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Frontier Kritik
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Notes

The thesis of the criticism is that the way in which space exploration is normally endorsed is done through a “frontierest” rhetoric, that creates a sort of manifest destiny (belief that we inherently have the right to explore and conquer) in space. This makes space an exploitable environment, other instances of manifest destiny, ie moving out to the west to get more land/oil/precious minerals or even the more contemporary US manifest destiny to bring support to the entire third world which results in America controlling Iraqi oil exports. The primary impact to this justification is that destroying the space environment translates to the same thing on earth, hedges does a very good job of framing this impact in a pretty way. Unlike most alternatives, this one is not quite as vague as it might seem, astro-environmentalism is an actual set of ethics that has been proposed for adoption in space policy, it essentially makes space a national park, something to be preserved. 2NCs, id recommend turning this into a floating pik, the trick would be (against the asteroid affs) that you would only claim to complete the survey and prevent asteroids and opt out of colonizing mars and preserving heg, but we have pretty decent nationalism turns in order to handle that impact debate. Think logically about the implications of the plan, does it justify expansion? Probably links, but if the aff is to crunch data to prove aliens exist from the ground, it probably does not. 
1NC Shell

Tying the space program to competitiveness and leadership promotes a counterproducetive “frontier mentality”
Billings 97’
[Linda, More than 30 years of experience in the field of communication and 25 years of experience in aerospace Ph.D. in mass communication specializes in research, analysis, and commentary on space policy, and the history of rationales for space exploration. “Frontier Days in Space: Are they Over?” http://lindabillings.org/papers.html
The rationale of the US space programme, a rationale conceived by the USA’s military-industrial complex, persistently retains the idea of manifest destiny as a mobilizing concept. As the theory of historical materialism explains, history is not a matter of ‘destiny’ but human-made. Nonetheless, the rhetoric of manifest destiny still permeates public discourses on national identity and national security; and space exploration is still described as pioneering the frontier, conquering the unknown, exploiting space resources. The cold war rhetoric and today’s rhetoric are virtually the same. This sort of thinking reinforced the idea that conquest and exploitation are reasonable ends for space exploration. US space exploration initiatives today are ostensibly intended to promote global leadership, economic competitiveness, scientific excellence, and technological progress. But the idea of conquest and exploitation for the sake of profit is an insidious threat to achieving any of these ends. With the Cold War over and the entire world accessible, the military-industrial complex is extending the doctrine of manifest destiny into outer space. In the late 20th century the common wisdom is that humankind has conquered nature here on Earth. Now the conquerors who run the military-industrial complex are looking towards the chaos and emptiness of space as new territory to claim and tame. As the doctrine of manifest destiny was used to justify purging US territory of indigenous residents, it is being used to justify clearing the way into space. Hence space enthusiasts continue to speculate about mining the asteroids and staking claims on the Moon, proposals immediately started surfacing for developing the Moon and the asteroids. Aerospace industries continue to air plans for expanding their businesses into outer space. Lockheed Martin executive James Blackwell has expressed the corporate viewpoint very well: “In the 20th century we have called space ‘The Final Frontier’. In the 21st century we will call it something new. We call it ‘Open for Business’.”6 (It is worth noting also that the USA refuses to ratifuy the 1979 UN Agreement governing the Activiities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies because it prohibits sovereign claims on extraterrestrial property.) It is undoubtedly possible that space exploration could degenerate into the kind of conquest and exploitation that characterized the West’s domination over what is now called the developing world. Thus, NASA and its partners in space should be vigilant in their efforts to avoid repeating past mistakes. Exploration for the purpose of aiding and abetting conquest and exploitation will not build a sound foundation for humanity’s future in space. Initiatives intended to conquer and exploit, to fence off bits and pieces of the Solar System and extend private property rights into space, are not worthy of public funding. 

Rhetoric and metaphors are crucial determinants of our space policy; representations precede policymaking in this arena.
Billings 06’

[Linda, More than 30 years of experience in the field of communication and 25 years of experience in aerospace Ph.D. in mass communication specializes in research, analysis, and commentary on space policy, and the history of rationales for space exploration. February 3 “To the moon mars and back: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space fairing societies.” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf
The social, political, economic and cultural context for the U.S. civil space program has changed radically since the 1960s. But the rhetoric of space policy making has not. In the 21st century, politicians and other advocates are promoting “the Moon-Mars thing” as exploration for the sake of exploring and also as a means of opening up the solar system to private property claims, resource exploitation, and commercial development. In the words of one space advocate, “The solar system is like a giant grocery store. It has everything we could possibly want…. The solar system’s seemingly limitless energy and mineral resources will solve Earth’s resource shortages.”8 In these remarks is reflected a belief that the values of materialism, consumerism, and hyper-consumption prevalent today are values worth extending into the solar system. This conception of outer space depends on the idea of a solar system (and beyond) of wide-open spaces and limitless resources. The so-called “the myth of the frontier” (Slotkin, 1973) in American history embodies a worldview 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” (p. 5). President Kennedy’s “new frontier” of the 1960s was “a heroic engagement” in a campaign against communism, including the civilian space program (Slotkin, 1990, p. 3). The frontier metaphor has been, and still is, a dominant metaphor in rhetoric about space exploration; it thrives today in discourse of space exploration planning and policy making. “Space frontier” means different things to different people, and it is worth thinking about the range of meanings invoked by the metaphor in considering what values are, could be, or should be embodied in the space exploration enterprise. 

The way we treat space both reflects and determines our treatment of the terrestrial ecosystem
Miller, 01 [Ryder Miller, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d37b8cx, Astroenvironmentalism: The Case for Space Exploration As An Environmental Issue, Ryder W. Miller edited From Narnia to a Space Odyssey: The War of Ideas Between Arthur C. Clarke and C.S. Lewis. He is also the co-writer of San Francisco: A Natural History]
The most important related efforts are those involved in trying to stop the militarization of space and the use of nuclear power in space. Karl Grossman, author of The Wrong Stuff (1997), and William E. Burrows, in This New Ocean (1998), point out that space is likely to become our next war zone. Space will become the new high ground from which battles are fought. We have ignored the Moon so that we can focus more on the immediate high ground in the satellite belt. Thankfully, we are focusing on international cooperation for the new space station, but Grossman and Burrows emphasize the need for a greater worldwide participation. Over the years there have been many people who have been concerned with this issue, but they would not necessarily call themselves astroenvironmentalists. I put forth astronenvironmentalism as an argument that space should be considered an environmental issue and the term can function as an umbrella term for the related concerns. Astroenvironmentalism seems to fill a void, because there are no widely known organizations that focus on this issue. There is no widely known Mars First or Venus First organization arguing against terraforming. There is no Greenspace or Spacepeace. Most environmental groups are focused on more immediate issues and are more concerned with immediate and down-toEarth issues. Leopold's Land Ethic, which focused on protecting life, is not easily applicable to the barren territories of space. But the argument of protecting space from exploitation is not solely about protecting rocks; it is also about making a statement about human behavior. If one succeeds in making the argument about protecting celestial bodies, we are also making the argument about protecting habitats here on earth. In Beyond Space Ship Earth: Environmental Ethics and the Solar System, probably the most thorough coverage of the subject, Hargrove (1986) writes that the only reason there are no people on the Moon or Mars is due to reduced NASA spending levels. "The attempts to apply environmental concepts to the Solar System represent a significant challenge for environmental ethics, since so far as we know at present the Solar System, except for Earth, is a collection of nonliving natural objects, the kind of entity that offers the greatest conceptual difficulties for environmental ethics." Hargrove warns, "If serious planning begins without adequate ethical and environmental input, then future NASA and associated industrial/commercial projects in the Solar System may simply produce a new environmental crisis that dwarfs our current one" (pp. x-xi). Hargrove argues that if we do nothing, the dark visions of science fiction could become true. Space artists have been calling space "nature" for ages. David Hardy, the president of the International Space Artist Collective, has a web page under Second Nature (www.secondnature.org) that links to the Nature Conservancy. The inclusion of space into nature creates the impetus to think of it in environmental terms. 

We must approach space through the guidelines of PRIOR ethical constraints – your ballot reflects an ethical decision, not just a technocratic calculation.
Miller, 01 [Ryder Miller, http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d37b8cx, Astroenvironmentalism: The Case for Space Exploration As An Environmental Issue, Ryder W. Miller edited From Narnia to a Space Odyssey: The War of Ideas Between Arthur C. Clarke and C.S. Lewis. He is also the co-writer of San Francisco: A Natural History]

As I have outlined elsewhere (Miller, 1999), some of the concerns of astroenvironmentalism can include: Keeping the space surrounding the Earth clear of pollution, debris, and garbage. Efforts are necessary so we do not add to the reservoir of human waste and machinery left behind by space explorers. Such debris could cause damage to satellites and the space shuttles. Remembering and teaching the lessons learned from terrestrial conservation and preservation struggles of the past and applying them to the new frontier of space, that is, considering space and the celestial bodies pristine wildernesses that need to be protected rather than frontiers to conquer. Tracking and monitoring the environmental damage caused by the fuels used for space expeditions, that is, making space agencies adhere to the restrictions of environmental impact statements. In particular, it would be worthwhile to reduce the amount of plutonium that is being used in case of a mishap that would result in plutonium entering the atmosphere. Treating the Moon, Mars, Venus, and other planetary bodies as wildernesses that need to be protected, that is, arguing against the idea to "terraform" these celestial bodies. Terraforming introduces atmospherecreating life into the barren celestial bodies in the effort to make these celestial bodies more amenable to human settlement. Terraforming is presently being explored despite the fact that we have not thoroughly explored these planets for indigenous life. Creating a set of ethical guidelines to protect the life that we encounter elsewhere, that is, study and protect rather than just study. The creation or re-publicizing of ethics applied to these concerns would be welcome. Creating safeguards to insure there is no contamination of celestial bodies, that is, safeguarding against the introduction of non-terrestrial life to and from celestial bodies. Non-indigenous life, whether it be Zebra mussels or microbes, under conditions where there are no controlling factors, can reproduce at exponential rates thereby changing the environment in the process. These changes can harm the organisms that were dependent upon the original environmental conditions. Counteracting the efforts of national and private agencies to terraform other planets. This idea to terraform is not just science fiction, and ecocritics can criticize science fiction writers who want terraforming to occur before a thorough search for life is conducted. This has been evident in Kim Stanley Robinson's award-winning science fiction trilogy Red Mars, Green Mars and Blue Mars, and recent films such as The Ghosts of Mars and Red Planet. Prohibiting national, international, and private agencies from owning property in space, in the interest of avoiding military conflicts. There is a need for more people to be involved in the efforts to see that space does not become another battleground. Creating the legal power to enforce these concerns. This would make more people aware of international space law and the need to enforce it. The United Nations rules on such issues through the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space.
Reject the affirmative to embrace astroenvironmentalism as an ethical constraint.  Preservation of space must be DECOUPLED from instrumental justification.
Billings 06’

[Linda, More than 30 years of experience in the field of communication and 25 years of experience in aerospace Ph.D. in mass communication specializes in research, analysis, and commentary on space policy, and the history of rationales for space exploration. February 3 “To the moon mars and back: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space fairing societies.” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf
The wilderness metaphor has been suggested as an alternative to the frontier. This metaphor is encompassed in the concept of “astroenvironmentalism,” the idea of applying the values of environmental protection and preservation to space exploration (Miller, 2005, 2001). Treating the solar system like “a space wilderness to protect” rather than a frontier to exploit9 could keep nuclear weapons, nuclear power, human-made debris, and environmental hazards out of space and prohibit private and sovereign property claims. The point is to “avoid making the same mistakes in space as we have on earth” (Miller, 2001, n.p.). One place where legal and ethical considerations of protection and preservation in space currently do intersect is in planetary protection policy. NASA and the international Committee on Space Research (COSPAR) have long-standing planetary protection policies in place directing solar system exploration missions to take steps to prevent the transport of terrestrial biological contamination to extraterrestrial environments and the transport of extraterrestrial biological contamination (should it exist) to Earth through solar system sample returns.10 The rationale for these policies is to maintain pristine conditions in extraterrestrial environments for the purpose of scientific exploration. An expert panel of the National Academy of Sciences has recently suggested that the space community consider expanding this rationale to include preservation of pristine extraterrestrial environments for their own sake – that is, the wilderness rationale (Space Studies Board, 2005). Moving from human interactions with the space environment to human interactions with humans in space, the idea of space jurisprudence – the governance of “relations between earthkind and spacekind and among spacekind themselves” – has been addressed by Robinson and White (1986). They propose “first principles for the governance of space societies” and a “spacekind declaration of independence” (p. xxii) for future space migrants and space natives. Noting that “the conception of space as the common heritage of humankind [is] the keystone of all…space treaties” (p. 38), they suggest it could well serve as a keystone for future space law (or “astrolaw”) as well.11 They acknowledge, too, the difficulties terrestrial experts face in conceptualizing social and legal structures for extraterrestrial human communities: “How do we design social structures and reflective legal regimes for human societies in space on the basis of empirical data generated by Earth-sitters” (p. 103)?

***Links

Link: Doomsday Rhetoric
FAST time frames are a rhetorical tool to engineer support for frontierism
Cronlund, 07. 
Anderson Mark, Associate Professor of History at the University of Regina and Coordinator of Interdisciplinary Studies at Luther College, University of Regina. “The Mythical Frontier, the Mexican Revolution, and the Press: An Imperial Subplot” Canadian Review of American Studies, Volume 37, Number 1, 2007, pp. 1-22 (Article) 

A second strategy evinced in Kennedy’s transcendent appeal was the rhetorical appropriation and manipulation of time to generate a sense of both urgency and perseverance. Crafting a temporal rhetoric that defines the present moment as the precipice before the next stage of human enterprise, Kennedy compelled his audience to realize and make good on their ancestral heritage by embarking toward the moon. Kennedy not only sought to convince his audience that the moon could be grasped, but that history was waiting for them to do so. This strategy was complicated, however, by the fact that the urgency needed to garner support for the mission would have to be sustained over several years and with questionable chances for success. Therefore, his construction of time needed to speak both to an immediate urgency and to a sustained effort over a decade’s worth of struggle and innovation. His strategy for navigating through these concerns was a historical vision that motivated his audience, not because of any immediate circumstances but because the history of humanity necessitated that that generation move forward at that time. Strategic chronologies had, in fact, been part of Kennedy’s lunar rhetoric from its first mention in the “Special Message to Congress,” where the time frame for landing on the moon was cagily defined as “before this decade is out.”46 He did little to narrow this broad target in the Rice University address, merely rephrasing the deadline as “the decade of the Sixties” and “before the end of this decade.” Kennedy’s ambiguous time frame worked toward dual purposes, giving him room to maneuver while simultaneously providing the audience with a sense of finitude necessary for transforming an abstract idea into a specific task. The present moment of the speech could extend throughout “this decade,” making the goal of landing on the moon appear imminent without requiring it to be immediate. The audience was relieved from the burden of haste, making it easier for them to take the first in a series of steps over a reasonable period of time rather than an all-or- nothing shot.
on space exploration.
Link: Econ
Imagining space through the lens of ECONOMIC gain is indissociably tied to the myth of the frontier
Gouge, 02.

Catherine, West Virginia University. “The Great Storefront of American Nationalism:  Narratives of Mars and the Outerspatial Frontier” Americana: The Journal of American Popular Culture (1900-present), Fall 2002, Volume 1, Issue 2 http://www.americanpopularculture.com/journal/articles/fall_2002/gouge.htm
From the perspective of those moving in to explore and colonize, prospective frontiers are, on the other hand, a space of unfulfilled hopes and dreams, a fantasy space of unlimited socioeconomic potential. And it is this potential which marketers of frontier technologies and proponents of frontier exploration often exploit to secure public support. Accordingly, the twentieth-century American public was encouraged to associate a desire to explore outer space, in which media representations and science fiction invested so deeply, with two things: citizenship and products they could buy. In the 1920s, American market specialists learned that by altering the packaging and appearance of a product, they could increase public desire for it (McCurdy 209). Consequently, especially in the years following the Great Depression, product designers manipulated product sizes, shapes, and colors to mimic the sleek, aerodynamic lines and polished finishes of various "frontier technologies": trains, airplanes, and, eventually, rockets. The average American citizen, or so the logic went, could participate in the frontier, the great storefront of American nationalism, by buying things. Owning Teflon frying pans and consuming products like Tang were markers of good citizenship. And planned obsolescence, primarily in technology markets, became a strategy for smart business, a strategy further fueled by the pattern of the early space program, which frequently substituted rockets and spacecraft with newer models. The official website for NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory continues the project of conveying an intimacy between the development of outer-spatial frontier technologies and the United States economy. In fact, one section of the site devoted to NASA's official "U.S. Commercial Technology Policy," formulated in 1995, includes portions of Bill Clinton's 1993 U.S. Technology Policy that ask NASA to foster its involvement in the "progress of the nation" by developing "new ways of doing business." 13. "Since 1958," the policy reads, "NASA has been an important source of much of the nation's new technology." The site proceeds to explain that in "today's increasingly competitive global economic climate, the U.S. must ensure that its technological resources are fully utilized throughout the economy." And this means, according to the site, that NASA must accept a "new, broader role" in the future of this nation: "While meeting its unique mission goals, NASA Research and Development must also enhance overall U.S. economic security." The site imagines this dynamic as one in which NASA essentially feeds its "technological assets and know-how" into U.S. economic growth. This should be done, the site maintains, by "quickly and effectively translat[ing]" NASA's assets and know-how "into improved production processes and marketable, innovative products." In order to accomplish this, the agency must find "new ways of doing business and new ways of measuring progress." Indeed, as this NASA policy makes clear, there is no such thing as a purely scientific project. NASA's current official technology policy is, thus, on one level, a utopian projection or science fiction that imagines the productive power of NASA technologies to "enhance overall U.S. economic security."

Link: S/EX

Rhetoric endorsing space exploration is frontierist 
Gouge, 01 

Catherine Courtney Gouge, Doctor of Philosophy in English @ Eberly College of Arts and Sciences, “Technologies of a “New World” Citizenship: American Frontier Narratives in the Late-Twentieth Century”, http://wvuscholar.wvu.edu:8881//exlibris/dtl/d3_1/apache_media/L2V4bGlicmlzL2R0bC9kM18xL2FwYWNoZV9tZWRpYS82MTI3.pdf
Indeed, in the service of resolving the contradictions between the economic and political imperatives of liberal democracy in the United States, many late-twentieth century frontierist American narratives commodify and reify citizenship and progress as if they could be separated from a history of exclusion and disenfranchisement. Frank Chin’s Donald Duk (1991), for example, works within a frontierist structure to redefine Chinese-American men as powerful and significant members of American culture because of their participation in building the transcontinental railroad both to “open” and, in some respects, “close” the originary frontier West6. Consequently, some contemporary narratives of identity formation reinvest frontier spaces and technologies with the power to validate one as a productive citizen. The rhetoric of the exploration of outer space participates in a frontierist discourse which emphasizes the economic promise of colonizing space and redefines the productive citizen to include one who consumes products said to be of the frontier. Similarly, the rhetoric of figuratively exploring and “homesteading” cyberspace in advertisements for computer technology emphasizes the power and control afforded to Americans who purchase the latest technology and invests in a notion of an American citizen-consumer who can participate in frontiers by purchasing cyberspatial frontier-related technologies. My dissertation is a critique of notions of American exceptionalism, such as these, which are founded on the frontierist logic at work in contemporary narratives of the technologies of literal and figurative frontier ventures. The first chapter discusses the wide-spread influences of Turner’s ideas about the value of the originary frontier to consolidate the boundaries of American citizenship. It surveys twentieth-century histories of the frontier to consider the language that has been used to define the originary frontier West. The chapter draws the conclusion that, in spite of the many and varied perspectives provided by revisionist and new historians, Turner’s romanticized concept of the frontier, especially a logic of equal opportunity, is frequently unselfconsciously transposed onto other, twentieth-century “frontiers.” 

The frontier has created the myth of what it means to be American- white, brave, and strong, means their nationalist rhetoric is contrived.

Cronlund, 07.

Anderson Mark, Associate Professor of History at the University of Regina and Coordinator of Interdisciplinary Studies at Luther College, University of Regina. “The Mythical Frontier, the Mexican Revolution, and the Press: An Imperial Subplot” Canadian Review of American Studies, Volume 37, Number 1, 2007, pp. 1-22 (Article) 

The frontier Western’s conventions are as common as those of nursery rhymes and may include combinations of the following elements: cowboys; Indians; sage brush; gun play; saloons; horses; corrupted lawmen; Mexicans; dark-skinned whores; white female virgins; various sorts of lascivious, savage behaviour on the parts on non-white males (especially Indians and Mexicans); and so on (Cameron and Pye; Grant; also see Bazin). Additionally, the frontier Western champions archetypal masculine Americana (honesty, bravery, cleverness, whiteness, Protestantism, self control, and the like), while decrying the binary opposites of these characteristics (dishonesty, cowardliness, non-whiteness, paganism, lack of self control, and so on). ‘‘Others,’’ in this mythopoeic yarn, so reek of treachery and darkness as to invite conquest.4 What distinguishes the frontier Western from a traditional Western is that the former qua genre necessarily plays out in a mythical dreamscape and, as noted, recapitulates some aspect(s) of the Canadian Review of American Studies 37 (2007)frontier myth. Conventionally, this occurs in the spatio-temporal setting of the post-bellum, western United States but may also be located in jungles, outer space, Vietnam—anywhere, in short, and in keeping with the mythical narrative, that a frontier may be imagined to exist (see, e.g., Opt). The term ‘‘frontier’’ here is imbued with and delimited by special meanings, central among them, according to historian Frederick Jackson Turner, author of ‘‘The Frontier Thesis’’—an essay of staggering historiographical import and historical influence, which presciently distilled and poetically articulated the myth—a line dividing savagery (them) from civilization (us—in this case, mythical America).5 The experi- ence of life in that frontier zone effectively stripped white immigrants down, wrote Turner, to the point of near death and nearer savagery. The result, for those who survived the encounter, was rebirth, from which a neoteric white man emerged, a man effectively purged of European corruption and refashioned as quintessentially and mythically American, with the noted mythical virtues in attendance (think John Wayne). Wave upon wave of this process, a sort of deterministic metaphorical tsunami, according to the Turner thesis (an essay that ranks easily as the most important historical essay in the study of American history),6 effectively settled the United States with hordes of reborn males, fashioning mythical America in its wake.
Link: NASA

US Space policy was recently restructured with colonization as a central goal because of the view that our destiny is to conquer the frontier. NASA is now an agent of furthering the ‘American mission’.

Sage, 08 [Dr. Daniel Sage, “Framing Space: A Popular Geopolitics of American Manifest Destiny in Outer Space”, Institute of Geography and Science at the University of Wales, PhD in Space, Place, and Politics]

In January 2004, George W. Bush rehabilitated the US space programme, reeling after the loss of Columbia on 1 February 2003, in a speech entitled ‘New Vision for Space Exploration’. Once more political rhetoric gestured towards a conflation between frontier exploration and universal destiny, or, as Bush put it, “Mankind is drawn to the heavens for the same reason we were once drawn into unknown lands and across the open sea. We choose to explore space because doing so improves our lives and lifts our national spirit.”86 Since this speech, US space policy has been re-structured around an ambitious, future programme of human exploration of the Moon and Mars that echoes the forecasts by Bonestell and von Braun in the pages of Collier’s magazine. While many scientists have expressed concern that this focus on human exploration will endanger NASA’s capability to pursue scientific research in outer space, it has enabled NASA to once again re-configure itself as central to popular nation-building narratives of American mission, exceptionalism and futurity. According to the current NASA administrator Michael Griffin, for example: “I believe America should look to its future – and consider what that future will look like if we choose not be a spacefaring nation.”87 Bush and Griffin’s words echo Werner von Braun’s bombastic rhetoric in Collier’s magazine in 1952: “Whoever gains that ultimate position gains control, total control over the earth, for purposes of tyranny or for the service of freedom.”88 Bush and Griffin’s comments re-iterate the image of the American national spirit being lifted to discover a higher place for America from which to survey and command universal space and eternal time; this innately evokes the Olympian gaze and the narrative of American mission and exceptionalism that is implicit in the American landscape sublime. And, perhaps not surprisingly, to envision this sense of destiny, NASA has once again turned to astronomical artists and Bonestellian visions of the Moon and Mars. See, for example, Jack Olson’s (year unknown) conception of a future Mars exploration (Figure 8) used on the NASA website to promote NASA’s ‘New Vision’.89 The Bonestellian shape of NASA’s ‘New Vision’, organised around romantic and idealised visions of frontier-spaces to stage a nationalistic sense of American global mission, testifies to the enduring historical interplay between the American landscape sublime and American geopolitics. Perhaps the most important question that remains to be asked is: in a world where Americans find themselves increasingly subjected by the media to the immanent anxiety of an increasingly unpredictable future – from scripts of the Middle East as a geopolitical quagmire, to threats to economic sovereignty from Europe and China, and the uncertainty of climate change – how is it that these mythical, heroic, visions endure as a crucial touchstone in the legitimisation of the US state’s territorial aggrandisement and destiny?

link: Mars
The idea of a utopian mars colony is the perpetuation of the frontier mentality

Gouge, 02.

Catherine, West Virginia University. “The Great Storefront of American Nationalism:  Narratives of Mars and the Outerspatial Frontier” Americana: The Journal of American Popular Culture (1900-present), Fall 2002, Volume 1, Issue 2 <http://www.americanpopularculture.com/journal/articles/fall_2002/gouge.htm

One of the "First Hundred" colonists in Robinson's Red Mars, John Boone (whose name seems to recall somewhat ironically the mythical American, Daniel Boone), calls the transposition of the American frontier analogy to the Martian frontier a "false analogy": Oh come on [...] You all have to get it through your heads that this whole [Martian] revolution scenario is nothing but a fantasia on the American Revolution, you know, the great frontier, the hardy pioneer colonists exploited by the imperial power, the revolt to go from colony to sovereign state—it's all just false analogy! (348) The historical analogy breaks down, according to Boone, because the "fantasia" is not "real," and the characters to whom Boone is speaking are merely transposing their fantasy of American history onto the very real Martian frontier experience. In so doing, these characters narrativize their experience such that they become the underdog heroes of history: the exploited pioneers who eventually gain autonomy and power. The trilogy suggests that if we project such a fantasy onto the Martian frontier, if we treat the fantasy as if it were reality, no matter how long one may have been there, Mars will remain, "the place you have never seen" (Green Mars 189). Indeed, "seeing" Mars is key to surviving there since, as Boone explains later in the passage, one of the key differences between Mars and the originary American frontier is that, without a long process of terraformation, the Martian terrain cannot sustain colonists as he imagines the originary American frontier did. Robert Markley notes that the necessity of terraformation is represented by the trilogy as fundamental to the transformation of the frontier subject: "The impossibility of fitting Mars into paradigms imported from Earth forces characters to move beyond false historical analogies and, consequently, to take moral responsibility for the complex changes—social as well as biospheric—initiated by terraformation" (787). The ecology of Mars both forces Robinson's characters to take "moral responsibility" and is responsible, according to the trilogy, for teaching colonists to be more humble about their place in history, to accept responsibility for their actions and yet to resist the impulse to stake too large a claim for themselves in history books. When we transpose a fantasy of the originary frontier onto other spaces, we become so convinced of the utopian promise of frontiers, for example, by minimizing or romanticizing the suffering and loss of the originary frontier, that we forget, like some of Robinson's "First Hundred," that our referent for the frontier is as much a fiction, a simulacrum, as the science fiction which imagines future frontiers. This fiction is a capitalist one as Molly Rothenburg, cultural critic and psychoanalyst, argues: The fantasy of the frontier as [Zubrin] expresses it is coincident with the fantasy of capitalism—that there's always a place beyond where things are available with relatively little effort. . . . Ultimately for him it's a place of freedom. . . . . What I hear Zubrin talking about is creating essentially the conditions for capitalism to flourish on Mars. (personal interview) As "No More Jokes on Mars" warns, in reproducing the capitalist fantasy of the frontier, we train ourselves to imagine the frontier primarily from the perspective of the colonizer and contribute to the replication of a colonial dynamic predicated on the subjugation of the many for the profit of the few—"An imaginary relationship to a real situation" (Green Mars 235), one of Robinson's characters notes, a relationship the Martian ecology cures colonists of since Mars itself resists the easy application of historical paradigms. 
Link: Privatization

Companies support space exploration merely to exploit its resources – don’t trust their authors’ advocacies of the plan. 
Marshall, 95 [Alan Marshall, “Development and Imperialism in Space”, published in Space Policy journal, Alan Marshall is in the Institute of Development Studies at Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/026596469593233B]
With the end of the Cold War, those companies that made a living from the supply of military hardware to governments have experienced a drop in demand for their military goods and an associated drop in profitability. Thus they are seeking to extend their interests in the space part of their markets in order to secure profits from building rockets and space stations rather than missiles and military aircraft. The same companies that championed the causes of national defence against the communist threat through massive military deterence now extol the virtues of the benefits to be gained from massive investment in space activities.’ In the light of this analysis, it can be explained that the search for new fields into which surplus capital can be invested, may in fact be promoting human space expansion (despite the dubiety of it ever becoming a self-funding process). But its lack of success as a singly powerful enough motivator of Solar System development is shown by the torpidity of current human expanionist practices into space. Another model of imperialism worthy of attention with regard to outer space development is that originally put forward by Hobson.* The Hobsonian thesis basically states that imperialism is the manifestation of the search for new markets. Within the historical period with which Hobson himself was dealing (the Victorian era) this search was undertaken by the state on behalf of, and for the benefit of, the bourgeois classes. Geopolitical imperialism was merely a way of ensuring the continued economic expansion of the nation state. 
***Impact assessment
Reps First

The increasing internationalization of space demands that we examine a SYMBOLIC history of space.  This determines the ROLE OF YOUR BALLOT
Siddiqi, 10.

Asif A. is an assistant professor of history at Fordham University and member of advisory board at Shahjalal University of Science and Technology.[1] He specializes in the history of science and technology and modern Russian history. “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration” Technology and Culture, Volume 51, Number 2, April 2010, pp. 425-443 (Article) Johns Hopkins University Press. 
My goal in this essay has been to explore the relationship between nationalism and spaceflight, problematize it, and, using insights from that process, suggest some possible new avenues in the practice of space history. Although nationalist narratives (and nationalism) have been essential to the project of space exploration and its retelling, barring a few exceptions, space historians have not critically explored the relationship between spaceflight and national identity.43 Deconstructing this relationship has be- come more urgent as a flotilla of non-Western nations are becoming more visible in the endeavor of space exploration, rendering the old cold-war dynamic—both in reality and in memorialization—less effective as an ex- planatory tool for understanding the process of space exploration. Deter- ministic explanations from the cold war often rely on simplistic binary and oppositional divisions; although not trivial, these display their limitations as tools to fully explain the complexities of space exploration both during and after the cold war. Without disposing of technological determinism, I would urge historians to incorporate a broader matrix of approaches, in- cluding, particularly, the highlighting of global flows of actors and knowledge across borders, communities, and identities. Ultimately, this approach might lend itself to constructing for the first time a global and transnational history of rocketry and space travel. Since a global history would the- oretically be decentered and a nation’s space program rendered as a more nebulous transnational process, one might expect a multitude of smaller, local, and ambiguous processes and meanings to become visible. With a new approach grounded in a global history of spaceflight, we might learn much more about how individuals, communities, and nations perceive space travel, how they imbue space exploration with meaning, and espe- cially how those meanings are contested and repeatedly reinvented as more and more nations articulate the urge to explore space.

Establishing a framework through analogy is a pre-requisite to having any debate about space policy 
Peterson 97’

Professor of Political Science at University of Massachusetts, PhD from Columbia University International Organization Vol. 51, No. 2 (Spring, 1997), pp. 245-274 

Scholars focusing on international relations generally or foreign policy decision making are now paying increasing attention to the ways in which mental constructs- ideas, beliefs, ideologies, or worldviews-affect political actors' perceptions and behavior.' The influence of mental constructs in political interaction is particularly visible when actors are trying to extend interaction into new areas or to establish new modes of cooperation. This study will illuminate the impact of mental constructs in these situations by examining the development of outer space law. The Soviets' successful launch of Sputnik in October 1957 shifted outer space from the realm of science fiction and speculation to the realm of real intemational concerns. Governments were faced with the problem of determining not only what they wanted to do in space but also what sorts of rules for unilateral activity and mutual interaction should prevail there.2 When Sputnik ushered in the space age, the world was divided into two great power blocs, each consisting of one superpower plus allies, associates, and clients, and a scattering of European neutral and Third World nonaligned states. The distribution of space capability was even more starkly bipolar than the distribution of overall capability: until 1972 only the superpowers possessed the ability to launch large objects into space, place satellites into geostationary orbit, and send humans into earth orbit or beyond. Some other states could launch small rockets and later developed the ability to launch large objects, but none expected to match the whole range of superpower space activity.3 Realist theorists of international relations would expect the superpowers to define the rules for outer space activity because, in 1957, only they had the capability to act in space. Realists would also expect the superpowers to insist on rules allowing considerable room for unilateral action, particularly in the security realm. Accep- tance of external constraints on state action, whether in the strong form of creating an intergovernmental organization for space exploration or the weak form of mutual monitoring of activity and enforcement of rules would be unlikely in the realist view. Rather, cooperation would be limited, and cooperative ventures would follow the lines of interbloc division. These expectations stem from the basic assumptions of realist theory, which treats states as egoistic rational utility maximizers and assumes that ability to influence outcomes is directly related to a state's capability relative to that of others. Particularly in its more structuralist neorealist versions, realist theory assumes that states derive their utility functions not from any internal source but from the overriding desire to survive and thrive in a severely competitive environment that imposes steep costs on those who fail to act in conformity with competitive necessities. Assuring survival in such a milieu requires maintaining or augmenting power and paying careful attention to relative position. Realists expect, in consequence, that states will seek to maximize freedom to pursue their own policies and forgo cooperative activity if the benefits seem likely to be distributed in ways that permit rivals to improve their relative positions. Current rules for and patterns of outer space activity do conform in many respects to these expectations. Outer space law permits states wide discretion in initiating, continuing, dispensing with, and defining all forms of outer space activity. Joint activity is common, but formally organized multilateral ventures are confined to the European Space Agency, the Soviet bloc Intercosmos program, and the global and regional telecommunications satellite consortia. Even the "global" consortia-the U.S.-led Intelsat and the Soviet-led Intersputnik-reflected bloc divisions until the mid-1970s. These divisions were first overcome with creation of Inmarsat, a specialized venture in ship-to-shore communications. Yet realist expectations are indeterminate at crucial points. In particular, a realist would not have been able to predict whether outer space would be treated as a common area or as something to be "conquered" and parceled out among space- faring states. Both conceptions of space were advanced in the early 1950s; some commentators compared space to the high seas, while others compared it to national airspace. Had the superpowers agreed on one conception and other states on the other, the selection would pose no puzzle for realist theory: the superpowers could simply have imposed their preferences by agreeing between themselves and acting accordingly. However, the superpowers initially disagreed, with the U.S. government preferring the high seas conception and the Soviet government the national airspace conception. Resolution of this disagreement poses a puzzle that cannot be explained using only the resources of realist theory, because neither superpower was in a position to coerce (much less impose on) the other.4 When imposition or coercion is not possible, political actors have to bargain to a compromise or converge through mutual persuasion on a consensus. Compromise involves trade-off, which in the space case would have involved each superpower accepting some elements of the other's preferred conception in return for the other's acceptance of some elements of its own. Persuasion involves offering arguments that bring others to share the same set of presuppositions, assumptions, logic, and conclusions. The development of outer space law did involve moments of compro- mise, but the decision to treat space as a commons involved a clear choice of one conception over the other, an outcome that depended on the Soviet government's shift to accepting the high seas conception. The process by which convergence occurred can be traced in some detail because outer space law was developed in a well-documented multilateral negotiation. Even imposition involves some elements of mutually understood meaning, since the target has to understand what acts or statements are being demanded. Bargaining and persuasion are even more dependent on a shared conceptual framework with which actors can define the problem, assess the stakes involved, identify potential solutions, and agree on a particular one.5 Understanding the process by which the superpowers converged on treating outer space as a common area and developing outer space law accordingly requires understanding the mental mechanisms by which political actors acquire, transmit, and refine common conceptual frameworks.6 Though analogical reasoning is only one of several types of human reasoning that can serve as the requisite mental mechanism, it is more successful than others when actors need to develop a workable conception of a new problem or issue quickly. Inductive reasoning, for example, fails for lack of enough information about the new concern to permit a "bottom-up" generation of organizing concepts from particular observations. Deductive reasoning fails for lack of a sufficiently well-developed theory of the new concern to provide the assumptions and postulates needed for a "top-down" elaboration of expectations. Reasoning by analogy, which permits the transfer of assumptions and postulates from a well-known field to an unfamiliar one, provides the necessary cognitive resources for developing a working conception of the new issue or problem. Understanding the process of reasoning by analogy improves our comprehension of outer space law development in two ways. First, it explains the development of the superpower consensus defining outer space as a common area rather than as one subject to national claims. Once this conception was in place, the superpowers and other states were able to agree on the main outlines of outer space law. Second, the patterns of analogical reasoning illuminate certain facets of the later evolution of outer space law by indicating which proposals are more or less likely to be considered seriously. One subsequent debate, triggered by proposals to treat lunar resources as the "common heritage of mankind," provides a good example of this sifting effect. 
Narratives create an “American Dream” in space that paint it as having infinite resources
Gouge, 01 

Catherine, Doctor of Philosophy in English at West Virginia University. “The American Frontier: History, Rhetoric, Concept” Americana: The Journal of American Popular Culture (1900-present), Spring 2007, Volume 6, Issue 1
http://www.americanpopularculture.com/journal/articles/spring_2007/gouge.htm 

Indeed, in the service of resolving the contradictions between the economic and political imperatives of liberal democracy in the United States, many late-twentieth century frontierist American narratives commodify and reify citizenship and progress as if they could be separated from a history of exclusion and disenfranchisement. Frank Chin’s Donald Duk (1991), for example, works within a frontierist structure to redefine Chinese-American men as powerful and significant members of American culture because of their participation in building the transcontinental railroad both to “open” and, in some respects, “close” the originary frontier West6. Consequently, some contemporary narratives of identity formation reinvest frontier spaces and technologies with the power to validate one as a productive citizen. The rhetoric of the exploration of outer space participates in a frontierist discourse which emphasizes the economic 6 This is because the railroad brought people and commerce to the West and connected the West to eastern commerce which led to the 1890 Census’ declaration I cite at the start of this introduction. 9promise of colonizing space and redefines the productive citizen to include one who consumes products said to be of the frontier. Similarly, the rhetoric of figuratively exploring and “homesteading” cyberspace in advertisements for computer technology emphasizes the power and control afforded to Americans who purchase the latest technology and invests in a notion of an American citizen-consumer who can participate in frontiers by purchasing cyberspatial frontier-related technologies. My dissertation is a critique of notions of American exceptionalism, such as these, which are founded on the frontierist logic at work in contemporary narratives of the technologies of literal and figurative frontier ventures. The first chapter discusses the wide-spread influences of Turner’s ideas about the value of the originary frontier to consolidate the boundaries of American citizenship. It surveys twentieth-century histories of the frontier to consider the language that has been used to define the originary frontier West. The chapter draws the conclusion that, in spite of the many and varied perspectives provided by revisionist and new historians, Turner’s romanticized concept of the frontier, especially a logic of equal opportunity, is frequently unselfconsciously transposed onto other, twentieth-century “frontiers.”Lewis Corey argued in The Decline of American Capitalism (1934) that the “‘expansion of the frontier’ had ensured the growth of capitalism in America, and the industrial boom of the 1920s had sustained its growth” (qtd. in Wrobel 139). Indeed, supporting the expansion of capitalism, a great many twentieth-century texts (artistic, historical, political, etc.) have further defined and named frontiers for the American public in consumerist terms. The American media have sold everything from outer space to cyberspace to Velcro to pizza delivery services as vehicles for participating in a national, collective frontier venture, a way of allegedly increasing our power both as individuals and as citizens of an increasing powerful and wealthy, capitalist American nation-state. These pronouncements of literal and figurative frontier ventures, as my project seeks to demonstrate, work in the service of an ideology of frontierism which insists that we must continue to be consumerist frontier subjects--and we therefore must continue to name and pursue various frontiers in science, technology, physical spaces, and bodily spaces--or cease to be “American.” Indeed, late-twentieth century narratives of travel through outer and cyberspaces thus use the discourse of exploration and empire building to invoke romantic Turnerian associations of exploring and settling the American frontier West and, ultimately, rewrite what exploration and empire-building are; and some narratives which work to expand the boundaries of American citizenship to create a space for excluded minority groups do so by anchoring the identity category to a frontierist fiction. Such narratives emphasize, as Turner’s did over a century before, the displacement of the “American dream” of unlimited resources to a space that is always just beyond, emphasizing the ways in which frontiers regulate a psychic national identity which structures itself through a frontierist episteme. Feeding this national self-regard, Ronald Reagan proclaimed at an Independence Day celebration in 1982 that the “conquest of new frontiers is a crucial part of our national character” (qtd. in Limerick 84). To put it simply, as inheritors of this investment in the power of the frontier, to be “American” in the late- twentieth century, or so the logic goes, we need frontiers. Consequently, even the rhetoric of twentieth-century American narratives of “new” frontier spaces imports an ideology of the originary American frontier which is predicated on the assumption that exploring and colonizing frontier spaces has been integral to the formation of a distinctly American national identity.

The affirmative discourse represents the next advocate for space manifest destiny

Miller 97’ 

Jon H, the national political reporter for National Review, “’Our Next Manifest Destiny America should move to control space now – and decisively” http://www.radicalcontrapositions.com/Grad%20School/IR%206602/Course%20Materials/Reading%206_Space/nextmanifestdestiny_miller.pdf
In addition to an assortment of high-tech hardware, the United States could use an Alfred Thayer Mahan for the 21st century. In 1890, Mahan was a captain in the Navy when the first edition of his book, The Influence of Sea Power on World History, was published. Today it ranks among the classic texts of military theory. Mahan argued that nations achieve greatness only if they dominate the seas and their various geographic "pressure points," holding up the example of the British Royal Navy. One of Mahan's early readers was a young man named Theodore Roosevelt, who began to apply these ideas while working in the Department of the Navy during the 1890s, and later as president. Mahanian principles shook the country loose from its traditional strategy of coastal defense and underwrote a period of national dynamism, which included the annexation of Hawaii, victory in the Spanish-American War, and the construction of the Panama Canal. No writer has clearly become the Mahan of space, though one candidate is Everett C. Dolman, a professor at the Air Force's School of Advanced Airpower Studies, in Alabama. Dolman's new book Astropolitik offers a grand strategy that would have the United States "endeavor at once to seize military control of low-Earth orbit" and impose "a police blockade of all current spaceports, monitoring and controlling all traffic both in and out." Dolman identifies low-Earth orbit as a chokepoint in the sense of Mahan--anybody who wants access to space must pass through it. "The United States should grab this vital territory now, when there's no real competition for it," Dolman tells me. "Once we're there, we can make sure the entry cost for anybody else wanting to achieve space control is too high. Whoever takes space will dominate Earth." Dolman would benefit from a political benefactor. Mahan enjoyed the patronage of Roosevelt, who took a scholar's ideas and turned them into policies. Space has a number of advocates within the military bureaucracy, mostly among its younger members. It does not have a political champion, with the possible exception of Sen. Bob Smith, a New Hampshire Republican who has made the subject a personal passion. Smith calls space America's "next Manifest Destiny" and believes the Department of Defense should establish an independent Space Force to serve alongside the Army, Navy, and Air Force. Smith, however, may not stay in the Senate much longer, facing stiff political challenges at home. With the right mix of intellectual firepower and political muscle, the United States could achieve what Dolman calls "hegemonic control" of space. The goal would be to make the heavens safe for capitalism and science while also protecting the national security of the United States. "Only those spacecraft that provide advance notice of their mission and flight plan would be permitted in space," writes Dolman. Anything else would be shot down. That may sound like 21st-century imperialism, which, in essence, it would be. But is that so bad? Imagine that the United States currently maintained a battery of space-based lasers. India and Pakistan could inch toward nuclear war over Kashmir, only to be told that any attempt by either side to launch a missile would result in a boost-phase blast from outer space. Without taking sides, the United States would immediately defuse a tense situation and keep the skies above Bombay and Karachi free of mushroom clouds. Moreover, Israel would receive protection from Iran and Iraq, Taiwan from China, and Japan and South Korea from the mad dictator north of the DMZ. The United States would be covered as well, able not merely to deter aggression, but also to defend against it. National security always has been an expensive proposition, and there is no getting around the enormous costs posed by a robust system of space-based weaponry. It would take a supreme act of national will to make it a reality. We've done it before: Winning the Cold War required laying out trillions of dollars, much of it on machines, missiles, and warheads that never saw live combat. Seizing control of space also would cost trillions, but it would lead to a world made immeasurably safer for America and what it values. 

Frontier mentality is explicit and present in outer space rhetoric.

Gouge, 01 [Catherine Courtney Gouge, Doctor of Philosophy in English @ Eberly College of Arts and Sciences, “Technologies of a “New World” Citizenship: American Frontier Narratives in the Late-Twentieth Century”, http://wvuscholar.wvu.edu:8881//exlibris/dtl/d3_1/apache_media/L2V4bGlicmlzL2R0bC9kM18xL2FwYWNoZV9tZWRpYS82MTI3.pdf]

The science-fictional qualities of frontier mythology have been made explicit in the emphasis on “fantastic” frontier technologies in narratives of new or prospective frontiers, and nowhere more so than in narratives of the exploration and colonization of outer space.79 Even narratives of the originary frontier often included transportation and communication technologies which were either relatively unknown to, unnecessary to, or uncommon in the non-frontier society. A 1956 episode of Annie Oakley with Gail Davis, entitled “Annie Gets the First Phone,” valorizes the telephone as the new, divine technology which will intervene in and rescue the ranchers from the threat of Indian raids in the frontier town of Diablo. “Before long,” Oakley boasts, “we’ll have wire hanging all over the valley!” “Oui,” Mr. Renault (the French man who brings phone service to the town and desires to be American) responds, “We’ll have the best valley in the world!” Indeed, the frontier/ science-fictional into the night, Spender began to gather the dry Martian wood and build a small fire.” 79 There are, of course, exceptions to this. Edgar Rice Burroughs, for example, chooses to leave out the journey to Mars and instead has John Carter in The Princess of Mars (1912) simply waking up on Mars. 159 narrative aesthetic has always enjoyed the juxtaposition of “new” technologies and a relatively crude wilderness environment characterized by the threat of lawlessness. Just as science fiction can be viewed as a thought experiment, so the fantasy of the frontier in American culture presents as a socioeconomic thought experiment potentially reproducible in other spaces. Like the science fiction alluded to in Dick’s Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep? (1968), the mythology of the frontier is an historically grounded story which will repeatedly define our expectations for future frontiers and, ultimately, leave us unfulfilled. Indeed, Dick’s novels are responding to a tradition of frontierism/consumerism, which became an institution in what Carter calls “Martian Westerns” (62), developed in the earlier part of the twentieth-century. Different from Time-Slip, Androids is not set on the frontier; rather, the frontier is elsewhere and our vision of it is mediated through others’ experiences of it. In fact, in Androids, the everyday life on the Martian frontier is particularly disappointing to those who have read the “pre-colonial fiction” because such stories are more satisfying than the real thing. 

Ethics First

Decisionmaking in space demands addressing an ethical framework prior to case-by-case application
Reiman 09’

[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

Some writers believe that space ethics should arise from practical issues and consist of solutions to these issues. However, such an approach is in danger of becoming casuistic and contradictory - highly impractical once we move beyond covering the most obvious problems. It might be better to try to form some basic ethical principles first and then attempt to apply them to a range of practical issues. This approach would safeguard the integrity of the ethical system and, second, it could also be adapted to treat completely new questions. Philosophically it may be beneficial to employ the tools of environmental ethics in discussions about space ethics. If we act in space, the ethical questions we encounter often have as much in common with environmental ethics as with the philosophy of science or sociology. There already exist ethical questions that have a distinctly environmental ethical undertone (for example: if we discover life, how should we treat it?). This strongly suggests that we should consider space as an environment for practical reasons. Studying space as an environment allows us to have another perspective besides that of human interests. While it is true that studying the ethical questions of space exploration from the perspective of human interests can answer many ethical questions (for instance, cluttering an important orbit with debris is unwise mainly because doing so is against our own best interests in the long term, and this provides a good reason to avoid it4), other questions benefit from combining different perspectives. Questions such as whether or not it is ethically acceptable to mine the rings of Saturn until they are destroyed or to blow the moons of Mars out of existence as part of a nuclear weapons test programme, are questions where applying only a human perspective seems insufficient. An account of ethics that does not grant these places some inherent value seems to be lacking something important - the perspective of the object of human actions. If we choose to ignore that perspective, we may fail to realize the full consequences of our actions. When making moral decisions humans have a tendency to count only certain features of the objects of their actions as significant. For example, when discussing the ethics of animal testing, laboratory animals are often portrayed as ‘models’ or biological machines with no subjecthood or interests of their own. In the same way, some space explorers might see the objects of their interest – like the rings of Saturn – only as mineral deposits. Adopting the attitude that the rings of Saturn are an environment in the sense that they can be considered things that have inherent value beyond their value to humans is a way to avoid this kind of blindness. According to Rolston, it is very human but also quite short-sighted to value a system only for its production of life. As he puts it, while life is special in many ways, it is a mistake to believe that this means that lifeless places, ‘mere things’, are beyond appropriate and inappropriate consideration [8].

To examine space, we must use first create an ethical lens.

Williamson, 03 [Mark Williamson, “Space ethics and protection of the space environment”, published in Space Policy magazine, independent SpaceTechnology Consultant, http://www.medicine.mcgill.ca/mnmsmi/Williamson%202003.pdf]
A typical English dictionary defines ethics as ‘‘the philosophical study of the moral value of human conduct, and of the rules or principles that ought to govern it’’, and ‘‘a code of behaviour considered correct, especially that of a particular group, profession, or individual’’ [2]. Obviously, if a code of ethics for space exploration and development is to be developed, it should be one that will be adopted by the space profession. At present, the coverage and terms of reference of this code are undefined, but it is the contention of this author that an underlying theme of the code should be protection of the space environment. One of the early steps towards the formulation of an ethical code for space exploration and development should be the demystification of ‘space ethics’, a key prerequisite for broadening the constituency for the discussion. To this end, space ethics can be summarised as ‘‘what we should and shouldn’t do in space’’. Of course, this makes it seem like an immense and unbounded subject, but that is, in effect, what it is: ethical considerations colour almost everything we do, at one level or another. We are familiar, for example, with ethical codes in medicine and biotechnology, which deal directly with people, and in various branches of engineering, mainly related to ‘health and safety’ issues. The concept of an ethical code relating to an environment is less familiar, although an enhanced understanding and appreciation of the terrestrial environment has brought about a change. For example, it would no longer be considered ethical—at least in most people’s minds—to develop an industrial process which seriously polluted the atmosphere, significantly depleted the ozone layer or rendered large tracts of land or sea uninhabitable. The Rio Summit on the environment marked an interesting development in our collective responsibility, but the difficulties involved in reaching agreement on the necessary measures show how politics and nationalism often stand in the way of good intentions and good practice. Nevertheless, it ought to be possible to extend this philosophy of environmental protection to space. In terms of space exploration and development, space ethics would cover, for example, the impact of our actions in space on each other, on each other’s property, on the Earth (which already benefits to some extent from our protection), and on the space environment itself. The challenge, in terms of protection of the space environment, is the conception of a sustainable and environmentally aware model for space exploration and development. Considering the importance of space in society, it will be crucial to engineer a balance between unbridled exploitation and overbearing protection. 

Creating ethical standards is a pre-requisite for moving out into space 
Lin, 06. 

Patrick, Assistant Professor at California Polytechnic State Univeristy. “Viewpoint: Look Before Taking Another Leap For Mankind- Ethical and Social Considerationa in Rebuilding Society in Space” Astropolitics. < http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14777620601039701.>
If space development is just on our horizon, there looks to be enough questions to require forethought and advance planning related to the social, political and economic landscape of space living, in addition to the usual near-term issues in space ethics. If this is our chance for a fresh start, then we should be deliberate and careful with our actions, thinking through as many of the unintended consequences as possible. We already have centuries of philosophical, political and economic theories in our stockpile; now is the time to dust them off, re-evaluate them, and finally turn theory into action. One reasonable starting point would be to consider space development through political thinker John Rawls’ Original Position in which we operate under a “veil of ignorance” or pretend that we don’t know any facts about ourselves, including who we are, what economic class we belong to, what nationality we are, and so on.[8] With our biases stripped away, what rules would we set up, knowing that we would have to live by those rules once we find out who we are? You may be just as likely to be a poor farmer in the heartland of America, or a Buddhist in Japan, or a wealthy businessman in Germany, or an AIDS patient in South Africa, or an amputee in Iraq. Applying the veil of ignorance to rules in space, this helps ensure that the processes we set up are fair and consider the interests of all people, including protecting the worst-off people from an even worse and uncaring fate. What we probably don’t want to happen is to rush into orbit without a “big picture” strategy – allowing individuals or corporations or governments to make up a plan as they go along, whether it’s to camp on or erect billboards on or lay claim to other planets, untethered by orderly processes and safeguards. Had we given that kind of forethought to administering the Internet, we might not have had cyber-squatters camping out on domain names, or disgruntled teens writing virus programs that exploit gaps in the technology, or unscrupulous companies clogging our in-boxes with spam, or any number issues related to IP, privacy, security and other key areas. History gives us plenty of other examples where we’ve introduced new technologies or crossed barriers without giving forethought to our actions, which then caused problems that we could have avoided. We don’t even need to look at the most obvious cases, such as splitting the atom. The automobile, for example, enabled us to more easily and quickly travel greater distances, but it also created pollution, urban sprawl, pressure on natural resources, and other problems – things we could have addressed much earlier. Nanotechnology, as another example, promises to give us great benefits, but it also holds great potential for misuse and raises ethical questions, e.g., related to health, privacy, human enhancement, military, economics and more. 

Examining and propagating ethics in outer space is key to success in exploration. 

Williamson, 03 [Mark Williamson, “Space ethics and protection of the space environment”, published in Space Policy magazine, independent SpaceTechnology Consultant, http://www.medicine.mcgill.ca/mnmsmi/Williamson%202003.pdf]

Having asked these and other questions, it seems obvious that they deserve answers. But who is asking these questions and who is answering them? At the moment, consideration is confined to a small body of concerned space professionals who consider it their duty to do so. However, despite its best intentions, any such group risks preaching to the converted. An attempt to expand the constituency was made in 1999, when protection of the space environment was the subject of an IAA/IISL Scientific-Legal Round Table at the 50th International Astronautical Congress. The content of the discussion ranged from scientific and technical to legal and ethical, and some interesting papers were produced [3–8], but the constituency for the subject remains small. The importance of promulgating these ideas, and of formulating policy, was addressed in a session at the second World Space Congress in October 2002 [9], and the process continues. Certainly, if a set of ethics is to be developed for space, it is important that the majority of the ‘space community’, or ‘space profession’, is intimately involved. If, through ignorance or lackof interest, it is not, the profession risks having the job done for it, for example by politicians and members of the general public, who for their own reasons may wish to place restrictions on space development, or ban it altogether. The riskof not adopting a proactive stance is illustrated by the fate of the terrestrial nuclear power industry, which has been wounded—perhaps fatally— by a combination of scientific ignorance among the general public, effective campaigning by anti-nuclear groups and bad publicity surrounding nuclear accidents. The ‘nuclear profession’, which includes scientists, engineers and policy makers, has done too little, too late, to counter the rhetoric of the anti-nuclear lobby, with the result that ‘nuclear’ is now widely considered a dirty word. In fact, the word is now so ‘politically incorrect’ that the medical profession has all but ceased referring to its NMR body scanners as nuclear magnetic resonance devices, preferring the sanitised ‘magnetic resonance scanner’ instead. The ramifications of anti-nuclear campaigning within the space industry have also been significant. Research into nuclear-powered rockets (e.g. NERVA) was curtailed decades ago and, more recently, anti-nuclear activists in the USA forced a moratorium on the use of radioisotope thermoelectric generators (RTGs) in planetary spacecraft. Although there are now signs that NASA is willing to resist this and restart workon RTGs, the freedom to explore the solar system beyond the orbit of Mars has already been compromised, and could be once again. This example shows that an ethical policy must work both ways. A policy of space ethics must not only protect the space environment, but must also protect the rights of those who wish to explore and develop it. A balance must be struck. Thus an ethical code or policy for space should include guidelines for the exploration and development of the space environment and the protection of that environment for future generations. 

reject survival ethics

Astro-environmentalism demands that we reject pure survival, and recognize intrinsic environmental value

Reiman 09’

[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

It was suggested above that, in order to obtain useful answers to the ethical questions of space exploration, it would be wise sometimes to grant space the status of a moral subject (environment). Can we make this case stronger and say that, at least sometimes, moral subjecthood is more than a philosophical tool? Can we assert that objects in space really have inherent value? According to Rolston, we can. He points out that asking what alien worlds are good for prevents us asking whether those worlds are good in a deeper sense. In his opinion the class of habitable places is only a subset of the class of valuable places and a failure to be functional for Earth-based life is a different thing from failing on form, beauty or eventfulness. Therefore, just as there is (in)appropriate behaviour in places on Earth, regardless of how hospitable they are to human life, so it is also meaningful to speak of (in)appropriate behaviour in space environments [8]. Williamson agrees with this when he says that, whereas life forms and ecology are considered sacrosanct, the inherent beauty of geology and geomorphology is not always accorded the recognition it deserves [1]. Recognizing that space environments have inherent value is a simple way of keeping in mind that, even when lifeless, space environments can have many valuable qualities that deserve to be protected and cherished. Space is not just a new area for the application of environmental ethics but can also teach an ethics lesson of its own: that environmental ethics at its best is more than an ethics of life. 
2NC Impact Calculus
Astroenvironmentalism demands rethinking our RISK CALCULUS – reject each instance of violation to realize a new precautionary ethic.  This is a PREREQUISITE for SURVIVAL
Viikari, 07
[Lotta, Master of Laws (LL.M.), University of Lapland, 2001. Licentiate of Administrative Sciences, University of Joensuu, 2006. Doctor of Laws, University of Lapland, 2007.  Researcher, Northern Institute for Environmental and Minority Law, Arctic Centre. The Environmental Element in Space Law. SM]

The technological progress which has made space activities possible is admittedly impressive. Unfortunately we have not proven equally successful in the learning lessons of terrestrial history regarding the importance of environmental protection. While decades of space ventures have led to significant advances in technology for the benefits of humans, they have also witnessed increasing space-related environmental problems. The world space community has long known that space activity contributes to pollution and contamination of the environment. Furthermore, the space environment is far less resilient than the Earth, as many parts of outer space cannot regenerate after disturbances in the way the terrestrial environment typically does. Nevertheless, especially at the beginning of the space era, all human space activities were so challenging that nearly any method seemed acceptable for placing objects in outer space. Although space has become far more accessible to us and the general attitude to environmental questions has changed quite dramatically, utilitarian policies have disproportionately dominated space activities until today. This gradually led to substantial environmental threats that constitute increasing hazards to the environment of our outer space as well as to human space activities and even to life on Earth. Although environmental hazards on Earth already pose a variety of threats, these threats often do not affect the particular operation which causes them but endanger other space (and even terrestrial activities indiscriminately. This is a manifestation of the ‘tragedy of the commons’ problem: benefits of individual space missions accrue to the entities conducting these activities but the detrimental impact of space exploitation can usually hamper all those involved in the sector (and even others. Given the typically high short-term costs of curbing environmentally harmful effects of the use of outer space, it is no surprise that many of the relevant stakeholders can be hesitant to take measures to prevent environmental degradation. A related concept if that of ‘free riders’, referring to entities which “benefit by the actions of others without sharing any of the responsibility or cost”. Such an approach often seems particularly tempting in situations where substantial costs (such as those of combating environmentally harmful consequences of space activities must be paid not but the benefits generated by the efforts will mostly be realized inly in the future. This narrowness of the time horizon appears to be a feature alarmingly widespread within humankind today. The free-rider problem is particularly tricky where the commons are concerned and thus intrinsically relates to all space activities, making conflicts in this sector even more complicated and difficult to resolve. It can considerably diminish the will of some states to adopt environmentally more benign management practices: as long as the benefits of regulated development of the use of outer space accrue more or less equally to all actors irrespective of their behavior, some of them will feel little incentive to accept any restrictions. Of course, if most of the relevant stakeholders take such a stand, curbing the environmental problems will be impossible. Even when there are only a few ‘free-riders’, their irresponsible behavior can at worst frustrate genuine efforts by the majority. It does not seem very likely that the traditional state community will- at least in the near future- be able to treat many global environmental problems with the efficacy these problems appear to require. There is no reason to expect the situation to be any better as regards the environmental effects of human activities in outer space. The future of Earth and near-Earth outer space- and hence also that of humankind- appears gloomy unless a new environmental consciousness soon starts to emerge. As concerns the space sector, positive indications are provided by the efforts of some states and international organizations to alleviate environmental degradation of outer space. For instance, in the case of space debris, there is an increasing awareness of the seriousness of the problem and both the governmental sector and the industry have made efforts to mitigate the hazard by developing procedures and standards for the operation and design of space missions. However, although unilateral action is a step forward, it does not alone suffice to remedy the proliferation of the debris. The effects of human activities on the global commons of outer space have all the potential to be severe, irreversible, and wide in scope. At the same time, the tragedy of the commons problem renders many strategies adopted nationally or by a limited set of states for combating adverse environmental consequences of space activities ineffective. 
precautionary principle

The precautionary principle should be the guiding ethical principle in space, since we can’t foresee consequences
Reiman 09’

[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

While it is true that the universe is so huge a closed system that for all purposes it could as well be open, it can be argued that we ought to expand environmental ethics to concern space because the human sphere of influence is limited. It does not matter how far we travel, how many small outposts we build - we cannot escape from ourselves. As long as these remote outposts interact with the rest of the human population, there remains a possibility that actions out there will affect more people than seems likely at first. It does not matter whether Earth is a closed system or whether we find ourselves living in a limited system. Nothing can remove us from the centre of our own sphere of influence. Therefore we can conclude that, although the link between human well-being and the well-being of the space environment in which we act is different and perhaps weaker than the link between human well-being and the well-being of Earth, it does exist. We can discuss space as environment in the sense that our actions in those parts of space that lie in our sphere of influence can affect our own well-being, also in ways that are not easily foreseeable.
The universe as a whole, not the Earth, must be the priority to not repeat mistakes on Earth.

Daly and Frodeman, 08.

Erin Moore and Robert, Indiana University. "Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement: Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration." Ethics & the Environment 13.1 (2008): 135-151. Project MUSE. Web. 21 Jan. 2011. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

This anthropocentric and geocentric environmental perspective shows cracks when we try to extend it to the cosmic environment. The few national or international policies currently in place that mention the environment of outer space (e.g. NASA’s planetary protection policy, United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space) consider the preservation of planetary bodies for science, human exploration, and possible future habitation, but there is not yet any policy that considers whether these anthropocentric priorities should supersede the preservation of possible indigenous extraterrestrial life, or the environmental or geological integrity of the extraterrestrial environment. Anticipating the need for policy decisions regarding space exploration, Mark Lupisella and John Logsdon suggest the possibility of a cosmocentric ethic, “one which (1) places the universe at the center, or establishes the universe as the priority in a value system, (2) appeals to something characteristic of the universe (physical and/or metaphysical) which might then (3) provide a justification of value, presumably intrin- sic value, and (4) allow for reasonably objective measurement of value” (Lupisella & Logsdon 1997, 1). The authors discuss the need to establish policies for pre-detection and post-detection of life on Mars, and suggest that a cosmocentric ethic would provide a justification for a conservative approach to space exploration and science—conservative in the sense of considering possible impacts before we act.5 A Copernican shift in con- sciousness, from regarding the Earth as the center of the universe to one of it being the home of participants in a cosmic story, is necessary in order to achieve the proper environmental perspective as we venture beyond our home planet.

We screwed up our planet, probably shouldn’t do it again.

Daly and Frodeman, 08.

Erin Moore and Robert, Indiana University. "Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement: Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration." Ethics & the Environment 13.1 (2008): 135-151. Project MUSE. Web. 21 Jan. 2011. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

Lessons learned about our impact on the Earth’s surface and atmosphere have relevance as we travel beyond our home planet. The unintended and often destructive effects of humankind on the Earth environment highlight the need for caution and restraint as we travel beyond our home planet. Several authors, acknowledging the probability that humans will one day be active and constant presences in space, have suggested the need to identify and preserve wilderness areas on celestial and planetary bodies.4 Using the United States National Parks System as an analogue, scientists Charles Cockell and Gerda Horneck (2004) suggest that an extraterrestrial park system with strict regulations and enforcement measures would go a long way to ensure that portions of Mars remain pristine for science, native biota (if any exist), and human appreciation. Such a policy would acknowledge the competing interests and priorities of many parties: national space agencies, the international com- munity, the community of space scientists, private enterprises who have fixed their sights on space tourism, commercial, and/or industrial enter- prises in space, environmental ethicists, and the general public. The issues involved are complex. National Parks in the United States were established after centuries of thinking through the relationships between human and nonhuman, nature and culture, beauty, truth, and the sublime, and humans’ obligations toward the Earth. Scientists and political decision-makers will have to confront these issues, whether explicitly or implicitly, as they consider the future of the space program. But this thinking will now take place in a context where humans are aliens. Earth- bound environmental philosophy occurs in a context where we are a natural part of the environment. On other planets we face a new first question: what are the ethical and philosophical dimensions of visiting or settling other planets? In short, should we go there at all? To date, the discussion of natural places has turned on questions concerning intrinsic and instrumental values. Intrinsic values theorists claim that things have value for their own sake, in contrast to theories of instru- mental value where things are good because they can be used to obtain something else of value (economic or otherwise). This debates tends tend to get caught up in attempts at extending the sphere of intrinsically valuable entities. Ethical extensionism depends on human definitions of moral considerability, which typically stem from some degree of identification with things outside us.
***IMPACTS
Impact: capitalism bad

Frontierism ensures the continuation of American capitalist Imperialism
Marshall, 95 [Alan Marshall, “Development and Imperialism in Space”, published in Space Policy journal, Alan Marshall is in the Institute of Development Studies at Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/026596469593233B]
Nationalism has been the background against which the US space programme has gained much of its popular support. The Kennedy and Johnson Administrations were able to tap into the political mileage to be gained from space travel. In the face of an attack on American national prestige by the Soviet Union’s space exploits nationalist sentiments were easily excited to gain support for a space programme that would reaffirm the USA’s technological prowess. Technological achievements are tangible examples of the superiority of a society, or so many a political leader has sought to convince its subjects. The Kruschev regime, too, held that the technological success of the Sputnik and Vostok projects clearly demonstrated the superiority of the Soviet communist system. Throughout many periods of imperialist history, nationalism has been an essential driving force. As Mommsen l1 declares ‘Sometimes statesmen were far less inclined to engage in costly overseas ventures than were those sections of the population, including the masses, who were tempted by vague future greatness and economic advantage’. This situation may well apply to modern day USA, in which the repeated public calls for a massive reassertment of America’s space programme are repeatedly ignored by the US senate, who show a bias towards ‘prudent’ management of the federal budget rather than the future imperial glory of the USA in space. It might be claimed that the lack of receptivity of the US Senate to vast popular sentiments shows the inadequacy of America’s political structures in matters of representation. This may indeed be the case, but it seems likely that the main reason populism is not successfully spurring on Solar System space development is because space development is not popular enough. In the recent past, nationalist and populist calls for an increase in the US space effort were often imbued with ideological stances aimed at the activities of the USSR in space. Only two years before the onset of glasnost, American space advocates tried to ressurrect a flailing US space interest by appealing to intrinsic ideological sentiments of the US public. James Michener stated ‘I am increasingly disturbed by the Soviet Union’s constantly widening lead in the utilization of low-Earth-orbit flight’ and Jerry Grey stated ‘Those goals, set by the Soviet Union even before the US formed NASA in 19.58, focus on the permanent occupancy of space by Soviet cosmonauts and eventual domination of the entire cosmos by the Soviet Union’.12 Since the break-up of the USSR in September 1991, the efficacy of campaigning for more US space activities on the basis of a fear of a ‘Commie cosmos’ has diminished considerably. That, in turn, means a direct lessening in the role of nationalism as a force in promoting solar system development, but certainly not to its evaporation. Now, those who appeal to nationalist sentiment in order to increase the space effort have to resort to arguments based upon the resurrection of American technological primacy in the face of European and East Asian competition, and upon appealing to the ‘frontierism’ supposedly entrenched in the American psyche as being responsible for the nation’s economic and political greatness. Frontierism, however, is not so much a social or psychological concept as an economic philosophy. It emerges from the individualism so entrenched in American political and economic thought (which serves to secure the operation of ‘l&w faire-ism’ as sacrosanct). Frontierism involves a belief in the individual to surmount the challenges of a new situation, a new territory or a new environment and carve out an existence. Once the individual has done this they deservedly call that territory or environment their own. By this process the frontier grows larger and carves out an extended base for economic and demographic expansion, so contributing to the wealth of the nation (or more accurately to the wealth of the bourgeoisie) by turning unproductive land into an economic resource. In US history, as in the history of some of the other New World nations, frontierism was an economic policy designed to tame the wilderness and present it in economic terms as soon as possible. In reality frontierism is a more accepted and socially-sensitive word for capitalist imperialism, since (just as in capitalist imperialism) it involves the appropriation of economic resources that are considered previously unowned. Like capitalist imperialism, frontierism perceives nothing of value in the frontier lands except what can be scraped from it economically and converted into capital. In nineteenth-century USA, the value of native peoples and the value of the landscape was arrogantly ignored as the West was made to succumb to the utilitarianism of the imperialistic capitalists. Such is also the outlook of those who advocate pioneering the ‘Final Frontier’. Frontierists views that the planets and moons of the solar system are valueless hunks of rock until acted upon by humans to produce economic value and contribute to capital accumulation. Space frontierists such as Wernher von Braun, Arthur C Clark, Kraft Ehrick, William Hartmann and Gerard O’Neill feel that imperialism can be excised from their frontierism by appealing to the innate curiosity in our personal consciousness. To them, frontierism in space will amply channel the human propensity to explore and expand in a constructive and benevolent way. These rationales for space expansion must, however, stand up for themselves, since they are ultimately separate from the frontierism experienced in history. The fact that there is confusion between these socio-psychological elements and the actual economic nature of fronterism in modern day calls for space development gives credit to the nineteenth century idealogues who so convincingly tied bourgeois economic policy with populist ideology that it continues to fool so many into believing fronterism is a worthy nationalist (even universalist) ideal. Because frontierism is ultimately an economic philosophy its success as a rationale for extraterrestrial development relies on economic forces. As such, it is as doomed a rationale as the other economic models of space development discussed earlier. But what of the socio-psychological and socio-biological aspects inherent in modern frontierist thought. Might they offer a convincing rationale for Solar System development?
Impact: classism
Astro-Environmentalism is the only way to ensure economic equality 

Reiman 09’

[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

Thus far most discussion of space exploration has been carried out by those with the most obvious interests in it and these interests have become dominant: scientific interests, economic interests, Earth-centred environmental interests, political interests. But humans have diverse interests and which ones are pursued often depends on political conditions and resources. One of the reasons for exploring space is that Earth is not enough for us. We need more living room and resources than our home planet can offer. But who is this ‘we?’ Is spreading out into space a good thing if the human presence there consists of large commercial enterprises, scientists and members of a rich elite? Should we not mark from early on another interest: that of equal freedom. Equal freedom means that the goal of space exploration is to make space accessible to ordinary people who are not particularly rich or influential or particularly professionally involved in it. Satellite services are a good example of how the exploitation of space has also improved the lives of ordinary people. If space is explored in part for the purpose of making human life better, it should mean the life of the ordinary human. Otherwise there is a risk that the gap between the privileged and the poor will expand into something never seen before, with equally unpredictable consequences. The space environment is like the Earth's environment in the sense that we have diverse interests towards it but physical and social realities set certain limits on the manner and the extent to which we may pursue these interests. Treating space as an environment highlights the need to discern and evaluate our various interests, as well as the need to ask, who ‘we’ includes in a given situation.

Economic Inequality amounts to unending thermonuclear war

Abu-Jamal 98 

(Mumia, award-winning PA journalist, 9/19, http://www.flashpoints.net/mQuietDeadlyViolence.html) 

 We live, equally immersed, and to a deeper degree, in a nation that condones and ignores wide-ranging "structural' violence, of a kind that destroys human life with a breathtaking ruthlessness. Former Massachusetts prison official and writer, Dr. James Gilligan observes;  By "structural violence" I mean the increased rates of death and disability suffered by those who occupy the bottom rungs of society, as contrasted by those who are above them. Those excess deaths (or at least a demonstrably large proportion of them) are a function of the class structure; and that structure is itself a product of society's collective human choices, concerning how to distribute the collective wealth of the society. These are not acts of God. I am contrasting "structural" with "behavioral violence" by which I mean the non-natural deaths and injuries that are caused by specific behavioral actions of individuals against individuals, such as the deaths we attribute to homicide, suicide, soldiers in warfare, capital punishment, and so on. --(Gilligan, J., MD, Violence: Reflections On a National Epidemic (New York: Vintage, 1996), 192.)   This form of violence, not covered by any of the majoritarian, corporate, ruling-class protected media, is invisible to us and because of its invisibility, all the more insidious. How dangerous is it--really? Gilligan notes:  [E]very fifteen years, on the average, as many people die because of relative poverty as would be killed in a nuclear war that caused 232 million deaths; and every single year, two to three times as many people die from poverty throughout the world as were killed by the Nazi genocide of the Jews over a six-year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact accelerating, thermonuclear war, or genocide on the weak and poor every year of every decade, throughout the world. [Gilligan, p. 196]

Impact: American Exceptionalism

Space exploration and development is fuels american exceptionalism

Gouge, 01 [Catherine Courtney Gouge, Doctor of Philosophy in English @ Eberly College of Arts and Sciences, “Technologies of a “New World” Citizenship: American Frontier Narratives in the Late-Twentieth Century”, http://wvuscholar.wvu.edu:8881//exlibris/dtl/d3_1/apache_media/L2V4bGlicmlzL2R0bC9kM18xL2FwYWNoZV9tZWRpYS82MTI3.pdf]

 “American” coherence and power, according to this structure, are “things” to be acquired. Furthermore, they are both the motivation for exploring and conquering frontiers and, ultimately, that in which, on an individual level, U.S. citizens are expected to invest in order to support frontier exploration. That is, as a nation, we desire to explore the frontier because we believe that we must do so to secure the sociopolitical power and control of the American nation-state; however, individually, most Americans must demonstrate their civic loyalty and desire for powerful subjectivity by admitting both that they fail to occupy the powerful and coherent subject position they seek to secure and that they will never be able to acquire the coherence and power of whole citizenship. This is characteristic of most American national myths which, as Donald Pease writes, “presuppose a realm of pure possibility where a whole self internalized the norms of American history in a language and series of actions that corroborated American exceptionalism” (24). The myth of the American frontier similarly presupposes just such a  realm of pure possibility to support a fiction of American exceptionalism and, in so doing, sutures over our individual identities with a fiction of a collective, national identity. In his popular book The Case for Mars (1996), Zubrin invokes Frederick Jackson Turner’s notion of the role of the originary American frontier in the creation of a distinctly American national identity and expresses anxiety about the future of American exceptionalism. He argues that contemporary society faces the same set of questions that Turner posed in his speech before the members of the American Historical Association in 1893: “What if the frontier is truly gone? What happens to America and all it has stood for? Can a free, egalitarian, innovating society survive in the absence of room to grow?”74 (Case for Mars 296). For Zubrin, like Turner and others before him, frontier-exploration is the foundation of American exceptionalism; therefore, a lack of a “new” frontier is serious grounds for concern. In an interview I conducted with him in 1996, Zubrin offered what he called the “oppression of the uncertified” as an example of one of the negative consequences of not having “room to grow.” 

US expansionism belies racism, chauvinism, and greed.

Fitzgerald, No date. [Michael, journalist, currently a correspondent for the Jacksonville Business Journal and a contributing writer and book reviewer for The Humanist. He’s written for Folio Weekly in Jacksonville, FL. “Manifest Destiny: American Imperial Myth, Then & Now” < http://www.leftcurve.org/lc29webpages/manifestdestiny.html> SM]

The U.S., being founded on anti-monarchical and anti-imperialist ideals, is constrained by its own foundation myth. Expansionism and foreign adventures must be couched in language that obscures the real objective. "Duplicity in foreign affairs has sometimes served the national interest…. The assumption that the public won’t understand… has long made it tempting for both Democratic and Republican administrations to make their arguments ‘clearer than the truth.’"[46] Expansionism can only be presented to the U.S. public with one or more of the following "official" justifications: - national security: there must be some threat, real or manufactured;[47]  - humanitarianism: we have a moral responsibility to "liberate" oppressed peoples from ruthless dictators or, in the case of civil wars, each other; - idealism: it is our responsibility to protect democracy and/or freedom for the rest of the world.  Tacit elements of racism, religious chauvinism and greed operate below the surface.   Away with wretched cant No U.S. leader would openly declare, "We’re going in there because there is something we want." But there have been exceptions. One was Representative William Duer of New York. During the furor leading up to the Mexican-American War, Duer thundered, "If you wish this plunder, this dismemberment of a sister republic, let us stand forth like conquerors and plainly declare our purposes…. Away with mawkish morality, with this desecration of religion, with this cant about Manifest Destiny, a divine mission, a warrant from the Most High, to civilize, Christianize and democratize our sister republic at the mouth of a cannon!"[48] Racism and religious chauvinism are the primary components of Manifest Destiny, but they obscure the true objective: plunder.[49] Albert Gallatin, a Swiss immigrant who became Thomas Jefferson’s and James Madison’s secretary of the treasury, saw racist rhetoric as a smokescreen for greed: "The allegations of superiority of race and destiny… are but pretenses under which to disguise ambition [and] cupidity…"[50] The point was put even plainer by George Orwell. In Burmese Days, a character very much like Orwell himself--who was once a British imperial policeman in Burma--asks a comrade: "How can you make out that we are in this country for any purpose except to steal?"[51]

Impact: War
Manifest destiny impedes diplomacy, cooperation; undermines individual agency.

Coles, 02 [Roberta Coles, PhD, Manifest Destiny Adapted for 1990s' War Discourse: Mission and Destiny Intertwined, Professor and chair of Department of Social and Cultural sciences @ Marquette University, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3712300.pdf]
Clinton also indicated that the United States’ good fortune exacted obligations from America. While bush had pointed more to the obligations of freedom, Clinton usually pointed to the responsibilities that attended prosperity or being a superpower. Speaking on American foreign policy to an audience in San Francisco about a month before the war, Clinton said “Because of…the dramatic increase in our own prosperity and confidence in this, the longest peacetime economic expansion in our history, the US had the opportunity and, I would argue, the solemn responsibility to shape a more peaceful, prosperous, democratic world in the 21st century. After the war began, he spoke to the Institute of Peace, where he argued that “the United States, as the largest and strongest country in the world at this moment – largest in economic terms and military terms- has the unavoidable responsibility to lead in this increasingly interdependent world, to try to help meet the challenges of this new era. Posing example and intervention as a responsibility, obligation, or duty of fortunate nations also frames American military action as a moral imperative, narrows the range of alternatives, and pricks the conscience of the nation, rendering intervention a must. Combining the reality of politics with a sense of ‘oughtness’ creates a sense of duty to the collective. The individual identity shrinks in deference to the national identity, and the need to act in transcendence of self-interest for the sake of some public good is foremost. At the same time, this discursive strategy redistributes the responsibility for success or failure from the agent to god, to some unnamed but nonetheless irresistible force, or to the members of the hero-nation whose inaction or non-compliance would threaten national victory. The commander-in-chief may act, but his acts are simply obedience to transcendent standards or commands from above. He acts because he must. He choose, but his choice is only between good or evil.


Impact: Colonialism
Viewing space as the frontier recreates colonialism.

Lin, 06. 

Patrick, Assistant Professor at California Polytechnic State Univeristy. “Viewpoint: Look Before Taking Another Leap For Mankind- Ethical and Social Considerationa in Rebuilding Society in Space” Astropolitics. < http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14777620601039701.>
Going back a few centuries to colonial America, our history lessons seemed to have glossed over the fierce ethical debate that had surrounded English colonialism, which focused on the moral permissibility of settling on lands already occupied by the indigenous people of America or Amerindians. It was not at all obvious that colonialism was an unproblematic practice, and in fact, it seemed to be such an intractable and important ethical dilemma that it inspired some of the most notable thinking in political philosophy. For instance, John Locke’s influential Second Treatise of Government, which explained the origins of private property and civil govern​ ment, is now believed to be a defense of English colonialism,establishing a legitimate mechanism to claim property in lands that are already occupied, though not ‘‘owned’’ by Amerindians as they were believed to be nomadic and only wandered across the land rather than have ownership in it.1 The difference between colonialism and space exploration, of course, is that we do not run immediately into the problem of displacing or interfering with pre-existing inhabitants of whatever space bodies we explore next, since no such ‘‘alien’’ life-form has yet to be established. And given Fermi’s Paradox, this may be a problem we need not tackle in the near future. Rather, the point here is if we are taking another giant leap into the space frontier, our position is not too different from that of colonialists, as we have the unique opportunity to start a new world, but in doing so, there may be important ethical and social issues we should consider first. Our last ‘‘New World’’ proved to hold many conflicts and challenges—from territorial disputes with other nations to the chaos of the Wild West to current population-related issues—that may similarly arise in the context of space exploration. But now, we have the benefit of hindsight and another unique opportunity to identify and defuse those potential landmines before we step on them. It has not been easy getting from a loose collection of American colonies to where we are now, and we might expect similar trials on our road to space settlements as well.

Space development is imperialist 

Marshall, 95 [Alan Marshall, “Development and Imperialism in Space”, published in Space Policy journal, Alan Marshall is in the Institute of Development Studies at Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/026596469593233B]

If development does occur in space it will be of an imperialistic nature. It will be undertaken by a few technologically elite space-capable nations who will appropriate the commonly-owned resources of the Solar System for themselves, without any committed provision for the sharing of the benefits to other, non-space capable, nations. Unfortunately such imperialistic tendencies are not just a prospect for the future, they are evident in current space activities. Not throughout the Solar System maybe, but certainly within the confines of the near space of Earth orbit. Imperialistic tendencies in this realm have provoked a growing sense of resentment amongst those nations being subjected to it. For instance, with the continued development of the geostationary orbit, concern is being expressed that the space a satellite occupies in this type of orbit is becoming a scarce resource, and one which is becoming increasingly unavailable to non-space nations. Some of these nations have banded together under the 1986 Bogota Declaration to express their right to benefits accumulating to users of geostationary orbits above their territories. Included in this group of nations are the Third World states of Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Kenya, Uganda, Zaire and Indonesia. None of these states receives rent for the occupation of their geostationary space, just as no satellite launching nation or company pays rent to the rest of the global community for occupying a common space that belongs to all the world. Those nations and firms that launch and operate satellites generally feel that the benefits accrued from satellite activities are offered throughout the world through the normal market procedures. However, unlike the free-riding satellite operators, user nations have to pay to receive satellite services. Additional to this is the ability of the space-capable nations to obtain information about resources in the territories of non-space-capable nations, which is either made unavailable to the latter or is sold to them at a profit. The highly technological nature of satellite launching and operations not only means that poorer nations have less access to the benefits of satellite technology, but also that they are unlikely to initiate their own independent satellite operations. Even when they do, they come up against the rules and practices of space operations as governed by the world’s dominant nations, which are often inimical to Third World space development.

Imperialism makes lives disposable and justifies war as a perpetual means of control for the state.

Kelly, 10. (M.G.E. Lecturer in Philosophy at Middlesex University and author of The Political Philosophy of Michel Foucault (Routledge, 2008). “International Biopolitics: Foucault, Globalisation and Imperialism” < http://eprints.mdx.ac.uk/3887/1/Theoria_-_final.pdf> sm
Our account is of a biopolitical imperialism, a biopolitical dimension to imperialism as understood in the Marxist sense.47 It adds the dimension of populationto the existing economic accounts of imperialism.. Economics is of course closely tied to biopolitics, to the wellbeing of the population and the functioning of administration. The economic dimension of imperialism is something that has been extensively studied and debated: we cannot deal with it here. Biopolitical imperialism is not meant to be an historically new form, unlike Hardt and Negri‟s Empire. Imperialism has been biopolitical for a long time: as long as both biopolitics and imperialism have existed concurrently. Mike Davis‟ work on nineteenth century imperialism, Late Victorian Holocausts, is instructive in this regard.48 Davis shows through case studies of India, China and Brazil that imperialism, present either in the form of direct government or that of economic interest, horribly devastated the welfare apparatuses of these countries, such as they were, during the nineteenth century. As Davis points out, this pattern is originary to the existence of a „third world‟, and reverses the situation which existed prior to the French Revolution, in which state welfare provision was far more advanced in the Orient than Europe.49 Moreover, the populations of these countries were decimated precisely in order to benefit European populations – the most graphic example of this is the export of foodstuffs in massive quantities to Britain from India while Indians starved in their millions.50 It would seem the situation a century later is similar in its broad pattern. The IMF-World Bank complex‟s imposition of „structural adjustment‟ austerity measures have mandated slashing spending on basic biopolitics and the conversion of economies to exporting to the First World. Imperialism ensnares through direct investment (buying resources and the means of production) and by „development loans‟, both of which foster the harvesting of surpluses from the economy, not biopolitics. Investors may take care of their workforce, but they don‟t take care of the country more generally. Neoliberal economic reform in the periphery refers precisely to the dismantling of biopolitics. In the centre, neoliberalism is imposed with care and consideration, not absolutely; although there has been dismantling here, biopolitical protections are not simply trashed, but they are in the periphery. That is, the introduction of neoliberalism in the centre occurs in the context of a state that is still fundamentally concerned with the welfare and consent of a population, whereas elsewhere it is imposed from without, overriding such concerns. The states and civil societies of the First World essentially do not care about humanity outside their populations and derive a benefit for their own population at the expense of those outside. As Foucault puts it in explicating the relation of the subject to the pre-biopolitical sovereign, those outside are „neutral‟ „from the point of view of life and death‟.51 This allows the life of those outside to be actively imperilled for any benefit, no matter how marginal, accruing to those inside. The biopolity assumes, in respect of the masses outside its population, „the right to take life or let live‟:52 this „right to take life‟ is an aspect we have yet to examine, the use of force – war – as the thanatopolitical tool for the regulation of the outside.
Empire building hurts the U.S.
Eland, 02. (Ivan, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, is the author of Putting “Defense’” Back into U.S. Defense Policy: Rethinking U.S. Security in the Post–Cold War World (2001). “The Empire Strikes Out The “New Imperialism” and Its Fatal Flaws” Policy Analysis < http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa459.pdf>
That key question is never addressed by the foreign policy establishment, which derives so much prestige and power from the U.S. role as an interventionist superpower. This paper has argued that the United States will not get rich by adopting an imperial pol- icy. Quite the contrary: the massive amount of U.S. taxpayer dollars spent unnecessarily on excessive military power to police the world and to conduct nation-building missions certainly does not pay for itself in any benefits to the United States from increased overseas trade or investment because of fewer 20disruptive wars or from increased economic and commercial concessions from protected nations. And as noted earlier, even Max Boot admits that building a better world through nation building is very difficult.138 Having an empire does not make us safer. The animosity toward the United States of groups and nations in far-flung places— demonstrated graphically by the attacks of September 11—indicates that imperial over- stretch has quite the opposite effect. The first goal of any government should be to ensure the safety and well-being of the people. Adopting a strategy of empire is actually counterproductive to those ends.

Impact: International Cooperation

Final Frontier rhetoric destroys the ability to create international space programs

Billings 06’

[Linda, More than 30 years of experience in the field of communication and 25 years of experience in aerospace Ph.D. in mass communication specializes in research, analysis, and commentary on space policy, and the history of rationales for space exploration. February 3 “To the moon mars and back: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space fairing societies.” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf
Facing an opportunity to envision a new, 21st century era of spacefaring, the aerospace community has chosen to go back to the future, leaning on outdated – and, arguably, dangerous – rhetoric of frontier conquest and manifest destiny to justify mining the Moon and creating human colonies in space. Should the U.S. space program go retro, favoring unilateral decision making, advocating exploitation, and sidestepping international law when it appears to be in the way? Taking this direction would not be productive. Today China, Europe, India, Japan, and Russia have their own space launch capabilities, including human space flight capability in China and Russia. China may land people on the Moon before NASA astronauts can get back there, and Russia is getting back into the game, too. All of these parties are entering bilateral and multilateral agreements to pursue various space flight projects, ranging from robotic planetary exploration missions to human space flight, and many of these agreements do not include the United States.12 Now is the time to start thinking about space exploration as a global human enterprise…. Much work remains to be done to fulfill President Bush’s so-called vision (Gugliotta, 2006). The good news is that large-scale human exploration and settlement of the solar system is further off than the aerospace community would like the world to think. The bad news is that the loudest voices in the public dialogue on our future in space sound like advocates of frontier-style exploitation. NASA and the broader space community have not seriously considered questions of space law, ethics, and culture as they relate to extending human presence into space. Nor have they seriously considered whether legal and ethical issues relating to future space exploration should be addressed in public dialogue or debated only among experts. The space community’s preferred mode of communication about science and technology is one-way, expert to non-expert (that is, the cognitive deficit model). A mode that can accommodate public participation – two-way, dialogic, between experts and non-experts – would better serve the public interest. NASA appears to give more lip service than commitment to dialogue; the agency has not solicited public participation in its planning and decision making since 1992.13 Former NASA Administrator Daniel Goldin used to say that NASA was good at addressing how to proceed with space exploration, but not why…. The space community still struggles with “why”…. This community is not inclined to reflect on what and where the cultural institution of space exploration is in postmodern civilization. The question of how space exploration serves society and culture deserves deeper thought. Members of the space community might ask themselves: does space exploration need reinvention to meet social needs? The Society for Social Studies of Science, in its recent “visions” committee report, proposed that social scientists consider broadening their engagement with scientists and engineers and playing a larger role in policy making. The space program provides an opportunity for us to broaden the public dialogue on whether, where, how, and, perhaps most importantly, why we should be going into space.

Impact: Mars Colonization
Development of Mars Colonies results in the subjugation of people for cheap labor

Gouge, 02.

Catherine, West Virginia University. “The Great Storefront of American Nationalism:  Narratives of Mars and the Outerspatial Frontier” Americana: The Journal of American Popular Culture (1900-present), Fall 2002, Volume 1, Issue 2 <http://www.americanpopularculture.com/journal/articles/fall_2002/gouge.htm>
Zubrin's account of a frontier free-labor utopia, where "each and every person is precious," recalls a conventional colonial dynamic in which, of course, labor is most certainly in high demand. In this dynamic, people willing and able to do the back-breaking, "unskilled" labor or brave the "wild," "untamed" frontier environment are indeed "precious." Those who find it "useful" have always valued indentured servitude, and even chattel slavery. This does not mean, however, that the roles of laborers and settlers are unscripted. Indeed, scientific and science-fictional texts about the Martian frontier are similar in at least one significant way: they similarly invite our imaginative participation, and they often operate with the same set of ideological presuppositions. Set on the Martian frontier, for example, Phillip K. Dick's Martian Time-Slip (1964) addresses the frontier labor shortage. In Dick's novel the ad [calling for people to emigrate to Mars] listed all the skills in demand on Mars, and it was a long list, excluding only canary raiser and proctologist, if that. It pointed out how hard it was now for a person with only a master's degree to get a job on Earth, and how on Mars there were good-paying jobs for people with only B.A.'s [sic]. (19) Likewise, according to Zubrin's depiction, individual roles are unscripted and there are jobs for just about everyone. 6. Moreover, in Zubrin's account each individual has the freedom to "play" any part he or she desires, so long as it is "useful." This improvisational theater as a metaphor for frontier labor "freedom" avoids the issue of efficiency that would certainly need to be a consideration in a life-threatening Martian environment that would be very difficult and expensive to access. Indeed, as I have already suggested, only those "actors," to use Zubrin's metaphor, who were deemed useful would likely be invited to "improvise," and even then only within certain limits. Arnie, the creator of the ad in Time-Slip, is quite pleased with the advertisement he creates: "Surely it would attract people, he thought to himself, if they had any guts at all and a sincere desire for adventure, as the ad said. . .There were no opportunities on Earth. You have to come to Mars, Arnie said to himself. We can use you here" (19). And this is precisely what Zubrin's utopian portrait of the Martian improvisational theater implies: we (read: those of us in charge, we who own the theater) can use you (read: our improv actors, our inexpensive labor). In a recent edition of Space News, Zubrin encourages volunteers to apply to live in the Mars simulated research center for the summer: "Exploration is something all human beings should be engaged in. There are experiments and activities that require specialists, there are other activities that can be performed simply by motivated people" (8). To be fair, the motivation to which Zubrin refers with regard to the Mars Arctic Research Station will have to be that of those who are enthusiastic, as Zubrin is, about exploration. They will not be paid. However, the move he makes to align the "uncertified" with the "motivated" is a significant one historically, since the exploitation of allegedly "unskilled" labor has often been justified by "motivation." The Chinese were similarly constructed by the Big Four in the building of the transcontinental railroad in the originary American frontier. In fact, they were valued because 1) they were cheap labor, 2) they were reliable labor, and 3) they were willing and able to do dangerous work with explosives in some of the most treacherous mountain passes, work that simply would not have been completed without them. This did not mean, however, that they were compensated fairly for their labor, nor does it mean that they had any control over their wages. They were "used," quite simply, because they had very little employment choice as a group considered to be racially "other" in nineteenth-century America. In fact, their willingness to work for less, and work hard for it, was explained away by their "Celestial" motivation. Their motivation was both that which made them valuable and that which defined them as racially "other." Consequently, they could improvise on the railroad by doing work so risky others would never dream of doing it, but only to the benefit of those investors (white men) in the Central Pacific Railroad Company. 

**Alternative Extensions

Alt: Solvency

The space community should create ethical guidelines that preserve space
Billings 97’

[Linda, More than 30 years of experience in the field of communication and 25 years of experience in aerospace Ph.D. in mass communication specializes in research, analysis, and commentary on space policy, and the history of rationales for space exploration. “Frontier Days in Space: Are they Over?” http://lindabillings.org/papers.html
Instead of profit, what the space community should be attending to in developing long-term exploration plans are the social, political, ethical and even spiritual ramifications of extending human presence into space. Fundamentally, what space exploration is about is not profit-but evolution, revelation and inspiration. “Explorers… are driven by a desire to discover which transcends the urge to conquer, the pursuit of trade’, writes Robin Hanbury-tenison.7 Apollo 11 astronaut Michael Collins has observed that ‘exploration produces a mood in people, a widening of interest, a stimulation of the thought processess’.8 Such efforts as NASA’s Discovery programme – a series of low-cost missions to study planets, moons, asteroids and comets – embody the true spirit of exploration. The search for extraterrestrial intelligence (abandoned by NASA in 1993) and search for extrasolar planets epitomize the spirit of exploration as well. Patricia Nelson Limerick has recommended that the space community abandon the frontier metaphor. But at the same time she acknowledges that it is ‘an enormously persistent and determining patter of thought’. Ultimately, it may not be feasible to expunge the frontier metaphor from the public discourse about space exploration. But it certainly is possible and practical, to re-examine it as a motivating force for space exploration. What is the space frontier? It might be useful to think of the space frontier as a vast and distant sort of Brazilian rainforest, Atacama Desert, Antarctic continent – a great unknown that challenges humans to think creatively and expansively, to push their capabilities to the limits, a wild and beautiful place to be studied and enjoyed but left unsullied. Curiosity is what brought humans out of caves, took them across oceans and continents, compelled them to invent aeroplanes and now draws them towards the stars. The broad, deep public value of exploring the universe is the value of discovery, learning and understanding; thus the space frontier could be a school for social research, a place where new societies could frow and thrive. This is the space frontier: the vast, perhaps endless frontier of intellectual and spiritual potential. 

Alt: individual Rejection Key
Even a rejection of a small instance of manifest destiny can help to detract from the destructive frontier mentality. Every rejection is key, because the myth itself is structured around individualism
Coles, 02 [Roberta Coles, PhD, Manifest Destiny Adapted for 1990s' War Discourse: Mission and Destiny Intertwined, Professor and chair of Department of Social and Cultural sciences @ Marquette University, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3712300.pdf]
Because Manifest Destiny relies on the chosen nation story for its foundation, it is what Bulman (1991) and Paul Tillich (1933) call a "myth of origin." Such narratives call a people back to a sense of their roots, their reason for being and the responsibilities that attend those purposes. They have the ability to paint an identity and define the important features of a people as they give meaning and motivation to their actions. Because the hero in Manifest Destiny is a nation, rather than an individual, and a nation is composed of individuals, every member of the nation can contribute to (or detract from) its superior character and mission. According to Browne (1991), this speaker-hearer collaboration invites the audience in, saying, “Together we can redeem virtue.” By doing so, a rhetorical community is built, the national identity is redefined or its individual members are reminded of the nation’s superior character, and each member can gain some sense of personal significance from being a part of this nation and contributing to its mission.

***Turns Case 
Turns Case: Get Off the Rock bad
Getting off the rock leads to further exploitation in space, replicating the same species-threatening crises
Lin, 06. 

Patrick, Assistant Professor at California Polytechnic State Univeristy. “Viewpoint: Look Before Taking Another Leap For Mankind- Ethical and Social Considerationa in Rebuilding Society in Space” Astropolitics. < http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14777620601039701.>
If not for adventure or knowledge, there are other, more pragmatic reasons to consider. For example, notable scientists, like the late Carl Sagan and Stephen Hawking, discuss ‘‘backing up the biosphere’’ in case our world becomes uninhabitable. Of course, if that ever happened, it may be our own fault, given our weapons of mass destruction, freely-distributed recipes for the 1918 killer virus, predicted misapplications of biotechnology and nanotech​ nology, and other possible man-made catastrophes. So is it a good enough reason to inhabit another planet, because we want a ‘‘do​ over’’ if we destroy our own? And if so, again, what are we doing to ensure that we do not make the same mistakes and lay waste to another biosphere? If we have put ourselves in a position where weneed a back-up plan, it is unclear how settling space will improve our self-destructive tendencies until we address those root issues. Less metaphysically, does having a safety net, such as a back​ up planet, make it more likely that we take more chances and treat our home planet less carefully? This would seem to be consistent with human behavior: as risks decrease, we are more likely to engage in that activity. However, an argument might be made that people who engage in possibly catastrophic acts are not the kind of people worried about our future and would proceed ahead regard​ less of a back-up biosphere. Further, perhaps having a ‘‘Plan B’’ does make sense, if we think that a natural apocalypse may occur, such as an asteroid collision. Another related reason for space development is that inhabit​ ing other planets is the ‘‘social release valve’’ we need to alleviate overcrowding and diminishing resources here on our home planet. But is this an argument for space exploration, or for population control and more intelligent use of our natural resources? Once again, if we need to escape our own planet for societal, political, or economic reasons, what is our plan for doing it right on another planet, or will we be bringing the same baggage into space to create more of the same? Another reason, and one that is perhaps too straightforward, was recently articulated by Elon Musk, co-founder of PayPal and founder of SpaceX: ‘‘My goal is to make humans the first interplan​ etary species.’’5 Although similar remarks have been made else​ where, by Stephen Hawking, Carl Sagan, and Robert Zubrin to name a few, Musk is actually in a unique position to realize this goal, so it is important to look at his particular motivations. Musk’s reason seems to speak either to our biological drive to propagate our own genetic lines, which incidentally serves to continue the species, or to a more narcissistic desire to literally take over that which is within our reach. Either case should give us pause: what are the ethics of introducing new species to environments where they are not normally found, and is the fact that we can send the average citizen into space and extend the human species on other planets or moons reason enough to do it? And why humans—would we have a moral issue with popu​lating the Moon with monkeys or dandelions instead? This may seem to be a ridiculous question, until we recognize various com​ pelling arguments in philosophy that there is nothing intrinsically special about being human or that some animals should have the same moral status as people do.6 At any rate, without invoking God or some metaphysical right, it is very difficult to explain why human interests are more valuable than non-human interests, making our space quest seem much less noble and much more selfish. Even if a more defensible reason is that space exploration pushes human limits, that drive to break past existing boundaries 
surely must be subject to reasonable limitations. For instance, we are able to clone human beings, yet we refrain from that practice for ethical reasons. We are physically able to build homes inside national parks and other uninhabited areas, but we refrain from doing so, at least to comply with laws designed to preserve that environment.

Turns Case: Profit destroys exploration/colonization
The Frontier metaphor of the American West no longer applies; incentives to colonize space are clearly profit-driven. Turns Case.

Billings, 05. 
Linda, research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. Dr. Billings earned her Ph.D. in mass communication from the Indiana University School of Journalism, M.A. in international transactions from George Mason University, and B.A. in social sciences from the State University of New York at Binghamton (now Binghamton University). “Frontier Days in Space: Are They Over?” Space Policy Journal. <http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/Frontier_and_Space.pdf>

The frontier spirit is still alive and well in the American space community. Aerospace leaders in government and industry continue to use the metaphor of the frontier in speaking of the future of space exploration. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s official “vision” statement revalidates the concept, for example, stating that “as explorers, pioneers, and innovators, we boldly expand frontiers in air and space....” But at the end of the 20th century it may be time to abandon, or at least rethink, the frontier metaphor. The social, political, economic and cultural context of the U.S. civil space program has changed radically since the 1960s. NASA’s Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo programs were products of a geopolitical competition that is now, with the end of the Cold War, history. In the post-Cold War world, geoeconomic competition is a prevailing force. Thus, the rationale of national security no longer masks the aerospace industry’s relentless drive for profit. This profit motive threatens to undermine future space exploration efforts, by absorbing most of NASA’s budget into infrastructure projects. With profiteers landing contracts for multi- billion-dollar launch systems and orbital facilities and talking of mining the asteroids and building on the moon, space advocates need to reexamine what the frontier metaphor means today. Dictionaries describe a frontier as a shifting or advancing zone that marks the limits of settlement and civilization. As historian Frederick Jackson Turner explained in his famous essay, “The Significance of the Frontier in American History,” a frontier is a physical and a psychological place, a sort of organizing principle. Patricia Nelson Limerick, a leading contemporary historian of the American West, has said that members of the space community should think more deeply about what they are saying as they exercise the frontier metaphor. “To many advocates of space development, American history is 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.” By this model, space exploration is promoted as an escape from Earthly problems, colonization as a safety valve for social stresses. “ Space boosters promise a wide and open distribution of benefits,” says Limerick. But “in situations of colonization and settlements, occasions in which everyone gains and no one loses have been extremely rare.... Whether it occurs in terrestrial space or celestial space, expansion has been tough on the ideals and practices of democracy. Principle takes a beating and expediency triumphs....” (Proceedings, “What is the Value of Space Exploration?”, July 18- 19, 1994, Washington, D.C.)As Limerick explains and as Turner’s critics have argued, materialistic interests played a major role in driving U.S. westward expansion. And just as profit was a primary motive for conquering America’s Western frontier, profit is a primary motive for space exploration. Thus it is infrastructure development that consumes most of NASA’s budget; NASA’s most expensive endeavors are the international space station, the space shuttle, and the development of new launch vehicles are all multi-billion-dollar endeavors which fill up corporate coffers whether or not they ever fly. The U.S. aerospace industry lobbies hard to ensure that such programs survive and thrive. And, not coincidentally, salaries for chief executive officers and other top officials of U.S. Aerospace companies are obscenely large, and growing.

Having a profit-driven frontier mentality turns case and threatens the success of future missions
Billings, 05. 
Linda, research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. Dr. Billings earned her Ph.D. in mass communication from the Indiana University School of Journalism, M.A. in international transactions from George Mason University, and B.A. in social sciences from the State University of New York at Binghamton (now Binghamton University). “Frontier Days in Space: Are They Over?” Space Policy Journal. <http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/Frontier_and_Space.pdf>

The Cold War rhetoric and today’s rhetoric are virtually the same. This sort of thinking reinforces the idea that conquest and exploitation are reasonable ends for space exploration. American space exploration initiatives today are ostensibly intended to promote global leadership, economic competitiveness, scientific excellence, and technological progress. But the idea of conquest and exploitation for the sake of profit is an insidious threat to achieving any of these ends. With the Cold War over and the entire world accessible, the military industrial complex is extending the doctrine of manifest destiny into outer space. In the late 20th century, the common wisdom is that humankind has conquered nature here on earth. Now the conquerors who run the military industrial complex are looking toward the chaos and emptiness of space as new territory to claim and tame. As the doctrine of manifest destiny was used to justify purging U.S. territory of indigenous residents, it is being used to justify clearing the way into space. Hence, space enthusiasts continue to speculate about mining the asteroids and staking claims on the moon. (See Lawrence D. Roberts, “Foundations for Castles in the Air,” Space News, January 20-26, 1997) When the Department of Defense recently announced that one of its space probes had found evidence of water on the moon, proposals immediately started surfacing for developing the moon and the asteroids. (See John S. Lewis, “Water on the Moon, Pie in the Sky.” The New York Times, December 7, 1996) And aerospace industries continue to air plans for expanding their businesses into outer space. Lockheed Martin executive James Blackwell has expressed the corporate viewpoint very well: “In the 20th century we have called space ‘The Final Frontier.’ In the 21st we will call it something new. We will call it ‘Open for Business.’ “ (“Space Shots,” Space News, February 3-9, 1997) (It is worth noting that the United States refuses to ratify the 1979 United Nations Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, because it prohibits sovereign claims on extraterrestrial property.) It is undoubtedly possible that space exploration could degenerate into the kind of conquest and exploitation that characterized the West’s domination over what is now called the developing world. Thus, NASA and its partners in space should be vigilant in their efforts to avoid repeating past mistakes. Exploration for the purpose of aiding and abetting conquest and exploitation will not build a sound foundation for humankind’s future in space. Initiatives intended to conquer and exploit, to fence off bits and pieces of the solar system and extend private property rights into space, are not worthy of public funding.

International Coop Solvency Takeout

International Cooperation claims are false; justifications for exploration are primarily nationalist.

Siddiqi, 10.

Asif A. is an assistant professor of history at Fordham University and member of advisory board at Shahjalal University of Science and Technology.[1] He specializes in the history of science and technology and modern Russian history. “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration” Technology and Culture, Volume 51, Number 2, April 2010, pp. 425-443 (Article) Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Roger Launius has noted that nations have historically justified space exploration by appealing to one (or a combination) of five different rationales: human destiny, geopolitics, national security, economic competitiveness, and scientific discovery.15 The latter four stem from national and nationalist requirements; the first, human destiny, appeals to the idea of survival of the species. In the American context, this universal rationale of human destiny combines older traditions of technological utopianism and an updated version of “manifest destiny.” Technological utopianism, i.e., a notion that conflates “progress” (qualified technologically) with “progress” (unqualified), has been an essential part of popular discourse since the late nineteenth century, and if the crisis of modernity and the Great War made Western Europeans less enamored of the panacea promised by technology, Americans continued to embrace more fully the idea of techno- logical utopianism than most other societies.16 As Launius has shown, influential space activists of the past fifty years deployed rhetoric and rationale to support space exploration that simultaneously invoked romanticized notions of the American frontier—Frederick Jackson Turner’s “frontier thesis” was ubiquitous—with emphatic language that underscored that what was at stake with space exploration was not about Americans but the entire human race. Commentators as varied as Wernher von Braun, Gerard K. O’Neill, and Robert Zubrin all couched their arguments with a distinctly American spin—ingenuity, frontier, freedom—in their search to create the opportunity for global survival in the form of human colonization of the cosmos.17 Here, the American becomes the normative for space travel for the species.

***at 

A2: Perm Do Both

1) Perm doesn’t solve- noble attempts to explore space mask the true incentives behind it

Gouge, 01 

Catherine, Doctor of Philosophy in English at West Virginia University. “The American Frontier: History, Rhetoric, Concept” Americana: The Journal of American Popular Culture (1900-present), Spring 2007, Volume 6, Issue 1
http://www.americanpopularculture.com/journal/articles/spring_2007/gouge.htm 

In arguing for the role of “frontier conditions” (37) in the creation of a certain kind of democratic frontier subject which he called “American,” Turner chronicles the development of that subject formation and credits this process with the formation of our allegedly democratic political ideals and sense of American exceptionalism. To this end, he writes that “this at least is clear: American democracy is fundamentally the outcome of the experiences of the American people in dealing with the West” (266). In this way, he develops a frontierist theory which posits that the influence of the existence of “free” land extends to a political economy and acknowledges a crucial socio-spatial dialectic. As Harvey writes, The Jeffersonian land system, with its repetitive mathematical grid that still dominates the landscape of the United States, sought the rational partitioning of space so as to promote the formation of an agrarian democracy. In practice this proved admirable for capitalist appropriation of and speculation in space, subverting Jefferson’s aims, but it also demonstrates how a particular definition of objective social space facilitated the rise of a new kind of social order. (Justice 240) Thus, while Turner argued that “so long as free land exists, the opportunity for a competency exists, and economic power secures political power” (32), he might as well have said, "So long as a frontier exists for appropriation and speculations," both literal and figurative. Indeed, the frontierist socio-spatial dialectic which Turner articulates did “facilitate the rise of a new kind of social order.” It assisted the growth of capitalism in the United States. This romantic narrative of a frontierist socio-spatial dialectic is, in fact, advanced by many post-originary American frontier narratives which attempt to naturalize the contradictions of the economic and political imperatives of liberal democracy. 

2) Can’t solve our links, they are predicated off of the affirmatives advocated ethics, evaluate each one as a dis-ad to the perm

3) Reevaluation of our ethic is a pre-requisite to any effective space programs

Billings 06’

[Linda, More than 30 years of experience in the field of communication and 25 years of experience in aerospace Ph.D. in mass communication specializes in research, analysis, and commentary on space policy, and the history of rationales for space exploration. February 3 “To the moon mars and back: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space fairing societies.” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf
Introduction Today’s U.S. civilian space program, borne of the 20th century Cold War, is focused on planning for a new round of human missions to the Moon and, later, perhaps, to Mars. These plans are intended to realize the “vision” for 21st century human exploration articulated by President George W. Bush in January 2004. Critics argue that the cost of such missions may be prohibitive in the current fiscal environment, and curious observers keep asking: Why are we going back to the Moon? It is important to examine this “vision” in the broader context of 21st century space exploration. Since the turn of the century China has launched people into Earth orbit and announced plans for human missions to the Moon. With NASA’s space shuttle temporarily out of commission, Russia is currently the only other nation besides China with an operating human space flight capability. Russia is also developing a new human-rated space vehicle, called Kliper, which government officials say could begin flying as early as 2013. Canada, India, Japan, and member countries of the European Space Agency are among nations interested in collaborating on human missions to the Moon and Mars. And there are other nations, too, some with their own capabilities to build satellites, robotic spacecraft, and unpiloted space launch vehicles, that want to be a part of the global space enterprise. Some important questions must be addressed in considering future human exploration of space, questions that spacefaring nations have given scant attention. How will extending human presence into the solar system affect society and culture on Earth? What legal, ethical and other value systems should govern human settlements and other activities in space? Do humans have rights to exploit extraterrestrial resources and alter extraterrestrial environments? In keeping with the IASTS 21st annual conference theme, “Where are we going with science and technology, and where are these creations taking us?”, this paper will review the history and status of issues relating space law, ethics and culture and speculate on what the future might hold.
4) Either the perm links or it severs out of 1AC discourse, that’s a voting issue, makes it impossible to be neg when the aff can dodge all of the links which decreases clash and education 
A2 Policy Framework

The rhetoric of policy makers is instrumental in establishing our expansionist, exploitative ‘myth of the frontier’ space policy

Billings 06’

[Linda, More than 30 years of experience in the field of communication and 25 years of experience in aerospace Ph.D. in mass communication specializes in research, analysis, and commentary on space policy, and the history of rationales for space exploration. February 3 “To the moon mars and back: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space fairing societies.” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf
The social, political, economic and cultural context for the U.S. civil space program has changed radically since the 1960s. But the rhetoric of space policy making has not. In the 21st century, politicians and other advocates are promoting “the Moon-Mars thing” as exploration for the sake of exploring and also as a means of opening up the solar system to private property claims, resource exploitation, and commercial development. In the words of one space advocate, “The solar system is like a giant grocery store. It has everything we could possibly want…. The solar system’s seemingly limitless energy and mineral resources will solve Earth’s resource shortages.”8 In these remarks is reflected a belief that the values of materialism, consumerism, and hyper-consumption prevalent today are values worth extending into the solar system. This conception of outer space depends on the idea of a solar system (and beyond) of wide-open spaces and limitless resources. The so-called “the myth of the frontier” (Slotkin, 1973) in American history embodies a worldview 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” (p. 5). President Kennedy’s “new frontier” of the 1960s was “a heroic engagement” in a campaign against communism, including the civilian space program (Slotkin, 1990, p. 3). The frontier metaphor has been, and still is, a dominant metaphor in rhetoric about space exploration; it thrives today in discourse of space exploration planning and policy making. “Space frontier” means different things to different people, and it is worth thinking about the range of meanings invoked by the metaphor in considering what values are, could be, or should be embodied in the space exploration enterprise. 
Establishing a framework through analogy is a pre-requisite to having any debate about space policy 
Peterson 97’

Professor of Political Science at University of Massachusetts, PhD from Columbia University International Organization Vol. 51, No. 2 (Spring, 1997), pp. 245-274 
Scholars focusing on international relations generally or foreign policy decision making are now paying increasing attention to the ways in which mental constructs- ideas, beliefs, ideologies, or worldviews-affect political actors' perceptions and behavior.' The influence of mental constructs in political interaction is particularly visible when actors are trying to extend interaction into new areas or to establish new modes of cooperation. This study will illuminate the impact of mental constructs in these situations by examining the development of outer space law. The Soviets' successful launch of Sputnik in October 1957 shifted outer space from the realm of science fiction and speculation to the realm of real intemational concerns. Governments were faced with the problem of determining not only what they wanted to do in space but also what sorts of rules for unilateral activity and mutual interaction should prevail there.2 When Sputnik ushered in the space age, the world was divided into two great power blocs, each consisting of one superpower plus allies, associates, and clients, and a scattering of European neutral and Third World nonaligned states. The distribution of space capability was even more starkly bipolar than the distribution of overall capability: until 1972 only the superpowers possessed the ability to launch large objects into space, place satellites into geostationary orbit, and send humans into earth orbit or beyond. Some other states could launch small rockets and later developed the ability to launch large objects, but none expected to match the whole range of superpower space activity.3 Realist theorists of international relations would expect the superpowers to define the rules for outer space activity because, in 1957, only they had the capability to act in space. Realists would also expect the superpowers to insist on rules allowing considerable room for unilateral action, particularly in the security realm. Accep- tance of external constraints on state action, whether in the strong form of creating an intergovernmental organization for space exploration or the weak form of mutual monitoring of activity and enforcement of rules would be unlikely in the realist view. Rather, cooperation would be limited, and cooperative ventures would follow the lines of interbloc division. These expectations stem from the basic assumptions of realist theory, which treats states as egoistic rational utility maximizers and assumes that ability to influence outcomes is directly related to a state's capability relative to that of others. Particularly in its more structuralist neorealist versions, realist theory assumes that states derive their utility functions not from any internal source but from the overriding desire to survive and thrive in a severely competitive environment that imposes steep costs on those who fail to act in conformity with competitive necessities. Assuring survival in such a milieu requires maintaining or augmenting power and paying careful attention to relative position. Realists expect, in consequence, that states will seek to maximize freedom to pursue their own policies and forgo cooperative activity if the benefits seem likely to be distributed in ways that permit rivals to improve their relative positions. Current rules for and patterns of outer space activity do conform in many respects to these expectations. Outer space law permits states wide discretion in initiating, continuing, dispensing with, and defining all forms of outer space activity. Joint activity is common, but formally organized multilateral ventures are confined to the European Space Agency, the Soviet bloc Intercosmos program, and the global and regional telecommunications satellite consortia. Even the "global" consortia-the U.S.-led Intelsat and the Soviet-led Intersputnik-reflected bloc divisions until the mid-1970s. These divisions were first overcome with creation of Inmarsat, a specialized venture in ship-to-shore communications. Yet realist expectations are indeterminate at crucial points. In particular, a realist would not have been able to predict whether outer space would be treated as a common area or as something to be "conquered" and parceled out among space- faring states. Both conceptions of space were advanced in the early 1950s; some commentators compared space to the high seas, while others compared it to national airspace. Had the superpowers agreed on one conception and other states on the other, the selection would pose no puzzle for realist theory: the superpowers could simply have imposed their preferences by agreeing between themselves and acting accordingly. However, the superpowers initially disagreed, with the U.S. government preferring the high seas conception and the Soviet government the national airspace conception. Resolution of this disagreement poses a puzzle that cannot be explained using only the resources of realist theory, because neither superpower was in a position to coerce (much less impose on) the other.4 When imposition or coercion is not possible, political actors have to bargain to a compromise or converge through mutual persuasion on a consensus. Compromise involves trade-off, which in the space case would have involved each superpower accepting some elements of the other's preferred conception in return for the other's acceptance of some elements of its own. Persuasion involves offering arguments that bring others to share the same set of presuppositions, assumptions, logic, and conclusions. The development of outer space law did involve moments of compro- mise, but the decision to treat space as a commons involved a clear choice of one conception over the other, an outcome that depended on the Soviet government's shift to accepting the high seas conception. The process by which convergence occurred can be traced in some detail because outer space law was developed in a well-documented multilateral negotiation. Even imposition involves some elements of mutually understood meaning, since the target has to understand what acts or statements are being demanded. Bargaining and persuasion are even more dependent on a shared conceptual framework with which actors can define the problem, assess the stakes involved, identify potential solutions, and agree on a particular one.5 Understanding the process by which the superpowers converged on treating outer space as a common area and developing outer space law accordingly requires understanding the mental mechanisms by which political actors acquire, transmit, and refine common conceptual frameworks.6 Though analogical reasoning is only one of several types of human reasoning that can serve as the requisite mental mechanism, it is more successful than others when actors need to develop a workable conception of a new problem or issue quickly. Inductive reasoning, for example, fails for lack of enough information about the new concern to permit a "bottom-up" generation of organizing concepts from particular observations. Deductive reasoning fails for lack of a sufficiently well-developed theory of the new concern to provide the assumptions and postulates needed for a "top-down" elaboration of expectations. Reasoning by analogy, which permits the transfer of assumptions and postulates from a well-known field to an unfamiliar one, provides the necessary cognitive resources for developing a working conception of the new issue or problem. Understanding the process of reasoning by analogy improves our comprehension of outer space law development in two ways. First, it explains the development of the superpower consensus defining outer space as a common area rather than as one subject to national claims. Once this conception was in place, the superpowers and other states were able to agree on the main outlines of outer space law. Second, the patterns of analogical reasoning illuminate certain facets of the later evolution of outer space law by indicating which proposals are more or less likely to be considered seriously. One subsequent debate, triggered by proposals to treat lunar resources as the "common heritage of mankind," provides a good example of this sifting effect. 
A2: Overview Effect

White agrees that the alternative should come before space development

Livingston 00’

David,  Dr. David Livingston is a business consultant, financial advisor, and strategic planner.  He currently specializes in solving business problems for entrepreneurial operations, start-ups, and businesses with ten or fewer employees, “Ethical Commercialization of Outer Space,” http://www.davidlivingston.com/publications/The_Ethical_Commercialization_of_Outer_Space.pdf
Many people who are generally supportive of space commerce and colonization are speaking out about the potential risks awaiting us in unchecked and unsupervised space development. One of the more persuasive individuals expressing concern early on about human development and settlement in space was Paul L. Csonka, who at one time was the Director of the Institute of Theoretical Sciences at the University of Oregon. In early 1977, when space commercialization referred only to satellites and the technology for colonizing space was still on the drawing board, he wrote about the social and political concerns of colonizing space in a paper entitled “Space Colonization—Yes, But Not Now”: "If space colonization were to be undertaken today at the maximum rate permitted by technology, it is likely that instead of increasing the chances of human survival, it would drastically reduce it. Preliminary studies ought to be undertaken, but large scale colonization should be postponed until such a time when (and if) social and political conditions reach the prerequisite state of sophistication.”3 Now, twenty-two years later, we have a healthy private sector and the will and technology to create viable space businesses. Governments are no longer the sole players in space development. Who then will determine the laws that govern our behavior and activities in space? How will we interact with one another and with our bosses in outer space? In his new book, The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, Frank White considers how the permanent presence of humans in space will affect many of our institutions, including those having to do with economics, science, politics, religion, social relations, and psychology. He addresses possible space-colony rebellions, making it clear that man is responsible for his own fate. White would like to see a space program that is genuinely committed to peacefully exploring the space frontier without playing to the dictates of national interests. He recognizes "that space exploration is a major step in a long evolutionary journey, which we humans will be making not only for ourselves, but for the evolution of the universe itself.4 On May 19, 1999, PBS aired Voyage to the Milky Way. This two-hour program discussed various aspects of the space program and commercial space development, with interviews of experts in the field. One of those consulted, Keay Davidson, the science writer for the San Francisco Examiner, offered the following insights: I think one problem with a lot of the people who are promoting space settlement is that they have no social conscious. No rules, every man or woman for him or herself, and I don't think you can settle space in a responsible way. We've got this lunar ice for example that's just been discovered by the lunar prospector space probe. Now there's a lot of lunar ice apparently there, but there's not an infinite amount. What if someone goes there and stakes claim to the lunar ice and enforces that claim at gun point? That's the kind of problem we are going to be facing in space -where you'll have economic issues and possibly even military issues arise, and I think we need to plan the exploration of space first so that we don't just repeat the same old ugly sagas that we've seen in terrestrial history.5 Harlan Ellison, the noted science-fiction author, was also interviewed on the same PBS special. He also warned of the dangers of unrestricted exploration of space: We use space the same way we are using any other open field. Those who are the fleetest and most rapacious are going to get there first and are going to do what they want with it. That's the threat of space travel. That those who get there first will not be the ones we want to carry the banner. The ones with the great dreams, they will simply be the people who want to strip mine Venus for its pitch blend. 

A2: Epistemology

A framework of “defer to the experts” doesn’t work. Ethics, aesthetics, and metaphysics are a prerequisite.

Daly and Frodeman, 08.

Erin Moore and Robert, Indiana University. "Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement: Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration." Ethics & the Environment 13.1 (2008): 135-151. Project MUSE. Web. 21 Jan. 2011. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

But environmental ethics itself has been limited by its focus on ethics rather than philosophy. The distinction is an important one. By the mid 19th century, science had attained the status of being our only reliable source of knowledge. Art, metaphysics, and religion were dismissed as unverifiable expressions of subjective belief. Because of its clear practical import, ethics was par- tially exempt from this dismissal. While some 20th century philosophers (e.g., Stevenson, 1963) and much of the public came to view ethics as consisting of mere manifestations of emotion, society was not willing to abandon all substantive ethical claims. When questions of the state of the environment came to the public’s attention in the 1960s, people seeking to express their moral views used science to buttress their ethical claims— for instance, arguing for the preservation of the Pacific Yew tree because of the usefulness of Taxol as a cancer drug. Professional ethicists, sharing the prejudices of the age, were left trying to adapt their established ethical theories to these new topics. The resulting efforts at “ethical extensionism” sought to stretch ethical theories developed for humans to animals, plants, and ecosystems. By the early 1990s, the twin assumptions that our valuing of nature is solely a matter of ethics, and that our ethical claims must be grounded in science, were ready for reevaluation. The development of environmental philosophy (a new traditionalism, in that it looked back to the pre 19th century categories of natural philosophy and cosmology) is increasingly giving epistemological, aesthetic, religious, and metaphysical concerns about nature equal status with ethics.3 The wider range of environmental philosophy is better situated to describe our interests and experiences at places such as the Grand Canyon. People go to the Grand Canyon for reasons of aesthetics (its beauty), theology (the awe it inspires), or metaphysics (it gives us a new sense of one’s place in the uni- verse), not ethics. Moreover, the wider concerns of environmental philosophy are more consistent with our responses to and concerns with the extraterrestrial realm. While issues such as the possible biological contamination of other planets and space debris have clear ethical dimensions, the expansion of our understanding of the cosmos through instruments such as the Hubble Space Telescope is much more a matter of aesthetics (e.g., Hubble’s stunning pictures) and metaphysics (our growing appreciation of the long view of cosmic history) than ethics. Humans tend to acknowledge ethical responsibilities to what is close at hand. The thought of environmental ethics in outer space, where few will go in our lifetimes and nothing is known to live, is quite simply unfathomable to most. But despite all this, the cosmic environment continues to awe, delight, and inspire generation after generation. In what follows we seek to spur the rapprochement and cross-fertilization of philosophy and space policy by highlighting the philosophic dimensions of space exploration, pulling together issues and authors that have had insufficient contact with one another. We do so by offering an account of three topics: planetary exploration, planetary protection and the search for extraterrestrial life, and terraforming. The resulting synthesis seeks to change our thinking about earthbound environmental ethics as it considers the philosophical dimensions of space exploration, and introduces the possible benefits of a humanities-oriented approach to space policy.

A2: “Get off the Rock”

Getting off the rock does not permanently solve extinction, just carries it on to space- turns case

Lin, 06. 

Patrick, Assistant Professor at California Polytechnic State Univeristy. “Viewpoint: Look Before Taking Another Leap For Mankind- Ethical and Social Considerationa in Rebuilding Society in Space” Astropolitics. < http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14777620601039701.>
One of the first and natural reactions of many is to ask: should we be encouraging private space exploration, given what we have done to our own planet? What is to prevent problems on Earth from following us into outer space, if we have not evolved the attitudes, and ethics, which have contributed to those problems? As examples, an over-developed sense of nationalism may again lead to war with other humans in space, and ignoring the cumulative effects of small acts may again lead to such things as the over- commercialization of space and space pollution. Have we learned enough about ourselves and our history to avoid the same mistakes as we have made on Earth? Preserving the pristine, unspoiled expanses of space is a recurring theme, much as it is important to preserve wetlands,rainforests, and other natural wonders here on Earth. We have already littered the orbital environment in space with floating deb​ ris that we need to track so that spacecraft and satellites navigate around, not to mention abandoned equipment on the Moon and Mars. So what safeguards are in place to ensure we do not exacer​ bate this problem, especially if we propose to increase space traf​ fic? Furthermore, are we prepared to risk accidents in space from the technologies we might use, such as nuclear power?
A2: Now is Key

Timeframe for their impact is a rhetorical device used to sustain support for a long-term project- don’t grant them any weight 

Cronlund, 07.

Anderson Mark, Associate Professor of History at the University of Regina and Coordinator of Interdisciplinary Studies at Luther College, University of Regina. “The Mythical Frontier, the Mexican Revolution, and the Press: An Imperial Subplot” Canadian Review of American Studies, Volume 37, Number 1, 2007, pp. 1-22 (Article) 

A second strategy evinced in Kennedy’s transcendent appeal was the rhetorical appropriation and manipulation of time to generate a sense of both urgency and perseverance. Crafting a temporal rhetoric that defines the present moment as the precipice before the next stage of human enterprise, Kennedy compelled his audience to realize and make good on their ancestral heritage by embarking toward the moon. Kennedy not only sought to convince his audience that the moon could be grasped, but that history was waiting for them to do so. This strategy was complicated, however, by the fact that the urgency needed to garner support for the mission would have to be sustained over several years and with questionable chances for success. Therefore, his construction of time needed to speak both to an immediate urgency and to a sustained effort over a decade’s worth of struggle and innovation. His strategy for navigating through these concerns was a historical vision that motivated his audience, not because of any immediate circumstances but because the history of humanity necessitated that that generation move forward at that time. Strategic chronologies had, in fact, been part of Kennedy’s lunar rhetoric from its first mention in the “Special Message to Congress,” where the time frame for landing on the moon was cagily defined as “before this decade is out.”46 He did little to narrow this broad target in the Rice University address, merely rephrasing the deadline as “the decade of the Sixties” and “before the end of this decade.” Kennedy’s ambiguous time frame worked toward dual purposes, giving him room to maneuver while simultaneously providing the audience with a sense of finitude necessary for transforming an abstract idea into a specific task. The present moment of the speech could extend throughout “this decade,” making the goal of landing on the moon appear imminent without requiring it to be immediate. The audience was relieved from the burden of haste, making it easier for them to take the first in a series of steps over a reasonable period of time rather than an all-or- nothing shot.
on space exploration.
***AFF ANSWERS
Perm: Generic

Philosophical evaluation happens with concrete action in space
Daly and Frodeman, 08.

Erin Moore and Robert, Indiana University. "Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement: Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration." Ethics & the Environment 13.1 (2008): 135-151. Project MUSE. Web. 21 Jan. 2011. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

Revolutions in philosophic understanding and cultural worldviews inevitably accompany revolutions in science. As we expand our exploration of the heavens, we will also reflect on the broader human implications of advances in space. Moreover, our appreciation of human impact on Earth systems will expand as we come to see the Earth within the context of the solar system. Most fundamentally, we need to anticipate and wrestle with the epistemological, metaphysical, and theological dimensions of space exploration, including the possibility of extraterres- trial life and the development of the space environment, as it pertains to our common understanding of the universe and of ourselves. Such reflection should be performed by philosophers, metaphysi- cians, and theologians in regular conversation with the scientists who investigate space and the policy makers that direct the space program. The exploration of the universe is no experimental science, contained and controlled in a laboratory, but takes place in a vast and dynamic network of interconnected, interdependent realities. If (environmental) philosophy is to be a significant source of insight, philosophers will need to have a much broader range of effective strategies for interdisciplinary collaborations, framing their reflections with the goal of achieving policy-relevant results. If it is necessary for science and policy-makers to heed the advice of philosophers, it is equally necessary for philosophers to speak in con- crete terms about real-world problems. A philosophic questioning about the relatedness of humans and the universe, in collaboration with a prag- matic, interdisciplinary approach to environmental problems, is the most responsible means of developing both the science and policy for the exploration of the final frontier.

Astro-Environmentalism needs practical application
Reiman 09’

[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

Some writers believe that space ethics should arise from practical issues and consist of solutions to these issues. However, such an approach is in danger of becoming casuistic and contradictory - highly impractical once we move beyond covering the most obvious problems. It might be better to try to form some basic ethical principles first and then attempt to apply them to a range of practical issues. This approach would safeguard the integrity of the ethical system and, second, it could also be adapted to treat completely new questions. Philosophically it may be beneficial to employ the tools of environmental ethics in discussions about space ethics. If we act in space, the ethical questions we encounter often have as much in common with environmental ethics as with the philosophy of science or sociology. There already exist ethical questions that have a distinctly environmental ethical undertone (for example: if we discover life, how should we treat it?). This strongly suggests that we should consider space as an environment for practical reasons. Studying space as an environment allows us to have another perspective besides that of human interests. While it is true that studying the ethical questions of space exploration from the perspective of human interests can answer many ethical questions (for instance, cluttering an important orbit with debris is unwise mainly because doing so is against our own best interests in the long term, and this provides a good reason to avoid it4), other questions benefit from combining different perspectives. Questions such as whether or not it is ethically acceptable to mine the rings of Saturn until they are destroyed or to blow the moons of Mars out of existence as part of a nuclear weapons test programme, are questions where applying only a human perspective seems insufficient. An account of ethics that does not grant these places some inherent value seems to be lacking something important - the perspective of the object of human actions. If we choose to ignore that perspective, we may fail to realize the full consequences of our actions. When making moral decisions humans have a tendency to count only certain features of the objects of their actions as significant. For example, when discussing the ethics of animal testing, laboratory animals are often portrayed as ‘models’ or biological machines with no subjecthood or interests of their own. In the same way, some space explorers might see the objects of their interest – like the rings of Saturn – only as mineral deposits. Adopting the attitude that the rings of Saturn are an environment in the sense that they can be considered things that have inherent value beyond their value to humans is a way to avoid this kind of blindness. According to Rolston, it is very human but also quite short-sighted to value a system only for its production of life. As he puts it, while life is special in many ways, it is a mistake to believe that this means that lifeless places, ‘mere things’, are beyond appropriate and inappropriate consideration [8].

Hans can interact with the environment while acknowledging its intrinsic value

Daly and Frodeman, 08.

Erin Moore and Robert, Indiana University. "Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement: Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration." Ethics & the Environment 13.1 (2008): 135-151. Project MUSE. Web. 21 Jan. 2011. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

The terraforming project does not receive universal approval. An advocate of the ‘hands-off’ approach, or what has come to be called cosmic preservationism, is Rolston, who assigns value to the “creative projects” of nature, regardless of the existence of life or consciousness. Humans ought to preserve projects of formed integrity, wherever found....” [We should] “banish soon and forever the bias that only habit- able places are good ones, and all uninhabitable places empty wastes, piles of dull stones, dreary, desolate swirls of gases” (Rolston 1986, 170–71). Alan Marshall, another preservationist, advocates strict enforcement measures to ensure that the planet continues to exist in its natural state. For Marshall, all of nature should receive respect; rocks, for instance, exist in “a blissful state of satori only afforded to non-living entities” (Marshall 1993). Martyn Fogg, on the other hand, notes that efforts to protect a barren environment are often misanthropic critiques of human nature emphasizing our capacity for evil, or sentimental illusions based on out- of-date ecology. He offers as an example the ecocentrist notion of ecological harmony—“that there exists an ideal balance in nature that is perfect, unchanging, and which nurtures and sustains” (Fogg 2000a, 209). Such a state is a cozy sentimentality, he claims. “Nature is...better regarded as a continuous state of flux dominated by chaos and disharmony” (ibid.). Fogg counters Alan Marshall’s argument that rocks exist in a state of ‘blissful satori’ by stating, “rocks don’t think, don’t act and don’t care. They cannot have values of their own” (ibid., 210). The question, however, of whether e.g., rocks have intrinsic value is different from whether they have values of their own. Abiotic nature can also have value through the relatedness of nature and natural objects to human beings. This value resides in the daily presence of humans in nature, humans as part of nature—something not (yet) true of the extra- terrestrial world. We may be confident that rocks do not think, or have values of their own. But humans can nonetheless value rocks for their own sake—they can be experienced as beautiful, sublime, or sacred. Metaphysical, aesthetic, and theological questions such as these must be included as we address issues of terraforming.

Perm: Terraforming Affs

Terraforming and astro-environmentalism are not exclusive
Daly and Frodeman, 08.

Erin Moore and Robert, Indiana University. "Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement: Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration." Ethics & the Environment 13.1 (2008): 135-151. Project MUSE. Web. 21 Jan. 2011. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

Of course, the issue of terraforming is not exclusively a scientific or technological one. Indeed, a number of talented scientists have noted that terraforming must be dealt with by those qualified to address ontological and theological questions about the nature of life (e.g., Haynes 1990).12 Few philosophers have approached the question—the majority of literature considering the ethics of such a project has been written by scientists. Those who have written about the ethical implications of terraforming (both scientists and philosophers) have tended to appeal to the intrinsic value issues involved in introducing terrestrial life to Mars. The questions usually take the following forms: Is life better than non-life? Is there value in nature absent the presence of life? Should we preserve the natural state of the red planet, or might we have an ethical obligation to populate the universe? The answer to the last question is often a qualified yes. David Grin- spoon likens the issue to that of planting a garden in a vacant lot—if no life exists on Mars, then we have a duty to bring life to it: “Mars belongs to us [life] because this universe belongs to life” (Grinspoon 2004). Of course, a vacant lot is a human creation, and thus is a questionable analogy to a planet which happens to be naturally abiotic. Christopher McKay voices a similar position: “Life has precedence over non-life,” he states; “life has value. A planet Mars with a natural global-scale biota has value vis-à-vis a planet with only sparse life or none at all” (McKay 1990). Robert Zubrin, one of the most energetic and unequivocal spokesman of the case for bringing life to Mars, claims that the act of terraforming the Red Planet will prove that “the worlds of the heavens themselves are subject to the human intelligent will” (Zubrin 2002). Zubrin has called the argument that we should forgo the terraforming project if native life is found on Mars “immoral and insane,” because humans are more important than bacteria. “In securing the Red Planet on behalf of life, humans will perform an act of improving creation so dramatic that it will affirm the value of the human race, and every member of it. There could be no activity more ethical” (Zubrin 2002, 179–80).

Perm: SETI Affs
SETI forces questioning of current space ethics
Daly and Frodeman, 08.

Erin Moore and Robert, Indiana University. "Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement: Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration." Ethics & the Environment 13.1 (2008): 135-151. Project MUSE. Web. 21 Jan. 2011. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

The search for extraterrestrial life takes place on two distinct fronts, each with very different implications and policy requirements. First, the SETI (Search for Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence) community listens for signals or messages from civilizations outside the solar system. Second, within the solar system, we search for evidence of present or past life by examining physical, chemical, geological, and biological data, acquired remotely from orbit, in situ, or through collected samples. Detection of life by any method would have dramatic consequences and require ready policy strategies for risk management, communication, education, ethical considerations, international interests, and public perception. Over a period of several years, the SETI Committee of the International Academy of Astronautics developed a Declaration of Principles to serve as guide- lines following the detection of extraterrestrial intelligence. The Principles, approved by the Academy in 1989 and published in a special issue of Acta Astronautica in 1990, provide operational recommendations for a course of action immediately following a discovery (SETI 1990). These include: • strategies for verification • communication to scientific and political communities, the U.N., and the public • protection of data, and • responding to the signal The Principles are vague and not intended for long-term policy, but they provide a rational and appropriate framework from which to proceed until further decisions can be made.6 Notably, there are no corresponding guidelines for addressing the detection of non-intelligent life forms, nor is there any NASA or international policy for the proper handling of extraterrestrial life.7 Detection by SETI of radio signals light years away poses no immediate risk, but would still raise culturally portentous ethical, philosophical, and theological questions. Even the discovery of microbial life would be a shock. Evidence of microbial life on another planet in our solar system would also require immediate decisions about safe handling, biological risk, experimentation procedures, scientific, legal, and societal ownership, and the proper means of communication to governmental agencies, the scientific community, and the public. These policies should be developed now, before anything is found, for the excitement incurred by such a significant discovery and the need for immediate action will likely affect our ability to formulate appropriate responses (how, for instance, would NASA break the news? How might the news be introduced to school children? How would NASA engage and respond to religious communities?) These are humanities policy as much as science policy questions. With an aggressive NASA agenda for future life-detection missions, the space science and policy communities will need to develop thoughtful strategies regarding biological and/or political risk of the discovery of life. Philosophical, psychological and theological issues (the possibility, for instance, of sudden societal unrest or greatly increased cult activity), in addition to ethical considerations, will necessarily play a central role in any such thinking. The development of a comprehensive strategy for addressing this discoverywill require interdisciplinary work that includes philosophers, theologians, and social 
Alt Fails

The Space and Terrestrial environment are unconnected
Reiman 09’
[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

One good reason to think that environmental ethics is important and that we ought to regulate our actions towards other beings is that, on Earth, all things are connected and the harm we inflict upon our environment may well become harm done to ourselves. Earth is practically a closed system,1 and we do not yet fully understand its complexity [1]. Even if we agree that there are good reasons to limit the exploitation of Earth and preserve it, do we have to agree that we should adopt similar attitudes regarding outer space? Most people think intuitively that it should make no moral difference whether we travel some thousands of kilometres westwards or upwards. But is this intuition correct? Considering space as something that does not enjoy a moral status equal to that of Earth's environments does not imply that it would be wise for us to exploit it short-sightedly. Certainly, it would still be wise to keep our own long-term interests in mind while planning new projects. However, it is a very different thing to recognize that it is in our own best interest, e.g. to reduce the amount of debris in important orbits (see [2]) or to preserve areas that have important historical or aesthetic value, than it is to say that space, for the most part, has inherent value in the same way that Earth environments are thought to have. On Earth, the term ‘environment’ is loaded in so many ways that ‘space’ is not. Our own well-being is closely connected with the well-being of our planet. If there is excessive pollution we will become ill or may even have to move away from areas that have become unsafe. Space, on the other hand, is extremely hostile to humans to begin with. While it can be argued that some phenomena taking place in space are significant from the perspective of human well-being, our actions in general do not have the power to affect those phenomena in nearly the same way that we can affect the flourishing or extinction of life on Earth. Second, on Earth we have an abundance of life forms. In space we have interesting phenomena but it is lifeless, and in environmental ethics life is of special importance; many central environmental ethical concepts and ideas make sense only when we are talking about places where there is life. It is still under dispute how far we should go to protect and cherish life here on Earth. Another complication is that the theory of environmental ethics is often quite different from the practices in place in various levels of society: even when we know that polluting our environment is harmful, we often choose to do it anyway for one reason or another. Keeping this in mind, it may be difficult to argue that we should prohibit all exploitation of space on the grounds that pollution in the process is inevitable. For instance, if we think about the idea of terraforming Mars, the ‘ethics of life’ makes a great deal of sense. If there is indigenous life on Mars, the question is: would it thrive more if the atmosphere were denser, if there were steady supplies of water on the surface, etc. Or would such life suffer and perhaps even become extinct? In the latter case, terraforming would not be ethically acceptable because doing so would diminish the diversity of life in the universe, even if we could later bring Earth life to Mars. Spreading life from Earth to other planets would just increase its quantity (and consequently the chances of survival were a disaster to make Earth hostile to such life). But Martian life would be qualitatively different and, therefore, losing it would be a loss that could not be compensated by introducing Terran life to a terraformed Mars, even if it were possible to introduce more species than originally existed on that planet. The danger, as pointed out by Williamson, is that an attempt to terraform Mars - the most likely candidate - could destroy existing but undiscovered life forms, as well as changing existing landforms and other physical features [1]. Strictly speaking, it is unlikely that, at the time when a decision to terraform another planet was made, we could completely exclude from consideration the possibility of the existence of life not yet discovered. A good question is thus when is the likelihood of discovering hidden life low enough to justify terraforming? On the other hand, if we can assert with great certainty that Mars is a dead planet, then terraforming it would be a good deed, as it would make Mars more diverse, a more special place than it is as a lifeless place, as well as increasing the chances of long-term survival for species that could be introduced to a new planet. Interesting geological features of Mars would still probably exist and possibly even provide a base for forming new kinds of ecosystems capable of supporting the evolution of species that could not evolve on Earth. Our connection with minor planets, comets and stars is very thin, however. How could building polluting mines on Ceres affect human welfare at all (except that it might reduce pollution on Earth)? And since Ceres is – as far as we know - a lifeless place, what good would be gained by investing in expensive systems that reduce pollution? The concept of pollution is a negative one, something that is undesirable and produces adverse effects. It may, however, be misleading to talk about pollution in places where there is nothing that could be affected adversely. Not every effect that is caused by human action, nor every alteration to a natural state, may be adverse. Not every piece of discarded material may be pollution - the presence of that material has to produce bad consequences in some way. In many cases, humans will be the ones to suffer from a build-up of debris. In the case of congested major orbits this is already true [1]. This fact can be acknowledged without talking about ‘harm to the environment’ in cases where the existence of an ‘environment’ is questionable. Besides, most of what we can perceive in outer space is not nearly as complex as any one square metre of Earth, a planet soaked in life.2 Rocks and snowballs, clouds of dust and stars are fascinating, but often lack complexity compared to the smallest eucaryotes found on Earth. While some space environments display phenomena that are not known on Earth, others do not. It is perfectly coherent to think that we ought to protect life on Earth and at the same time believe that, apart from a few special places – such as the Apollo landing site and the geostationary orbit - exploitation of space has few ethical issues unrelated to the protection of mankind's long-term interests. Therefore, we might as well talk about protection of humanity's long-term interests when appropriate, without assigning any special moral status to space. 

Astroenvironmentalism has no logical foundation 
Huebert, 08 [Jacob Huebert, http://jhhuebert.com/articles/environmentalists-in-outer-space/,  “Environmentalists in Outer Space” in The Freeman. In addition to serving as Adjunct Professor of Law at Ohio Northern University Pettit College of Law, Professor Huebert also serves as Adjunct Faculty Member of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. He was twice awarded a Felix Morley Competition Prize in Journalism.]

What about “terraforming”? This would involve transforming an alien environment to give it a climate more like earth’s. Fantastic though it sounds, this may be technologically feasible on Mars. Essentially, it would involve initiating “global warming” through the release of CF4 into the now very sparse Martian atmosphere, raising its temperature by ten degrees Celsius within several decades, which would cause an increase of water vapor in the atmosphere, further warming the planet. Next, humans could release “methanogenic and ammonia-creating bacteria into the now-livable environment,” quoting Robert Zubrin, creating even more greenhouse gases. “The net result of such a program could be the creation of a Mars with acceptable atmospheric pressure and temperature, and liquid water on its surface within fifty years of the start of the program.” (Zubrin is quoted in Glenn H. Reynolds, “Space Law in the 21st Century: Some Thoughts in Response to the Bush Administration’s Space Initiative,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce.) Mars would not then have a breathable atmosphere, writes Glenn Reynolds, “but would support crops and allow people to move around without spacesuits.” Those who want a “pristine” outer-space environment hate this idea, but we see no problem with it. If no one owned property on Mars before terraforming apart from the terraformers, property rights wouldn’t be an issue—the terraformers would have a right to do as they please. They would not own the whole planet, though, but only the parts with which they actually “mixed their labor.” If other property owners were present, they would likely welcome terraforming because it would make their own property more useful to them. Some, though—especially scientists researching the planet’s history—might not welcome the radical changes to the planet. But the right to be protected against weather one finds undesirable has never been recognized, to our knowledge. Of course, non-property-owning environmental activists on earth—those most likely to challenge terraforming—would have no standing to challenge this process of development. Again, their aesthetic tastes should not be given priority over the preferences of those with an actual stake in the matter (property owners) and over the good of the human race generally. Some have suggested that space settlers should be restricted because extraterrestrial life is possible. We disagree. There is no evidence that life exists or has ever existed anywhere except earth. And even if it does exist, there is no reason to think government is necessary to protect it. Human beings are fascinated by the idea of extraterrestrial life. Anyone who goes to space for any purpose is likely to be interested in checking for signs of past or present life on his property before acting in a way that might destroy those signs. For the intellectually uncurious, there would still be financial incentives. For example, scientific or environmental organizations could offer prize money for discovery of evidence of extraterrestrial life; a property owner who discovers such evidence could sell scientists, journalists, and others rights to access, study, and publicize it. Only governmental intervention (say, stripping individuals of property rights when something of scientific interest is found on their property) is likely to cause incentives to run in any other direction. Space environmentalism lacks any justification, and its only philosophical foundation is a most extreme form of environmentalism to which very few people seriously subscribe. For the good of the human race, and because it is just, private parties should be free to use space for whatever human purposes they see fit within the limits of private property rights.
Solvency Takeouts
Concern with the astro-environment makes finding solutions to environmental problems on earth difficult 
Reiman 09’
[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

One of the important motivators behind the space exploration effort is the hope that we may find the energy, resources, colonization opportunities and other things that are in short supply here on Earth in space. It would be easy to build mines in space so that their effect on human well-being would be minimal compared with mining operations of similar size on Earth. Hazardous chemical plants could be situated in distant places like Mars and Earth's precious atmosphere and delicate ecosystems could be preserved. If we start worrying about environmental protection of space, are we not seriously out of focus? Do we not squarely miss the important point, namely that our own planet will not tolerate our current way of living in the long run but that exploiting space would at least provide us extra time for solving our problems? It is true that the resources of space will probably not improve things in the long run unless we learn to treat environments with greater respect [4]. But it is probable that the path to a sustainable high technology civilization would be far less rocky if we had access to the resources of near space. Is it not absurd to worry about lifeless environments if the flourishing of Earth is at stake? Our own survival may well depend on being able to take the ecological pressure off Earth and, when survival is at stake, starting to speak seriously about aesthetic values, the rights of micro-organisms and the inherent value of lifeless environments would seem not only foolish but dangerous. A related argument is one I call ‘Earth first’ (not to be confused with the militant eco-group of the same name). According to the Earth first argument, in order to protect the environment as much and as effectively as possible, we should concentrate our efforts in selected key areas and only after these have been taken care of, expand our sphere of concern further. At the moment, we are not protecting the environment on Earth nearly as effectively as we could, because of a lack of motivation and resources. Despite the expansion of our influence to the universe outside Earth, Earth will still remain the centre of human activity for a very long time, if not forever. Therefore it makes sense to concentrate our environmental protection efforts here. This is where our work will have the most impact and this is where our environmental choices affect the lives of the vast majority of people directly. This kind of attitude is moderate in the sense that adopting it does not mean that we deny the value of alien environments altogether. It is beneficial and praiseworthy to protect alien environments too when there are cost-efficient means of doing so.3 It is simply that our resources are limited and therefore it is wise to prioritize. If we scatter our environmental concern randomly, we may end up being less efficient in all our environmental protection efforts than we would be if we acted in a more organized manner.
Astro-environmentalism ignores what is best for humanity in favor of enforcing a personnel aesthetic
Huebert, 08 [Jacob Huebert, http://jhhuebert.com/articles/environmentalists-in-outer-space/,  “Environmentalists in Outer Space” in The Freeman. In addition to serving as Adjunct Professor of Law at Ohio Northern University Pettit College of Law, Professor Huebert also serves as Adjunct Faculty Member of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. He was twice awarded a Felix Morley Competition Prize in Journalism.]

Some have said we need environmental regulation on the moon to prevent pollution from lunar dust. But why should this be a problem? There’s no atmosphere, and it seems likely that those using the moon for mining and those using it for recreational purposes or for a good view of the earth would rationally spread themselves apart. With relatively few parties and a strong incentive to spread out, we can imagine that people might bargain either in advance to avoid conflicts or later do so to eliminate them. Of course, to the extent that polluters (whether by dust, chemicals, radiation, or anything else) arrive at the moon first, they may establish property rights there, including the right to “pollute.” Where no one has already homesteaded lunar or planetary land, a mine or factory owner may homestead an easement to “pollute” the surrounding area that his operation affects. Then new arrivals will know that they should not locate in the area the established industrial operation affects unless they are willing to subject themselves to the industry’s byproducts. On the other hand, where owners of hotels, golf courses, “wilderness” preserves, and the like arrive first, they will homestead their land, including the right not to be disturbed by pollution. Should someone trespass on their property with any form of pollution, they will be entitled to both damages and injunctive relief, just as pollution victims were in Great Britain and the United States through the 1830s. One of the most promising uses for space is, of course, as a waste dump. This should be cause for environmentalist celebration, not alarm. For example, nuclear electric power is far better for the environment than fossil fuels, which pollute the air and cause countless health problems. But what to do with the small amount of toxic waste it creates? Once space flight becomes sufficiently affordable, the answer becomes simple: send it on a long, long trip. Who but the most fanatical “cosmo-centrist” could be disturbed by sending our waste to Venus, an already hellish place where no living creature will likely ever go? The only colorable objection to this is that the waste might pose a risk to people on earth as it leaves the atmosphere (say, if the ship carrying it explodes or crashes, as NASA vehicles are wont to do). But presumably that risk would shrink as the private sector moves further into space transportation and space technology advances. For example, a space elevator would not entail the high risks or costs of ordinary space flight. And, of course, carriers of hazardous waste would be liable for harm they cause—which, along with their financial investment, would encourage them to take extreme care. Another potential benefit would be to move polluting industrial operations off-planet. Again, environmentalists who really care about the well-being of humans or life generally (as opposed to rocks and dirt per se) should delight in this prospect. As we’ve mentioned, some have called for part or all of outer space to be declared an untouchable “wilderness.” We find this to be a rather strange preoccupation. Right now space is a de facto 100 percent wilderness preserve and will remain so even if humans go there in large numbers. If environmentalists wanted to preserve specific areas, they could buy or simply homestead land, which some of them have done on earth. Governments, though, have little incentive or ability to determine which parts of any celestial body are best used as wilderness preserves and which are best put to other purposes. Such determinations would surely be corrupted by the influence of special interests, just as special interests have influenced terrestrial environmental laws to the benefit of polluters. Indeed, the U.S. government’s management of its national parks has been dismal, as have governments’ overall environmental records. So if optimal preservation of that which is valuable to scientists and other admirers of pristine lunar wilderness is the goal, the answer again is strictly enforced private property rights. It is entirely unjust for “wilderness” advocates to use government to prevent others from developing their property in space. They may speak in terms of intrinsic value, but they really seek to use the law to forcibly place their personal aesthetic preferences above those of others, and above the welfare of the human race. 

Impact Inevitable

The space environment will naturally become much worse – factors like the sun and moon dust
Huebert, 08 [Jacob Huebert, http://jhhuebert.com/articles/environmentalists-in-outer-space/,  “Environmentalists in Outer Space” in The Freeman. In addition to serving as Adjunct Professor of Law at Ohio Northern University Pettit College of Law, Professor Huebert also serves as Adjunct Faculty Member of the Ludwig von Mises Institute. He was twice awarded a Felix Morley Competition Prize in Journalism.]

All of that may sound bad, but in fact the space environment is only going to become much worse. That’s because our sun will eventually change to a “subgiant” star, then a Red Giant, then a nebula, then a White Dwarf, then a Black Dwarf. In the end, all the planets, including earth, will lose their atmospheres and exist at a temperature just a few degrees above absolute zero. In sum, the space environment is so bad right now that, from anything other than a human-hating perspective, it could not get much worse—except that billions of years from now, it will get worse, and there is nothing anyone can do about that. Considering the solar system’s present and future environmental state, the idea of space pollution becomes absurd. Air pollution? As we’ve seen, there is no air on the moon—and to the extent that our neighboring planets have an atmosphere at all, it’s almost entirely carbon dioxide, which is toxic and the bane of environmentalists when produced by humans here on earth. Thus nothing we could do to other celestial bodies could make the “air” more toxic than it already is. Water pollution? There is no surface liquid water anywhere but on earth. Radiological pollution? There’s already dangerous radiation in space against which humans must shield themselves. The Mars atmosphere may limit the amount of radiation on its surface—but given its poison-gas environment, not to mention its already highly toxic soil, how much worse would some radiation here and there make the planet? To speak of pollution or contamination of space in the abstract—apart from human beings’ property rights—makes no sense. Law professor Lawrence D. Roberts suggests that “[u]biquitous commons [sic] resources on Earth such as air and water will likely pose the same kinds of environmental challenges for space developers as they do for Earth developers,” adding, “The need to recycle such valuable commodities will require stringent regulation of the discharge of hazardous byproducts into the waste stream.” We find this implausible. If there’s any air or surface water on the moon or elsewhere in space, how did it get there? It could only be from humans who brought or created it there. Where would it be found? Inside the space vehicles or other structures people brought or built there. And here we get to the key space environmental policy: to protect humans’ environment in space, we need only protect their private property rights. On earth such a policy has presented some technical difficulties. For example, it may be difficult to determine which factories contributed to victims’ air or water pollution and in what amounts, as contaminants may travel imperceptibly over long distances. Pollution victims may also suffer very small harms individually such that a lawsuit would cost them more than it was worth. Those problems are not insurmountable in the earthbound context—technological advances and the availability of class-action lawsuits should make them decreasingly problematic—but they do exist. In space, though, apart perhaps from radiological poisoning, some sort of clear physical invasion would be necessary for anyone to pollute anyone else’s air or water. Thus enforcement of a property-rights regime for pollution should be simple and effective. 

Manifest Destiny Good
Even advocates admit missions to mars is manifest destiny 

Washington Times 03’

[Rather respectable news source, “Manifest Destiny in outer space” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2003/jul/01/20030701-092327-8295r/] 

In the wake of the Columbia disaster, it is gratifying to see that the majority of political leaders across the spectrum have met the setback with an attitude of resolution rather than retrenchment. There is no doubt: America will persevere in space. Yet, it is not enough to continue the quest. We must win it. The American space program, begun so brilliantly in the era of Apollo, has spent the past thirty years without remotely comparable levels of achievement. Why was the space program of the Apollo era so much more productive than that of today? Was it because of vastly superior funding? In point of fact it was not. NASA’s average budget during the period from 1961 to 1973, when it built up from near-zero space capability to storm heaven with the Mercury, Gemini, Ranger, Surveyor, Mariner, NERVA, Apollo and Skylab programs, was $17 billion in 2003 dollars. That is only slightly more than NASA’s current $16 billion budget. The problem is not lack of money but lack of focus and direction. For the past three decades the US space program has floundered without any central motivating goal. As a result, funds have been spent at a rate comparable to that of the 1960’s without producing anything approaching commensurate results. We need a defining goal to drive our space program forward. At this point of history, that focus can only be the human exploration and settlement of Mars. Why Mars? Because of all the planetary destinations currently within reach, Mars offers the most — scientifically, socially and in terms of what it portends for the future of humankind. How do we get there? Humans to Mars may seem like a wildly bold goal to proclaim in the wake of disaster. Yet, such a program is entirely achievable. From the technological point of view, we’re ready. Despite the greater distance to Mars, we are much better prepared today to send humans to Mars than we were to launch humans to the moon in 1961 when John F. Kennedy challenged the nation to achieve that goal — and we were there eight years later. Given the will, we could have our first teams on Mars within a decade. How can we do this? Let us start with the present, with the space program flat on its back. The Shuttle needs to be replaced with a small crew transfer capsule, which at a mass 10 percent of the orbiter would be light enough to launch on top of a Delta or Atlas launch vehicle. These expendable launch vehicles cost one-tenth as much as a Shuttle launch, and would be safer to ride to orbit as well, since they are modern, brand new every time they are flown and positioned beneath the payload they are lifting rather than to its side. Thus, if something goes wrong with the booster, (as in the Challenger incident) the crew capsule can get away, and if something should fall from it (as with Columbia), the crew vehicle will not be hit. However, this done, we do not abandon the Shuttle launch infrastructure. Rather, by freeing the Shuttle launch stack of the orbiter, and giving it a hydrogen/oxygen upper stage instead, we reconfigure it into a true heavy lift launch vehicle capable of duplicating the performance of the Saturn V. With such a system, we could deliver 120 metric tons to low Earth orbit (in place of the current Shuttle’s 20), or send payloads in the 50-ton class on direct trajectories to the moon or Mars. Using such a system together with appropriate payload elements which could be readily developed over the next five years, human Mars exploration could begin before this decade is out. We don’t need to spend the next 30 years with a space program mired in impotence, spending large sums of money and taking occasional casualties, while the same missions to nowhere are flown over and over again and professional technologists dawdle endlessly without producing any new flight hardware. No great impossible breakthroughs, science fiction futurism or gargantuan technologies are needed to get to Mars. Just some good brass tacks engineering, some 19th-century industrial chemistry and a little bit of moxie. America needs a space program whose greatest accomplishments are celebrated in newspapers, not in museums. Humans to Mars. 
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