” Monthly Review, November 2010, Vol. 62, Issue 2, Start Page 13.
But humanizing outer space can be for good as well as for ill. It can either, as is now happening, be in a form primarily benefiting those who are already in positions of economic, social, and military power. Or humanization can be something much more positive and socially beneficial. What might this more progressive form of cosmic humanization look like?

Most obviously, the technology allowing a human presence in the cosmos would be focused mainly on earthly society. There are many serious crises down here on Earth that have urgent priority when considering the humanization of outer space. First, there is the obvious fact of social inequalities and resources. Is $2 billion and upwards to help the private sector find new forms of space vehicles really a priority for public funding, especially at a time when relative social inequalities and environmental conditions are rapidly worsening? The militaryindustrial complex might well benefit, but it hardly represents society as a whole. This is not to say, however, that public spending on space should be stopped. Rather, it should be addressed toward ameliorating the many crises that face global society. Satellites, for example, have helped open up phone and Internet communications for marginalized people, especially those not yet connected by cable. Satellites, including satellites manufactured by capitalist companies, can also be useful for monitoring climate change and other forms of environmental crisis such as deforestation and imminent hurricanes. They have proved useful in coordinating humanitarian efforts after natural disasters. Satellites have even been commissioned by the United Nations to track the progress of refugees in Africa and elsewhere
So outer space technology can be used for tackling a number of immediate social and political issues. But these strategies do not add up to a philosophy toward outer space and the form humanization should take. Here again, the focus should be on the development of humanity as a whole, rather than sectional interests. First, outer space, its exploration and colonization, should be in the service of some general public good. Toward this end, the original intentions of the 1967 UN Outer Space Treaty should be restored. Outer space should not be owned or controlled by any economic, social, and political vested interest. The cosmos should not, in other words, be treated as an extension of the global environment, one to be owned and exploited. We have seen enough of this attitude and its outcomes to know what the result would be. Spreading private ownership to outer space would only reproduce social and environmental crises on a cosmic scale.
Framework—Reps First

Discourse about Space organizes its material reality—prioritize representations

Bormann 9 (Natalie, Visiting Assistant Professor at the Department of Political Science. Prior to her affiliation with Northeastern University she held a position at the Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University, “A spatial reading of US weaponisation of space” From Securing Our Space” Pg. 86-88) RF

The representation of a ‘battlefield’ and combat in and through space is certainly contingent in our reading of key documents; for instance, in 2001, the US Space Commission evoked the powerful image that the US is an ‘attractive candidate for another Pearl Harbor’ in space, making the case that weapons in space were needed to counter perceived US vulnerabilities in form of an attack on a virtual US territory and habitat in space. Further examples for the ways in which claims to spatiality are deeply implicated in the forging of US space weaponisation abound; they range from mapping outer space as a ‘final frontier’, the ‘ultimate high ground’, or a space that follows ‘the rules of the road’ for which there is a ‘space road map’. One finds these discourses generally embedded within the logic of the our/their space nexus coupled with the attributes of defending our space versus an offending other that allow for the drawing of the boundaries around space. In 2004, US Strategic Command (2004) contemplated that the first step in space control is identifying exactly what’s in orbit around the Earth, who it belongs to, and its mission. It goes on to claim that space control involves the ability to ‘ensure our use of space while denying the use to our adversaries. And lastly, the US National Space Policy of 1996 narrates a story along similar lines when it proposes the need to assure that ‘hostile forces cannot prevent our use of space’. How does this matter? I argue that the task of tracing these constructions of spatiality, the meaning-giving of the ‘material’ as reality, is vital for the direction space policies have taken (and will continue to take). There is no spatiality – as produced in the aforementioned examples – that is not organised by the determination of frontiers and boundaries that in turn determine the space ‘inside’ these drawn lines. The virtual function of space weapons is what has allowed for the process of ‘drawing’ and mapping around ‘our space’, and has allowed for ‘stationing’ weapons to control, patrol and defend along a virtual territory with virtual frontiers (the extend of which has been determined by the reach of technology). The construction of a space of a certain kind, and the protection of its ‘new’ frontiers, is what precedes its weaponisation; it is what renders it meaningful. If we assume the construction of space, as opposed to the notion that space can be explored, then we need to ask: what has informed this process? What turns space into a battlefield? Military space and permanent war in space ‘[War] now takes place in “aero-electro-magnetic space”. It is equivalent to the birth of a new type of flotilla, a home fleet, of a new type of naval power, but in orbital space’ (Virilio 2000b). What should be clear by now is that material space is pre-constructed. According to Virilio, it is the technical that precedes the spatial. The possibility of new military technology underpins the ways we invent and organise our environment, geographies and landscapes. And it is the effects of technology which produces outer space as a place and authorises contingent action in support of weaponisation. This is not to suggest that technologies have an existence of and on their own and independent of social practice; of course, technology cannot be studied in isolation (see Bourdieu 1992).

Framework—Psychology First

Colonizing and militarizing outser space also requires a militarization of the psyche—this is what makes unending global imperialism possible—it’s psychology, not material factors—that matter

Orr 04, Jackie Orr, from the department f sociology at Syracuse University, “The Militarization of Inner Space,” Critical Sociology, March 2004, volume 2, issue 30, pg. 451-481.
The editorial warns: "This war against terrorism, should it come, is intended to mark the official emergence of the United States as a full-fledged global empire, seizing sole responsibility and responsibility as planetary policemen." 7 , the militarization of outer space is an essential component of Full Spectrum Dominance, and if the so-called 'war against terrorism' must be situated within broader U.S. ambitions for global empire,8 it is perhaps useful for today's civilian-soldier to wonder just how wide and deep is a "full spectrum" of dominance? What borders must be crossed to fully dominate such an infinity of space? Perhaps the domination of outer space in the interests of militarized technologies and intelligence requires the militarization of a somewhat more covert spatial territory -a territory more spectral, less smoothly operationalized but no less necessary to global dominion. What happens in that elusive terrain of 'inner space' as outer space becomes an overt field for fully militarized command posts? Is the 'inner' psychic terrain of today's U.S. civilian-soldier another battlefield on the way to full spectrum dominance of the globe? What kind of militarized infrastructure is needed 'inside' the soldierly civilian called upon to support the establishment of military superiority across the spectrum of spaces 'outside'? To what extent might Full Spectrum Dominance depend intimately on commanding 'space power' in both outer and inner space? The psychology of the civilian-soldier, the networks of everyday emotional and perceptual relations, constitute an 'inner space' that is today, I suggest, one volatile site of attempted military occupation. But the occupying forces I'm concerned with here are not those of an invasive, enemy 'other.' Rather, a partial and urgent history of attempts by the U.S. government, media, military, and academy to enlist the psychological life of U.S. citizens as a military asset -this is the embodied story that occupies me here. The militarization of inner space, a complex, discontinuous story that nowhere crystallizes into the clear knot of conspiracy but which leaves 20th its uneven traces throughout the scattered archives of the century United States, is now as it has been before a major concern of those most responsible for the business of war. Militarization, defined by historian Michael Geyer as "the contradictory and tense social process in which civil society organizes itself for the production of violence," constitutes at its core a border-crossing between military and civilian institutions, activities I aims (1989: 79). The militarization of inner space can be conceived, 1, as the psychological organization of civil society for the production of violence, an important feature of a broader -tense and contradictory -social process. It got my intention to reify 'psychology' or psychological processes as if they would be separated from social, historical, or economic contexts. Quite the contrary. By naming the constructed 'inner space' of psychological activities increasingly militarized -with the events of September 11 serving as an accelerator and intensifier of processes that are by no means new - my purpose is to deepen a critical sociological commitment to contesting the :e' of psychology as the radically social matter of political struggle, as radically material weapon of war. Or its refusal. While I refer to this psychological space as 'inner,' it of course is not exclusively individual, and is never confined to a neat interiority. Inner space both produces and is produced by deeply social ways of seeing, profoundly cultural technologies of perception. And though I want to reject notion of a homogeneous collective psyche, I do want to conjure or condense sociality and historicity of psychology spaces. Psychological space occupies a difficult borderland, a 'between-space' where the question human confusions of what is 'inner' and 'outer' are repetitiously experienced, and consciously and unconsciously lived. Indeed, the space psychology is the very site where everyday sensations of what's 'inside' no what's 'outside,' what's 'them' and what's 'us,' what feels safe and seems fatally frightening are culturally (re)produced or resisted; it is tensely border-conscious space. The politics of borders -how they're and unmade, what they come to mean -is one shifting center politics of nationalism, of language, of memory, of race, gender, of terror. What has come in the modern West to be called the ‘logical' plays a dramatic, power-charged role within each of these sled political fields. The militarization of psychological space can be led then as a strategic set if psychological border operations aimed at the militarization of civil society for the production of violence. The historically-specific confusion and re-configuration of the borders between the psyche of the soldier and of the civilian, between the practice psychology and the prosecution of war, is the topic of several recently led studies of World War II and its Cold War aftermath. "New languages for speaking about subjectivity," writes Nikolas Rose, emerged World War II to address the new consensus that "[w]inning was to require a concerted attempt to understand and govern) subjectivity of the citizen." Research on 'attitudes' and 'personality,' on recently developed techniques of public opinion polling; and at managing both military and civilian beliefs and behaviors. The human psyche itself became "a possible domain for systematic government in the pursuit of socio-political ends" (Rose 1996: x, 21, 7). According to historian Laura McEnaney, with the end of the war and the rise of the U.S. national security state, the "ambient militarism" of Cold War U.S. culture translated the very meaning of national security into a "perception, a state of mind" -a profoundly psychological state in which the civilian psyche became a difficult but pervasive variable in military planning (2000: 39, 12-15). Ellen Herman's chronicle of the imbrications of psychological concepts and expertise into the textures of everyday life in post-World War II U.S. society, recounts how efforts at "mass emotional control" in the name of national security led, by the late 1960s, to an unprecedented blurring of boundaries between public policy and private emotions (1995: 241-242). Today, one important contributing factor to civilian-soldiers' willingness to serve may be a sanctioned ignorance of this history of previous campaigns to effectively mobilize 'inner space' in the interests of war and the organized production of violence. Remembering the militarization of psychic space as part of the full spectrum of tactics deployed in 20th century warfare may help us better grasp the multiple dimensions of danger in the present, post -September 11 contagion of terrors. "[W]hat one remembers of the past and how one remembers it depend on the social and cultural resources to which one has access," writes Fred Turner in his recent history of collective memory-making, cultural trauma, and the Vietnam war (1996: xii). Consider this text as one attempt to apply the resources of a critical sociology to a more public remembering of how the inner space of psychology has been already a calculated battlefield, a terrain of cultural combat where the measure of victory includes the possibility, or impossibility, of remembering that a fight took place. If, as Turner suggests, "memory takes place simultaneously in the individual psyche and in the social domain," then what I (want to) recall is intimately tied to what you (are able to) remember (1996: xi). The psychic space of memory is a cultural and collective landscape -nobody moves around there all alone. Is it possible for a critical sociology today to mobilize its scholarly and psychic resources to disrupt what Stephen Pfohl has called "the hegemonic rhythms of public memory in the USA Today" (1992: 42)? Can a contemporary critical sociology -remembering its own insurgent origins 9 -contribute to counter hegemonic memories that are more public and more powerful? An orbiting U.S. doctrine of Full Spectrum Dominance calls for critical terrestrial practices of full spectrum de-militarization. Economy. Culture. Society. Psyche. Perhaps it's time for a few collective flashbacks. How would it be to publicly remember the civilian-soldier as a central, contested figure of 20 century hot and cold wars? What difference could it make to re-frame and refuse today's 'war against terrorism' as the most recent theater of operations for securing the psychological organization of civil society for the manufacture of mass violence? Insisting on the productive border-crossing between the past and present tense, asking you live briefly in the question of the boundaries between 'then' and 'now,' text tries to contribute to an effective history of the present -one that might arrive in time for the fight for less terrorizing future spaces. 10 
***IMPACTS

Impact—biopolitics

Space weapons solidify the biopolitical control of the state and deny sovereignty to any challengers

Havercroft and Duvall 9 (Jonathan, Ph.D. Minnesota) specializes in political theory. His primary research focus is on the historical transformation of sovereignty in the discourses of political philosophy from the 17th century to the present. He has also published essays grappling with conceptions of freedom, power, and sovereignty in early modern and contemporary political thought. His work has appeared in Constellations and Review of International Studies, and Raymond, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Critical astropolitics: The geopolitics of space control and the transformation of state sovereignty” From Securing Outer Space, pg. 53-54) RF
In light of Foucault's incisive analysis, focusing on how new technologies will alter the balance of power between sovereign states is precisely the wrong way to theorize the astropolitical impact of space weapons. Instead we should focus on the bio-political aspects of space weaponization along two axes: the management of populations and the disciplining/subjection of individuals. On the population axis of biopolitics, the ability to project force to any point on Earth constimtes all the Earth's inhabitants as a single population to be governed through surveillance and management. The possessor of space weapons, through its ability to potentially project force at all of the Earth's inhabitants, in effect gains a monopoly on the means of violence over all of the earth. This leads to a dramatic re-ordering of the mode of protection that governs the international system, As opposed to the internal monopoly of yiolence and external anarchy of rectl-statin" and the internal division of powers and external symmetrical binding of foderal-repllb1icanism, space-based empire has an external monopoly on violence that asymmetrically binds all people and institutions, including states, together under the hegemony of the imperial center. Again following Foucault, however, the most significam effect of this imperial cemer's power is nor apt to be its juridical capacity of imerdiction and sanction. Instead, the most consequential effects of this asymmetrical power relationship may be the ability of the imperial center to govern its subaltern subjects by altering their interests and re-constituting their identities. The imperial center may need to use its space weapons only as a last resort. Simply by possessing this monopoly on violence, the imperial center will be able to conduct the conduct of its subjects, including eli em states, in a manner that is amenable to the interests of the empire. 

On the individual axis, space weapons represent a powerful disciplinary capacity in the ability to target individuals with great precision. Many of the proposed weapons systems -most notably space-based lasers -are designed to project lethal force at very precise targets, even individuals. Presumably then a primary use of such weapons would be to destroy specific enemies of the imperial center. This ability to project force precisely to any point on Earth would have two political effects. First, it will strip all states that do 

not possess them of their ability to protect themselves from intervention by the space-based empire, and thereby vitiate their claims to sovereignty. Second, the sole possessor of space-based weapons will be able to govern the conduct of individuals.! This bio-political power over individual lives would be far more significant than the ability to merely punish and kill dissidents to imperial power. The possession of the power to target any individual, anywhere on Earth, on very short notice would give the possessor of these weapons unprecedented power to discipline these individual's interests and identities so that their actions comply with the will of the imperial center. 
Impact—bare life

The impact is bare life—by allowing the weaponization of space everyone becomes homo sacer, able to be targeted and destroyed at a moment’s notice at the will of the state

Havercroft and Duvall 9 (Jonathan, Ph.D. Minnesota) specializes in political theory. His primary research focus is on the historical transformation of sovereignty in the discourses of political philosophy from the 17th century to the present. He has also published essays grappling with conceptions of freedom, power, and sovereignty in early modern and contemporary political thought. His work has appeared in Constellations and Review of International Studies, and Raymond, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Critical astropolitics: The geopolitics of space control and the transformation of state sovereignty” From Securing Outer Space, pg. 54-55) RF

Agamben locates this intersection in the Ancient Roman figure of homo sacer, a person with "a capacity to be killed and yet not sacrificed, outside both human and divine law" (Agamben 1998: 73). The figure of homo sacer is a schism between one's political and biological lives. Homo sacer is "bare life," the biological aspect of the individual that exists outside the law and hence outside political subjectivity. The paradox of homo sacer is that the sovereign is the one who decides who homo sacer is, and as such the sovereign power that excludes "bare life" from the realm of political subjectivity also constitutes "bare life" as homo sacer. As such, the bio-political regime that Foucault distinguishes from the sovereign regime of power is actually constituted by the sovereign's capacity to exclude "bare life" from political subjectivity. Agamben links the figure of homo sacer with the production of social spaces in which individuals are stripped completely of their political subjectivity. In this social space of "the camp," "bare life" has no human rights at precisely the moment that he or she needs them most. Through the hegemonic waponization of space a new global regime of sovereignty emerges. One of the constitutive effects of a U.S. monopoly of space weapons is their capacity to ban specific individuals from the global rule of law, thereby constituting targets of these weapons as fully "bare life." So, one of the most pernicious effects of U.S. space control is the emergence of a global totalitarianism, herein the space-based empire has the capacity to kill, but not sacrifice, all who oppose its objectives. While it does not logically follow that by possessing this capacity a space-based empire would necessarily use it, the possibility that a space-based empire would use such a power is significantly increased because of the lack of potential counter-powers to protect the vulnerable human population and thereby to produce a realm beyond "bare life." 

Impact—imperial violence

The aff ends state sovereignty and gives the US imperial control over the entire world—no state would be safe from violent intervention

Havercroft and Duvall 9 (Jonathan, Ph.D. Minnesota) specializes in political theory. His primary research focus is on the historical transformation of sovereignty in the discourses of political philosophy from the 17th century to the present. He has also published essays grappling with conceptions of freedom, power, and sovereignty in early modern and contemporary political thought. His work has appeared in Constellations and Review of International Studies, and Raymond, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Critical astropolitics: The geopolitics of space control and the transformation of state sovereignty” From Securing Outer Space, pg. 55-56) RF

A final implication for state sovereignty of a singular U.S. project of space weaponization can be found through an engagement with the writings of Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri on Empire. They argue that the erosion of :'1e sovereignty of the modern territorial state does not mean that sovereignty as '.1ch has disappeared. Rather, they maintain that a new, globally diffuse form of sovereignty has emerged that is "composed of a series of national and supernational organisms united under a single logic of rule" (Hardt and Negri 2000: :..:ii), which they call Empire. There is no longer a single, centralized governing apparatus located and bounded in the territorial state, or in a state's (classical) .mperial intervention into and control over other political societies. Instead there are now a multitude of bio-political governing apparatuses that rule over the different facets of political subjects' existence. As Hardt and Negri remind .lS "Modern sovereignty has generally been conceived in terms of a (real or imagined) territory and the relation of that territory to its outside" (2000: 187). Under Empire "this dialectic of sovereignty between the civil order and the natural order has come to an end" (2000: 187). The sovereignty of Empire not only de-territorializes power, it also eliminates the boundary-drawing aspect of modern sovereignty that constitutes particular spaces politically as either inside or outside. Simply put, according to Hardt and Negri, under conditions of Empire "There Is No More Outside" (2000: 186).8 Space-weaponization is a material manifestation of Hardt and Negri's idea of imperial sovereignty as de-territorializing and boundary erasing. By possessing the capacity to project force from orbital space to any point on Earth, this new mode of destruction would make the two dominant modern modes of protection/security -the sovereign real-state and the liberal-republican federation -irrelevant. Neither the self-help of sovereign states nor the collective security of a pacific union could counteract or even deter the ability to project force from outer space. 

Without the ability to protect its territory and population from external threats, the sovereignty of the state would effectively wither away. In its place would emerge a new mode of protection/security, although calling it a mode of domination may be more appropriate (Agamben 1998). This mode space-based empire -would have a centralized authority constituted by those who controlled the space-based military infrastructure. However, because its capacity to govern would rest on its ability to project force to any point on 

Earth at a moment's notice, there would be no need for it to control territory. As such, this new form of imperial sovereignty would have three features not encountered in previous political forms. First, it would have a centralized locus of authority, while being de-territorialized in terms of what it governed. Second, it would asymmetrically bind all individuals and institutions, including nominal states, into a hierarchical relationship with the imperial center at the top. Finally it would possess a monopoly on the external violence between (then non-sovereign) states as well as the capacity to target any specific individual within a state at any point in time. Effectively, this space-based empire would possess sovereignty over the entire globe (Duvall and Havercroft 2008). 

Impact—Space Environment

Space is more fragile than the earth—exploration means we will make the same environmental mistakes we do on earth and render whole planets and orbits unusable

Williamson 03, (Mark Williamson is a space technology consultant,  “Ethics and the Protection of Space Environment”, sciencedirect.com. web. Space Policy , volume 12 , issue 1.)

By analogy with the early days of terrestrial environmentalism, we appear to be in the very early stages of realisation that the space environment has a value, and can be detrimentally affected by our activities. Indeed, in some ways, the space environment is more fragile than the Earth’s. Whereas the terrestrial environment has proved itself remarkably resilient, and able to regenerate once a destructive mechanism has been removed, parts of the space environment do not possess that advantage. For example, an orbit made inaccessible by a chain reaction of debris collisions could, depending on its altitude, remain inaccessible for millennia. Likewise, a planetary body such as the Earth’s Moon, which has no appreciable atmosphere, no weather and negligible tectonic activity, has no facility for environmental renewal. Unless we actively disturb them, the hardware left by the Apollo astronauts, and their footprints, will remain intact for millennia. However, to most people outside the space community— including otherwise intelligent and professional individuals—space is a limitless, alien void populated by huge and indestructible stars, a handful of barren planets and swarms of potentially dangerous comets and meteors. The space environment is hardly in need of protection, they might say; if anything, we on Earth are the ones in need of protection! Although those in the space community may have a more informed view than those outside, the majority is likely to need some persuading that the space environment is worth protecting for its own sake—for example, because parts of it may harbour simple forms of alien life, because they contain unique physical formations, or simply because they are beautiful. The question is one of perceived valueyand the answer lies in pragmatism. In pragmatic terms, the space environment is valuable because it has a use for commercial applications. So if, for example, geostationary orbit became unusable because of a build up of debris, there would be a significant financial impact on satellite operators. Of course, the space environment is also valuable from a scientific perspective and scientists have a vested interest in maintaining its relative purity (at least for the course of their study). Planetary scientists, for instance, are concerned about potential contamination of planetary bodies by visiting spacecraft, while ground-based astronomers are concerned at the potential disruption to observations at both optical and radio wavelengths from orbiting spacecraft. The issue for industrialists and scientists alike is that current attitudes could prejudice future activities. The potential of the debris-clogged orbit or the contaminated canyon are simply different manifestations of the same lack of understanding and appreciation; both eventualities call for protection of the respective resource. In addition to the pragmatic and aesthetic viewpoints, there is a philosophical consideration to the value question. It can be argued that the space environment is valuable because it represents freedom, by providing an almost unlimited expanse for mankind to explore, understand and, if he so wishes, to conquer. So if, for some reason, a part of that expanse—such as a planetary surface—became inaccessible, a part of that freedom would be lost. Placing a value on footprints and historic sites of exploration is difficult, but if it can be done for the Earth, it can be done for the Moon. Whether one’s stance is pragmatic or philosophical, the logic is clear: if the space environment is valuable, it is worthy of protection. The question is, of course, ‘to what extent should we protect the space environment?’ Should we regulate its use to protect it for future generations, or should we simply continue the laissez faire attitude of previous generations? It is questions such as these—the ‘should we’ questions—that have motivated some space professionals to consider drafting a code of ethics for the future development of space.

Impact—Space Weapons
Space weapons and technology sanitize and de-personalize war, making it more likely

Bormann 9 (Natalie, Visiting Assistant Professor at the Department of Political Science. Prior to her affiliation with Northeastern University she held a position at the Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University, “A spatial reading of US weaponisation of space” From Securing Our Space” Pg. 86-88) RF

The new technologies that allow us to penetrate outer space are producing new domains of experience and new modes of representations and perception. Now, that technology is deeply infatuated with current policies in outer space comes to no surprise, and we find ourselves amidst visions of ‘hyper-spectral imagery’, ‘advanced electro-optical warning sensors’ and ‘space-based radars and lasers’. While I am interested in these technologies of, and soon in, space I am even more interested in the ways in which they augment spatiality and accelerate claims to, and over, spatial authority. Thus, how do these technologies relate to space? Virilio is clear on this: to begin with, and to strip these technologies of their obfuscation, they shrink the planet (and space outwith the planet, the exoatmospheric); and they do so in two ways. First, Virilio insists that technologies lead to a doing away of spatial distance and the geo-strategic reference points that go with it. As the  Rumsfeld Commission put it quite aptly, ‘Space enters homes, businesses, schools, hospitals and government offices’ (US Space Commission 2001). To take this notion further and to include the idea of a space-based laser as an example, from any given spot in outer space we will be able to strike and destroy each other at any given point and at any given time. Space stops to matter. The author contends that technologies therefore lead space to suffer from ‘torsion and distortion, in which the most elementary reference points disappear one by one’ (Virilio 1991:30). The foreseeable deployment of a space-based laser, or, of a kinetic energy interceptor missile (designed to ‘hit and kill’ an incoming hostile missile) are testament to this sense of distortions insofar as space-based weapons would overcome the ‘location problem’ and the need of proximity close to target. As a recent study put it aptly, ‘interceptors fired from orbiting satellites could in principle defend the United States against ICBMs launched from anywhere on Earth […]. Their coverage would not be constraint by geography’. The Transformation Study Report of 27 April 2001, reflects similar sentiments, claiming that ‘Space capabilities are inherently global, unaffected by territorial boundaries or jurisdirectional limitations’ [emphasis added]. It follows from here that, second, technologies ‘reduce-distance-reduce-reaction-time’ – or, as Virilio puts it much more eloquently: not only does technology deterritorialise space it also de-personalises it (and us in our relation to space). No doubt, outer space plays a key role in the ‘real-time’ enhancement of military operations on a global scale. Satellites are not only used to spot targets as they emerge and transmit data but they also allow us to offset weapons that meet these targets anywhere and at any time – instantly. The swiftness blurs if not erases the assumed (and familiar) distinction between offence and defence, which affects our views on spatiality insofar as the image of the battlefield can now become ubiquitous: ‘Every place becomes the front line’ (Virilio 1991:132). Virilio further clarifies this for us; whereas in the past there was a sense that the ‘front’ is where the tanks are, now, he suggests, we assume that ‘where we find the satellites there is the fourth front’ (Virilio 2002:3). This is furthered and amplified by the US Air Force vision that calls for ‘prompt global strike space systems with the capability to directly apply force from or through Space against terrestrial targets’ (US Air Force Space Command 2003). And fast forward to the present, the Quadrennial Defense Review of 2006 is clear in its visualisation for Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance in which it seeks to establish what it aptly terms an ‘unblinking eye’ over the ‘battlespace’ that suggests the instant, constant and ‘persistent surveillance’ of US space in outer space (Quadrennial Defense Review 2006:55). For Virilio, this process of de-materialisation of space in outer space along these lines can turn into a de-realisation of the objectives of fighting and destruction, and as suggested by the problematic of proximity that this chapter addresses. There is no time left for reflecting on, and responding to, warfare and its mode of targeting, hitting, destruction and killing and, subsequently, no time to invent space differently. The author  expresses this as the ‘dematerialization of armaments, de-personalisation of command, de-realisation of the aims of war’ (Virilio 2000:87).

In an attempt to close the circle to the start of this chapter and draw the line back to the notion of an imagination of outer space as a battlefield – yet devoid of matter – consider the following: creating, fabricating, moulding and representing a field of combat in outer space, ubiquitous and instant in its ability to project modes of destruction and killing, in fact determines, reproduces and locks in the very existence and rationale of the need to defend space against an other, colonise space before a competitor can do so, and divide space into ‘ours’ and ‘theirs’. Put differently, the invention of outer space as a battlefield with the above ‘qualities’ assumes a notion of vulnerability and threat to that space – at any time and from anywhere – before it in fact becomes one. Thus, outer space as a sphere of permanent crisis in effect constitutes and constructs the very reality that it purports to counter. I am referring here to Carol Cohn’s (1987) argument that military projects pre-empt threats and threatening intentions. In the context of past US/Soviet rivalry she contends that, if one asks what the Soviets ‘can’ do, one quickly comes to assume that ‘that is what they intend to do’. In other words, strategic planning and the logic of worst-case-scenarios commit us to assume something will happen. Foucault’s notion of ‘technologies of normalization’ springs to mind by way of summary, and by which the author depicts technology as an essential component in the systematic creation, classification and control of space, habitat and its claim to contingent action drawn from that control over that space.

The lost dimension revisited

I began this chapter by implicitly suggesting that the ‘problem’ of outer space lies in the fact that – unlike the ‘blue sky above us’ or the ‘Azure Coast’ in the Virilio quote at the outset – we cannot ‘see’ outer space; unlike the tanks, guns, and soldiers, on ground and air, we cannot ‘see’ the satellites, anti-satellite weapons and space-based lasers. Both the place of outer space and its reference points for space-based weapons are presented to us through that which we can know about them – a particular reality, a certain landscape, and as organised in a meaningful and common-sensical way. This is not to suggest, however, that what we ‘see’ (again, ‘the blue sky’) is not equally dependent on that which we can know about it. According to Virilio, there is ‘little’ physicality in our geographical vision; most of what we ‘see’ is achieved through certain modes of representation, technology, narrating, and so forth. In this sense, this chapter was interested in that which we cannot look at on, and from, Earth and in the distance – yet, which is always-already ‘Earth-bound’ and locally embedded. It was interested in the landscapes and geographies of outer space which we cannot ‘see’ and visualise – yet, which are presented to us and narrated as spatially contingent. And it was concerned with the military technologies in outer space which are ‘Earth-bound, locally  embedded, and close to us’ – yet, which provide for the possibility of a mode of war fighting and destruction ‘from the distance’, clean and sanitised, instant and with no time left for reflection.

On an empirical note then, and with regards to the effects of a certain imagination of outer space, consider the following: on 12 August 2003, 174 nations voted ‘yes’ on a UN resolution to prevent an arms race in outer space – only four countries abstained, one of which was the US. Today, the US spends $36 billion a year for activities in outer space (over 70 per cent of all global expenditure). Washington runs a tab for military activities in outer space that has reached a soaring $20 billion a year (Henry L. Stimson Center 2005). Part of this goes directly to the ‘high energy-laser’ fund of the current Bush administration’s research and development plans that will turn outer space into a space from which to shoot down ballistic missiles. Central to this chapter was the claim that any inquiry into these figures and the steps towards weaponising outer space must necessarily begin with the question of their condition of possibility. By this I meant to suggest that the precondition for problematising outer space weaponisation is to break with the ‘common sense’ of spatial representation that informs it. This break, or ‘rupture’ in the Bourdieuan sense (Bourdieu 1992), had the purpose of uncovering the ways in which technological inventions create a loss of physical space and its geographical reference points before giving possibility to the framing of outer space by virtue of a new spatial imagery. These imageries are characterised by the creation of a place of permanent crisis and war and along frontiers and boundaries fabricated by space-based lasers, kinetic-kill vehicles or anti-satellite weaponry. To sum up using Virilio’s words, new technologies will lead to a ‘doing away’ of matter, whereby the acceleration through technology goes hand in hand with an increasing loss of territory and a creation of space informed by the limits and possibilities of technical reach. The question as to why we must care – now – is implicit in the title of this chapter: ‘the lost dimension’ is a phrase borrowed from Virilio who suggests by it the end of politics in a world of increased speed, technology and virtuality. For Virilio, and I concur, this mode has always been most evident in the realm of military technology in which complexity of weapon systems reduce matter, re-create a spatial reality with ever shorter response times, with ever closer proximities and with a clean and sanitised mode of destruction, which, no doubt, affects the way we (will) judge upon and react to military threats. Virilio takes this vision all the way, which ensues in his exploration of the ‘dwindling of space’, the ‘exhaustion of the physical’, and the processes that undermine the significance of place. Here, Virilio warns us that this process is only dwarfed by even further inventions of even further technologisation. I agree; the opportunities for revealing and breaking with the logic of a (new) spatiality of outer space, disconnecting it from the technological that informs it, and juxtaposing it with equally possible alternative framings of space are dwindling. The perpetuation of outer space as a sphere of permanent war and its claims to weaponisation will soon make no intervention possible.
Impact—slavery
The pro-space movement enslaves and socially dislocates those who cannot participate

Dickens and Ormrod ’07, - (PhD in Sociology from Essex University, PhD in Sociology from Brighton College, James and Peter,  Outer Space and Internal Nature, Towards a Sociology of the Universe, British Sociological Society, UMICHGETIT)
This article has explored some of the past relationships between humanity’s internal nature and the universe. We have also suggested some of the more troubling ways in which these relationships are developing in contemporary society. One development is the trend toward a cosmic narcissism in the ways in which elites and the affluent middle classes relate to the universe as an object for maintaining imperial dominance and sustaining personal fantasies about omnipotence respectively. However, narcissistic relationships with external nature are intrinsically unsatisfying. Objectifying nature and the cosmos does not actually empower the self, but rather enslaves it. Even the wealthy and the technocratic new middle class who relate to the universe in this way become subjected to the objects of their own narcissistic desire. The other development is a return to a fearful and alienated relationship with the universe, again experienced as a frightening subject controlling Earthly affairs from on high. It is a 21st-century version of the Platonic and Mediaeval universes in which humans are made into repressed objects and thereby brought to heel. This is a relationship experienced by those not in control of the universe: those on the margins of Western society. Commodification, militarization and surveillance by the socially powerful are again making the universe into an entity dominating human society, as are contemporary cosmological theories divorced from most people’s understanding. Once more, socially and politically powerful people (some even claiming to be on a mission from God) are attempting to make the cosmos into a means by which they can control society on Earth. The combination of these two trends is a ‘Wizard of Oz’ effect, in which power is maintained by those with mechanical control of the universe, but hidden by a mask of mysticism that keeps the public in a position of fear and subservience. Society’s relations with the cosmos are now at a tipping point. The cosmos could be explored and used for primarily humanitarian ends and needs. Satellites could continue to be increasingly used to promote environmental sustainability and social justice. They can for example be, and indeed are being, used to track the movements of needy refugees and monitor environmental degradation with a view to its regulation (United Nations, 2003). But if this model of human interaction is to win out over the use of the universe to serve dominant military, political and economic ends then new visionaries of a human relationship with the universe are needed. In philosophical opposition to the majority of pro-space activists (though they rarely clash in reality) are a growing number of social movement organizations and networks established to contest human activity in space, including the military use of space, commercialization of space, the use of nuclear power in space and creation of space debris. Groups like the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space and the Institute for Cooperation in Space are at the centre of this movement. The activities and arguments of these groups, to which we are by and large sympathetic, demonstrate the ways in which our understanding and use of outer space are contested in pivotal times. 21, 2011
Impact—Militarization

This militarization of the public mindset turns humans into delivery systems for violence and justifies all atrocities.

Orr 04, Jackie Orr, from the department f sociology at Syracuse University, “The Militarization of Inner Space,” Critical Sociology, March 2004, volume 2, issue 30, pg. 451-481.
At a time of national crisis, I think it is particularly apparent that we need to encourage the study of our past." -Lynne Cheney (October 5,2001) The U.S. civilian-soldier is at least as old as a New World conquered in by volunteer armies of white settlers and constitutionally founded on the right to Own lethal weapons. But not until the advent of 20th century military and communications technologies did certain contours of today's civilian-soldier begin to take shape. Terrorists, we are told, have training systems. The 21't century civilian-soldier does too. World War II and the years of Cold War U.S. culture, I suggest, supplied one not-so-secret training camp where the civilian-soldier was experimentally shaped by not so civil lessons in 'total war.' London. Dresden. Tokyo. Hiroshima. Nagasaki. All launched during World War II to name the new strategic situation which the civilian home front became as important militarily as the frontlines of battle, the notion of 'total war' officially drafts the U.S. civilian-solider into an active psychological role in the conduct of successful war. 12 In a special issue of The American Journal of Sociology (November 1941) devoted to the problem of civilian morale and published on the eve of U.S. entry into World War II, sociologist Robert E. Park observes: Since war has invaded the realm of the spirit, morale has assumed a new importance in both war and peace. Total war is now an enterprise so colossal that belligerent nations find it necessary not only to mobilize all their resources, material and moral, but to make present peace little more than a preparation for future war. Under these conditions so-called psychic warfare ... has assumed an importance and achieved a technical efficiency which ... has profoundly altered the character of peace, making it much harder to bear. The object of attack in psychic warfare is morale, and less that of the men in arms than of the civil population back of the lines. (1941: 360) The wartime preoccupation with civilian morale -how to build one's own and destroy the enemy's -marks an official recognition by the U.S. government and its professional knowledge-makers that, as Ellen Herman writes, "the human personality, and its diverse and unpredictable mental states were of utmost importance in prosecuting the war." The problem of morale receives enormous, well-funded attention in the U.S. throughout the war years, and becomes a pivotal concept in the construction of the ideal 20th century U.S. civilian-soldier: the notion of morale and the "control of human subjectivity" as central to military strategy "stretched the definition of war to encompass aspects of civilian social life previously considered off-limits to military policy-makers" (Herman 1995: 29-30). Faced with the emergent challenges of total psychic warfare, U.S. social scientists in the special AJS issue mobilize their civilian resources to consider the most promising course of social action. In the vortex of total war, where the boundaries between psychic and military tactics, soldier and civilian, home and combat zone, war and peace are set spinning how might the civilian-solider-social scientist most effectively contribute to the allied cause? Noted psychiatrist Harry Stack Sullivan argues for the necessity of a program of "total defense" waged equally by the national citizen and the military conscript. Any effective "counter-strategy" for preventing civilian demoralization requires a suspension of democratic ideals and re-education in the "rigid discipline" and mandatory cooperation characteristic of military institutions. The kind of social organization acquired will create "a society the structure of which must be distinctly eternalistic -authoritarian -in order to win in the fight on national socialism." If such a disciplinary, authoritarian society can be achieved, Sullivan encourages, "we will then, I suppose, have time and ingenuity to work out a little strategy of terror of our own" (1941: 292-295). 13 But Sullivan's proposal stands out against a chorus of voices in the AJS that are calling for more 'democratic' methods to maintain the psychological attitude of the civilian-soldier. In a report on US government-sponsored research on citizens' attitudes and opinions, sociologist Edward A. Shils verifies the kind of '''intelligence' activities" that distinguish a democratic government's efforts to shape civilian behavior from more overtly authoritarian information-gathering: "For a democratic government which regards preferences not merely as objects to be manipulated but as a Source of guide “it is especially urgent to possess means of acquiring knowledge of state of mind of its citizens." Shils celebrates the recent techniques of public opinion polling and survey research as intelligence activities befitting democratic state. Reliable information about citizens' "state of mind" is a prerequisite for the government's effective management of "the population whose behavior it seeks to influence" (1941: 472). The social sciences which in close collaboration with market researchers have by the early )s started developing statistical techniques for gathering precisely such information -thus carve out for themselves a central role in the political administration of civilian psychology. Indeed, with the US. entry into the hundreds of sociologists, psychologists, anthropologists, and educators in a "new breed of policy-oriented psychological experts," directly employed by civilian or military agencies to study human attitudes, behavior, opinions, and emotions, putting to militarized use the methods of sampling survey research of large (military and civilian) populations (Herman : 54).14 Two entangled technological developments in the first half of the 20th century create the military and historical contexts in which the psychology of the civilian home front becomes an obsessive variable in the political calculus of war. Both developments involve enhanced and accelerated 'delivery systems' -the first, for weapons, the second, for words. Both developments heighten the permeability of geographic and psychological or perceptual borders. The invention and deployment of airplanes as instruments of war, making aerial bombardment a key strategy of industrialized warfare, ushered in a new spatial-temporal rhythm of attack. With virtually no warning, an enemy located many hundreds of miles away could launch an aerial attack on a targeted city or town. The speed of the attack combined with the potential intensity of destruction posed a potent new psychological as well as material threat to the everyday life of civilians. 15 But the delivery system that amplifies most dramatically the volatility and military significance -of civilian psychology is the crackling black box with the numerical dial sitting in most US. households by the mid-1930s. As the first popularized form of electronic mass media, radio radically alters the spatial-temporal rhythm of the production and reception of news and information, erasing previous boundaries of both time and space. When the 1938 radio broadcast of Orson Welles' War of the Worlds reportedly creates mass panic among millions of listeners in the U.S., news commentators quickly focus on the military implications of radio's power to influence the psychology of a mass audience. 16 While there is general agreement that "[r]adio can spread and radio can control ideas and information essential to national defense," there is no consensus over how this new-found weapon should be wielded. 17 Should the state protect the public from its tendencies toward terror and initiate government control of the radio airwaves as the first line of national defense? Or is government control of radio actually a weapon of totalitarianism, securing a deadly monopoly on his powerful psychological medium? Perhaps most disturbingly, what to make of the potential for this new 'delivery system' of words and world vents to broadcast theatrics and simulations that can have just as much psychological force as real news? As one news columnist put it, if the electrified radio voice of Adolf Hitler was currently scaring much of Europe its knees with "an army and an airforce to back up his shrieking words," then what to make of the power of Orson Welles' radio theater to "scare thousands into demoralization with nothing at all"? 18 U.S. social science takes note of the shifting techno-social terrain, constructed by new mass communications technologies and their capacity rapidly mobilize psychological and militarized movements. As Princeton psychologist Hadley Cantril (1940) is writing up the findings of his research o the 1938 'panic broadcast,' social scientists in the special 1941 AJS issue are also grappling with the influence of mass media on civilian psychology. James R. Angell, of radio's National Broadcasting System, d Walter Wanger, a movie studio executive, are invited contributors to : AJS debate. In "Radio and National Morale," Angell explains that reasoned confidence alone is not enough to move a nation on the brink total war. The "masses must be moved by emotional excitement and exaltation if they are to reach any high pitch of forceful action" (1941: 353~). Wanger asserts that the "builders of morale must weave" a fabric emotion around the rational aspects of democratic life ... Men [sic] must become emotionalized, to use a clumsy word, about their country I their country's goals." Filmmakers, Wanger promises, can contribute significantly to the national cause (1941: 380-383). How exactly will the coordinated efforts of the mass media, social science, and government officials to 'emotionalize' and manage psychological investments on the civilian front of total war differ from the domestic propaganda techniques of totalitarian governments? 19 "The arts and des of spiritual warfare are many and various and more subtle no doubt I any analysis has thus far disclosed," Robert E. Park enigmatically observes (1941: 363). As the U.S. civilian-soldier materializes as a strategically conceived combatant in the crucibles of world war and new mass communications technologies, the battle for establishing psychological supply lines defense systems for this most vulnerable and volatile of troops, opens onto an unforeseen future. 

Impact—Environment
Getting off of the rock for energy just leads to more consumption and environmental destruction

Dickens 10, Peter Dickens, Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies, University of Cambridge, “The Humanization of the Cosmos – to what end?” Monthly Review, November 2010, Vol. 62, Issue 2, Start Page 13.
The general point is that the vision of the Space Renaissance Initiative, with its prime focus on the power of the supposedly autonomous and inventive individual, systematically omits questions of social, economic, and military power. Similarly, the Initiative's focus on the apparently universal benefits of space humanization ignores some obvious questions. What will ploughing large amounts of capital into outer space colonization really do for stopping the exploitation of people and resources back here on earth? The "solution" seems to be simultaneously exacerbating social problems while jetting away from them. Consumer-led industrial capitalism necessarily creates huge social divisions and increasing degradation of the environment. Why should a galactic capitalism do otherwise? The Space Renaissance Initiative argues that space-humanization is necessarily a good thing for the environment by introducing new space-based technologies such as massive arrays of solar panels. But such "solutions" are again imaginary. Cheap electricity is most likely to increase levels of production and consumption back on earth. Environmental degradation will be exacerbated rather than diminished by this technological fix.

A simplistic and idealistic view of history, technology, and human agency therefore underpins the starting point of the Space Renaissance Initiative. Humanization in this shape - one now finding favor in official government circles - raises all kinds of highly problematic issues for society and the environment. What would an alternative, more critical, perspective on humanizing the cosmos tell us?

Impact—Colonial Wars
Space colonization risks space colonial wars

Dickens 10, Peter Dickens, Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies, University of Cambridge, “The Humanization of the Cosmos – to what end?” Monthly Review, November 2010, Vol. 62, Issue 2, Start Page 13.
But even manufactured risks may be minimal in scope, compared with another risk stemming from cosmic colonization. This is outright war. Armed conflict has long been a common feature of past colonialisms; between colonizing nations as well as between the colonizers and aboriginal peoples. Satellites are already a means by which territories and investments on Earth are monitored and protected by governments operating on behalf of their economic interests. But the prospect of galactic colonialisms raises the distinct possibility of hostilities in space. Galactic wars may therefore be the product of galactic colonialism. Such a scenario was prefigured by the Star Trek science fiction television series in which the main role of "The Federation" is the protection of capitalist mining colonies.24

It is a discomforting fact that both China and the United States are now actively developing their own versions of "full spectrum dominance." China demonstrated its capabilities in January 2007 by shooting down one of its own defunct satellites. In February 2008, the U.S. Navy demonstrated a similar capability, destroying a faulty U.S. satellite with a sea-based missile. An arms race in outer space has already started.

Impact--colonization
Colonization of space commodifies space as an attempt to spread technology—results in mass killings

Dickens and Ormrod 7 (Peter Dickens, Fellow of the Faculty of Social and Political Sciences at University of Cambridge, UK and Visiting Professor of Sociology at University of Essex, UK, and James Ormrod, Teaching Fellow in the Department of Sociology at University of Essex, UK, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the Universe,” Sociology, Volume 41(4): 609–626, SAGE, DA: 6/24/2011//JLENART)

While pro-space activists and others are daydreaming about fantastical and yet seemingly benign things to do in outer space, socially and militarily dominant institutions are actively rationalizing, humanizing and commodifying outer space for real, material, ends. The cosmos is being used as a way of extending economic empires on Earth and monitoring those individuals who are excluded from this mission. On a day-to-day level, communications satellites are being used to promote predominantly ‘Western’ cultures and ways of life. They also enable the vast capital flows so crucial to the global capitalist economy.

Since the 1950s, outer space has been envisaged as ‘the new high ground’ for the worldwide exercise of military power. The ‘weaponization of space’ has been proceeding rapidly as part of the so-called ‘War on Terror’ (Langley, 2004). The American military, heavily lobbied by corporations such as Lockheed Martin, Raytheon and Boeing, is now making new ‘Star Wars’ systems. These have been under development for over 30 years but are now being adapted to root out and destroy ‘terrorists’, if necessary with the aid of ‘smart’ nuclear weapons. American government spending on the Missile Defence Program jumped by 22 percent in 2004, reaching the huge sum of $8.3 billion (Langley, 2004). The unreal and almost certainly unobtainable objective is to create a new kind of ‘pure war’ in which terrorists are surgically pinpointed and killed while local civilians remain uninjured (Virilio, 1998; Virilio and Lotringer, 1998). Meanwhile, and paralleling the weaponization of space, surveillance satellites have also been much enhanced. Although originally developed for military purposes, they are now increasingly deployed to monitor nonmilitary populations, creating a global, orbital panopticon. Workers in British warehouses are even being tagged and monitored by satellite to ensure maximum productivity (Hencke, 2005).

For those elites in positions of power over the universe, as for pro-space activists, the universe is experienced as an object to be placed in the service of human wants and desires. However, for those with less privileged access to the heavens, the universe is far from being such an object – their relationship with it is more fearful and alienated than ever before. 
Impact--slavery
The aff’s colonization of Mars enslaves the planet—this cannot be peaceful
Dickens and Ormrod 7 (Peter Dickens, Fellow of the Faculty of Social and Political Sciences at University of Cambridge, UK and Visiting Professor of Sociology at University of Essex, UK, and James Ormrod, Teaching Fellow in the Department of Sociology at University of Essex, UK, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the Universe,” Sociology, Volume 41(4): 609–626, SAGE, DA: 6/24/2011//JLENART)
One development is the trend toward a cosmic narcissism in the ways in which elites and the affluent middle classes relate to the universe as an object for maintaining imperial dominance and sustaining personal fantasies about omnipotence respectively. However, narcissistic relationships with external nature are intrinsically unsatisfying. Objectifying nature and the cosmos does not actually empower the self, but rather enslaves it. Even the wealthy and the technocratic new middle class who relate to the universe in this way become subjected to the objects of their own narcissistic desire.

The other development is a return to a fearful and alienated relationship with the universe, again experienced as a frightening subject controlling Earthly affairs from on high. It is a 21st-century version of the Platonic and Mediaeval universes in which humans are made into repressed objects and thereby brought to heel. This is a relationship experienced by those not in control of the universe: those on the margins of Western society. Commodification, militarization and surveillance by the socially powerful are again making the universe into an entity dominating human society, as are contemporary cosmological theories divorced from most people’s understanding. Once more, socially and politically powerful people (some even claiming to be on a mission from God) are attempting to make the cosmos into a means by which they can control society on Earth.

The combination of these two trends is a ‘Wizard of Oz’ effect, in which power is maintained by those with mechanical control of the universe, but hidden by a mask of mysticism that keeps the public in a position of fear and subservience. Society’s relations with the cosmos are now at a tipping point. The cosmos could be explored and used for primarily humanitarian ends and needs.

Satellites could continue to be increasingly used to promote environmental sustainability and social justice. They can for example be, and indeed are being, used to track the movements of needy refugees and monitor environmental degradation with a view to its regulation (United Nations, 2003). But if this model of human interaction is to win out over the use of the universe to serve dominant military, political and economic ends then new visionaries of a human relationship with the universe are needed. In philosophical opposition to the majority of pro-space activists (though they rarely clash in reality) are a growing number of social movement organizations and networks established to contest human activity in space, including the military use of space, commercialization of space, the use of nuclear power in space and creation of space debris. Groups like the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space and the Institute for Cooperation in Space are at the centre of this movement. The activities and arguments of these groups, to which we are by and large sympathetic, demonstrate the ways in which our understanding and use of outer space are contested in pivotal times. 

***AFF
Aff—Perm 

Perm do both: the exploration and development fosters a universal over-view that is a prerequisite to peace
Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

The second point raised by cosmopolitan sovereignty regards how outer space itself may be contributing to wider cognitive and societal shifts that generate a stronger sense of global community and common humanity (and hence cosmopolitanism), which is causing a shift away from Westphalian sovereignty. The concept of the Overview Effect (White 1987) suggests that outer space is playing a role in forcing into our collective social epistemes a greater sense of our common destiny and humanity. Cosmologist Carl Sagan described this as an awakening from our "slumbering planetary consciousness" S.lgJn 1994: 215), which is forcing a reconsideration of our relationship to ourselves, and to the universe. The budding field of astrosociology further studies the ways in astrosocial phenomena (such as space exploration and space . science) and society are related (Pass 2004) and mutually constitutive. The potential influence of outer space on collective mentalities is said to be achieved in various ways: through images of the Earth from space, which impact upon humans the ecological unity of our planet, and the arbitrariness of political boundaries; through the meta-experiences of astronauts which impact upon us the reality that humans can now go into space; through the role of satellites in connecting us through telecommunications; and shrinking time through real-time images (White 1987) (a la the CNN effect). From this perspective, not only does outer space law embody liberal principles, but outer space activity itself may be contributing to a cosmopolitan shift that emphasizes the commonality of the human condition [our "overlapping communities of fate" (Held 2002: 35)}, and the arbitrariness of state-centred approaches to sovereignty. The need to cooperate on big science projects, combined with the planetary and cosmological perspectives that space exploration provides, powerfully demonstrate global interdependence, and thus potentially make the prospect of a coe of universal moral conduct seem both required and justified. It can be pointed out that the root of "cosmopoli anism" and "cosmology" are the same "cosmos", meaning "order" and universe" . 
Aff--Ext—Perm--> Interdependence
The international space station proves—space exploration is essential to forgetting issues of national sovereignty and encouraging interdependence

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

However the ISS can also be seen as related to the Overview Eftect, which implies shifts towards more cosmopolitan epistemes and discourse. Evidence of this is shown by the language used to describe the ISS, in the practical 

scientific procedures carried out on the space station, and in how the ISS provides visual reinforcement of perceptions of the earth as a single community. Linguistically, the ISS is often toted as a significant cooperative and "human" project. A United Nations report has described it as the largest collaborative scientific undertaking in history, 13 and the Canadian government heralded its involvement in the ISS as a "noble" undertaking. 14 Practically, the ISS also gives scientists the opportunity to study the long-term effects on the human body and mind of living in space, and the opportunity to experiment with things like growing food in space. This has implications for future exploration of outer space and, potentially, settlement of off-Earth locales. Visually, NASA is unique in being a government agency with its own television stream (NASA Television, or NTV),l5 which provides live and prerecorded programmes on missions and projects, including occasional footage of the Earth as it passes beneath the space station. According to the Overview Effect, it is images of the Earth, devoid of obvious political borders, which is pushing an internalization of space projects such as the ISS as for "humankind". Thus the space station provides images of the Earth that visually indicate how territorial boundaries are ultimately meaningful because of the value that humans infuse them with.16 Thus the ISS employs the language of cosmopolitan ideas, as well as practically acting as providing study for future collective endeavours in outer space, and in visually reinforcing ideas of an interdependent Earth-community. 

The International Space Station can be also be seen as a microcosmic environment that embodies principles of interdependence, which exemplify the type of nascent conceptions of shared community affiliated with greater cosmopolitanism. Regime theory explains how the ISS was created based on state-related territorial and sovereignty terms. However, political negotiations aside, it is worth considering how the station itself is physically interdependent. While treaties can legally assign liability and responsibility over component parts of the station to individual states, the fact is that, in Earth orbit, the station is dependent for its very survival on the smooth functioning of all the hardware, and the day-to-day cooperation of its crew (who are both representatives of their respective states, of "all mankind" [Search and Rescue Agreement}, and who are also individuals and who are, in some cases, the customers of companies). While regime theory explains how sovereignty of the station is rooted in decision-making procedures based on Earth, there is a less tangible social dynamic in which the station is a microcosm in outer space. Politically, the survival of the project has also become dependent on the continued cooperation of members, in that the cost and, for some partners, public backing of the project is dependent on the continuation of the project as a joint effort. I? 
Treating the ISS as a symbol of cosmopolitanism should not be overexaggerated; the station is still very much embedded in terrestrially-based power politics, and rooted in rationalist negotiations amongst actors that result in the station's evolving regime. However cosmopolitan sovereignty adds to the analysis of sovereignty on the station by taking account of the mutual and long-term implications of such a remarkable project. As Held himself suggests, while one form of sovereignty may predominate in any given  political system, elements of others can also be found (Held 2002: 2)

Aff—Ext—Perm
Perm do both: the plan challenges realist violent sovereignty in space—the aff, in the context of international legal regimes, creates cooperation instead of competition

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

Regimes for outer space, codified in outer space treaties, have unbundled sovereignty by establishing sovereignty of states over their own objects in space, despite the fact that the objects are de-linked from a state's terrestrial territory. Through established norms and principles, states have agreed to treat outer space as neutral territory, but also to treat human-made objects there as pieces of each state's sovereign territory, In terms of establishing outer space as neutral, the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 established that outer space is to be used for "Peaceful Purposes" (Preamble), that it is to be used for the "benefit of all peoples irrespective of the degree of their economic or scientific development" (Preamble), and that no nation-state may lay sovereign claim to a celestial body (Article II), By the time the Outer Space Treaty was ratified, outer space had also been accepted as "neutral territory", as Sputnik and subsequent satellites were allowed to pass freely through outer space. 

Responsibility for objects was, however, to remain with states, making objects in outer space enclaves of territory belonging to the launching state (Arnopoulos 1998: 205). The 1974 Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space requires objects launched into outer space to be registered via the UN with the "launching state"; the 1968 Treaty on the Rescue of Astronauts and Return of Objects Launched into Outer Space stipulates that, even once an object returns to earth, it remains the possession of the launching state; the 1972 Convention on Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects establishes that damage caused to a state's object in space (or to its territory on Earth) due to crashes is owed compensation from the state responsible for the collision. Individual objects are subject to the launching state's domestic legislation, and once in space they are treated as objects belonging to the launching state, in the setting of neutral territory (White 1998). 

Nested within the major regimes established by treaties are further negotiated regimes, such as that established by the International Telecommunications Union to allocate bandwidths for satellite broadcasts and orbital slots, the regime to establish cooperation amongst Earth-monitoring satellites, and the regime for the International Space Station (explored further below, pp. 13-1 In each of these cases, the negotiation of rules, norms, principles and decision-making procedures allow for the absolute individuation of Westphalian sovereignty to be overcome by providing a method for states to establish governance over areas that do not clearly fit the practical and conceptual Westphalian system. The combination of new technology, territorial uniqueness, inherent transnational ism of the issue area, and complexity due to multiple actors and interests, are all factors that converge to challenge traditional methods of governance based on Westphalian sovereignty. Outer space regimes serve to establish the notion of neutral territory and also the preservation of sovereignty over objects in outer space, and thus allow for the reshaping of political space (in outer space), with the unbundling of sovereignty that preserves state rule in a unique area.


Aff:  a2:  Fear links
Fear of global catastrophe from space will motivate cooperative exploration and cosmopolitan internationalism—only a sense of our frailty will cause us to move beyond sovereign borders

Stuart 9 – Fellow in Global Politics in the Department of Government at the London School of Economics and Political Science (Jill, “Unbundling sovereignty, territory and the state in outer space Two approaches” From Securing Outer Space, Edited by Borrman and Sheean—Chapter 1)

On the other hand, future developments could serve to reinforce a cosmopolitan shift. A potential asteroidal collision, a drastic deterioration of the Earth's environment (even more than the present situation), or contact from extraterrestrials could require widespread and immediate cooperation, and further impress on humans our common collective fate. Such issues would require a practical movement towards global solutions (and perhaps greater global governance), which in turn would be based on cosmopolitan principles rooted in humanity, 

Drastic developments aside, if one takes a far longer timeline in looking into the future, it is reasonable to assume that centuries ahead, outer space will continue to play a role in requiring cooperation on exploration, and thus potentially (though slowly) inspiring a cosmopolitan (and cosmological) ourlook. 1H Prohibitive costs for exploration, as well as the geographical requirement of having globally placed receiver stations, and the benefits received from sharing scientific information and data (such as with Earthmonitoring satellites) may continue to make big science projects in space an area of necessary (and desirable) cooperation, 

Globalization may also be reinforced by future technologies that continue to "shrink" the world, While the degree to which globalization is a positive thing is obviously subject to debate, from a cosmopolitan perspective it is reasonable to suggest that the phenomenon of a perceived "shrinking" planet may lead to a stronger sense of shared community or world society. Satellite technology revolutionized media and communications, by providing realtime images and telecommunications connections, Proposals also exist for trans-space travel that could drastically reduce the amount of time needed for long-distance travel, according to one website, placing "every major city in the world within 3 hours of the Continental United States",2() If space tourism became financially viable for larger segments of the population (again, far in the future), the Overview Effect would be directly experienced by larger number of people, 

Aff—Link turn

Space exploration will not be militarized—instead, it will lead to cooperation and better monitoring of arms treaties

Havercroft and Duvall 9 (Jonathan, Ph.D. Minnesota) specializes in political theory. His primary research focus is on the historical transformation of sovereignty in the discourses of political philosophy from the 17th century to the present. He has also published essays grappling with conceptions of freedom, power, and sovereignty in early modern and contemporary political thought. His work has appeared in Constellations and Review of International Studies, and Raymond, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, “Critical astropolitics: The geopolitics of space control and the transformation of state sovereignty” From Securing Outer Space, pg. 45-47) RF
Rather than developing the implications of this as a strategic opportunity for anyone state (e.g. the U.S.), however, Deudney sees it as a collective problem to be kept in check through collaboration; his project is to avoid space-based hegemony through cooperation among states. In a series of articles on global security written in the 1980s -while Cold War tensions between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. continued to frame much theoretical discussion in international relations -Deudney saw the space age as a double-edged sword in superpower relations, On the one side, space weaponization posed a risk that the superpowers would extend their conflict extra-terrestrially and devise new, deadlier technologies that would enhance the risk of exterminating all of humanity; on the other, according to Deudney, the space age had found productive opportunities for the superpowers to deal with their rivalries in stabilizing collaboration. He notes that the Sputnik mission, while in the popular understanding only an escalation of the Cold War, initially was the result of an internationally organized research program -the International Geophysical Year (Deudney 1985; though see Dolman 2002a: 106-107 for an alternate interpretation of these events as Cold War competition). Another example was President Eisenhower's proposed "Atoms for Peace" project, which involved the great powers sharing nuclear technology with developing nations for energy purposes. Most famous was the collaboration between the Soviet Union and the U.S. during the 19705 on the rendezvous between an Apollo capsule and the Soyuz space station. Similar multinational collaborations continue to this day, with the most notable example being the International Space Station. In addition to promoting collaboration, according to Deudney, the space age has also enhanced the ability of space powers to monitor each other -through spy satellites -thereby increasing the likelihood that they abide by arms control treaties. Deudney believes that these types of collaboration and increased surveillance could be strengthened and deepened so that great powers could be persuaded over time to "forge missiles into spaceships" (Deudney 1985: 271). In the 1980s this led Deudney to develop a set of specific proposals for a peaceful space policy, includ ing collaboration between space powers on manned missions to the Moon, asteroids, and Mars. The development of an International Satellite Monitoring Agency would make "space-based surveillance technology accessible to an international community" for monitoring ceasefires, crises, compliance with international arms control treaties, and the Earth's environment (Deudney 1985: 291). These proposals are aimed at promoting collaboration on projects of great scientific and military significance for the individual states. Deudney's expectation is that such cooperation would mitigate security dilemmas and promote greater ties between states that would co-bind their security without sacrificing their sovereignty. While Deudney has not been explicit about how his astropolitics of collaboration would alter world order, in his more theoretical writings he has elaborated the logic of a liberal-republican international system. In a 2002 article on geopolitics and international theory, he developed what he called a I ':orical security materialist' theory of geopolitics: 

