1NC - Frontier Myth 
Our Framework – all arguments represent narratives. We need to examine the affirmative stories to shape space policy. Using the Frontier Myth to justify space exploration masks violence and exploitation – it causes us to repeat our historical mistakes in space.
Williamson, 1987 – Office of Technology Assessment [Ray, Outer Space as Frontier: Lessons for Today Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 255-267. JSTOR

Folklorists have a distinctive contribution to make in understanding and interpreting the effects of science and technology on humans-what it means to be human in the modern world-and in analyzing our future role in space. This essay examines the implications of using the western frontier as a metaphor for human occupation of outer space, and explores how this metaphor, and its associated mythology, along with the lore deriving from it, help to shape our view of our future in outer space. Most tellers of these tales earn their livelihood as engineers, scientists, technicians, and managers in one or another part of the U.S. space program. Others have no direct involvement in the space program at all but are attracted to the idea of a space culture. Although they constitute an elite group with respect to their education and their interest in space, these narrators are otherwise ordinary people whose views reflect American culture. My involvement with this group of men and women has come about as a consequence of my own interest in space activities, and in analyzing U.S. space policy. My understanding of their stories and what they mean to these individuals is informed by my professional interactions with them, as well as by my analysis of their written expression. It is in their writing that one finds the clearest expression of this group's hopes and aspirations about their view of the future, but their oral culture often carries the same narratives and tropes. In later research I expect to focus more intensely upon the narratives gleaned from my interviews with these people. In the first three decades of this country's civilian space effort, those who provided our space technology have developed distinctive ways of thinking and acting and of justifying their actions. They believe staunchly in the power to improve our lives, and they remain firmly optimistic about the future. Their stories reflect a way of thinking about the world, almost a distinct cosmology, in which technology holds the key to improvements in well-being. Few other than folklorists think of these written narratives material texts that set the stage, or frame the argument, or the space program-as "stories." Indeed, the tellers of these tales generally think of them as arguments, or predictions, or speculations about real events-at least events that could be real if only we say the right words and then follow the right actions. Yet, the storytellers use many of the artful and persuasive devices of traditional storytelling. Indeed, these stories, many of them couched in the terms of the lore of the western frontier, are of particular importance today because they amount to a political rhetoric justifying an expanded U.S. presence in space. They succeed rhetorically precisely because they appeal to basic human hopes and aspirations, such as the "blind hopes" that Prometheus gave humans when he bestowed the gifts of techne.3 In these stories, outer space is a vast, uncharted realm, ripe for exploration and exploitation and ready to return new information, new industries, and great material benefit to Earth. Above all, these stories present outer space as our nation's new or final frontier, a challenge to all who possess the fortitude and sense of adventure to carry through the vision. America has developed and prospered economically in the context of a well-developed lore and mythology of the western frontier that is unique to the United States and embedded deep within its popular culture.4 According to this lore, the western frontier consisted of newly discovered, open land that required only hard work and resourcefulness to conquer. It was an exciting place to be, a land of unparalleled economic opportunity and freedom for the few who had the strength and stamina. Women had a distinct role in the myth of the frontier, as they accompanied their men out of love and duty. These stories cast the native inhabitants as temporary barriers to Anglo-European economic opportunity. Proponents of vastly increased investment in America's public and private space activities draw upon this mythology of the frontier. Former astronaut and now Senator John Glenn invoked this rhetoric when he claimed that "Space is both a romantic and practical undertaking. It represents the modern frontier for national adventure. Our spirit as a nation is reflected in our willingness to explore the unknown for the benefit of all humanity, and space is a prime medium in which to test our mettle."5 And sometimes the imagery is precisely that of the older myth. "Like forts in the early west," intones one conference's program copy, "military satellites provide outposts for observation and information. Individual explorations, like the mountain men of old, have gone to varied destinations, providing news of the new frontier." 6 Part of the promise is the delivery of the world from its bounded earthly resources. In the words of futurist Krafft Ehricke, "There need not be resource wars and ecocatastrophes in our future."After years of study, the U.S. National Commission on Space, formed to recommend goals for the long term future of the U.S. space program, recently published the results of its findings. The commission's recommendations centered on exploring and developing the solar system as "our extended home. Five centuries after Columbus opened access to 'The New World' we can initiate the settlement of worlds beyond our planet of birth." The statement of rationale includes many references to the western frontier: The promise of virgin lands . .. brought our ancestors to the shores of North America. Now space technology has freed humankind to move outward from Earth as a species destined to expand to other worlds.... The settlement of North America and other continents was a prelude to humanity's greatest challenge: the space frontier.8 However, the analogy between conquering and settling North America and settling outer space, with its utopian overtones, is seriously flawed.9 As Stoeltje points out, the images of the frontier that space enthusiasts resort to bear little relationship to the actual experiences of life on the frontier.10 The picture they show is rather a construct of images rooted in the eastern seaboard: a deliberate attempt to conjure a positive, romantic, masculine image of life in the West. They convey none of the loneliness, the exploitation, or the risks actually experienced by settlers." Except to depict them as an enemy, these images virtually ignore the Native Americans who inhabited North America before European intrusion; suppressed too are the violence and struggle for domination characteristic of the west. Clothing their aspirations in the mythic garments of a romanticized frontier is a way of ignoring or pushing aside the possible negative aspects of the exploitation of space. For example, although in space there are no Indians and no plasmoid buffaloes to exploit, the only nations that can afford to make use of the potential material wealth in space are those that can now afford the enormous expense to reach them. It is likely that in exploiting space we shall continue the same imbalances of resources and material wealth we experience on Earth.

The Frontier Metaphor for space exploration determines our attitudes toward catastrophes in space – the exploration of the Frontier is Meant to be a sacrifice. This turns the case and devalues human life.
Farrer 1987 – Cal State Chico [Claire R. On Parables, Questions, and Predictions Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 Oct., 1987 pp. 281-293 JSTOR]

Our stories influence our science which influences stories, and so it continues, round and round. Jules Verne gave us all but the actual blueprints for submarines; George Orwell and Aldous Huxley prepared us for big government, doublespeak, and censorship (always for our own good, of course). As a result, I knew how to interpret what newscasters spoke of as "replacements" from Camp LeJeune for the 200 and more Marines who were killed as a result of the terrorists' suicide-attack in Beirut, Lebanon, before we made a strategic withdrawal. Replacements indeed! Is human life so unimportant that we can "replace" it, slotting in one person for another? Doesn't this mentality lead us inevitably to see ourselves as replacements for whomever or whatever we may encounter in our race for the stars? There is real danger in these words and the actions they empower. These indeed are powerful words: "replacement," as a breathing human being is sent to occupy the space and position of one whose breath has newly returned to whence it came; "keeping the peace" by invading; "maintaining the sanctity of space" by staking our claim and marking bits of it with orbiting satellites and, one fears, weapons. But our stories told us these things, or very similar ones, would happen and we, as a consequence, know how to interpret those powerful words and how to read the actions we see. In repeating oft-heard scenarios from our own literature, our thinking and feelings are inured. It is very difficult to conceptualize what has not been identified, so easy to ponder what we have already read about in fiction or seen presented on our movie or television screens. We manipulate our stories to charter our new dreams and gird ourselves for the seductive appeal of the unknown while demystifying it through our stories. Will exploitation be the new motto for space exploration and the colonies we all expect will come? Will we replay the frontier ethos and eidos?' Perhaps instead we will have the good sense to listen carefully to what Native America is trying to tell us: that words have power; that speaking is tantamount to doing; that imagining can be equated with happening; that actions here have consequences there. Instead we make the potential horrors of space acceptable through the repetition of horror stories. A few years ago, news reports carried stories of Soviet cosmonauts having trouble with their fuel and rocket firing system such that their eventual return was in jeopardy. Stranded in orbit-surely this is purgatory and hell beyond the bounds of Dante's imagination, yet we already know the plot well. Are such Robinson Crusoes to be the martyrs of our new age? Is being stranded in space part of our developing folklore of what is to come? Will we make heroes of those who sip cyanide or inject themselves to escape the inescapable? We certainly make heroes and heroines of those who die tragically, as we did recently with the Challenger crew of seven. But we joked about the tragedy as well. Now we have a scenario so we may play the appropriate roles the next time we are called upon to witness (in endless replay) the fiery destruction of spacecraft. The media stressed the tragedy of losing a civilian teacher in what is termed the Challenger disaster; but most people to whom I spoke, or who I heard speaking of the event, expressed sorrow at each death whether of a civilian, military, or government person. And in the same breath I would hear that any exploration leads to sacrifice on the part of some of the explorers. While the grief or horror is not lessened with each death, we nonetheless already have models of how to deal psychologically, emotionally, and in literary ways with such death. After all, we do have, and have had for centuries, the Icarus prototype to keep us mindful of the dangers of attempting to explore the imaginary. Our literature, even that produced by scientists, has warned us of such events, directly and indirectly. We have been told all is not as it seems; we cannot trust science to give us facile answers, as some of us would prefer. The relativistic physics mentioned by Young has been around since the very early years of this century, but only recently have lay people become familiar with its non-mechanistic principles. The Dancing Wu Li Masters,2 The Tao of Physics,3 as well as The New Background of Science,4 all tell us a story different from what we have grown to expect from scientists. They tell us of the unpredictability of high energy physics, of field theories, of quantum mechanics, of people's interference with experiments simply by being and observing. They tell us that the most regular is based upon chaos-perhaps with an order but perhaps not. They tell us of the transience of our most cherished axioms. Heady stuff indeed, so heady that we try to ignore it, continuing to build our models on what Heisenberg demonstrated (see, for example, Capra, Jeans, or Zukov) eighty years ago to be simple belief rather than intractable science. Once we empower a model, a theory, a belief, or a story, we persist in acting it through despite mounds of evidence to the contrary. We may have a false image of the frontier, know it is false, yet continue to act upon its premises as though they were true.

Our alternative is to embrace our place in the cosmos – to reject the dichotomy between ourselves and the Frontier “out there” – this is necessary to avoid exploitation and nationalism

Young 1987 - Pueblo of Zuni [M. Jane "Pity the Indians of Outer Space": Native American Views of the Space Program Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 269-279 JSTOR]

Because Native Americans have a different perspective of the world, they can offer us alternative ways of seeing ourselves in relationship to the natural world and help us answer the question of what constitutes appropriate behavior-in outer space, as well as on earth. Furthermore, some non-Native Americans realize that, as they look to the traditions of the Native Americans, they see their own heritage with increased clarity. Although this appreciation of Native Americans comes too late in America's history and could be construed as appropriating their ideas as we did their land, a significant number of Native Americans are receptive to the potential that now exists for a dialogue between traditions, both non-Native and Native American, perhaps because they are experiencing a parallel concern, a need to come to terms with their own emerging identity. Both groups have begun to realize that it is only through such a dialogue that the mistakes of the past can be avoided in the future. For non-Native Americans the justification for this inquiry is that through an analysis of the difference between the two understandings of space-Anglo and Native American-we can better "see" the ideological dimensions of our own, taken-for-granted mythology that legitimizes space exploration. Native American attitudes towards "outer space" often conflict with the attitudes of the proponents of the U.S. space program. Rather than applying the metaphor of the "new frontier" or even the term "outer" to this aspect of the cosmos, many Native Americans regard it as encompassed in "Father Sky," part of their network of symbolic associations that integrates all elements of the cosmos. A recent commercial called "Earth Pictures," produced by TRW, a firm that specializes in "aerial views" of portions of the earth's globe from outer space, aptly illustrates these differing attitudes.3 In this commercial, TRW representatives give members of the Navajo tribe a guided tour of the TRW laboratories and conclude by showing them a satellite picture (Landsat) of the Navajo reservation from outer space. With evident humor, the Navajos respond by holding up a picture of outer space from their reservation-a dry painting of Father Sky who contains within his body the sun, moon, and constellations. The commercial thus serves to illustrate Navajo beliefs about "outer space." According to Navajo worldview, which emphasizes harmonious relations with all elements of the cosmos-a sacred kinship among all aspects of experience, natural and supernatural-Father Sky is a living being, intimately related to humans who should, therefore, treat him with appreciation and respect. This example from the Navajo is representative of the cosmology of most Native American groups, a cosmology that is shaped by a belief in the unity and sacred nature of all life, the above and the below. As Joseph Epes Brown suggests, the Native American quality of seeing is based on "a polysynthetic metaphysic of nature, immediately experienced rather than dangerously abstracted."4 He describes this vision as a "message of the sacred nature of the land, of place."5 Place in this sense extends, of course, to outer space, or Father Sky, as well as to Mother Earth. This perspective contrasts sharply with that of enthusiasts of space exploration who regard space as something "out there," beyond everyday experience, through which we should travel to reach planets and other objects that we will investigate, and, if possible, use to meet our own needs. I have taken the title of this essay from the transcript of a convocation of Native American scholars that took place in 1970. The statement, "pity the Indians and the buffalo of outer space," refers to the Euro-American concept of the American frontier, based on the erroneous notion that the "New World" was unoccupied, hence available for exploration and exploitation. Consequently, many indigenous Americans view the use of the metaphor of the frontier in the argument for the expanded exploration and settlement of outer space as parallel to the historic "settlement" of America in which homesteaders extended the notion of "unoccupied" land through time as they pushed the "frontier" steadily westward. The Native Americans had no encouraging vision of the frontier for, as a conquered people, they found their traditional domain constricted by the expansion of European cultures into the New World. They have no hopeful vision of the so-called "new frontier" of outer space, either: "pity the Indians of outer space" whose territory is regarded as unoccupied land to which powerful governments can lay claim. Native Americans fear that the motives of expansion and exploitation that, in part, drive the space program will bring disorder into the cosmos. In contrast, according to the Native American view, one should strive to bring oneself into harmony with the order perceived in the heavens, rather than to challenge that order. Thus, many elements of Native American folklore and worldview outline principles of behavior that stand in opposition to those of the proponents of the U.S. space program. Behavior is a key word here, for the opposition is directed not so much to the simple goals of the space program as to the attitudes those who are actively involved in the space program have about the beings who reside in this part of the cosmos, and the disastrous actions that will ensue from these misguided notions. The following anecdotes from recent Native American oral tradition exemplify this different perspective.7

Transorbital Railroad Link

Their affirmative author relies on the representation of the Frontier Myth and the Transcontinental Railroad as the central metaphor for their case
Zubrin, ’10 [Robert Zubrin is a New Atlantis contributing editor, a fellow at the Center for Security Policy, and the president of Pioneer Astronautics, an aerospace engineering R&D firm. He also leads the Mars Society, an international organization dedicated to furthering space exploration, “Opening Space with a ‘Transorbital Railroad’,” The New Atlantis, Fall 2010, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/opening-space-with-a-transorbital-railroad]

In the history of the American frontier, the opening of the transcontinental railroad was an epochal event. Almost instantly, the trip to the West Coast, which had previously required an arduous multi-month trek and a massive investment for an average family, became a quick and affordable excursion. With the easing of commerce and communication across the continent, economic growth rapidly accelerated, creating new industries, new prosperity, and new communities. Can we today deliver a similar masterstroke, and open the way to the full and rapid development of the space frontier? Can we open a “transorbital railroad”? Here’s how it could be done. First, we could set up a small transorbital railroad office in NASA, and fund it to buy six heavy-lift launches (100 tonnes to low-Earth orbit) and six medium-lift launches (20 tonnes to low-Earth orbit) per year from the private launch industry, with heavy- and medium-lift launches occurring on alternating months. 

Turn – using the Frontier Myth to justify a “Railroad” for space exploration ignores the corrupt failures of the Railroads in the American West – the plan will fail as well

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

As Launius and McCurdy note, tapping into the frontier analogy gives space exploration advocates access to a “vein of rich ideological power, easily understandable to people caught up in the American experience.”33 The use of the frontier as a rhetorical commonplace is a means of associating and explaining a new phenomenon (space exploration) with preexisting concepts of American identity in the public consciousness. Again, Launius and McCurdy put it well: “The frontier ideal has always carried with it the ideals of optimism, democracy, productivity, heroism, honor, duty, and a host of other positive traits.” Some make a negative analogy between the space program and the American West. Launius and McCurdy cite Mazlish’s work comparing the railroad to the space program in terms of government waste and corruption.34 The argument, for example, that the railroad was supported by government largesse past its usefulness has some validity. However, such arguments leave out the wider picture. Government support of the railroads and other western projects, larded with graft though they may have been, were an integral part of developing those states, and by extension the country as a whole. This is the role of the frontier as a rhetorical commonplace, distinct from the frontier as history. The myth of the frontier appeals to the popular imagination and acts as a tool to build the state. The captains of industry and the government urged crowded easterners and newly arrived immigrants to “Go West!” The frontier myth suggested that the pioneer would gain opportunity: land, work, or abstract personal fulfillment. Their backers gained customers, new markets, and new institutional capabilities. The West was presented as a land of opportunity in order to incentivize people to settle there, and that settlement was made possible by and in turn legitimized the large government-supported state-building projects that connected the west to the rest of the country and supported its infrastructure. Such projects included land grants and subsidies for railroads. The government also bought land to give to settlers. It maintained a military presence across the West, and in fact fought a war with Mexico from 1846–48 to expand the western border and firmly establish U.S. control of Texas and California. It subsidized mail service via the Pony Express and the railroads. Mail service presupposes settlers who need mail delivered and, lured by the promise of the frontier, they came.

Colonization Link

Rhetoric of Human space settlement is integral to the Frontier Myth – it reinforces Nationalistic Identities for Americans

Sage 10 - research associate at the Institute of Geography and Earth Science, University of Wales-Aberystwyth.  [Daniel Sage, “Framing Space: A Popular Geopolitics of American Manifest Destiny in Outer Space” Geopolitics Vol. 13, No. 1, Dec Access 7/24/2011. JSTOR//FK]
Beyond these aesthetic techniques, the text in Colliers reinforces the popular, geopolitical connotations implicit in Bonestell’s images, as Americans were told that, “Man will conquer space soon”, first creating a space station, then a moon colony and, in time, undertaking a Mars expedition.61 The contours of this popular roadmap, as illustrated by Bonestell, with its focus upon human colonisation, predominated over and above alternative ‘non-human’ activities in outer space, such as the use of scientific probes and military satellites. The innate similarities to nationalistic mythologies of American manifest destiny in the West, where frontier exploration went hand in hand with physical settlement, were strikingly visible in these popular visions of space travel. Not surprisingly, countless replicas of Bonestell’s frontier vision of space exploration appeared across the world during the pre-Apollo years, including innumerable books for children. As Miller and Durrand explain: “The Collier’s spacecraft, and even the artwork itself, were copied and plagiarized endlessly. If anyone had to illustrate a rocketship it had to look like a Collier’s rocket or it just wasn’t right. They were the standard.”62 Bonestell’s images of outer space implicitly coordinated outer space as the ‘high’ or ‘new’ frontier in a purportedly unified American imagination so as to help familiarise an otherwise ominous environment around a nationalistic mythology. Jonathan Smith explains how such frontier landscapes are integral to the articulation of American identity, since “it is of course, impossible to pretend that the American people sprang from common ancestors, from a mythic tribe in the midst of antiquity, as so many other nations do, and so it is necessary to define the group by its relation to a common territory [the frontier].”63 By familiarising outer space in these terms, Bonestell naturalised the American ‘frontier’ paradigm of human space exploration as not just the most likely course of the space age but as part of the performance of American national identity in the Cold War. Such a mobilisation of the popular cosmographical imagination dovetails with Sharp’s acknowledgement of how popular geographical imaginations are deployed by interest groups to augment national mythologies of belonging that familiarise new and threatening situations and naturalise certain political assumptions through “accepted models, metaphors and images”64; thereby instilling a sense of pre-destiny to foreign policy decisions and outcomes.

The discourse of colonization views space as an untapped frontier full of resources – it doesn’t question how we relate to or use those resources – this questioning is necessary for colonies to succeed

Williamson, 1987 – Office of Technology Assessment [Ray, Outer Space as Frontier: Lessons for Today Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 255-267. JSTOR

As Gerard O'Neill has put it, the opening of a new high frontier will challenge the best that is in us ... the new lands waiting to be built in space will give us new freedom to search for better governments, social systems, and ways of life, and ... our children may thereby find a world richer in opportunity by our efforts during the decades ahead.14 This sounds extremely exciting, yet it is clear that O'Neill's conception of freedom is driven by the search for freedom from material needs. He also sees colonizing space as a kind of geographical cure for the ills experienced on Earth. His is a materialist, positivist approach to the deep problems posed by human nature. Further, in his view, the virtually infinite material wealth available beyond the bonds of Earth's gravity would solve the problems implied by those who subscribe to the "limits to growth" on Earth. Thus, the move to conquer outer space has taken on many aspects of a utopian dream, and is built on many of the same ideals that have engendered utopian dreams in other times. It is literally just beyond reach, "out there," and will come about, given time, resources, and the will. In my own view, the exploration and exploitation of space is a dream worth investigating. Parts of the dream reflect the best of human nature. Yet, it is also a dream worth questioning and understanding, for if it ever comes about, the form of the dream will be, I suspect, quite different from what the dreamers now envision. Short-term prospects and plans for utilizing the unique features of outer space are clearly Earth-bound. According to these aspirations, we will move to near-Earth orbits, or eventually even to the moon, in order to return vast material benefits to those on Earth.15 Yet, over the longer term space enthusiasts see moving outward as an end in itself. In their conception, this is genuine unknown territory, the true frontier. What they forget is that in order to build and successfully operate a space colony we must learn to exercise vastly greater control of our immediate environment than is necessary on Earth. We live on the surface of Earth. Humans live in a space colony. In other words, though their goal is to move outward from Earth, space colonists must turn inward, to do so.
Colonization is key to the Frontier Myth – settlement is essential

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

An essential element of the frontier as a rhetorical commonplace is the concept of “taming” the frontier. It is not enough to simply explore; settlement must follow. Here the gap between the frontier narrative and space became a problem. After Apollo 17 in 1972 no further moon missions followed. Proposed space stations, a possible stepping stone to colonization, were downsized or eliminated. The next step in the frontier narrative did not occur, and so the rhetorical power of the frontier was not maintained
Military Links
Protecting military surveillance satellites constructs them as forts in the Frontier

Williamson, 1987 – Office of Technology Assessment [Ray, Outer Space as Frontier: Lessons for Today Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 255-267. JSTOR

Proponents of vastly increased investment in America's public and private space activities draw upon this mythology of the frontier. Former astronaut and now Senator John Glenn invoked this rhetoric when he claimed that "Space is both a romantic and practical undertaking. It represents the modern frontier for national adventure. Our spirit as a nation is reflected in our willingness to explore the unknown for the benefit of all humanity, and space is a prime medium in which to test our mettle."5 And sometimes the imagery is precisely that of the older myth. "Like forts in the early west," intones one conference's program copy, "military satellites provide outposts for observation and information. Individual explorations, like the mountain men of old, have gone to varied destinations, providing news of the new frontier." 6 Part of the promise is the delivery of the world from its bounded earthly resources. In the words of futurist Krafft Ehricke, "There need not be resource wars and ecocatastrophes in our future."

Deep Space Probes Links

Deep space probes construct space as a frontier

Williamson, 1987 – Office of Technology Assessment [Ray, Outer Space as Frontier: Lessons for Today Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 255-267. JSTOR

But in one sense it becomes a story far more meaningful to us than to any alien voyager who might happen across it. In extending our scientific intelligence so far, it extends our psyches well into the realm we once reserved for the gods. It also conjures up the image of outer space as frontier and makes it strikingly immediate. Pioneer 10-even the name of this interstellar bird is significant-has been out there since 1972, sending back messages of exciting new places and hitherto unknown phenomena in the far reaches of the solar system, luring us outward. The story of Pioneer 10 and its symbolic significance is a subject all its own. My intent here is to explore a different set of stories-the ones men and women excited by the prospect of living and working in space tell about outer space and its meaning for the future.

Starship Troopers Links
Starship Troopers reinforces a militaristic Frontier Mythology – it uses the Danger of Space and the Demonization of the Bug Other to justify Permanent war, extermination and fascism at home

King 1998 – prof at King Alfred’s College of Higher Education [Jamie Futures Volume 30, Issue 10, December It’s a Bug planet: Frontier myth in Starship Troopers http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science/article/pii/S0016328798001037
The original mythic process of the frontier is preserved right through to 1998s Starship Troopers, where the confrontation with the ‘wilderness of nature' produces a new being, one forged into maturity by the conditions encountered there: Europeans into Americans, boys into men, civilians into citizens. In fact, the Terran foundation, the society which regulates Heinlein's world, is ruled entirely by veterans of a machine which generates enfranchised citizens through its militarised, encoded simulation of these frontier experiences. It is this machinic assemblage, indeed, which remains the thematic heart of Starship Troopers, its components structuring elements of frontier mythology into a systematised technology of power in order to reproduce and reinscribe the mythos of expansionist culture, both in the fictional spaces of film and text and, concomitantly, in America-at-large, which looks to the cultural machine of Hollywood to rehabilitate its cultural ethos. Heinlein and Verhoeven's construction of the Bugs (who as Rico is at pains to point out ‘are not like us') is at the centre of this machine's functioning: despite their blatant Otherness, despite the fact that ‘they look the way they do'[35] they are far from being ‘just stupid insects'.[36] In fact, crucially, ‘they co-operate even better than we do',[37] ‘don't know how to surrender'[38] and are thus a lethal enemy, exhibiting a frightful intelligence and, Heinlein intimates, the expansionist urges intrinsic to any successful race: ‘Either we spread and wipe out the Bugs, or they spread and wipe us out—because both races are tough and smart and want the same real estate.'[39] The machine is thus granted a teleological grounding: it must be thus because it can only be thus: without violent expansionism, the human race would be annihilated, not by its own self-destructive ‘closed world' frustrations, but by the territorial ambitions of the alien Other. This tense dialectic between Otherness and frontier space is a clear instantiation of frontier mythology. Turner's account implies violence, just as it implies Otherness. The frontier is spoken of as ‘the meeting point between savagery and civilisation',[40] and we are reminded that ‘The first frontier had to meet its Indian question, its question of the disposition of the public domain'.[41] The comprehension of the role of Otherness in this account is latent, underpinning many of the issues Turner raises, but the 1893 Columbian Exposition in which Turner presented his influential paper also hosted another popular event, one which stated the violent dynamics of the frontier rather more unequivocally. Called Buffalo Bill's Wild West and Congress of Rough Riders of the World, this show was said by one midwestern journalist to be a ‘Wild West Reality[...] a correct representation of life on the plains... brought to the East for the inspection and education of the public.[42] Whereas Turner's narrative sublimated the violence underlying frontier history in stressing the potent forces of wilderness', Buffalo Bill's story was explicitly one of violent struggle against the indigenous Indians. Where Turner emphasised agrarian living and agrarian tools as being at the heart of frontier American development, for Buffalo Bill ‘The bullet [...was] the pioneer of civilisation, for it [...had] gone hand in hand with the axe that cleared the forest, and with the family Bible and school book.'[43] In this relationship between territory and violence, the mediator is the Other, the American Indian, the Communist gook, or the hive-minded Bug and thus it is the Other that defines the characteristics of Rico's ‘Mobile Infantry' corps, a force obsessed by its mastery of topological terrain. In both productions, its constituent members display a passion for razing and appropriating enemy territory: ‘I had spotted a juicy target', Rico tells us early on in the book as he bounds across an unfamiliar frontier planet inhabited by Bugs allies, ‘and I wanted to get it before somebody else noticed it—a lovely big group of what looked like public buildings on a hill. Temples, maybe... or a palace.'[44] In Heinlein's text, this mastery over terrain is augmented by servomotor-powered exoskeletons which allow the infantrymen to cover immense distances in a single bound. Fans of the film mourned the fact that Verhoeven hadn't the budget to render such special effects cinematically, but the impression is nonetheless largely the same: the sense of preternatural mobility is foregrounded throughout, with the aerial antics of the pilots and their masterful ‘drops' onto planet surfaces supplying the sense of the military's preordained mastery of the territories it is fighting for. For Turner, the formation of government was critically dependent on the conditions of the frontier settlements: modern democracy had its roots in ‘early backwoods democracy' where men burning with the expansive urge worked towards the formation of small communities and then ‘the beginnings of commonwealths', and ‘as these commonwealths touch[ed] hands with each other [...] they became enthusiastically optimistic and confident of the continued expansion of this democracy.'[45] The Other, too, has its part to play in this formation: The effect of the Indian frontier as a consolidating agent in our history is important [...] The powers of the general council and the offices were, chiefly, the determination of peace and war with the Indians, the regulation of Indian trade, the purchase of Indian lands, and the creation of and government of new settlements as a security against the Indians. It is evident that the unifying tendencies of the Revolutionary period were facilitated by the previous co-operation in the regulation of the frontier. In this connection may be mentioned the importance of the frontier, from that date to this, as a military training school, keeping alive the power of resistance to aggression, and developing the stalwart and rugged qualities of the frontiersman.[46] In Starship Troopers' remoulding of this dynamic, state itself is now funded on the processes of cultural imperialism, constituting itself with members who are moulded through militaristic training or in action on the militaristic frontier. In this martial state citizenship, and with it the franchise, is awarded only to those who volunteer for military service. The result, Heinlein argues, is an ameliorated fighting force, since all the soldiers are volunteers, and a better state, since all those voting are responsible, ‘prepared to die'[47] for their compatriots. An obvious question arises here. Spark, noting that ‘conveniently a war provides opportunities for service' asks how Heinlein's state operates in peace time: ‘what is such a martial system to do [...] except pick fights?' But this, of course, is precisely the point: in Turner's model, societal development takes place on a continuously advancing frontier, the closing of which is invoked to explain a range of contemporary problems. Heinlein's state, therefore, does not intend to stop fighting, and incorporates a never ending, embattled frontier into its operational mechanics. Its elite military, its society ruled by veterans of the military corpus, are essential elements of a machine which creates the permanent wars necessary to fulfil the frontier-fuelled myth of ‘manifest destiny'. Heinlein's Terran foundation demands the constant presence and constant destruction of the Other as part of its very survival; even its losses are therefore strategically necessary, part of the eternal rehabilitation of a mythic past which underpins its operational stability in the present.
Starship Troopers reinforces paranoid Cold War views of space as the Frontier – it is used to justify fascism

King 1998 – prof at King Alfred’s College of Higher Education [Jamie Futures Volume 30, Issue 10, December It’s a Bug planet: Frontier myth in Starship Troopers http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science/article/pii/S0016328798001037

Verhoeven's Starship Troopers is a case in point: past feeds into present, and present into future, in ways that the film both sends up and lets go by without intervention. As an adaptation of Heinlein's 1959 novel, it does indeed act somewhat as a ‘vehicle' for the ideology of that era, evoking the paranoiac US politics of the 1950s in which, according to Senators Joe McCarthy and Barry Goldwater, America was ‘in clear and imminent danger of being overwhelmed by alien forces'.[6] Verhoeven's film is haunted throughout by the same anxiety of invasion, of being overrun by the Other, as it stages its rehearsal of the period's rabid McCarthyism in pitting Communist (‘alien') previous Bugs term against an elite force of human infantrymen; but here that anxiety is caricatured and exaggerated. Heinlein's novel, it might well be argued, sets itself up for such treatment in its flagrant promulgation of right-wing ethics. Juan (‘Johnny') Rico, our protagonist, signs up for military service just as war breaks out in the off-world outlying colonies. It's us versus them, humankind against the ‘Bugs', a race of ‘Pseudo-Arachnids' who, both in terms of their monstrous physical form, (‘like a madman's conception of a giant, intelligent spider'), and their marked socialistic bent (‘their organisation, psychological and economic, is more like that of ants or termites; they are communal entities [under] the ultimate dictatorship of the hive') are very plainly ‘not like us'.[7] The story has Johnny progressing through military training with the ‘Mobile Infantry' into a series of confrontations with the Bugs on a variety of planet surfaces. The characteristic tropes of 50s science fiction, ‘a return to the frontier', ‘alien invasion' and a concern with ‘atomic holocaust',[8] which are conspicuously and predictably present in the original text of 1959, may remain intact in the 1998 film, but they have been thoroughly debased and reterritorialized. Verhoeven's Buenos Aires, home of Johnny Rico and his compatriots, is now evocative of the dictatorship of Juan Perón, who had been displaced from power in Argentina only a few years before Heinlein published his novel: Verhoeven, who lived as a child in a Nazi-occupied town, resets Heinlein's politics in an explicitly fascistic context, following the broadly European view of Heinlein's work, summarised by leftist science fiction writer and critic Michael Moorcock as a ‘naïve and emblematic reading of society [which] is fundamentally misanthropic and therefore anti-libertarian [...] it is Reganism, it is John Wayne in Big John Macclean and The Green Berets, it is George Wallace and Joe McCarthy...'[9]
Starship Troopers reinforces the frontier myth – it codifies space as a territory for rites of passage and wilderness – this spills over to the audience

King 1998 – prof at King Alfred’s College of Higher Education [Jamie Futures Volume 30, Issue 10, December It’s a Bug planet: Frontier myth in Starship Troopers http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science/article/pii/S0016328798001037

So as the present-through-future thesis would suggest, the 1990s loom large in this Starship Troopers. In its claim to mastery of its material, in satirising and relativising the narratives it invokes, the film displays a conviction of its position at ‘the end of history': not only does it lampoon earlier American ideology but, in its refusal to pass judgement, expects to guard itself against the possibility of being pulled up by any later critical analysis. However, as this paper will show, the models of analysis set out above lack the scope to address either version of Starship Troopers satisfactorily: for in their foregrounding of issues of territory, terrain and frontier space, both text and film are drawing upon and codifying a mythical ideology of the past, generated by a matrix of writers in the 1890s around the closing of the American frontier. This ‘frontier mythology', central in a panoply of science-fiction works, has been seen as ‘basic' to Heinlein's writing:[10] the series of Bildungsroman juvenile novels which precede Starship Troopers all focus on rites of passage which take place in off-world frontier spaces, and in three of these early books, Between Planets (1951), Tunnel In The Sky (1955) and Time For The Stars (1956), Heinlein portrays a youngster achieving true manhood through the incidental confrontation with a wilderness space. In his wider oeuvre, only eight of his twenty eight novels take place primarily on Earth: four of them concern relations between humans and extraterrestrial beings, and a fifth concludes on the Moon.[11] This choice of off-world locations, writes David Samuelson in ‘Frontiers of the Future: Heinlein's Future History Stories', [...] places Heinlein's characters in situations of temporal extremity, facing the unknown and having to learn to understand it, in order just to survive. Whether they are in spaceships or alien worlds, exploring or settling or righting wrongs, fighting off other species or learning to live with them, their situations parallel those of the American pioneers [...] a kind of frontier ethic is invoked [...][12] The emergence of that frontier ethic can be traced to the singular cultural influence of what is known as the ‘frontier thesis' of historian Frederick Jackson Turner. The thesis, which could be summarised in his assertion that ‘The existence of an area of free land, its continuous recession, and the advance of American settlement westward, explain American development',[13] has not only proved a remarkably enduring (if regularly contested) reading of American history but has wreaked an indelible influence on American cultural identity, one that can be discerned throughout the cultural productions of the twentieth century. Historian James Malin wrote in a 1944 essay that ‘the Turner tradition wielded a tremendous influence and as such continues as a major historical force to be reckoned with in contemporary American life[...]';[14] it has since been noted on a number of occasions that Turner's work, focused on the centrality of the frontier in American economics and culture, dominated the writing of American history for half a century;[15] and many writers will go so far, as does Richard Slotkin in Gunfighter Nation, to designate the frontier ‘the central myth—ideological trope of American culture.'[16] Science fiction has drawn this mythos of America's westward expansion, which penetrates the culture of each successive generation of writers, into its image of the future, substituting the Winchesters of the frontiersman for ray guns of space pioneers, their covered wagons for rocket ships, their agrarian tools for portable eco-systems. In Edgar Rice Burroughs' 1912 novel Under the Moon of Mars, for example, the central character Carter is a composite of mythic frontier figures making up an archetypal frontiersman: a gold prospector, whose fortunes can form the basis for an industrial capitalist society, and the soldier whose function it is to protect that society and capital. Carter is abruptly transported to Mars from a cave where he is hiding from Indians: he arrives there naked, shorn of his earthly trappings and the past that they signify (this, as we shall see, is a classic theme of frontier mythology). As the narrative on Mars unfolds, Burroughs offers an ethnography of alien culture which readily invokes the terms of frontier narratives and colonial expansion, wherein the indigenous race, ‘green men', are portrayed, like native American Indians for European pioneers, as warlike, primitive and intellectually inferior.

American Exceptionalism Impacts
Using the Frontier metaphor for Space Exploration entrenches the idea of American Exceptionalism

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

The Decline of the Frontier as Rhetorical Commonplace Space development has incontrovertibly had a tremendous effect on the capabilities of the American state. Yet space exploration has so far failed to deliver fully on the promises of the frontier commonplace myth. Launius and McCurdy suggest: “Invoking the ideas of Frederick Jackson Turner has become increasingly counterproductive for anyone attempting to carry on a discourse in a postmodern, multicultural society.”57 Linda Billings echoes this thinking: The rhetoric of space advocacy has sustained an ideology of American exceptionalism and reinforced longstanding beliefs in progress, growth, and capitalist democracy. This rhetoric conveys an ideology of spaceflight that can be described, at its worst, as a sort of space fundamentalism. . . Although the social, political, economic, and cultural context for space exploration has changed radically since the 1960s, the rhetoric of space advocacy has not. This type of postmodern criticism of the ideals embodied in the frontier myth has power, but it does not invalidate the importance of the frontier as a rhetorical commonplace, particularly as it was used by Kennedy. The frontier commonplace has not lost all its currency with the American public. 

Representing Space as a Frontier re-entrenches the American Frontier Myth – it claims space through a uniquely American lens

Stoeltje 1987 – prof of Anthropology at the American Studies Program at Indiana University  [Beverly J. Oct. Western Folklore, “Making the Frontier Myth: Folklore Process in a Modern Nation,” Vol. 46, No. 4 pp. 255-267 Accessed: 24/07/2011 JSTOR //RC]

Although this behavior, its texts, and its heroes have captured the attention of scholars, all too often these studies fail to distinguish between the literal and the rhetorical and to notice how the story repeats itself as if it were the "beginning." Consequently, our familiar story, The Conquest and Transformation of the Unknown, is repeated over and over again for each new generation as myth, epic, history, war, art, novel, and film retell the story. We focus here upon a unique point in the telling of the story-the point at which the story shifts from one setting to another and replaces old images with new ones. The title of the America variant of the story, of course, is Frontier. The old story takes place in the last period of Anglo-American settlement of the West and tells of exploration, conquest, new beginnings, and the transplantation of civilization until it covered North America, validated by the belief in the progress of Western civilization. The story remains popular today, but the act itself was concluded a century ago when Anglo-Saxon residents settled on the land and their cities reached for the sky. As the last frontiersmen of the West put away their pistols and placed their shotguns on their pick-up gun racks, science and technology gave birth to a new era-the Space Age-which would explore and claim the space above the earth. Predictably, the term "High Frontier" was employed to validate the exploration of space, and before our very eyes the covered wagon magically became a space rocket and the pioneer/cowboy metamorphosed into the astronaut. Mythmaking and expansion, still running in tandem, have taken to the skies for the twentieth-century version of the story. The space age myth appeals as new and different, but its relationship to the western myth is closer than it appears on the surface. Not only does the space myth belong to the same cultural formation as the western myth, but the Space Age Myth and the Old West Myth, both Frontier stories, were born of the same social circumstances in the same period of history. When the attention, energy, and resources of the United States switched from westward expansion to expansion into space, the western frontier myth easily became the space age myth. But we might cast a glance behind the stage where myth is performed and look at the context from which these myths emerged, keeping in mind Malinowski's observation that myth surfaces and flourishes in times of social and historical change, and that myth replicates and validates social structure.

Manifest Destiny Impacts
Representing space as the Frontier reinscribes Manifest Destiny into space policy – it reinforces Puritanical Holy Wars to bring God to the Savage

Sage 10 - research associate at the Institute of Geography and Earth Science, University of Wales-Aberystwyth.  [Daniel Sage, “Framing Space: A Popular Geopolitics of American Manifest Destiny in Outer Space” Geopolitics Vol. 13, No. 1, Dec Access 7/24/2011. JSTOR//FK]

It should be noted, however, that appeals to this God-like perspective as a means of organising space and time around unifying visions of humanity were not unique to American, romanticist artwork. For example, Dennis Cosgrove provides an in-depth genealogy of how “omniscient and synoptic” Apollonian perspectives28 have frequently figured in unifying, eschatological visions. These can be found in medieval Atlases of the globe that articulate a sense of Christian mission, as well as NASA’s Apollo photographs, used to utopianise global internet-age connectivity. This Olympian perspective also features prominently in O’Tuathail’s deconstructions of geopolitical discourse-power-knowledge, whereby a disembodied “geopolitical gaze” evokes a Cartesian perspectivism so as to render “geography spaceless and history timeless”. In consequence, “both are taken to be transcendental coordinates of the universal nature of things”29; essentialising the histories and destinies of peoples, dramas and places, and, in this case, the American nation. Perhaps what distinguishes the eschatological connotations of the Olympian gaze in the case of American Romanticism is that it appeared against the backdrop of a web of rhetorical connections between divine immanence and religious and national exceptionalism and destiny, from Puritanical divine providence, to Jeffersonian idealism and, later, American manifest destiny (see Anders Stephenson’s study of American manifest destiny30). Accordingly, it is across these inter-related visual registers of light, composition, symbolism and gaze that the American landscape artwork of the Rocky Mountain School was able to locate the West in the American geographical imagination, through Judaeo-Christian mythology and European Romanticism, as the apotheosis of American exceptionalism and manifest destiny. By encouraging the idea that America’s frontier geography could be read as an exceptionally holy text, often accompanied by a God-like gaze, these painters reproduced the American West as not just a symbol of the unique destiny of the American nation and its Christian population but as its divine verification. And, it is against the backdrop of these powerful narratives that these works were viewed and appreciated by the American public and Congress. As Joni Kinsey puts it, “[Through] a world of unspeakable beauty and limitless power. . .[they] made the West an indelible part of the American consciousness” and in so doing projected “Christian doctrine onto nature, and by extension onto nationalism.”31 Indeed, the nationalistic implications of this art were not lost on Congress, who purchased two of Moran’s most well-known paintings, The Grand Canyon of the Yellowstone (1872) and The Chasm of the Colorado (1873–1874), to display in the Capitol building. Equally, Moran’s paintings of the West and those of his contemporaries were regularly disseminated through popular magazines, brochures, exhibitions and advertisements to naturalise, justify and promote westward settlement, railroads and tourism. They were even used as a part of the lobbying process to Congress to promote the creation of the first national park at Yellowstone.32 As the New York Times reported, after Congress passed the first National Parks bill for Yellowstone, “Perhaps, no scenery in the world surpasses for sublimity that of the Yellowstone Valley; and certainly no region anywhere is so rich, in the same space, in wonderful natural curiosities . . . [let’s] gaze on picturesque splendors only to be seen in the hearts of the American Continent.”33 Within critical geopolitics approaches, the universalisation of articulations of global space, organised through the geographical imagination, is understood to be synonymous with the practice of formal and popular geopolitics. As Gearoid O Tuathail (1996) explains, “Geopolitics . . . is precisely about moral claims and deep interpretations that postulate a fixed and homogenous essence, an underlying law, a relentless continuity to international politics.”34 American manifest destiny, as envisioned through the ‘Rocky Mountain School’, provided exactly that underlying law and continuity to the geography of global space. In its broadest sense, this process was enacted through a tautological logic, whereby artists journeyed into the American West carrying with them Puritanical narratives of the exceptional destiny of America in the world, which they subsequently confirmed through a particular way of seeing and representing the landscapes of the American West. These artists provided a definable, recognisable and repeatable aesthetic framework that translated the vast frontier landscapes of the American West into a stage upon which American exceptionalism and manifest destiny could be performed. And, it is toward a partial consideration of their legacy that this paper will now turn.

The representation of the Frontier reinforces Religious crusades to divide right and wrong as a Divine Destiny

Sage 10 - research associate at the Institute of Geography and Earth Science, University of Wales-Aberystwyth.  [Daniel Sage, “Framing Space: A Popular Geopolitics of American Manifest Destiny in Outer Space” Geopolitics Vol. 13, No. 1, Dec Access 7/24/2011. JSTOR//FK]
Born in England in 1837, Thomas Moran migrated to the United States aged seven in 1844. During his early years as a painter Moran was influenced greatly by the European romantic sublime tradition, being particularly drawn to the landscape work of J. M. W. Turner and his leading intellectual promoter, the celebrated aesthetician John Ruskin.14 Joni Kinsey suggests that Moran and other American landscape artists were drawn to Turner and Ruskin’s approach because they had moved away from a European aesthetics concerned with sensuous or acceptable taste, that was “suspect and unfamiliar in the United States”, and instead were concerned with “the conjunction of art with morality, religion and nature” through grand ideals.15 For Ruskin, art’s role was to communicate the moral order of the universe through nature in a way that was religiously orientated, so that the greatest landscape art pointed to the “faultless, ceaseless, inconceivable, inexhaustible loveliness, which God had stamped upon all things.”16 Following Turner and Ruskin, Moran increasingly opposed mimetic representation and strove to articulate a Ruskinian emotional impression, whereby the vast landscapes of the American West were read as a kind of ‘holy text’ that conveyed the immanence of the absolute perfection of God in nature. Overwhelmingly the word used to describe this sacred, as well as emotionally passionate and uplifting response, was ‘sublime’. Indeed, quoting Turner scholar Andrew Wilton, art historian Joni Kinsey suggests, “Wilton’s observations of Turner could be applied equally to the younger artist: He set great store by any personal experience of the ‘Sublime’ – indeed, it was only through such experience that the artist could hope to communicate grand ideas to the public.” Moran’s emotionally uplifting evocation of this Christianised sublime in the American West was influenced by a number of techniques that were deployed by European painters such as J. M. W. Turner, as well as the earlier American artists of the Hudson River School. Of particular significance was the use of light effects to convey an impression of natural grandeur and awe. The word ‘Luminist’ is, in fact, frequently applied to nineteenthcentury American landscape styles,18 not least the Rocky Mountain School. Moran’s work, for example, often centred upon mountains acting as beacons of light or canyons suffused in an incandescent radiance. In so doing, these painters approached the luminous imagery evident in JudaeoChristian mythology, where light is correlated to divinity and hope, whereas darkness corresponds to wrath and evil.

Value to Life Impacts
The Frontier Myth destroys the value to life because it deifies science and technology

Farrer 1987 – Cal State Chico [Claire R. On Parables, Questions, and Predictions Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 Oct., 1987 pp. 281-293 JSTOR]

In our quest for the stars, in our race to live out scenarios only recently the province of science fiction writers, we have practically deified Science and her handmaiden, Technology. We look to one or the other to solve each problem that confronts us whether in the space program or in crop yields, in communication or in management. We expect Science and Technology to be ultimate authorities and arbitrators of social life. Like it or not, we must realize that the Utopia promised in the conquest of space may well have a backside to which we do not usually attend when caught up in the rhetoric of Pioneer or Explorer, launch or re-entry. Is this promised space age, with its implicit Utopia Omega, a new or the latest frontier? Perhaps. Bacon, Galileo, Copernicus, and Verne each imagined aspects of what we daily read in our newspapers or hear and see, in vivid color spectacle, on the nightly news. Perhaps we should look to the contemporary imaginers to provide some of the answers, and the questions too, that were provided in an earlier age by the classical scientists, or by the political WASPS, as Stoeltje shows us. Perhaps we should seriously consider a concept of our planet as the arid Dune imagined and developed by Frank Herbert; he gives us answers in ingenious still suits that capture and re-cycle our own body moisture. Perhaps this is a harbinger of the new science we must develop, much as an earlier age looked to Verne and "invented" submarines. Have we, as Herbert and other science fiction writers suggest, invested too much in Science and Technology without a concomitant consideration of the quality of life we are building as we race with abandon toward our new unknown frontier? 

Alternative

The Alternative solves – rejecting the Frontier Myth in favor of a holistic approach allows us to see ourselves as Part of Space, not the Masters of it

Farrer 1987 – Cal State Chico [Claire R. On Parables, Questions, and Predictions Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 Oct., 1987 pp. 281-293 JSTOR]

We are led to the conclusion that we must construct a new mythology, a mythology that partakes heavily of the old mysticism. The new mythology for a new age suggests that control-by-technique is only the illusion of control. Is the natural world really subdued and made to perform when performance knows no bounds? Those who point us toward the new mythology tell us it is hard to think the unimaginable, even when it is manifest in its detritus. They tell us of new worlds inside the formerly smallest units; these are worlds about which most of us can scarcely dream. They imply that there may be larger worlds beyond the bounds of the world we think we know. They prepare us to kill the old king myth while crying, "Long Live King Myth!" Young reminds us of the harmony inherent in the world-as-is and the value some place on the harmony of the self within and with the universe rather than the mastery of the universe by the self. Ignoring this tenet was part of the motivation that allowed our EuroAmerican ancestors to "open" the West, the old New Frontier. Seeing ourselves as masters or husbanders, the EuroAmerican model, leads to very different perceptions than does seeing ourselves as a portion of an organic whole, as do most Native Americans. Truly it becomes senseless to exploit and deplete one portion of Creation when we ourselves are an equal portion. It is as though we hacked off one of our own limbs to satisfy a growling stomach; perhaps it is satisfying in the short term but totally ruinous in the long one. When God is displaced from Heaven by our habitations in the heavens, will we re-locate sacred space on Earth? Will we become more like the Indians of the American Southwest when we, too, come to the realization that all is intimately connected and that we are simultaneously being connected and a part of the connection as well? Will we demonstrate the truth of many Native American philosophies and cosmologies that maintain we live in but a shadow of the real world of Power and the Supernatural? Will we ever learn what the Zunis state to be true, that inner and outer realities are but segments of each other which we parse in our minds? The heroine of my parable, Science, never sought to assume the burdens we place upon her. She merely questioned and tried to explain on the basis of her past knowledge and experience. Yet we deny her the significance of experience unless it comes packaged in EuroAmerican realities; she must ignore the reality predicated upon different premises. She must shoulder the responsibilities not only of Technology but also, it seems, of Folklore. 

Framework
Our framework is best – criticizing the representations that are used to justify space exploration is essential to avoid repeating the mistakes of history

Farrer 1987 – Cal State Chico [Claire R. On Parables, Questions, and Predictions Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 Oct., 1987 pp. 281-293 JSTOR]

Pity the Indians and buffalo of outer space? Indeed! But pity the Indian's adversary, too. We will continue to seek the challenges and puzzlements of space whether or not we persist in the frontier image. We will adjust our vision and perception to encompass new horizons. Like Science in my opening parable, we are seductively drawn to the enigma of the new and unexplored and, like her, we do not always like what we find after having arrived. Stoeltje tells us that "folklore ... thrives in a web of forces directly connected to the larger world as well as to the intimate relations of the family and the tribe"; her statement should also remind us that taking Science to space is certainly no more than half of what we need. Some luggage is also essential; it is to be hoped that the luggage will not be the same social baggage that was dragged to the western frontier. The processes that populated the American West with EuroAmericans are being invoked as justifications to populate, or at least map and fence, outer space. Her reminders that metaphor and myth are not processes, but rather charts for and explanations of, should also make us cognizant that sociopolitical forces have no qualms in invoking folklore as the underpinning of process. The manipulation of folklore to justify what we will do anyway is an old procedure among human beings; its antiquity, however, does not necessarily mean that it is right and proper. Let us hope we will have the perspicacity to call upon the mythologists, the folklorists, the anthropologists, and the philosophers to assist us in readying our minds and behavior to adjust to our new world in the making. Let us hope we have learned from the past and will not trample the old in our eagerness to embrace the new. Each contributor to this volume asks us to examine our fixed and cognitive baggage as we are poised on the jetway to outer space. We are queuing on the fringes of space with our pitifully archaic baggage of mind, attitude, vision, and behavior. It would be ludicrous were it not so terribly frightening. We concoct new images to toy with the replacement of one god by another-not necessarily by a better or more serviceable one, just by another one. And there we are with another piece of outmoded gear. Our hubris can well lead us to arrogant dismissal of any need for new myths, new models, new metaphors, new parables. Williamson would have us be chary of just such circumstances. Young brings us back to a confrontation with ourselves, with a past we would prefer to deny. It is so very easy to aver that it was not I who killed the buffalo nor rounded up the Indians. But we cannot avoid the responsibility of complicity in eradicating the Indians and buffalo of outer space without taking responsibility for attending now to the parables of our new West. Stoeltje reminds us of the effects of following a failed model and sees our enabling myths being called upon yet again to serve political, mercantile, and rhetorical imperatives. Do we really have to do business as usual in our next exploration? Must it also be exploitation? I, for one, want folklorists and anthropologists, and even mythologists and philosophers, to accompany the engineers and technocrats-not only on shuttle flights and in those space colonies but also right now in NASA and the Congress. I want in positions of power those of us who instantly recognize the motifs and stories we tell ourselves to justify our actions. Anthropologists and philosophers can alert us to the value in examining the different and the hypothetical, while folklorists and mythologists are essential to remind us that the Emperor's new clothes, although surely cut from the finest fabric, are nonetheless brilliantly transparent. We cannot allow those in power to forget that Science has two hands: one holds fast to Technology; but the other, the other is extended.... 

Examining the Oral Presentation of National Myths is critical to influencing mass culture and affecting behavioral Change

Stoeltje 1987 – prof of Anthropology at the American Studies Program at Indiana University  [Beverly J. Oct. Western Folklore, “Making the Frontier Myth: Folklore Process in a Modern Nation,” Vol. 46, No. 4 pp. 255-267 Accessed: 24/07/2011 JSTOR //RC]

As folklorists moved away from a preoccupation with the past to the present in mid-twentieth century, the emphasis in folklore studies shifted to the folk as small, face-to-face groups organized around common identities (ethnic, occupational, immigrant, regional, gender, and others) and to a model of folklore as communication and artistic performance within and across those groups.2 In contrast to this socially based performance approach, some folklorists have devoted occasional attention to mass culture, although there has been no development of a specific model, theory, or school devoted to the subject. As early as 1954, however, Mody Boatright was writing on myth in modern society, integrating his approach with more traditional approaches of folklore and anthropology. He argued that "myths are descriptions of processes, accounts not merely of what has taken place, but of what now takes place and of what will take place in the future: the process is assumed to be timeless."3 He also pointed out that myth concerned beliefs about the relations between man and superhuman powers, which included natural or economic powers as well as spirits and deities, and that belief encapsulated in myth demands an appropriate pattern of behavior.4 Richard Dorson took a somewhat different approach, but nevertheless devoted attention to the "masses of oral materials floating in contemporary American culture" 5 and suggested that "the American folklorist consider the relationships between mass culture and folklore patterns."6 Hidden cultural dimensions which constitute elements of Anglo-American worldview have been the subject of articles by Alan Dundes7 and Barre Toelken.8 Linda Degh and Andrew Vazsonyi seriously considered the use of marchen and legend in TV advertising9 and Tom Sullenberger examined the use of folk and myth in American mass marketing.' 0 Degh has extended her study further to the magical and wondrous events reported in today's popular tabloids." And a popular topic is the urban legend, many of which have been published by Jan Brunvand.12 In spite of these studies on contemporary phenomena, the gap between national level or mass culture studies and those of small face-to-face groups has remained large, and there has been no effort to develop a methodology to close the gap. Nonetheless, these disparate studies and those that focus on oral transmission in the modern world, on urban folklore in complex societies, and on the ideology and the politics of culture have opened the doors to the study of the folklore process as it operates on a national scale, shaping myth, belief, ideology, and behavior through the mass media as well as through traditional forms. Thus, folklorists working with small face-to-face groups often discover that national ideology reaches directly into the folklore and that folk elements become commodified and distributed on a mass scale. In the past, study of these materials external to the small group have been eschewed in favor of older, purer materials, or only occasionally noted as a side concern.13 Now, however, the seeds of context, of historical perspectives, of ethnic genres and differential identities, of theoretical developments, and of critical studies of the discipline are bearing fruit. We now recognize that national level myth, policy, and influence are an important component of the folklore process in complex society. The long shadow of Romantic Nationalism at last has been outstripped by folklore study in the United States and to an even greater degree in Europe and Latin America. At this point folklorists and others who study folk materials are turning a critical eye on the processes of nationalism and mass culture, specifically as they interact with folklore forms and exert influence on the lives of specific groups of people.14 Our recognition and study of these relationships directs attention to the folklore process itself, an elusive yet powerful set of human behaviors weaving together certain formulaic features with creative ones, mixing the traditional with the innovative in both theme and form, adapting always to society and its media so that, while certain forms and specific genres will change or disappear, the process itself continues, often carrying old themes in disguise as the newest creation. Historically, folklorists specialized, for the most part, in the identification of folklore and more recently in the analysis of its form and use by the members of folk groups. In recent decades some folklore studies have attended to culture criticism, acknowledging the work of major figures from related fields whose insight on cultural dynamics have relevance for folklore. Critics such as Kenneth Burke and Raymond Williams have developed analyses for the comprehension of artistic expression within complex society, locating the work under examination within a specific moment in history and a defined social situation and taking account of political as well as cultural forces operating in any given work of art or cultural practice.'5

They Say “Permutation”
The permutation is severance – doing our alternative rejects the use of Frontier representations, which are substantial in the 1AC performance. Severance is a voting issue – it makes the affirmative a moving target, destroying a stable advocacy and moots negative arguments.
If we win our Framework, the permutation is irrelevant – our Williamson evidence says that the Affirmative is telling a Story of the American Frontier Myth, and that the judge should evaluate it as a folklorist. Within our framework, the permutation is incoherent – a folklorist cannot pass policies. It proves our Severance argument.
The Affirmative adds nothing to the kritik – our implications disprove the assumptions behind their harms and solvency – it is better to do the alternative alone
Williamson, 1987 – Office of Technology Assessment [Ray, Outer Space as Frontier: Lessons for Today Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 255-267. JSTOR

At the present stage in our development of the technology of outer space, however, we now see a transition from explorer to exploiter. The stories we hear reflect a view of the world first articulated by 17th century philosophers Rene Descartes and Sir Francis Bacon, in which nature is to be understood and conquered for its value to humankind. It is a highly anthropocentric and materialistic view, and very different, for example, from the American Indian's view of the world.27 Today, we are to pursue a vigorous space program for its value to earthbound humanity. We no longer have the gods to challenge, only ourselves-and nature. I suspect, in fact, that the reason we cling to the myths of the frontier is to maintain a sense of excitement in what is essentially a materialistic enterprise. How do adventure, exploration, and exploitation in space relate to the myths of the western frontier? The storytellers I have been discussing have used notions of the western frontier in stories that sell and glorify our involvement in space. In doing so, we subscribe to a false notion of the western frontier and misunderstand its realities. As Chandler and I have argued earlier,28 as the desired trappings of civilization began to push into the western frontier, the open boundaries closed quickly and Westerners experienced "sadness, nostalgia, and a realization that the frontier experience could never be repeated." Though we may yearn for change and for a return to the frontier that never was a "golden age," we must also be aware that attitudes toward outer space are already changing, that for some, disillusion has already set in, just as the first Anglo-European westerners faced disillusion when their boundaries closed in. Part of the reason is that the materialist approach cannot cope with the deeper human questions ofjustice, freedom, and sin.

All of our links to the Affirmative function like disadvantages to the permutation – [Insert Link Stories]
Even if they win the permutation, it is not a reason to vote affirmative. Even if the plan should be done with different representations, this is consistent with the Negative Alternative, not the Affirmative performance.
They Say “Case Outweighs”
Solvency relies on flawed assumptions - Representing space as the frontier masks failure and exploitation

Williamson, 1987 – Office of Technology Assessment [Ray, Outer Space as Frontier: Lessons for Today Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 255-267. JSTOR

At the present stage in our development of the technology of outer space, however, we now see a transition from explorer to exploiter. The stories we hear reflect a view of the world first articulated by 17th century philosophers Rene Descartes and Sir Francis Bacon, in which nature is to be understood and conquered for its value to humankind. It is a highly anthropocentric and materialistic view, and very different, for example, from the American Indian's view of the world.27 Today, we are to pursue a vigorous space program for its value to earthbound humanity. We no longer have the gods to challenge, only ourselves-and nature. I suspect, in fact, that the reason we cling to the myths of the frontier is to maintain a sense of excitement in what is essentially a materialistic enterprise. How do adventure, exploration, and exploitation in space relate to the myths of the western frontier? The storytellers I have been discussing have used notions of the western frontier in stories that sell and glorify our involvement in space. In doing so, we subscribe to a false notion of the western frontier and misunderstand its realities. As Chandler and I have argued earlier,28 as the desired trappings of civilization began to push into the western frontier, the open boundaries closed quickly and Westerners experienced "sadness, nostalgia, and a realization that the frontier experience could never be repeated." Though we may yearn for change and for a return to the frontier that never was a "golden age," we must also be aware that attitudes toward outer space are already changing, that for some, disillusion has already set in, just as the first Anglo-European westerners faced disillusion when their boundaries closed in. Part of the reason is that the materialist approach cannot cope with the deeper human questions ofjustice, freedom, and sin.

The kritik turns the case – the disposable planet mentality fostered by the Frontier Myth will cause us to destroy space because we see it as empty

Farrer 1987 – Cal State Chico [Claire R. On Parables, Questions, and Predictions Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 Oct., 1987 pp. 281-293 JSTOR]

While Young asks us to pity the Indians and buffalo of outer space, I ask you to help me find the substitutes. We will redefine our own mythology to justify our actions, scattering the contemporary representatives of Indians and buffalo as we go. Each of us asks each of you to engage in a thought experiment and concentrate on what we, as a space-race nation, are doing and how we are justifying it. Pity the Indians of outer space, the buffalo, and those of us who are poised to make the same mistakes on this frontier as were made on the last one. Heed Stoeltje's warnings. In the rush to occupy the "empty" lands of the American Western frontier little more than a century ago, our forebears trampled peoples, plants, social systems, and fauna underfoot as though they were little more than dust to be blown out of the way of progress. In our own rush to occupy the "empty" areas of space, we of the contemporary frontier are trashing an ecology about which we know very little. Who are to be the garbage merchants of the not-at-all-distant future? Who is to collect the junk we have already scattered through pristine space, through "empty" space? Williamson asks us to be chary of rushing headlong into the cosmos, implying that our imperfect natures lean toward the ill as well as toward the good. We already have a demonstration, in the Western Frontier so aptly painted by Stoeltje, of our cavalier attitude toward that which we perceive as being empty and unowned. Our launching of Pioneer 10 into space is likened to a rite of passage. If we accept this analogy, we are now in a state of liminality-between this existence we know and another yet to be charted. We have imagined it: we have our voluminous body of space and fantasy literature. We have films whose images delight and confound us, helping us learn to accept new conditions (weightlessness and cramped quarters, for example) while blithely ignoring the social and temporal ramifications of those new conditions. It is one thing to be part of a five-member crew for a few days and quite another to be a member of a five hundred person crew for a few years or decades. 

They Say “Frontier Myth Inevitable”

The frontier metaphor is not inevitable – there are rhetorical alternatives – we frame space as an opportunity for scientific endeavor 

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

The choice of the frontier as a symbol was not inevitable. A number of options were available for defining a rhetorical frame for Kennedy. Some were even used to a lesser extent in his speeches. Certainly there was the option of explicitly framing everything in the language of the Cold War and the Communist Threat. This strategy presented a number of problems, however. Challenging Eisenhower on military credentials would have been difficult, given his popularity and extensive World War II record, as well as Kennedy’s own relative youth and inexperience. For all that the Kennedy campaign would harp on the idea of a missile gap, the Cold War menace as a rhetorical commonplace did not provide the same universally acceptable and unifying rhetorical force as the frontier. Space policy, at least, could also have been framed as a purely scientific endeavor, thus avoiding the dangers or controversy of militarization while still emphasizing American preeminence. However, this was essentially what Eisenhower had done, and Kennedy’s rhetoric would have to be differentiated against the Eisenhower/Nixon program. Furthermore, the series of stinging Soviet “firsts” in space undermined the assumption of American technical and scientific supremacy. Frontier was a carefully chosen rhetorical and conceptual framework. It allowed Kennedy to make an analogy to the country’s history even as he discredited “the old ways.” Two-thirds of the way through the “New Frontier” speech, Kennedy makes a connection to the Unites States’ past experience.

They Say “Frontier Myth Good”
Their acceptance of the Myth Romanticizes the Frontier – it ignores the Reality of social upheaval and unrest

Stoeltje 1987 – prof of Anthropology at the American Studies Program at Indiana University  [Beverly J. Oct. Western Folklore, “Making the Frontier Myth: Folklore Process in a Modern Nation,” Vol. 46, No. 4 pp. 255-267 Accessed: 24/07/2011 JSTOR //RC]

The context in which the Frontier Myth was born was the United States in a period of major transition, the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (from 1880s until the 1920s). Two major conditions, one in the East and one in the West, serve as markers of the transition: the Frontier disappeared in the West, and the East exploded in social chaos. Settlers and investors flooded the West until the frontier was declared non-existent by the Superintendent of the Census in 1890. This report provided Frederick Jackson Turner with the material he needed to declare in 1893 that "the frontier has gone, and with its going has closed the first period of American history."'1 Simultaneously, sweeping changes were occurring in the East. At this point in history life had leapt ahead of dreams. Monopolies and labor unions, immigration and cultural diversity, organized crime and abuse of political power, recreation and sports, overtime and child welfare laws, women's rights and minimum wages, violent racism, severe poverty, and vast wealth-these were complexities unanticipated and uncontained by the political and philosophical dreams of the seventeenth and eighteen centuries. Society's conventional thinkers and doers were unprepared for such developments. As Sacvan Bercovitch has demonstrated, prior to the Civil War American was engaged in the rhetoric, ritual, and ideology of consensus, resulting in a "culture bound by an extraordinary ideological hegemony."' 9 He argues that between the Revolution and the Civil War America was characterized by "a venture in exegesis,"20 based on the New England Puritan concept of an errand into the wilderness, in its turn justified by the biblical myth of exodus and conquest. Using the term "myth of America" to refer to this ideology, Bercovitch notes that it changed the meaning of the "frontier" from dividing line to a prophetic summons to expand- ". .. the Westward movement came to provide a sort of serial enactment of the ritual of consensus."21 But, according to Bercovitch, this story reached its climax in 1860, and the outcome has been cultural schizophrenia.22 The ideology of consensus which drew its strength from the biblical myths began to collapse after the Civil War, the effort of change began to be felt, and a vacuum developed at the point where ideology and everyday reality met. Every domain of cultural expression reflected frustration with this uncertainty, chaos, and optimism, but several emerging themes in the modern myth found expression in new symbolic forms, especially those tied to mass communication and the mass media. Three ideological themes dominated the several variants of the modern myth: the Romantic, the Rational, and the Reactionary. All three grew out of the larger social and intellectual currents prevalent in Europe, Britain, and the United States, such as: Social Darwinism; the hypocrisy, patriarchy, and deep paradoxes of the Victorian era; the impact of technology on all classes of people in developments such as print, mass media, the camera, the factory; and the overall effects of a growing consciousness of society as society.23

Turn – the Frontier Mindset has fostered nationalist and racist violence – empirics prove

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

The Turner Thesis, like the similarly famous work of Charles Beard, is not without its detractors, and within the formal study of history many of Turner’s assumptions have been rejected or at least deemphasized. Turner’s ideas were enthusiastically adopted by the supporters of American imperialism and manifest destiny in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and have, along with such ideas, since been criticized for ethnocentric nationalism. Historian Louis M. Hacker took Turner to task for ignoring class distinction and the role of the frontier in developing American capitalism. Benjamin Wright believed Turner was mistaken in his sweeping claim that the frontier fostered democracy. He wrote: “Democracy did not come out of the American forest unless it was first carried there. On some frontiers, democracy was not strengthened, rather the reverse. Free land gave the opportunity to establish slavery in Louisiana, oligarchy in the Mormon state, the hacienda system in Mexican California, while it was furnishing the opportunity for a ‘fit’ people in the Middle West to establish the particular degree and kind of democracy that they favored.”26 Yale historian George Pierson faulted Turner for inconsistency: “The nationalism of the frontier does violence to sectional tendencies, innovations are derived from repetition, the improvement of civilization is achieved via the abandonment of civilization, and materialism gives birth to idealism. . .”27 Columbia historian C. J. H. Hayes criticized Turner for historical myopia. In “The American Frontier—Frontier of What?” he faults Turner for isolationist thinking, arguing that the U.S. began as a frontier of Europe and continued to remain part of the West throughout its history. Hayes wrote, “we have cultivated a lusty nationalism, the more intense because the more artificial.”28 He observed that the reason the United States was free to expand was because its politicians were aware of and in touch with Europe. For Hayes the continuity in American history is greater than the change, and culture was transmitted to the western frontier, not from it. Howard Lamar of Yale argues that the discontinuity in the frontier thesis between a mythical rural past and an industrialized urban present diminishes the value of Turner’s thesis.29

The Frontier Myth enforces cultural imperialism – representing the Frontier entrenches the explorer as a Heroic “Us” against an Uncivilized “Them” – the impact is violent conflict over new empire

Stoeltje 1987 – prof of Anthropology at the American Studies Program at Indiana University  [Beverly J. Oct. Western Folklore, “Making the Frontier Myth: Folklore Process in a Modern Nation,” Vol. 46, No. 4 pp. 255-267 Accessed: 24/07/2011 JSTOR //RC]

Taking the position that as folklorists we must utilize our special expertise and sensitivity to folklore materials at the same time as we embrace larger critical theory and larger units of communicative form, I want to argue for a more critical analysis of the concept of Frontier as used in reference to the American historical experience, specifically for an interpretation of the American Frontier as American Myth and against the commonly held belief that the American Frontier works as a metaphor. As Kenneth Burke has said, "a critic cannot get at the very core of a work except by specifying exactly what kind of work it is."16 Epic, myth, legend, and history as well, have commonly featured heroes who investigate the unknown, assert control over it, and appropriate its resources. The hero launches his adventure with an accompaniment of troops, sailors, horsemen, or other supporters and a troubador or recorder who can memorialize his adventure. If and when our hero returns, he regales the folks back home with stories of his exploits, which include the discovery and conquest of exotic lands and people. Spices, gems, and beautiful artifacts are all available for the explorer and his troops, who exploit the newly discovered territory by violence or guile and claim the land and the people for their native empire, country, or kingdom. Brave pioneers will follow his route and settle the newly conquered land, bringing their idea of civilization with them and imposing it in the name of some ideologically rationalized enterprise. Stories that follow this pattern are pervasive in the mythology, history, and literature of Western civilization: the Greeks, the Romans, King Arthur, the European explorers, the American frontiersman. Yet we seldom examine our heritage as comparative mythology, our own history and religion as stories that fulfill sociopolitical functions. And, if we do, we rarely place modern themes such as Manifest Destiny in the same category with the classical, the religious, and the literary. Nevertheless, in the construct known as Western Civilization each empire, kingdom or nation tells about itself some story of the "bringing of civilization," a formula we might consider the nucleus of a cultural "formation" that has shaped large scale behavior from one era to another. 17 Large scale behavior of any period operates with goals, strategies, and rhetoric directed by the politically powerful forces of the place and time. These hegemonic forces implement their goals by utilizing some cultural formation which coordinates the familiar and the strange with ideas and images easily identified by the general populace, and by linking a plan for action to a compelling natural or supernatural force that voices authority and provides the populace with the illusion that the right forces are in control, that "we" are winning in a battle against "them." Akin to ideology, tradition, base metaphors, key symbols, religious systems, and other intellectual constructs, the cultural formation has vague outlines and can change characters or position swiftly but subtly. It rests, however, on a foundation of granite purpose. Created from, transmitted by, and effected through familiar communicative forms of a particular era, the cultural formation employs language as symbolic action and incorporates devices, principles, and strategies from the domain of poetics, all in the interest of organizing large scale behavior.

The representation of the Frontier Myth only serves elite purposes – it is a justification for domination of “primitive” threats

Stoeltje 1987 – prof of Anthropology at the American Studies Program at Indiana University  [Beverly J. Oct. Western Folklore, “Making the Frontier Myth: Folklore Process in a Modern Nation,” Vol. 46, No. 4 pp. 255-267 Accessed: 24/07/2011 JSTOR //RC]

This pattern prefigures the late twentieth century space age variant of the American myth, which also solves problems in the present through conquest of the unknown, as Williamson argues in this issue. Essential to the understanding of this era was the migration to and settlement of the Western half of the United States. The concept of the Frontier and of Manifest Destiny crossed the Atlantic with the first Anglo settlers, so it was familiar to all Euro-Americans. However, the geographical, historical, and cultural differences between the Eastern and Western United States dramatized the Frontier in regard to the West, creating a synthesis of the terms "frontier" and "West." The settlement of this frontier occurring during these transition years resulted in the frontier myth, built out of real people in real spaces. But those who created and disseminated the frontier myth were largely powerful and influential members of the Eastern elite, who nurtured a myth that would validate the social structure as they preferred it and thereby serve their special interests. Most influential among the scholarly variants of the frontier myth was Frederick Jackson Turner's well-known essay on the closing of the frontier (1893). Although thoroughly debated and, for the most part, replaced by Earl Pomeroy's revisionist thesis, its importance as the canonical text of the frontier myth has never been surpassed.36 Turner claimed the frontier as the defining feature of America and the frontier experience as the life force of its unique democracy. He carved out the mold for the frontier individual, singling out Daniel Boone as the exemplar, and acknowledged a revitalizing service provided by the "primitive" Indians. Like all effective myths, "The Significance of the Frontier" finds a place, an explanation, and a justification for everything. Turner relied on Social Darwinism for an evolutionary process which explained growth in the East and expansion in the West, described as a "perennial rebirth" brought about by the "continuous touch with the simplicity of primitive society." Turner's inspiring Frontier story reconciled the intellectual contradictions of the day by defining Westward expansion as rebirth for the whole nation, a national rite of passage which produced the uniquely democratic national character.37 His suggested plan of action laundered most sociopolitical problems in the waters of rebirth and ignored those that remained, but the plan firmly fused the frontier and the West and established a scholarly sacred text for the frontier myth which spawned generations of believers.
The representation of the Frontier Myth validates racism and cultural imperialism

Stoeltje 1987 – prof of Anthropology at the American Studies Program at Indiana University  [Beverly J. Oct. Western Folklore, “Making the Frontier Myth: Folklore Process in a Modern Nation,” Vol. 46, No. 4 pp. 255-267 Accessed: 24/07/2011 JSTOR //RC]

Since the turn of the century the valiant western hero, the child of nature, the pure American, has almost exhausted himself in the attempt to hold his audience, inspiring them again and again in film, in print, and in politics to believe in the frontier myth as defined by the Ivy League aristocrats at the turn of the century. Meanwhile, the distinction between the cowboy who became the hero of this frontier myth and the cowboy who constituted the labor force on the range blurred together in the mind of the public who, under the influence of Buffalo Bill, Theodore Roosevelt, Owen Wister, and Frederic Remington, accepted the cowboy as hero. With this success the Reactionary ideological current succeeded in establishing dominance by the end of the transition era. The Anglo cowboy's position as hero of the Frontier Myth of the West confirmed the superiority of Western civilization, for the story of the cowboy led him to courageously encounter the unknown and the dangers of the West, to assert control over it even if violence was necessary, and to appropriate its resources for civilization's members soon to follow the hero. This story about a consciously created hero of a national culture, designed to validate a specific social structure and developed during a time of change and upheaval, emerging out of the cultural formation which directs expansion into the unknown, I have called myth in contrast to metaphor. "The Frontier" is the name for a story, a sequence of actions, a modern myth that combines belief, a structure of reality, superhuman forces, a pattern of behavior, and ideal characters. The Frontier Myth provides a formative experience, a "beginning," and locates it on the constantly moving frontier so that each group of settlers can identify with it. The rebirth in the wilderness occupies a prominent position in the story.42 The Frontier Myth also validates the dominant social structure and political ideology, made especially clear because that ideology was under attack at the time the story emerged in this particular variant, premeditated and polished. And it establishes a hero who masters the Unknown, overcomes obstacles, defeats evil, and embodies the American dream. Mody Boatright said of Owen Wister's hero, "the Virginian exemplifies the American version of the myth of the faithful apprentice, the Horatio Alger story."43 And Wister himself "subscribed wholeheartedly to the myth of AngloSaxon racial superiority, which, like laissez-faire economics, had found a new sanction in the theory of social evolution."44 These intellectual constructs worked into the novels and the scholarship of the era result in stories of explanation and validation that stress selected values and action regarding the functioning of society. All of this constitutes the concept Frontier and displays the same characteristics as the genre we recognize as myth. Kenneth Burke's "Theory of Entitlement" directs us to symbolic processes as they actually operate in life and literature, viewing speech as a social product and words as receptacles of attitudes. Thus speech "entitles" complex nonverbal situations somewhat as the title of a novel sums up the elements of it; moreover, the title can be abbreviated, summed up in one word, which can serve as the particular manifestation of the perfect form, or can represent all such things in that category. "Thereby, the things of the world become material exemplars of the values which the tribal idiom has placed upon them."43

They Say “Representations Irrelevant”
Popular representations of Space and the American frontier influence policymakers – they reinforce ideas of the divine right of Manifest Destiny

Sage 10 - research associate at the Institute of Geography and Earth Science, University of Wales-Aberystwyth.  [Daniel Sage, “Framing Space: A Popular Geopolitics of American Manifest Destiny in Outer Space” Geopolitics Vol. 13, No. 1, Dec Access 7/24/2011. JSTOR//FK]
Nineteenth-century American landscape painting is frequently associated with a particular idiom, ‘the American sublime’. The broader concept of the sublime has long been debated by philosophers, writers and artists alike and is most readily understood as referring to an inexpressible and emotionally uplifting mood of awe, wonder and the all-powerful. For artists, writers and scholars writing during the eighteenth and nineteenth century, not least Thomas Moran, this mood unfolded through a kind of emotionally charged, transcendental resonance between God as the supreme moral and omnipotent being, the absolute moral ideals of the individual and an indiscernible experience of the vastness and immensity of nature. While the sublime forms an accepted part of the intellectual milieu of the arts and humanities, its relationship to identity narratives, state polity and geopolitics remains relatively underdeveloped. And yet, as this paper will demonstrate, the presence within astronomical art of key motifs of the American landscape sublime suggests how this aesthetic idiom can and does intersect with the articulation of popular geopolitical imaginations and, by extension, the scripting of a geography of global space. In working towards this conceptual objective, this paper draws upon the ‘critical geopolitics problematic’ epitomised by the work of Gearoid O Tuathail, enabling an approach to the American sublime as a “problematic of writing the global”,6 that is implicated in the way global space is produced, disseminated and contested.7 The critical geopolitics literature provides a breadth of methodological cases that problematise cultural articulations of the geography of global space, as well as those of foreign policy practitioners or formal geopolitical texts. Joanne Sharp’s work on ‘popular geopolitics’ has been particularly important in regard to the former. Framing Space draws attention to the way popular geographical imaginations, articulated through popular culture, are mobilised by political actors to inscribe and simplify often complex relations between nations, cultures, identities, places and ideologies. Outer space is not exempt from these tactics and strategies. Popular geopolitics approaches have been used to describe and problematise geopolitical scriptings across a range of cultural objects, from cartoons, magazines, films, photography, and photojournalism.10 And yet, within these approaches there is a paucity of studies dealing with the popular geopolitical connotations of the interplay between geographical and what might be termed “cosmographical” imaginaries. Meanwhile, recent critical geopolitics approaches that have addressed diverse visual practices, spectacles and emotions have prompted a more sustained consideration of non-textual, performative and affective rehearsals of geopolitical practice.11 Taking its cue from these empirical and conceptual agendas, this paper examines American astronomical art to disclose how emotionally charged articulations of the American landscape sublime can inform our understandings of American popular geopolitical imaginations. Post-war American astronomical art provides a valuable tool to examine not only the articulation of America’s place in the world and beyond, but how popular geopolitical imaginations are readily produced, disseminated and consumed through visual codes and aesthetic motifs. This paper focuses in particular on the astronomical artwork of Chesley Bonestell whose planetary landscape representations during the mid-1950s played a key role in locating outer space within American popular geopolitical imaginations. Bonestell’s legacy is shown to have had a profound impact on the development of American astronomical art and continues to inform the manner in which outer space is rendered meaningful within American popular and practical geopolitical discourse.

Examining The Representation of the Frontier Metaphor is integral to formulating Space policy – only the metaphor can influence policy – the Affirmative advantages are not sufficient to generate support

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

It has been just over fifty years since humanity first extended its reach into outer space. The United States has been a leader in space exploration, particularly in being the first and only country to successfully send astronauts to the moon. Some of the most famous speeches in American public rhetoric are those that relate to space. Yet outer space competes with dozens of other priorities in the federal budget, and its hold on the American public’s support often seems tenuous. Why have the United States’ activities in outer space turned out as they have? This project focuses on how American policymakers have drawn on existing rhetorical commonplaces, especially “the frontier,” to legitimate U.S. outer space policy to audiences foreign and domestic. My analysis suggests that in the case of the effort to legitimate the space policy agendas of U.S. policymakers (specifically President John F. Kennedy) the rhetorical commonplaces deployed act as state-building mechanisms. Put another way, statebuilding is an outcome of the space policy legitimation process that is not always entirely explicit in the public rhetoric. As such, the rhetorical commonplace of the frontier functions as a permissive mechanism for state-building. The rhetorical capital of the frontier can be used to harness public support for otherwise prohibitively costly government programs. Historically, the perceived need for territorial expansion, sometimes expressed through the rhetoric of manifest destiny, served to legitimate government sponsored projects to build state capacities. Examples include the purchase of large swathes of western land to be turned over to settlers, railroad land grants and subsidies, the Panama Canal, and the maintenance of a frontier military presence. In the same way, deploying the frontier in public rhetoric has been used to legitimate costly space exploration programs which in turn have led to the expansion of state capacities. To a greater or lesser degree, government investment in space programs fueled scientific and technological innovation, spurred a generation of American students to study science, expanded the state’s military capabilities, and drove globalization. These effects, particularly because so many were largely unforeseen, might not have sufficed to generate public support for the policies that led to them. The rhetorical power of the frontier acted (at least under Kennedy) as a mythic cover for statebuilding through the space program just as it had for America’s western expansion. Methodology This analysis is an effort toward “relational social constructivism” of the sort put forward by P. T. Jackson.1 My work has been inspired in particular by his work with legitimation struggles and rhetorical commonplaces. Relational constructivism is a useful theoretical lens for helping to understand American space policy, the national identity issues surrounding it, and why the American experience with space has turned out as it has. This account is premised on the notion that U.S. space policy is contingent. It was not inevitable that the policies and goals of the U.S. space program were conceived, communicated, and defended in the way they were. The history of the space program is contingent on a confluence of historical and social factors that could have happened differently.
They Say “Space is not like The American West”
Even if the metaphor is not literal – the Process of colonizing the Frontier in Space represents the American West
Stoeltje 1987 – prof of Anthropology at the American Studies Program at Indiana University  [Beverly J. Oct. Western Folklore, “Making the Frontier Myth: Folklore Process in a Modern Nation,” Vol. 46, No. 4 pp. 255-267 Accessed: 24/07/2011 JSTOR //RC]

"Metaphor" describes a quite different process, one in which two different somethings are compared on the basis of some one similarity, observed or attributed. The different nature of the two subjects brought together by a metaphor remains obvious, however; the one does not abolish the other, for it is in the comparison or the substitution, the collision, that the effect is achieved. In contrast, metonymy brings together two or more somethings based on the principles of contiguity, which ties them together in some spatial relationship to each other.47 Outer space and the old West are not similar; the heavens above and the earth below are not the same. In fact, they are generally perceived as quite different. One walks on the earth and flies in the heavens, people and animals move on the earth and birds fly through the air, and so on. To speak of the Frontier of Space is not to compare the West to Outer Space as in a metaphor. One is not labeling space as earth or earth as space, but rather the sociopolitical process for which Frontier is an abbreviation is being extended from earth to the skies. The earth stays in place and the sky stays in place. They do not substitute for each other, but they are placed in contiguity, for the Frontier process which conquers and transforms the Unknown slips from its most recent location right over the horizon to the next. This time the movement is up rather than out; but, after all, land meets sky at the horizon, so land and sky are continuous.48 Moreover, recalling the early science fiction novels that served as a scientific variant of the myth, we can view the myth of the Western frontier and the myth of the scientific frontier as contiguous at their birth. Each one assumed prominence at the time when the setting of the sociopolitical process matched the setting of the myth: 1900 and 1960.

***AFF***

Frontier Metaphor Link Resps
The affirmative has moved past the frontier myth – focusing on the technological spinoffs of space exploration is more practical than the romantic myths of earlier exploration

Williamson, 1987 – Office of Technology Assessment [Ray, Outer Space as Frontier: Lessons for Today Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 255-267. JSTOR

Born in the era when many North American lands were still relatively unknown to Euro-Americans, and nurtured by decades of fiction, painting, and movies, the folklore of the frontier is still current; indeed, it flourishes after nearly 30 years of the U.S. space program. In the mid 1970s, O'Neill's expansive vision, in which huge satellites would convert sunlight to electrical power beamed to Earth and space colonies were just around the corner, reflected high optimism about the future of humans in space.25 We had just come off the Apollo high, were well into development of the space shuttle, and the visionaries were looking for new realms to conquer. Today, the mood of the space program is cautious, if not dour, especially since the tragic loss of the space shuttle Challenger in January 1986. The focus of the civilian program has shifted from the longterm benefits of electric power beamed from beyond the atmosphere and colonizing space-prospects that some heralded as the next step just a few years ago-to the more pragmatic matter of deriving shortterm economic benefits from space technology. Compared to the Apollo days, we might even recall the popular song: "The thrill is gone." To invite an historic parallel from the settlement of the West, it is as if we have passed from the era of exploration and have become farmers. To make use of outer space for the genuine benefit of humans will require plain hard work and substantial ingenuity.
Space exploration no longer entrenches the Frontier Myth – highly trained astronauts are more professional than rugged individualists

Williamson, 1987 – Office of Technology Assessment [Ray, Outer Space as Frontier: Lessons for Today Western Folklore, Vol. 46, No. 4 (Oct., 1987), pp. 255-267. JSTOR

What has happened to the thrill of adventure and exploration of the beginning of the space age? Actually, in the reality of going to space, there has always been a sharp tension within NASA between the sense of adventure and the desire to cut the risks for humans and machinery that venture outward. Although the news media attempt to glorify the astronauts and the challenges they constantly face, most of the astronauts' experiences seem far from adventuresome. Thrilling the actual flights certainly are, to judge from the astronauts' own accounts, but NASA works continuously and relentlessly to avoid having to meet the unexpected, or to experience the particular thrills of extreme danger. It tests and retests to suppress the newness. In a media interview after her first ride to space, Sally Ride, the first American woman astronaut, explained that she didn't expect to fly again for at nearly a year because it takes that long to train for a single mission, even if you have been in space before. NASA attempts to make astronauts' reactions as close to those of an automaton as possible. That, and extraordinary caution in other phases of the launch preparation and procedures, was the secret to NASA's amazing success record, until the shuttle Challenger went down in an awesome display of pyrotechnics. 26 NASA also tries hard to play down the role of the individual and to make each astronaut a team player. This effort on NASA's part produces a strange dichotomy astronauts are chosen, in many respects, for their qualities of individuality and personal resourcefulness. Tom Wolfe's entertaining book, The Right Stuff, reveals over and over the tension between NASA's desire for robot responses and the personal needs of the first astronauts to excel as individuals. In the early days, the astronauts came from the tradition of test pilots, an individualistic, high risk group with a folklore and ethos all their own.

Frontier Metaphor Impact Turns
Turn – the Frontier Metaphor for Space has saved millions of lives through innovations and education because it alone could sustain a space agenda

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

As a result of this rhetorical effort Kennedy was able to mobilize public support for his policy agenda and obtain the funding he desired.49 In order to follow the pattern set by the mythological frontier, outer space needed to eventually produce an expansion of state capacities. Whether or not this occurred is a cloudier issue, and an area where the realities of space as a hostile environment begin to infringe on the frontier myth. One obvious expansion of state capacities is the advent of satellite capabilities. David Whalen identifies reconnaissance, navigation, weather, and communications as space applications operationalized by the United States.50 He writes: “Applications satellites are not as glamorous as Moon landings . . . but they have made a huge difference in the world we live in: financially, culturally, and in the areas of safety and security. They have created the global village.” His analysis suggests that these capabilities may have been developed by the Defense Department on its own, but it was the existence of NASA that facilitated their availability for public use, particularly communications satellites.51 What, however, of the manned spaceflight supported by Kennedy? Some have argued, like Alex Roland did in 1989, that “over the past quarter century, two-thirds of our space dollars have been invested in manned spaceflight, with little to show for the investment save circus.”52 Philip Scranton, a historian from Rutgers University, concludes otherwise: Beneath the satellites, probes, and human spaceflights, for a generation or more extensive innovations in process, materials, and instrumentation have flowed outward from NASA projects and resonated through the industrial economy. Their scope can be more readily realized than their scale can be measured, but their significance is evident.53 James Vedda has found that space exploration has had a significant role in the emergence of globalization: Present-day globalization is reaping the benefits of space applications created and disseminated in a Cold War in an environment that kept major threats at bay and allowed global markets to flourish. Government space efforts aimed at national security, national prestige, and technology development have led us to a point where civil and commercial space applications are fundamental—though often transparent—in a globalizing world.54 Food standards developed by NASA even shaped U.S. food safety standards. According to Jennifer Ross-Nazzal the American food industry relies on risk prevention systems developed by NASA originally for the Gemini and Apollo programs.55 Somewhat intangible but certainly important is the inspirational role played by Kennedy’s rhetoric and policies. A generation of students went into math and science inspired by dreams of spaceflight. It was a generation that included some of the future leaders of the information revolution that would bring technological breakthroughs and billions of dollars in economic growth.

Turn – the Frontier Myth for space exploration is necessary to raise support without relying on nationalistic militarism

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

The Speech at Rice University is a clear illustration of how using the frontier as a rhetorical commonplace allows Kennedy to communicate his policy vision to the American public in a way that makes it understood as part of the trajectory of American history and identity. At the same time it does not force him into militaristic belligerence when communicating with the rest of the world. The frontier is generally acceptable as a positive concept in American public consciousness. Of all the rhetorical commonplaces available to Kennedy, by linking his policies to the frontier Kennedy is able to both specify the relevance of the historical frontier myth to his own rhetorical conception of America’s mission in the world (the “New Frontier”) and legitimate his policies to audiences foreign and domestic. As a result of this rhetorical effort Kennedy was able to mobilize public support for his policy agenda and obtain the funding he desired. In order to follow the pattern set by the mythological frontier, outer space needed to eventually produce an expansion of state capacities. 

Representing space as a frontier is necessary to motivate space exploration – it motivates technological and political decisions
Sage 10 - research associate at the Institute of Geography and Earth Science, University of Wales-Aberystwyth.  [Daniel Sage, “Framing Space: A Popular Geopolitics of American Manifest Destiny in Outer Space” Geopolitics Vol. 13, No. 1, Dec Access 7/24/2011. JSTOR//FK]
The work of von Braun and Bonestell was highly prescient of the solution to this crisis of American manifest destiny in outer space; that is, sending a man to the moon by the end of the 1960’s. Miller and Durant explain how “there is considerable argument in favor of the idea that we would not have been half so anxious to land on the Moon had we known it looked as boring as it does – that his [Bonestell’s] romanticized landscapes helped encourage the development of a lunar landing program.”69 Then, in 1961, Kennedy’s ‘moon speech’ sought to sell Congress the benefits of a manned, lunar landing programme in terms that seemed to be pulled straight off the pages of Collier’s ‘Conquest of Space’. According to Kennedy: Now it is time to take longer strides—time for a great new American enterprise—time for this nation to take a clearly leading role in space achievement which, in many ways, may hold the key to our future on earth.”70 Implicit in Kennedy’s speech is the idea that outer space can be staged as the universal destiny of humankind, and that America, to ensure its national destiny of leading humanity, must strive to reach this frontier first. In effect, the claiming of frontier space and frontier time was conflated. Retrospectively, the space race also drained vast amounts of cash from the USSR’s military programmes, which, in hindsight, appears to have indeed served a strategic purpose, while the technology developed by the US did indeed have many military and civilian ‘spin-off’ applications. And yet, as Kennedy’s words imply, this was not the way in which Cold War political campaigns, or indeed the space race, was framed and legitimised. Just as the western frontier in the nineteenth century provided a canvas upon which to articulate discourses of American nationalism through writers such as Frederick Jackson Turner, so, as the Apollo programme developed, NASA could evoke a Bonestellian, romanticised vision of outer space as the ‘new’, American frontier. In other words, popular geopolitical imaginations were feeding into practical geopolitical decision-making processes and technological developments. For example, in 1964 NASA administrator James Webb explained how “the frontier thesis . . . based on the ‘wild and unperturbable’ forces of the frontier . . . have the feedback effect of generating in the pioneer those qualities which have made for the American democratic system, the same kind of analogy may be considered in connection with . . . efforts such as space.”71 In the same year President Johnson referred to how Americans were going towards a “future of horizons that are unlimited”; the conquest of space would “determine how we live” and whether Americans can win the fight for liberty over Communist enslavement.72

Representing space as the frontier builds public support for Space travel

Sage 10 - research associate at the Institute of Geography and Earth Science, University of Wales-Aberystwyth.  [Daniel Sage, “Framing Space: A Popular Geopolitics of American Manifest Destiny in Outer Space” Geopolitics Vol. 13, No. 1, Dec Access 7/24/2011. JSTOR//FK]
Congress and President Eisenhower, however, seemed much more interested in von Braun’s rocket technology for its strategic value in delivering a nuclear warhead or a surveillance satellite.38 Nevertheless, together von Braun and Bonestell looked to augment popular support for space travel to help persuade the American government of the merits of a more ambitious human space travel programme. The space historian Howard McCurdy explains how Bonestell’s images played a vital role in this effort to promote space travel: “No artist had more impact on the emerging popular culture of space in America than Chesley Bonestell . . . Bonestell did for space what Albert Bierstadt and Thomas Moran accomplished for the American western frontier . . . Bonestell’s paintings took viewers to places they had never been before . . . [and so] create a sense of awe and wonder . . . he used light and shadow, as artists had done with the American west a century earlier, to portray space as a place of great spiritual beauty. Through his visual images, he stimulated the interest of a generation of Americans and showed how space travel would be accomplished.”39 Accordingly, as many space art commentators have observed, Bonestell’s lunar surfaces plainly resemble the intricate craggy rock formations of, for example, the Rocky Mountains that are so indicative of the American sublime tradition.40 The question that arises is: how did Bonestell’s images work to imaginatively locate outer space, and in particular the moon (as will be examined later), under the same nationalistic and moralising rubric as the frontier-scapes of the American West? How did these images popularise travel to these otherworldly landscapes as the next, logical chapter in American exceptionalism, futurity and destiny?

Rhetoric of the New Frontier incites the heroic narrative in the American public—empirics prove

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

Historian Richard Slotkin describes the reasoning behind the choice of the frontier as a symbol for the Kennedy campaign: For Kennedy and his advisors, the choice of the Frontier as a symbol was not simply a device for trade-marking the candidate. It was an authentic metaphor, descriptive of the way in which they hoped to use political power and the kinds of struggle in which they wished to engage. The “Frontier” was for them a complexly resonant symbol, a vivid and memorable set of hero-tales—each a model of successful and morally justifying action on the state of historical conflict.19The goal of Kennedy’s rhetoric was to persuade the nation as a whole to buy into the heroic narrative of the frontier. Kennedy said he stood on “what was once the last frontier.” The past tense is significant for, he asserted, a new frontier challenged the United States. Kennedy presented his rhetorical new frontier as a challenge to national greatness. The nominee and future president was calling on Americans to be pioneers who would take on the challenge presented by the new frontier with energy and courage. Slotkin concerns his work with the link between the mythology of the frontier and violence in American culture, but this study concerns itself with the link between the frontier and legitimating the expense and effort required by the national space program. The rhetorical commonplace that won the 1960 presidential election was Kennedy’s new frontier, not Eisenhower and Nixon’s scientific plan. Its victory would have lasting consequences for how the space program would evolve, what it would have to do, and what it could not do. 

Turn – Representing Space as the Frontier prevents its cooption for militarism, nuclearism or dehumanization – it reinforces the idea of space as an ideal

Sage 10 - research associate at the Institute of Geography and Earth Science, University of Wales-Aberystwyth.  [Daniel Sage, “Framing Space: A Popular Geopolitics of American Manifest Destiny in Outer Space” Geopolitics Vol. 13, No. 1, Dec Access 7/24/2011. JSTOR//FK]

Bonestell’s vision of outer space is all the more distinctive because of the contrast it struck with contemporaneous images of outer space. During the 1950s, Hollywood sci-fi regularly constructed dystopian images of outer space as another setting for the movie horror genre; it was a fearful realm full of warmongering aliens. Despite Bonestell’s work on films such as War of the Worlds, his non-fictional representations of outer space provided an alternative, wherein outer space could be habituated as the utopian or heroic destiny of America and humanity. As a result, the geopolitical connotations of Bonestell’s romantically uplifting vision of space exploration resists equivalent interpretation as a metaphor for Cold War anxieties, such as nuclear armageddon, anti-communism or the de-humanising effects of technoscience.51 Instead of evoking these anxieties directly, Bonestell’s detailed images presented a much more comforting and structured view of the universe and the progressive role of technoscience, which may well have helped to allay such Cold War anxieties. The rocket, for example, was readily familiarised as an emblem of national futurity and progress instead of war and destruction. Augmenting this sense of order was a frame of authority: Bonestell’s vision was presented as a factually determinate, even quasi-scientific, estimate of what these other worlds would look like and how space travel would take place. For example, as Willy Ley explains of Bonestell’s art in the Conquest of Space book of 1949, “[They] should not be considered ‘artistic conceptions’ in the customary sense of the phrase . . . but a picture which you might obtain if it were possible to get a very good camera with perfect color – true film into the proper position.”52 And yet it is precisely this frame of objectivity that makes Bonestell’s work all the more geopolitically significant, as such neutrality and detachment belied its innate equivalence to the ideologically and morally charged approaches of the Rocky Mountain School and American Romanticism.

Science Alternative Resps

Discussing the scientific benefits of space won’t generate public support – only the rhetoric of a Race to the Future Frontier can support a space agenda

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

Eisenhower usually discusses space in the context of scientific advancement. A May 14, 1958 statement reiterates support for a civilian agency for scientific reasons. “Science” as a rhetorical commonplace was suited to Eisenhower’s style. His policy was for a measured, rationally planned and, importantly, civilian space program to go forward on the United States terms. Science, as popularly understood, was conceptually linked to such a policy direction. Science was rational, which served both to legitimate the administration’s space policy (“If the scientists say X is necessary we should do it”) as well as to deflect the competitive “space race” mentality that Eisenhower wanted to avoid. Science was supposed to be apolitical, something which divorced it from the rhetoric of the Cold War. Science was a primarily civilian profession, which again helped to avoid militarism and the Cold War. The concept of a “Space Race” is itself a rhetorical commonplace, and one that Eisenhower was reluctant to use. The word “race” never appears in the April 2nd statement, while “plan” does three times. Eisenhower does not frame space as a race between the U.S. and U.S.S.R. Rather, he asserts, the U.S. has a plan and is carrying it out. Political communications scholar Linda T. Krug notes: “The images Eisenhower used in establishing his program of space exploration are not especially startling or overly imaginative, nor do they invoke past and potential greatness. The images of the plan were extremely conscientious and consistent, and yet they failed.”12 Despite founding NASA, Eisenhower was labeled a “do-nothing” president. Influential journalist and political commentator Walter Lippmann called Eisenhower “a tired old man who had lost touch with the springs of national vitality” in an essay, and Krug points to other examples of criticism along these lines.13 Here is where Eisenhower’s use of science as a rhetorical commonplace failed him. As discussed above, stressing scientific advancement in his rhetoric did help Eisenhower to achieve his policy agenda, perhaps most notably by leading to the creation of a civilian space agency.14 Ultimately, however, it was a decision that would have negative implications for the way Eisenhower’s policies were perceived. Krug notes that Eisenhower’s “scientific plan” approach, “failed to create a role for the ‘ordinary citizen.’”15 The plan, especially when compared with the tangible achievements of the Soviet Union being trumpeted in the global media, failed to stir the national imagination. A look at the language Eisenhower used to describe his space program compared with Kennedy’s suggests why his “plan” never caught on. The most commonly used words include “committee” and “agency” while Kennedy’s speeches repeatedly use words like “new” and “future.” These were terms designed to stir the imagination.16 From a practical standpoint Eisenhower’s plan might have been the most logical space program, but confronted with political realities it was not sustainable. A study paper by then Vice President Richard Nixon in September of 1960 illustrates the reason the science rhetorical commonplace did not catch on with the American people in Nixon’s own effort to defend it. “Americans as a people,” wrote Nixon, “have been brought up from the earliest days of our history with the challenge of an unconquered wilderness and an apparently limitless frontier. It was the ‘doers’ rather than the ‘thinkers’ who were in greatest demand.”17 Nixon was correct in his analysis of the national character, but his response was flawed. He went on to argue that Americans must evolve their views, recognize the importance of science and better understand and support it. America opted instead to find a new “doer” to lead them.

Framing Space Exploration as scientific discovery cannot sustain a space agenda – it doesn’t capture the public’s imagination

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

Why did President Kennedy choose to use the frontier as a rhetorical commonplace in the communication of his space policy?36 The best way to begin to answer this question is to consider his options. The effort in space could have been characterized, as it was under Eisenhower, as furthering science. But Kennedy, as discussed earlier, had campaigned on change and a rejection of Eisenhower’s perceived passivity in the face of new challenges. Science was, put bluntly, boring. “Science” as a rhetorical commonplace is also difficult for Americans to relate to. Certainly science was a good thing, something the U.S. should lead in, but it was also the domain of specialists, like Von Braun and the German scientists brought over from Europe. There is little room in such a conceptual framework for the average citizen, besides an exhortation to do well in school. A space program ambitious enough to catch up with and best the Soviets would require tremendous investment, as Kennedy doubtless knew, and such spending required public support science alone could not generate. While assertions of the scientific benefits of space exploration are never absent from Kennedy’s rhetoric on the issue, it is clear that the advancement of science alone did not provide the necessary rhetorical ammunition.

Attempting to justify space exploration without the Frontier Myth fails – empirically, it cannot sustain support

Fernau 2009 [Fletcher Capstone Project for Honors in International Studies, May Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy? http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf//FK]

Arguably it was when the reality of the space program diverged too far from the frontier commonplace narrative that policymakers’ ability to gain substantial funding and support for the space program failed. The Challenger disaster may be considered one symbolic point where space exploration no longer believably fit the frontier myth for the majority of the American public. Before the Challenger disaster, space flight was becoming routine in the public imagination, and even as that put pressure on NASA’s budget, plans were underway for a second space shuttle landing and launch facility at Vandenberg Air Force Base. Challenger is in some ways analogous to the Hindenburg disaster, in that afterwards the Shuttle lost its luster as a transportation system. Challenger shattered the idealistic idea that space development was on a track to allow ordinary people the opportunity to travel in space. The post-Challenger re-evaluation of the shuttle’s role and of the American space program generally also led to the supposed state-building benefits of space travel being questioned. Doubt as to whether the money invested in manned spaceflight was leading to meaningful returns for the state undermined the utility of the frontier rhetorical commonplace. Perhaps space was not California at all but rather a fool’s errand, financial folly. A consequence of Kennedy’s grand frontier rhetoric was that the space program became viable not because of the inherent value of the scientific advances it brought but because of what it did for the country. If space was not believably a source of opportunity in the same way the frontier was imagined to be, why support a space program? After the Challenger tragedy, perhaps even after the last Apollo mission, the frontier rhetorical commonplace suffered from two problems. Its value as a tool for legitimation to the public was undermined by a yawning gap between myth and perceived reality, and simultaneously the existence of the state building that it was being used to legitimate came into doubt.

