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***1NC***
The Affirmative rhetoric is grounded in the Idea that the US must conquer Space – this is based on the flawed assumption that space mirrors the wild west and needs to be taken control of
MacDonald 2007 (Fraser, School of Anthropology, Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Melbourne, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography”, SAGE Publications, Online)
Dolman’s work is interesting for our purposes here precisely because he draw’s on geography’s back catalogue of strategic thinkers, most prominently Halford Mackinder, whose ideas gained particular prominence in America in the wake of the Russian Sputnik (Hooson, 2004: 377). But Dolman is not just refashioning classical geopolitics in the new garb of ‘astropolitics’; he goes further and proposes an ‘Astropolitik’ – ‘a simple but effective blueprint for space control’ (p. 9) – modelled on Karl Hausofer’s Geopolitik as much as Realpolitik. Showing some discomfort with the impeccably fascist pedigree of this theory, Dolman cautions against the ‘misuse’ of Astropolitik and argues that the term ‘is chosen as a constant reminder of that past, and as a grim warning for the future’ (Dolman, 2002: 3). At the same time, however, his book is basically a manual for achieving space dominance. Projecting Mackinder’s famous thesis on the geographical pivot of history (Mackinder, 1904) onto outer space, Dolman argues that: ‘who controls the Lower Earth Orbit controls near-Earth space. Who controls near-Earth space dominates Terra [Earth]. Who dominates Terra determines the destiny of humankind.’ Dolman sees the quest for space as already having followed classically Mackinderian principles (Dolman, 2002: 87). Like Mackinder before him, Dolman is writing in the service of his empire. ‘Astropolitik like Realpolitik’ he writes, ‘is hardnosed and pragmatic, it is not pretty or uplifting or a joyous sermon for the masses. But neither is it evil. Its benevolence or malevolence become apparent only as it is applied, and by whom’ (Dolman, 2002: 4). Further inspiration is drawn from Alfred Thayer Mahan, whose classic volume The influence of seapower upon history, has been widely cited by space strategists (Mahan, 1890; Gray, 1996; see also Russell, 2006). Mahan’s discussion of the strategic value of coasts, harbours, well-worn sea paths and chokepoints has its parallel in outer space (see France, 2000). The implication of Mahan’s work, Dolman concludes, is that ‘the United States must be ready and prepared, in Mahanian scrutiny, to commit to the defense and maintenance of these assets, or relinquish them to a state willing and able to do so’ (Dolman, 2002: 37). The primary problem for those advancing Astropolitik is that space is not a lawless frontier. In fact the legal character of space has long been enshrined in the principles of the OST and this has, to some extent, prevented it from being subject to unbridled interstate competition. ‘While it is morally desirable to explore space in common with all peoples’, writes Dolman without conviction, ‘even the thought of doing so makes weary those who have the means’ (Dolman, 2002: 135). Thus, the veneer of transcendent humanism with regard to space gives way to brazen self-interest. Accordingly, Dolman describes the res communis consensus7 of the OST as ‘a tragedy’ that has removed any legal incentive for the exploitation of space (p. 137). Only a res nullius8 legal order could construct space as ‘proper objects for which states may compete’ (p. 138). Under the paradigm of res nullius and Astropolitik, the moon and  other celestial bodies would become potential new territory for states. Here Dolman again parallels Karl Hausofer’s Geopolitik. Just as Hausofer desired a break from the Versailles Treaty (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 45), Dolman wants to see the USA withdraw from the OST, making full speed ahead for the moon (see also Hickman and Dolman, 2002). Non-spacefaring developing countries need not worry about losing out, says Dolman, as they ‘would own no less of the Moon than they do now’ (2002: 140). 
This ultimately cuases escalating violence both in space and on the ground, ethnocentrism, and the use of space as an object solely for militarization
MacDonald, 2007 (Fraser, School of Anthropology, Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Melbourne, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography”, SAGE Publications, Online)
Dolman’s astropolitical project is by no means exceptional. The journal Astropolitics, of which he is a founding editor, contains numerous papers expressing similar views. It is easy, I think, for critical geographers to feel so secure in the intellectual and political purchase of Ó Tuathailian critiques (Ó Tuathail, 1996), that we become oblivious to the undead nature of classical geopolitics. It is comforting to think that most geography undergraduates encountering geopolitics, in the UK at least, will in all likelihood do so through the portal of critical perspectives, perhaps through the excellent work of Joanne Sharp or Klaus Dodds (Dodds, 2005; Sharp, 2005). But the legacies of Mackinder and Mahan live on, and radical critique is as urgent as ever. While this is not the place for a thoroughgoing reappraisal of astropolitics in the manner of Gearòid Ó Tuathail, a few salient points from his critique can be brought out. (1) Astrography and astropolitics, like geography and geopolitics, constitute ‘a political domination and cultural imagining of space’ (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 28). While commentators like Colin Gray have posited an ‘inescapable geography’ (eg, ‘of course, physical geography is politically neutral’), a critical agenda conceives of geography not as a fi xed substratum but as a highly social form of knowledge (Gray, 1999: 173; Ó Tuathail, 1999: 109). For geography, read ‘astrography’. We must be alert to the ‘declarative’ (‘this is how the Outer Earth is’) and ‘imperative’ (‘this is what we must do’) modes of narration that astropolitics has borrowed from its terrestrial antecedent (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 107). The models of Mackinder and Mahan that are so often applied to the space environment are not unchanging laws; on the contrary they are themselves highly political attempts to create and sustain particular strategic outcomes in specific historical circumstances. (2) Rather than actively supporting the dominant structures and mechanisms of power, a critical astropolitics must place the primacy of such forces always already in question. Critical astropolitics aims to scrutinize the power politics of the expert/ think-tank/tactician as part of a wider project of deepening public debate and strengthening democratic accountability (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 108). (3) Mackinder’s ‘end of geography’ thesis held that the era of terrestrial exploration and discovery was over, leaving only the task of consolidating the world order to fi t British interests (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 27). Dolman’s vision of space strategy bears striking similarities. Like Ó Tuathail’s critique of Mackinder’s imperial hubris, Astropolitik could be reasonably described as ‘triumphalism blind to its own precariousness’ (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 28). Dolman, for instance, makes little effort to conceal his tumescent patriotism, observing that ‘the United States is awash with power after its impressive victories in the 1991 Gulf War and 1999 Kosovo campaign, and stands at the forefront of history capable of presiding over the birth of a bold New World Order’. One might argue, however, that Mackinder – as the theorist of imperial decline – may in this respect be an appropriate mentor (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 112). It is important, I think, to demystify Astropolitik: there is nothing ‘inevitable’ about US dominance in space, even if the USA were to pursue this imperial logic. (4) Again like Mackinder, Astropolitik mobilizes an unquestioned ethnocentrism. Implicit in this ideology is the notion that America must beat China into space because ‘they’ are not like ‘us’. ‘The most ruthlessly suitable’ candidates for space dominance, we are told – ‘the most capably endowed’ – are like those who populated America and Australia (Dolman, 2002: 27). (5) A critical astropolitics must challenge the ‘mythic’ properties of Astropolitik and disrupt its reverie for the ‘timeless insights’ of the so-called geopolitical masters. For Ó Tuathail, ‘geopolitics is mythic because it promises uncanny clarity … in a complex world’ and is ‘fetishistically concerned with …. prophecy’ (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 113). Ó Tuathail’s critical project, by contrast, seeks to recover the political and historical contexts through which the knowledge of Mackinder and Mahan has become formalized. 
Our alternative is to reject the logic of security in the 1ac
Grondin 2006 (David, Ph.D Candidate in Political Science, University of Quebec, “The (Power) Politics of Space: The US Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror”, March 25, presented at the ISA convention, San Diego)

As space is conceived as a common medium, the principle of the freedom of space lasts as long as there is no will to take a step further – which is what space warriors recommend.  As they acknowledge, many reasons may motivate a state to develop “capabilities to control, if not dominate or claim ownership over, space orbits” (Lambakis 2001: 86; original emphasis).  This line of argument is usually linked to technological capacities.  By asserting that other countries operate in Space, that conflicts are “natural” between humans – which brings us the obvious “so why would it be different in Space” – technologies of power take the lead and one is left with devising what space-control strategy will be best and what one wants “to control, for how long, and for what purposes?” (Lambakis 2001: 281).  And in a context where one portrays the situation as one where US aerospace industry is held back by the rest of the world only for fear of potential not guaranteed conflicts that will evolve into Space warfighting because of a renewed arms race (Lambakis 2001: 282), the claim to let technology drive the policy and the political is not disinterested – albeit ill-advised – and definitely not a sure bet.  For space warriors such as Dolman and Lambakis, space weaponization then appears not to be all related to the security issue but also very much to the maintenance of a strong defense and aerospace industry.  The technological takes over as the political is eclipsed by the military professionals.  In effect, for space warriors, because of national security, “if a determination is made that space weapons would improve national security, further analysis would be required to map out a path to take to introduce these tools in the arsenal and military strategy and a time line from which to plan” (Lambakis 2001: 282).  Contrary to US Astropolitical analysts, I find myself at fault with the logic of national security and securitization of space that drives US governmentality, especially with regard to Outer Space.  I do not believe that arms control is given a fair trial by its opponents or even by some of its main defenders in US astropolitical discourse.  For me, the security game is what seems so scary; and if we consider the one assumption of an astropolitical argument such as that of Lambakis that because of the 9/11 context, “one things is certain – we will not be able to bludgeon our enemies into cooperation.  For those times, the United States needs to have in place more assertive means and doctrines to counter hostiles activities in space” (Lambakis 2001: 282; my emphasis).  When people are certain and need to develop one strategy, then maybe some questions have not been raised.  There are “unknowns” and we cannot be sure of how the events will unfold if the US goes further along a path of space weaponization.  In any case, it gets even more problematic when security is trumped with technology for there is no way – so it seems – to argue against the desire of global (read absolute) security, especially when it comes from the strongest power.  You are brought back to the realities of the global homeland security state.  One is doomed to either accept the logic of terror – that inexorably goes with the logic of global security – or reject it.  I choose the latter.

Link - Space Mil

Extending the logic of pre-emption into space necessitates full scale wars over an impossible technology. Space Militarization is a political goal seeking total world domination. 

Gray 07 [Charles Hables Gray June 1, 2007, Postmodern War at Peak Empire, Science as Culture]
There is no need here to reprise all the arguments against the Star Wars proposals or the militarization in space but something needs to be said about the particular perspective of the role of information in military systems because it is one of the major problems of Postmodern war. The problems are framed by a pragmatic combination of lived experience with information systems and what we know about information theory itself.6 In light of the work on the limitations of computers in relation to Star Wars, specifically and weapons in general, and more general critiques of science and technology, the faith that the US government and others show in technology is disturbing. They don’t care that what they want is deemed impossible now; they assume that eventually anything will be technologically possible. The limitations of ballistic missile defense in general render the whole idea of an ICBM defense nonsensical. It isn’t just that it costs the defender 10 to 100 times more to counter a deception by the attacker. The idea that any small state or non-governmental organization would choose to deliver weapons of mass destruction by rocket instead of some other way is just not credible. The systems effects are multiple. It isn’t just the impossibility of predicting the outcomes of complex systems, that is discussed in the technical articles, rather it is some of the larger effects of ballistic missile defense that are foreseeable that we should be concerned with. If the Star Wars system was really meant as a defensive system only (which is impossible in actual military terms, but one can pretend) then it would be trying to use an impossible technology to solve a horrible problem that was bought into being by technology in the first place. However, since the actual goal of the current plans is just to make the next step in the militarization of space a reality, it is a political goal (literally, of world domination) being met by an impossible technology. The militarization of space and its domination has been an explicit goal of parts of the US military since the mid-1940s. Now there is a consensus at the Pentagon and it is shared by the rest of the executive branch and much of the national legislature. A Unified Space Command is in place and there plans for the Space Force, a new military branch to join the Air Force, Navy, and Army. It’s politically sensitive, but it’s going to happen. Some people don’t want to hear this, and it sure isn’t in vogue, but – absolutely – we’re going to fight in space, we’re going to fight from space and we’re going to fight into space. (Quoted in Scott, 1996, p. 51, original emphasis) The National Missile Defense and its resulting occupation of space by the US Space Corp. is deemed necessary in order to avoid a ‘Space Pearl Harbor’. So defensive ‘preemption’ becomes the rationale for the abrogation of the treaties preventing war in space and the beginning of the military exploitation of ‘the last frontier’, fortunately infinite. To its supporters it seems inevitable. It is our manifest destiny. You know we went from the East Coast to the West Coast of the United States of America settling the continent and they call that manifest destiny and the next continent if you will, the next frontier, is space and it goes on forever. (Sen. Bob Smith (R. New Hampshire), Senate Armed Services Committee. Quoted in the ‘Star Wars Returns’ documentary, February 2001) Militarizing space is just part of a major refocusing of military priorities for the United States. Down the line, we can expect that nanotechnology could produce new types of weapons of mass destruction, and, from space, effective lasers could do very bad things, but these are far enough away that we need not worry about them for a decade or so. Meanwhile, defense intellectuals and established militaries have been flogging a new type of war, based on information, and promising easy, maybe even bloodless, victories.

The attempt to assert US dominance of space creates a dangerous new Empire of space – one in which the sovereignty of all other nations disappears. International norms and taboos no longer apply in a world of zero-warning time space warfare – the affirmative ensures a global state of bare life.

Duvall and Havercroft 08 [Raymond Duvall and Jonathan Havercroft, Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future, October 2008, Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775]

This scenario is fascinating for the political logic at work within it – force application from space is required to attack an otherwise inaccessible target. All three reasons stated for inaccessibility involve potential gaps in US capacity to project its power globally. Either the defences of the target country have not been suppressed, or other states have not consented to let US forces fly through their airspace, or other coalition members – presumably in NATO or the UN – have not consented to the action. What places targets ‘out of reach’ in this scenario, then, is the sovereignty of other states as exercised through their abilities to defend their territory, control their airspace, and/or participate (jointly) in authorised decision of the (global) exception to international law. As Schmitt has argued with respect to domestic law, the sovereign is constituted through the capacity to decide the exception to the application of law in a moment of crisis.52 The effect of space weapons for force application is to erase that sovereignty – states are constituted as subjects lacking authorisation of decision, and lacking a boundary effectively demarcating inside from outside. While other weapons systems can be used to intervene in affairs within a state’s borders, their constitutive logic (with the possible exception of nuclear and some forms of biological weapons) is not, per se, corrosive of sovereignty, because in principle, even if not in every instance, they can be defended against. Precision space-based strikes happen so rapidly, however, that a defensive response is not possible. As such they strip states of the defensive ‘hard shell’ that, classical realists argued, is constitutive of sovereignty. All three justifications thus buttress the exclusive capacity of the US to ‘decide the exception’ globally, while diminishing, by circumvention, the sovereignty of other states. The hypothetical use of space weapons in this scenario is an imperial project.53 Furthermore, these weapons would be most useful against small targets, such as groups and individuals. While the justification for the use of space-based weapons in the quoted scenario was to prevent genocide, the hypothetical attack constitutes their possessor as global police, punishing without trial those specific actors it deems responsible for genocide. Even if the specific act provoking space-based attack is not a violation of international law, the political society with the capacity to intervene – and with it the capacity to decide when to intervene – constitutes itself as sovereign police of the international system.54 Space-based weapons for force application, then, are most useful at targeting individuals and groups at short notice in order to achieve the policing objective of ‘order’ and control under a rule of law, even as that sovereign policing decision is made outside of the very law in whose name it is made. We have already seen glimpses of this type of warfare in recent years. Consider, for example, that the Iraq War began with a so called ‘decapitation strike’ aimed at assassinating Saddam Hussein in the hope of ending the war before it began. Similar tactics have been used by the Israeli Defence Forces to kill specific leaders of the Palestinians. Also, the US has used Unmanned Aerial Vehicles equipped with missiles to target members of Al Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Placing weapons in space aimed at terrestrial targets would markedly accelerate the ability to carry out these types of ‘targeted killings’ (assassinations). Thus, application of force from orbital space would have at least three crucially important constitutive effects. First, it would constitute the US, as possessor of these weapons, as the centre of a globally extensive, late-modern empire,55 a sovereign of the globe. But this sovereign would exercise its power in a new way. Rather than needing to have occupying forces in place to control the Earth’s lands and seas, it could rely heavily on space weapons to exercise social-political control. While these weapons are not particularly useful in fighting large-scale wars, or in the conquest of territory, there would no longer be a need to hold territory. All the global sovereign would have to do is to kill, or perhaps even threaten to kill, potential adversaries around the world in order to ‘police’ social and political activities throughout its global empire.56 Second, these weapons, just as space-based missile defence, would effectively strip other states of their territorial sovereignty. While de jure sovereignty may remain intact, de facto sovereignty would be effectively erased, in a manner reminiscent of classical empire. For decades, realist international relations scholars have promoted the idea that states secure their sovereignty through self-help.57 If states lack the capacity to defend themselves from adversaries, they are particularly vulnerable to attack and conquest. While liberal and constructivist scholars have questioned how closely sovereignty is linked to military capability, realists have responded that throughout history states with disproportionate military power have repeatedly violated the sovereignty of weaker states.58 While space-based weapons in and of themselves would not enable conquest of another state, they could be used very effectively to achieve precise political objectives on the territories nominally under the sovereign authority of other states. Imagine what impact these weapons would have on US foreign policy with respect to two of its currently most pressing objectives. Consider, for one, how useful such weapons might be with respect to preventing a rival state, such as Iran or North Korea, from acquiring nuclear weapons. While there has been speculation that the US or Israel may launch air strikes against potential nuclear weapons manufacturing facilities in these countries, the logistics – getting access to airspace from neighbouring countries, and the possibility of retaliation against military forces in the area – make such operations difficult. Using weapons in space would avoid these logistical difficulties, thereby making the missions easier (and presumably more likely). Threatening spaced-based attack on either manufacturing sites of weapons or on the political leadership of an adversary might be sufficient in many cases to alter the behaviour of targeted governments. In short, if the US were to deploy such weapons in space, they would likely be used to similar effect as the gunboat diplomacy of the 19th century. A second contemporary policy objective is to fight specific non-state actors. The 9/11 Commission Report discussed in great detail the logistical obstacles that prevented the Clinton administration from capturing or killing Osama Bin Laden,59 principally the difficulty in either launching cruise missiles into Afghanistan through another state’s airspace or deploying US Special Forces in an area remote from US military bases. Had the US possessed space-based weapons at the time, they probably would have been the weapons of choice. When combined with intelligence about the location of a potential target, they could be used to kill that target on very short notice without logistical hurdles. The sovereignty of states would no longer be an obstacle to killing enemies. All that would stand in the way would be international norms against assassination and the potential political backlash of imperial subjects. While much has been made by constructivists in recent years of the capacity of norms and taboos to restrain state behaviour in a world of sovereign states, it does not necessarily follow that in a world of only one effectively global sovereign such taboos and norms would continue to function or even exist. The example of using space weapons to target non-state actors such as Osama Bin Laden and Al Qaeda points to a third constitutive effect of space weapons capable of force application. Because these weapons could target anyone, anywhere, at anytime, everyone on Earth is effectively reduced to ‘bare life.’60 As Agamben demonstrates, sovereign power determines who is outside the laws and protections of the state in a relationship of ‘inclusive exclusion.’ While human rights regimes and the rule of law may exist under a late-modern global empire policed by space weapons,61 the global sovereign will have the ability to decide the exception to this rule of law, and this state of exception in many cases may be exercised by the use of space weapons that constituted the sovereign in the first place. Constituting empire of the future Each of the three forms of space weapons has important constitutive effects on modern sovereignty, which, in turn, are productive of political subjectivities. Exclusive missile defence constitutes a ‘hard shell’ of sovereignty for one state, while compromising the sovereign political subject status of other states. Space control reinforces that exclusive constitution of sovereignty and its potentiality for fostering unilateral decision. It also constitutes the ‘space-controlling’ state, the US, as sovereign for a particular global social order, a global capitalism. Space weapons capable of direct force application obliterate the meaning of territorial boundaries for defence and for distinguishing an inside from an outside with respect to the scope of policing and law enforcement – that is an authorised locus for deciding the exception. States, other than the exceptional ‘American’ state, are reduced to empty shells of de jure sovereignty, sustained, if at all, by convenient fiction – for example, as useful administrative apparatuses for the governing of locals. And their ‘citizens’ are produced as ‘bare life’ subject to the willingness of the global sovereign to let them live. Together and in conjunction, these three sets of effects constitute what we believe can appropriately be identified as an empire of the future, the political subjects of which are a global sovereign, an exceptional ‘nation’ linked to that sovereign, a global social order normalised in terms of capitalist social relations, and ‘bare life’ for individuals and groups globally to participate in that social order. If our argument is even half correct, the claim with which this article began – that modes of political killing have important effects – would be an understatement! Implications of empire of the future If the logic of space weapons projects as now being pursued by the United States is to constitute a new, historically unprecedented form of empire, there are significant theoretical and practical implications. By way of conclusion, we take up some of the most important of those implications briefly in this section. Retheorising empire Broadly speaking, recent theorising on empire has posited two competing pictures. On one side, some scholars see in existence an effectively imperial global hegemony, in which the United States, through a combination of hard and soft power, dominates the international system in a manner of territorial control analogous to the British or Roman empires (often debating which of the two is the more appropriate analogy).62 On the other side, theorists such as Hardt and Negri have posited a decentred system in which a network of loosely integrated institutions govern the various facets of the lives of all political subjects under a single, dispersed biopolitical regime that they have labelled Empire.63 Each of these images is conceptually and theoretically evocative; in our view both have much to recommend them despite their being opposing visions. This is because each captures a crucially important conceptual dimension – in the case of arguments about putative American empire, the centralisation of sovereign power; and in the case of Hardt and Negri’s post-modern Empire, the deterritorialisation of sovereignty. At the same time, however, each view is held to negate the other, seeing the two core principles as mutually contradictory. We argue instead that space weapons constitute a third version of empire that is neither the de-centred post-modern vision of Hardt and Negri, nor the territoriallydefined hegemonic vision of advocates and opponents of American imperialism. If our analysis of constitutive logics is correct, theorists of empire must acknowledge that there is not a necessarily contradictory relation between deterritorialisation and centralisation of sovereign power – the two conjoin in empire of the future.64 In his later work Marshall McLuhan introduced ‘the tetrad’ as a heuristic device for examining the impact the introduction of a new technology would have on a society.65 The tetrad was designed to arrest the tendency of theorists to describe the impact of technology in purely causal terms. McLuhan’s tetrad involves asking a set of four questions: What will the technology extend, enlarge or enhance? What will it erode or amputate? What will it reverse or flip into when pushed to its limits? What will the new technology retrieve that earlier technologies had rendered obsolescent? By addressing the four moments in McLuhan’s tetrad, we clarify how space weapons are constitutive of a new sovereignty, situated in the space-based empire of the future, which conjoins deterritorialisation (of Hardt and Negri’s Empire) with the centralisation of sovereign power (of classical imperial forms). First, space weapons will extend the capacity of their possessor to project force globally and to defend its own territory. While the US, by virtue of its military pre-eminence, already has this capacity to some extent, space weapons significantly deepen it – by compressing the time required to attack a target (from days and hours for airborne weapons to minutes and seconds for space-based weapons); by sharpening precision of targeting; and by further reducing the ability of others to deliver force against the US. Force application from orbital space is an extension of the modes of precision killing now associated with laser-guided smart bombs, unmanned aerial vehicles, and GPS-guided cruise missiles. These existing forms of US air power rely heavily on space-based technology, such as GPS satellites, for their targeting, and thus represent the vanguard of the space age. Moving the weapons systems themselves into space will extend the range of their Earth-based counterparts and compress the time necessary to launch an attack. The current air power regime, on which the US relies, requires a vast network of bases around the world to serve as staging and supply areas to support attacks.66 In extending the speed and range of modes of precision killing and destruction, empire of the future dispenses with the need for such a network of bases.

Link - Exploration
The narratives surrounding the exploration and development of space rely upon nationalist identities and technological utopias that produce violent clashes over what nation best lays claim to the Universal Man.

Siddiqi 10 [Asif Siddiqi , Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration, Technology and Culture, Volume 51, Number 2, Project Muse]
Space exploration’s link with national identity partly overlapped with its claims to a larger idea that appealed to a global, even universal, vision of humanity. Counterintuitively, these ideas emerged from ideas deeply embedded in national contexts. Roger Launius has noted that nations have historically justified space exploration by appealing to one (or a combination) of five different rationales: human destiny, geopolitics, national security, economic competitiveness, and scientific discovery. 15 The latter four stem from national and nationalist requirements; the first, human destiny, appeals to the idea of survival of the species. In the American context, this universal rationale of human destiny combines older traditions of technological utopianism and an updated version of “manifest destiny.” Technological utopianism, i.e., a notion that conflates “progress” (qualified technologically) with “progress” (unqualified), has been an essential part of popular discourse since the late nineteenth century, and if the crisis of modernity and the Great War made Western Europeans less enamored of the panacea promised by technology, Americans continued to embrace more fully the idea of technological utopianism than most other societies. 16 As Launius has shown, influential space activists of the past fifty years deployed rhetoric and rationale to support space exploration that simultaneously invoked romanticized notions of the American frontier—Frederick Jackson Turner’s “frontier thesis” was ubiquitous—with emphatic language that underscored that what was at stake with space exploration was not about Americans but the entire human race. Commentators as varied as Wernher von Braun, Gerard K. O’Neill, and Robert Zubrin all couched their arguments with a distinctly American spin—ingenuity, frontier, freedom—in their search to create the opportunity for global survival in the form of human colonization of the cosmos. 17 Here, the American becomes the normative for space travel for the species. The situation was and is eerily similar in the Russian (and former Soviet) case. As with the United States, there is a deep strand of technological utopianism in Russian society, a cultural trait that was undeniably heightened by the Bolshevik Revolution. What was once a vision of the future for Russian intelligentsia at the turn of the century took on millenarian overtones after 1917. Beginning in the 1920s, space exploration became a powerful avatar of utopian dreaming in post-revolution Russia. The most powerful symbol of this appeal was the patriarch of Soviet cosmonautics Konstantin Tsiolkovskii, the half-deaf village schoolteacher who, before any other in the world, articulated the practical possibility of space travel in an obscure journal article in 1903. Tsiolkovskii was driven not only by a fervent belief in the power of science and technology to save the world but also by ideas deeply rooted in Russian culture, particularly the philosophy of Cosmism. Cosmism’s intellectual foundations comprised a hodgepodge of Eastern and Western philosophical traditions, theosophy, Pan-Slavism, and Russian Orthodox thinking. The outcome was a nationalist and often reactionary philosophy that, in spite of its reactionary tenets (or perhaps because of them), continues to attract the attention of many Russian nationalist intellectuals in the post-Communist era. 18 The cause of Cosmism was “liberation from death,” a goal that would be achieved by human migration into space which would allow humans to reanimate the atom-like particles of all those who had already “died” in the previous hundreds of thousands of years. The eccentric late-nineteenth-century Russian philosopher Nikolai Fedorov, who articulated much of this philosophy before anyone, wrote: “[The] conquest of the Path to Space is an absolute imperative, imposed on us as a duty in preparation for the Resurrection. We must take possession of new regions of Space because there is not enough space on Earth to allow the co-existence of all the resurrected generations.” 19 In present-day Russia, the philosophy of Cosmism holds deep sway among many commentators, especially those who meditate on the meaning of Russian space exploration. 20 For those Russians not partial to occult ramblings about reanimation of the dead, the launch of Sputnik and the astonishing series of successes in its aftermath—the first animal in space (1957), the first lunar impact (1959), the first pictures of the far side of the Moon (1959), the first human in space (1961), the first woman in space (1963), the first “walk” in space (1965), the first lunar soft landing (1966), and many others—seem to confirm that the Soviet Union’s natural destiny was as the leading spacefaring nation. The successes that the Soviets accumulated under the legendary “chief designer” Sergei Korolev in the late 1950s and 1960s were never matched after his death in 1966; as such they remain markers of the golden era of Soviet space travel. 21 Like Apollo in the United States, that period, with its cosmonauts, spaceships, and memorabilia, has remained the archetype of the Russian space program in the public eye. Cosmonauts and commentators flooded the official Soviet media with ruminations emphasizing the link between nation and space exploration not only for the Soviet case but also for the American one. Thus, highlighting Soviet successes and American failures in space were implicit critiques of the national worth of the United States. Additionally, as in the United States, there was a vibrant public culture of space enthusiasm in the Soviet Union that was rooted back in the preSputnik years of the 1950s. This discourse helped to reinforce the notion that the Soviet way to space was the universal, the only way to space. To give one example: In a recent article, a prominent Russian philosopher argued that Konstantin Tsiolkovskii’s ideas on space travel provide the foundation for a “Russian national idea,” an alternative to a “Europeanized” Russia that is part of the global system of capitalism and dependency. Tsiolkovskii, the author argued, had shown that the true destiny of Russians, like no other nationals on this Earth, was in space, a place that transcends borders and nations. 22 Both the United States and the Soviet Union, then, the two earliest spacefaring nations, produced narratives on space exploration that were deeply grounded in domestic cultural discourses that simultaneously couched their achievements as if they had universal import. This dichotomy runs through most of the historiography on both the Soviet and American space programs. The grand narratives of each nation—frequently utopian in nature—rely on the assumption that each is the normative history of space exploration. This is not a trivial issue, since how we remember and write history bequeaths to future generations how they will remember and memorialize human efforts to explore space. But who will write a history that reflects a global consensus? Is it even possible to propose such a thing? In Cosmodolphins: Feminist Cultural Studies of Technology, Animals and the Sacred, Mette Bryld and Nina Lykke argue that: The early space race was, amongst other things, a discursive battle over entitlement to represent Universal Man in the biggest story told in modern times. Who was going to be the script writer and the protagonist of the master narrative of mankind’s cosmic exodus? This was and is a question that matters a great deal when the official story of spaceflight is retold. 23 Who writes the history of space exploration and how do you account for multiple and contradictory national narratives? Mikael Hård and Andrew Jamison describe the process of “cultural appropriation” of science and technology as “the discursive, institutional, and daily practices through which technology and science are given human meaning.” 24 How do you account for cultural appropriations of the same technological events—say, cold-war space history—that are wildly different? And finally, how do these particular cultural appropriations which are essentially nation-specific narratives make claims as global narratives, or the “global normative”? From the Postcolonial to the Global These questions are relevant and perhaps even urgent, not only for those of us who cross the divide between Russian and American space history and the communities they involve, but also in light of the “newer” space powers such as China, Japan, and India, who are now defining and writing their own narratives about their roles in the project of space exploration. Like their Western predecessors, Indian and Chinese commentators locate their own narratives about space travel in indigenous scientific and technological achievements that have both national and global import. Many Chinese writers are eager to emphasize the importance of China as the birthplace of rocketry in the premodern era, while Indian writers similarly stress the importance of heliocentric ideas to Vedic Sanskrit texts that long predate Copernicus. 25 In their narratives, Sputnik, Gagarin, Apollo— these all are peripheral. 

Link - China

US space policies are used to further an imperial agenda that preserves US hegemony regardless of the technology being deployed. The very notion that only the US can develop space without restraint drives conflict.

Shixiu 07 [Bao Shixiu, Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space*, China Security Winter 2007, pp.2-11 BK]  
The latest U.S. National Space Policy (NSP) poses a serious threat to the national security of China. This new policy, released in October of 006, sets out the George W. Bush administration’s vision for defending America’s security in space. 1 It reinforces a unilateral U.S. approach to space security which is compounded by the U.S. opposition to any international treaties that limit its access to or use of space.  Aggregately, Bush’s space policy pursues hegemony in space and poses a significant security risk to China that cannot be left unaddressed. The NSP presents a number of challenges to China’s security environment. First, it grants the United States with exclusive rights to space: the right to use any and all necessary means to ensure American security while at the same time denying adversaries access to space for “hostile purposes.” This sets up an inequitable environment of “haves” and “have-nots” in space, raising suspicion amongst nations. For instance, the NSP declares that U.S. space systems should be guaranteed safe passage over all countries without exception (such as “interference” by other countries, even when done for the purpose of safeguarding their sovereignty and their space integrity). With its significant space assets and military space capabilities, this situation gives the United States an obvious and unfair strategic advantage in space. Second, it refutes international restrictions and undercuts potential international agreements that seek to constrain America’s use of space. This effectively undermines any potential initiatives put forth by the international community to control space weaponization– initiatives that China supports. This U.S. position leads the global community to suspect U.S. unilateralist intentions in space. Lastly, while the policy may not state it explicitly, a critical examination of its contents suggest its intention to “dissuade and deter” other countries, including China, from possessing space capabilities that can challenge the United States in any way– a parameter that would effectively disallow China to possess even a minimum means of national defense in space. The resultant security environment in space is one with one set of rules for the United States and another set of rules for other nations. In such a context, only U.S. security concerns are taken into account with a result of the reinforcement of a zero-sum dynamic to which space is already prone and threatens to pressure others into a military space race. The United States denies that its position on space, as represented by the NSP, will inevitably lead to conflict in space. First, officials in the defense establishment argue that the United States is not opposed to others exploiting space commercially.  Rather, it only opposes the utilization of space in a way that puts at risk U.S. dominance in space and its military capabilities. In this context, it is argued that if China has purely civilian and commercial interests in space, it should have no problem with U.S. policy in space. Put another way, implicit in much of American thinking regarding China’s intentions in space is a view that if China has no plan to militarize space or has no intention to develop space weapons, U.S. ambitions in space shouldn’t be considered inimical to China’s interests. 

Development in space is part of the Exceptionalist narrative that privileges US hegemony – commercial development inherently entails military development meant to crowd out other nations.

Shixiu 07 [Bao Shixiu, Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space*, China Security Winter 2007, pp.2-11 BK]

The U.S. position makes another faulty assumption that national space programs and space assets can be effectively dissected into commercial and civilian uses versus military uses and capabilities. This is out of tune with technological developments and military inevitabilities. China’s space program is not transparent in many respects, but neither is that of the United States. The reality is that many space technologies are inherently dual-use and it is therefore very difficult to distinguish sufficiently and effectively the intentions and capabilities in space. Without some kind of mutual understanding on controlling arms in space, suspicion will dominate relations between China and the United States. U.S. actions seem to support the notion that China’s space program is a threat even if China only develops commercial space assets. On the one hand, the United States has rejected Russian and Chinese proposals to negotiate a treaty banning space weapons and their testing. According to official U.S. statements, such a treaty is not necessary as there is no military race in space. In reality, the United States rejects such proposals because it would constrain its freedom of action in space. In effect, this provides the United States with the opportunity to weaponize space at a time of its choosing or at a time of its perceived need. Coupled with the fact that a series of American space reports in recent years have argued vehemently for the development of military capabilities to control and dominate space, from a Chinese perspective it appears that the United States aims to deploy space weapons regardless of China’s developments and intentions in space. 6 In this context, the only conclusion that can be drawn is that the United States unilaterally seeks to monopolize the military use of space in order to gain strategic advantage over others and afford it the ability to protect U.S. interests. While China is committed to upholding international treaties and norms, it also has its own national interests and cannot subsume them to the interests of another country. China may consider the security problems of the United States, but cannot change its national security considerations at their whim. Hence, China must be prepared to avoid being at the mercy of others in space. China must seek countermeasures to deal with this problem accordingly. 
Link – Moon Base and Helium 3
A US moon base would be used as a gatekeeper to ensure other nations cannot gain access to outer space or helium-3. The moon becomes the new Persian Gulf with Helium-3 as the natural resource and US hegemony is spread into outer space through the establishment of a moon base.

Gagnon 06 [Bruce K. Gagnon, NASA Plans Moon Base to Control Path to Space, December 17th, 2006, http://www.rense.com/general74/path.htm BK]

At a time when the U.S. faces historic debt, NASA announced last week its intention to establish a permanent base on the Moon by 2024. There has long been a military connection to NASA's Moon missions. The NASA plan to establish permanent bases on the Moon will help the military "control and dominate" access on and off our planet Earth and determine who will extract valuable resources from the Moon in the years ahead. The taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormously expensive "research and development" costs of this program that in the end will profit the aerospace industry and those corporation like Bechtel that intend to build the bases and extract resources on the Moon. In an interview on December 4 from the Johnson Space Center in Houston, Texas, Scott Horowitz, NASA's associate administrator for exploration said, "We're going for a base on the Moon." The NASA plan is portrayed as the next phase of the space agency's exploration agenda after space shuttles are retired in 2010. NASA's ambitious schedule includes a 2009 test of one of the lunar spaceships, a 2014 manned test flight of the new Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle (CEV) without a Moon landing, and a 2020 flight with a four-astronaut crew that would land on the Moon for a short visit. NASA envisions people living on the Moon for six-month intervals beginning in 2024. The most likely destination for the permanent base is the Moon's south pole because it's sunlit for three-quarters of the time and has possible resources to mine in areas nearby. Just to ensure that Congress will support funding for the Moon program, NASA is spreading the operation out to 13 states: Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota, Ohio, Texas, Utah, and Virginia. Pratt & Whitney in West Palm Beach, Florida is now working on the engines for a lunar lander. Bechtel is interested in building structures on the Moon for NASA. Last year, NASA said it would cost $104 billion just to return to the Moon for a first visit, but has declined to give estimates for the total cost of a permanent base. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) reports that NASA's procurement plan for the Moon lander risks delivering a product that is late, over budget, and short on capability. This is what happened in the case of the International Space Station (ISS) that was originally supposed to cost taxpayers $10 billion; the price has grown to $100 billion and the station is still not complete. With space-related spending a low priority for most governments around the world, NASA hopes that by calling the Moon base an international post it will be able to recruit partners to help convince their publics and politicians to buy into the new exploration plan. By inviting some "allies" to share in the creation of the Moon base, the U.S. also hopes to absorb energies from countries like Japan that have announced plans of their own to establish Moon colonies. The idea of a U.S. base on the Moon is nothing new. In a secret study called "A U.S. Army Study for the Establishment of a Lunar Outpost" published on June 9, 1959, the military maintained that, "The lunar outpost is required to develop and protect potential United States interests on the Moon; to develop techniques in Moon-based surveillance of the Earth and space; in communications relay, and in operations on the surface of the Moon; to serve as a base for exploration of the Moon.Any military operations on the Moon will be difficult to counter by the enemy because of the difficulty of his reaching the Moon, if our forces are already present and have means of countering a landing or of neutralizing any hostile forces that have landed."  In 1999, John Young, former Gemini, Apollo, and space shuttle astronaut, said that the Moon would also be useful for "planetary defense." Recognizing that "control" of the Moon could cause enormous conflict over time, the United Nations created the Moon Treaty in 1979. Much of the Moon Treaty reiterates earlier and internationally-accepted "space law," particularly the Outer Space Treaty of 1967. Article 11 of the treaty maintains, "The Moon and its natural resources are the common heritage of mankind." The treaty also prohibits national appropriation, adding the words "by means of use or occupation, or by any other means." In other words, no military bases and no claims of ownership are allowed. The U.S. never signed the Moon Treaty, and in fact it was only ratified by nine nations. A 1989 study commissioned by Congress, called "Military Space Forces: The Next 50 Years" reports that whoever holds the Moon militarily will control the "earth-Moon gravity well" and thus will essentially control the front gate to the Moon. Former Nazi Major General Walter Dornberger, who was in charge of the entireV-1 and V-2 missile operation for Hitler's Germany, testified before the U.S. Congress in 1958 that America's top space priority ought to be to "conquer, occupy, keep, and utilize space between the Earth and the Moon." (Dornberger, along with 1,500 other top Nazi scientists, was smuggled into the U.S. under Operation Paperclip after WW II. He became Vice-President at Bell Aerospace in New York.) The Moon has one resource that is getting everyone's attention. It is helium-3, and, say many space enthusiasts, could be used for fusion power back here on Earth. In a 1995 New York Times op-ed, science writer Lawrence Joseph asks the question: "Will the Moon become the Persian Gulf of the 21st Century?" Joseph maintains that the most important technological question of our time will be "which nation will control nuclear fusion?" He ends his piece by saying, "If we ignore the potential of this remarkable fuel, the nation could slip behind the race for control of the global economy, and our destiny beyond." One person who is not ignoring helium-3 on the Moon is former astronaut and engineer Harrison Schmitt who has created a corporation to mine the Moon for it. Schmitt, though, is concerned about obstacles to his grand plans. In a 1998 piece for the industry newspaper Space News called "The Moon Treaty: Not a Wise Idea" he writes, "The strong prohibition on ownership of 'natural resources' also causes worry. The mandate of an international regime would complicate private commercial efforts.. The Moon Treaty is not needed to further the development and use of lunar resources for the benefit of humankind...including the extraction of lunar helium-3 for terrestrial fusion power." Some scientists predict that one metric ton of helium-3 could be worth over $3 billion. Researchers at the Princeton University Plasma Physics Laboratory have estimated that some one million tons of helium-3 could be obtained from the top layer of the Moon. If all this turns out to be true and scientifically possible, imagine the gold rush to the Moon and the conflict that could follow in years to come. Who would police the Moon, especially when countries like the U.S. refuse to sign the Moon Treaty that restricts "ownership claims"? The U.S. Space Command's plan, Vision for 2020, says, "Historically, military forces have evolved to protect national interests and investments - both military and economic. During the rise of sea commerce, nations built navies to protect and enhance their commercial interests....Likewise, space forces will emerge to protect military and commercial national interests and investment in the space medium due to their increasing importance." I have always been convinced that, by creating offensive space weapons systems, one of the major jobs of the Space Command would be to control who can get on and off planet Earth, thus controlling the "shipping lanes" to the Moon and beyond. There has long been a military connection to NASA's Moon missions. In early 1994, NASA launched the Deep Space Program Science Experiment, the first of a series of Clementine technology demonstrations jointly sponsored with the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO). The Pentagon announced that data acquired by the spacecraft indicated that there is ice in the bottom of a crater on the Moon, located on the Moon's south pole - the same venue NASA now envisions as the site for the 2024 permanent base. According to a Pentagon website, "The principal objective of the lunar observatory mission though was to space qualify lightweight sensors and component technologies for the next generation of Department of Defense spacecraft [Star Wars]. The mission used the Moon, a near-Earth asteroid, and the spacecraft's Interstage Adapter (ISA) as targets to demonstrate sensor performance. As a secondary mission, Clementine returns valuable data of interest to the international civilian scientific sector." In the end, the NASA plan to establish permanent bases on the Moon will help the military "control and dominate" access on and off our planet Earth and determine who will extract valuable resources from the Moon in the years ahead. 
Link - Asteroids
Narratives of asteroid threats from outer space are regulated into the social sphere through information dissemination controlled by elites. The human and technological-centric approaches to these narratives are used to push an insidious agenda that privileges military build up.

Mellor 7 [Felicity Mellor, “colliding worlds: asteroid research and legitimization of war in space”, social studies of science BK]

The asteroid impact threat was thus articulated within a narrative context that was closely aligned to science fiction and was shared by both civilian scientists and defence experts. As Veronica Hollinger (2000: 216–17) has noted, traditional science fiction is driven by an Aristotelian plot characterized by ‘a valorisation of the logic of cause and effect’. Impact narratives conformed to this traditional narrative logic: asteroids and scientists act by causing a series of events to unfold, from the approach of an asteroid and recognition of the threat through attempts at technological mitigation to resolution in salvation. These narratives configured asteroids as acting agents in human affairs and brought to asteroid science a structure in which human agents (and their technological proxies) solve the problem posed in the narrative and in so doing achieve closure. Allusions to impact narratives implied a direction and human-centredness to events that, once the narratives had been evoked, could not easily be suppressed. Despite their attempts to distance themselves from the weapons scientists, the civilian scientists experienced a ‘narrative imperative’ that drew them towards the same technologized ends as those promoting SDI. A sense of narrative agency was evoked even in texts that were not primarily narratival. Crucially, asteroids were no longer seen as signifiers of the mathematically exacting Newtonian system, distant objects moving through the empty backdrop of space. Rather, they were configured as proximate beasts, acting subjects that could turn against humanity at any moment. Thus in their many popular books on the subject, the scientists described asteroids as belonging to a ‘menagerie’ or a ‘cosmic zoo’ (Steel, 2000a: 120); they were ‘menacing’ (Kring, 2000: 171) and had ‘teeth’ (Clube & Napier, 1990: 154); they were ‘global killers’ (Lewis, 1997: 209) that could unleash ‘ferocious assaults’ (Steel, 1995: 247) on the Earth; they were the ‘enemy’ (Steel, 2000a: 153). Likewise, in their paper in Nature, Chapman & Morrison (1994: 33) stated that Earth ‘resides in a swarm of asteroids’. The construction of asteroids as the enemy was accompanied by a range of other militaristic metaphors. In the popular books, asteroids became ‘missiles’, ‘pieces of ordnance’ or ‘stealth weapons’ (Lewis, 1997: 37), which bombard the Earth with a ‘death-dealing fusillade’ (Clube & Napier, 1990: 7). In a technical paper, too, they were construed as ‘astral assailant[s]’ (Simonenko et al., 1994: 929). Where the military and the politicians talked of rogue states, 27 the scientists talked of ‘rogue asteroids’ (Steel, 1995; Ailor, 2004: 3). This analogy was further reinforced by the construction of scenarios in which a small impact might be mistaken for the detonation of a nuclear warhead. One technical paper speculated on what would have happened during the first Gulf War if an atmospheric explosion that had been caused by a meteor burning up over the Pacific had actually occurred over Baghdad or Israel (Tagliaferri et al., 1994). The authors suggested that such an event would have been mistaken for a missile detonation by the opposing state. In such scenarios, the actions of interplanetary bodies were not just compared with those of rogue states but came to be identified with them. With the swarming asteroids filling space, space itself was also resignified. What had been an abstract mathematical space became a narrative place, the location where particular and contingent events occurred. Although the scientists continued to appeal to the predictability of celestial dynamics – it was this that would enable a survey of near-Earth objects to identify any that might pose a threat – they also noted that chaotic processes disturbed the orbits of comets and also, to a lesser degree, asteroids (for example, Yeomans & Chodas, 1994; Milani et al., 2000). The inherent unpredictability of the orbits was enhanced by the current state of scientific uncertainty. These chaotic and uncertain processes were projected onto space itself, construed as a place of random violence. In the popular books, the Solar System became a ‘dangerous cosmic neighbourhood’ (Sumners & Allen, 2000b: 3), ‘a capricious, violent place’ (Verschuur, 1996: 217), a place of ‘mindless violence’ (Verschuur, 1996: 18) and ‘wanton destruction’ (Levy, 1998: 13). Even in a peer-reviewed paper, Chapman (2004: 1) described space as a ‘cosmic shooting gallery’. Despite the agency attributed to the asteroids themselves, in the narratives of technological salvation it was the human agents, acting through new technologies, who moved the narratives forward. Narrative progression was thus generated through an assumption of technological progress. Through technology, humans intervene in space and become agents of cosmic events. The scientists’ promotion of the impact threat shared this assumption of technological progress. Like the US Air Force study, their technical papers on mitigation systems considered speculative technologies such as solar sails and mass drivers as well as more established explosive technologies (for example, Ahrens & Harris, 1992; Melosh & Nemchinov, 1993; Ivashkin & Smirnov, 1995; Gritzner & Kahle, 2004). Even those scientists who warned that it was too early to draw up detailed blueprints of interception technologies accepted the narratival implication that there was a problem that needed addressing, that the problem could be addressed by human action, and that this action would involve a technological solution. Technology, in this picture, was configured as inherently progressive. As Morrison & Teller (1994: 1137) put it: ‘The development of technology in the past few centuries has been towards increasing understanding and control of natural forces in an effort to improve human life.’ Those scientists who argued against the immediate development of mitigation technology shared with its proponents a belief in the inexorable progress of technology. Future generations, they argued, would be better equipped than we are at the moment to meet the technological challenge of an impacting asteroid (for example, Ahrens & Harris, 1992). In contrast to traditional astronomical systems, which passively watched the skies, asteroid detection systems were to be surveillance systems that actively hunted the skies for objects of human import. The Spaceguard Survey was predicated on a will to action in a way in which the earlier Spacewatch Survey was not. Similarly, when it fired its impactor at Comet Tempel 1, NASA’s Deep Impact mission took a far more active intervention in space than did earlier generations of probes. This was not far from Edward Teller’s call for ‘experimentation’ with near-Earth objects to test defence technologies (Tedeschi & Teller, 1994; Teller, 1995), an idea dismissed at the time as extreme by some civilian scientists (Chapman, 1998). Likewise, one of the recommendations of the 2004 Planetary Defense Conference was that deflection techniques should be demonstrated on an actual asteroid (Ailor, 2004: 5). 28 The technologization of space promoted in both the fictional works and the scientists’ technical proposals, also formed an integral part of the imagery and rhetoric that surrounded SDI, as its detractors highlighted when they re-named the project Star Wars. SDI was always premised on a vision of space as a technologized theatre of war. In the hands of a technoenthusiast such as Edward Teller, SDI was configured as a space-based technological extravaganza with few limits. 29 In SDI, as in asteroid research and science fiction, space became a dynamic arena through which our technologies would move, in which our weapons would be placed, and across which our wars were to be waged. 30 As discussed in the introduction to this paper, narrative is an inherently teleological form. In conventional narratives, the action is moved towards closure by the heroes of the story. In the impact narratives, the heroes are technological heroes set the task of saving the world. By drawing on these narratives and following the call for human agency inherent in the narrative structure, the scientists implicitly accepted this role as a necessary one. Having shifted apocalypse from the realm of nuclear politics to that of natural science, the impact-threat scientists were able to position themselves as heroes whose combined far-sightedness and technological know-how would save us all. Emphasizing the role of the unacknowledged hero in a foreword to a volume of conference proceedings, astronomer Tom Gehrels (2002: xiii) claimed: ‘There is a beauty also in hazards, because we are taking care of them. We are working to safeguard our planet, even if the world does not seem to want to be saved.’ In a paper in another volume of conference proceedings, astrophysicist Eugene Levy was even more explicit about the scientists’ expanded role: In the arms race, the motivating dynamic was a political one. A dynamic in which scientists and engineers provided the technical tools, but, as a group, brought no special and unique wisdom to the table in making judgements about what to do. In the present case, the dynamic is different. The adversary is not another nation; the calculus is not one of political fears, anxieties, and motivations, for which we scientists have no special expertise. Rather the ‘adversary’ is the physical world. In assessing this adversary, we scientists have special and unique expertise. (Levy, 1994: 7; italics in original) Eclipsing the political dimension of the impact threat with their appeals to the natural, the scientists appropriated for themselves a heroic role. This technological hero was a moral hero – he would warn us of the danger and save us despite ourselves. Thus the scientists frequently quoted Representative George Brown’s opening statement to a Congressional hearing when he warned that if we were to do nothing about the impact threat, it would be ‘the greatest abdication in all of human history not to use our gift of rational intellect and conscience to shepherd our own survival and that of all life on Earth’. 31 Through such claims, the issue of planetary defence became a moral frame through which other threats of more human origin could also be addressed. Increased knowledge and surveillance of asteroids, the scientists insisted, would help stop mistakes by the military decision-makers by preventing the misidentification of asteroid airbursts as enemy nuclear warheads (Chapman & Morrison, 1994: 39). At the same time, destroying asteroids would provide us with a way of using up those unwanted bombs. As John Lewis (1997: 215) put it: ‘The net result of the asteroid deflection is really a twofold benefit to Earth: a devastating impact would be avoided and there would be one less nuclear warhead on Earth.’ Similarly, Duncan Steel saw the use of SDI technologies in asteroid missions such as Clementine II as ‘a prime example of beating swords into ploughshares’ (quoted in Matthews, 1997). Furthermore, the international tensions that led to the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the first place, would also be resolved by uniting against the common enemy of the asteroid. Thus Carl Sagan and Steve Ostro, although largely critical of the promotion of the impact threat, suggested that: In an indirect way the threat of interplanetary collision may have a political silver lining. They represent a common enemy to all nations and ethnic groups. By posing two different classes of danger to the human species, one natural and the other of our own making, Earth-approaching objects may provide a new and potent motivation for maturing international relations,  ultimately helping to unify the human species. (Sagan & Ostro, 1994b: 72; see also Gehrels, 1988: 303). 

A2: Link turns - cooption link
even non military objectives are utilized by military security projects
Sheehan 2007 [Michael The International Politics of Space Series: Space Power and Politics Series editors: Everett C. Dolman and John Sheldon Both School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, USAF Air, Maxwell, USA http://bib.tiera.ru/dvd64/Sheehan%20M.%20-%20The%20International%20Politics%20of%20Space%282007%29%28248%29.pdf
During the Cold War these space powers tended to justify their programmes in terms of non-military criteria such as economic development, technological progress, communications advances and environmental surveillance. In the past decade, however, the military (as well as the broader security) rationale has been advanced without embarrassment. The utilisation of space has thereby taken on a characteristically mixed character in which it can still be argued that traditional power considerations remain prominent. Space has proven to be a domain where non-military facets of power can be exploited, and which are sometimes particularly advantageous.33 But the end result can still be viewed as a struggle for power and infl uence in the global system using space as an instrument or utility. In the utilisation of space, ‘we have witnessed a trend away from competition for prestige, with ulterior motives of a markedly military nature, to a scientifi c and economic competition, coupled with a military reality’.34
Agamben Link module 

The attempt to assert US dominance of space creates a dangerous new Empire of space – one in which the sovereignty of all other nations disappears. International norms and taboos no longer apply in a world of zero-warning time space warfare – the affirmative ensures a global state of bare life.

Duvall and Havercroft 08 (Raymond and Jonathan, Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future, October 2008, Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775) BK
This scenario is fascinating for the political logic at work within it – force application from space is required to attack an otherwise inaccessible target. All three reasons stated for inaccessibility involve potential gaps in US capacity to project its power globally. Either the defences of the target country have not been suppressed, or other states have not consented to let US forces fly through their airspace, or other coalition members – presumably in NATO or the UN – have not consented to the action. What places targets ‘out of reach’ in this scenario, then, is the sovereignty of other states as exercised through their abilities to defend their territory, control their airspace, and/or participate (jointly) in authorised decision of the (global) exception to international law. As Schmitt has argued with respect to domestic law, the sovereign is constituted through the capacity to decide the exception to the application of law in a moment of crisis.52 The effect of space weapons for force application is to erase that sovereignty – states are constituted as subjects lacking authorisation of decision, and lacking a boundary effectively demarcating inside from outside. While other weapons systems can be used to intervene in affairs within a state’s borders, their constitutive logic (with the possible exception of nuclear and some forms of biological weapons) is not, per se, corrosive of sovereignty, because in principle, even if not in every instance, they can be defended against. Precision space-based strikes happen so rapidly, however, that a defensive response is not possible. As such they strip states of the defensive ‘hard shell’ that, classical realists argued, is constitutive of sovereignty. All three justifications thus buttress the exclusive capacity of the US to ‘decide the exception’ globally, while diminishing, by circumvention, the sovereignty of other states. The hypothetical use of space weapons in this scenario is an imperial project.53 Furthermore, these weapons would be most useful against small targets, such as groups and individuals. While the justification for the use of space-based weapons in the quoted scenario was to prevent genocide, the hypothetical attack constitutes their possessor as global police, punishing without trial those specific actors it deems responsible for genocide. Even if the specific act provoking space-based attack is not a violation of international law, the political society with the capacity to intervene – and with it the capacity to decide when to intervene – constitutes itself as sovereign police of the international system.54 Space-based weapons for force application, then, are most useful at targeting individuals and groups at short notice in order to achieve the policing objective of ‘order’ and control under a rule of law, even as that sovereign policing decision is made outside of the very law in whose name it is made. We have already seen glimpses of this type of warfare in recent years. Consider, for example, that the Iraq War began with a so called ‘decapitation strike’ aimed at assassinating Saddam Hussein in the hope of ending the war before it began. Similar tactics have been used by the Israeli Defence Forces to kill specific leaders of the Palestinians. Also, the US has used Unmanned Aerial Vehicles equipped with missiles to target members of Al Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Placing weapons in space aimed at terrestrial targets would markedly accelerate the ability to carry out these types of ‘targeted killings’ (assassinations). Thus, application of force from orbital space would have at least three crucially important constitutive effects. First, it would constitute the US, as possessor of these weapons, as the centre of a globally extensive, late-modern empire,55 a sovereign of the globe. But this sovereign would exercise its power in a new way. Rather than needing to have occupying forces in place to control the Earth’s lands and seas, it could rely heavily on space weapons to exercise social-political control. While these weapons are not particularly useful in fighting large-scale wars, or in the conquest of territory, there would no longer be a need to hold territory. All the global sovereign would have to do is to kill, or perhaps even threaten to kill, potential adversaries around the world in order to ‘police’ social and political activities throughout its global empire.56 Second, these weapons, just as space-based missile defence, would effectively strip other states of their territorial sovereignty. While de jure sovereignty may remain intact, de facto sovereignty would be effectively erased, in a manner reminiscent of classical empire. For decades, realist international relations scholars have promoted the idea that states secure their sovereignty through self-help.57 If states lack the capacity to defend themselves from adversaries, they are particularly vulnerable to attack and conquest. While liberal and constructivist scholars have questioned how closely sovereignty is linked to military capability, realists have responded that throughout history states with disproportionate military power have repeatedly violated the sovereignty of weaker states.58 While space-based weapons in and of themselves would not enable conquest of another state, they could be used very effectively to achieve precise political objectives on the territories nominally under the sovereign authority of other states. Imagine what impact these weapons would have on US foreign policy with respect to two of its currently most pressing objectives. Consider, for one, how useful such weapons might be with respect to preventing a rival state, such as Iran or North Korea, from acquiring nuclear weapons. While there has been speculation that the US or Israel may launch air strikes against potential nuclear weapons manufacturing facilities in these countries, the logistics – getting access to airspace from neighbouring countries, and the possibility of retaliation against military forces in the area – make such operations difficult. Using weapons in space would avoid these logistical difficulties, thereby making the missions easier (and presumably more likely). Threatening spaced-based attack on either manufacturing sites of weapons or on the political leadership of an adversary might be sufficient in many cases to alter the behaviour of targeted governments. In short, if the US were to deploy such weapons in space, they would likely be used to similar effect as the gunboat diplomacy of the 19th century. A second contemporary policy objective is to fight specific non-state actors. The 9/11 Commission Report discussed in great detail the logistical obstacles that prevented the Clinton administration from capturing or killing Osama Bin Laden,59 principally the difficulty in either launching cruise missiles into Afghanistan through another state’s airspace or deploying US Special Forces in an area remote from US military bases. Had the US possessed space-based weapons at the time, they probably would have been the weapons of choice. When combined with intelligence about the location of a potential target, they could be used to kill that target on very short notice without logistical hurdles. The sovereignty of states would no longer be an obstacle to killing enemies. All that would stand in the way would be international norms against assassination and the potential political backlash of imperial subjects. While much has been made by constructivists in recent years of the capacity of norms and taboos to restrain state behaviour in a world of sovereign states, it does not necessarily follow that in a world of only one effectively global sovereign such taboos and norms would continue to function or even exist. The example of using space weapons to target non-state actors such as Osama Bin Laden and Al Qaeda points to a third constitutive effect of space weapons capable of force application. Because these weapons could target anyone, anywhere, at anytime, everyone on Earth is effectively reduced to ‘bare life.’60 As Agamben demonstrates, sovereign power determines who is outside the laws and protections of the state in a relationship of ‘inclusive exclusion.’ While human rights regimes and the rule of law may exist under a late-modern global empire policed by space weapons,61 the global sovereign will have the ability to decide the exception to this rule of law, and this state of exception in many cases may be exercised by the use of space weapons that constituted the sovereign in the first place. Constituting empire of the future Each of the three forms of space weapons has important constitutive effects on modern sovereignty, which, in turn, are productive of political subjectivities. Exclusive missile defence constitutes a ‘hard shell’ of sovereignty for one state, while compromising the sovereign political subject status of other states. Space control reinforces that exclusive constitution of sovereignty and its potentiality for fostering unilateral decision. It also constitutes the ‘space-controlling’ state, the US, as sovereign for a particular global social order, a global capitalism. Space weapons capable of direct force application obliterate the meaning of territorial boundaries for defence and for distinguishing an inside from an outside with respect to the scope of policing and law enforcement – that is an authorised locus for deciding the exception. States, other than the exceptional ‘American’ state, are reduced to empty shells of de jure sovereignty, sustained, if at all, by convenient fiction – for example, as useful administrative apparatuses for the governing of locals. And their ‘citizens’ are produced as ‘bare life’ subject to the willingness of the global sovereign to let them live. Together and in conjunction, these three sets of effects constitute what we believe can appropriately be identified as an empire of the future, the political subjects of which are a global sovereign, an exceptional ‘nation’ linked to that sovereign, a global social order normalised in terms of capitalist social relations, and ‘bare life’ for individuals and groups globally to participate in that social order. If our argument is even half correct, the claim with which this article began – that modes of political killing have important effects – would be an understatement! Implications of empire of the future If the logic of space weapons projects as now being pursued by the United States is to constitute a new, historically unprecedented form of empire, there are significant theoretical and practical implications. By way of conclusion, we take up some of the most important of those implications briefly in this section. Retheorising empire Broadly speaking, recent theorising on empire has posited two competing pictures. On one side, some scholars see in existence an effectively imperial global hegemony, in which the United States, through a combination of hard and soft power, dominates the international system in a manner of territorial control analogous to the British or Roman empires (often debating which of the two is the more appropriate analogy).62 On the other side, theorists such as Hardt and Negri have posited a decentred system in which a network of loosely integrated institutions govern the various facets of the lives of all political subjects under a single, dispersed biopolitical regime that they have labelled Empire.63 Each of these images is conceptually and theoretically evocative; in our view both have much to recommend them despite their being opposing visions. This is because each captures a crucially important conceptual dimension – in the case of arguments about putative American empire, the centralisation of sovereign power; and in the case of Hardt and Negri’s post-modern Empire, the deterritorialisation of sovereignty. At the same time, however, each view is held to negate the other, seeing the two core principles as mutually contradictory. We argue instead that space weapons constitute a third version of empire that is neither the de-centred post-modern vision of Hardt and Negri, nor the territoriallydefined hegemonic vision of advocates and opponents of American imperialism. If our analysis of constitutive logics is correct, theorists of empire must acknowledge that there is not a necessarily contradictory relation between deterritorialisation and centralisation of sovereign power – the two conjoin in empire of the future.64 In his later work Marshall McLuhan introduced ‘the tetrad’ as a heuristic device for examining the impact the introduction of a new technology would have on a society.65 The tetrad was designed to arrest the tendency of theorists to describe the impact of technology in purely causal terms. McLuhan’s tetrad involves asking a set of four questions: What will the technology extend, enlarge or enhance? What will it erode or amputate? What will it reverse or flip into when pushed to its limits? What will the new technology retrieve that earlier technologies had rendered obsolescent? By addressing the four moments in McLuhan’s tetrad, we clarify how space weapons are constitutive of a new sovereignty, situated in the space-based empire of the future, which conjoins deterritorialisation (of Hardt and Negri’s Empire) with the centralisation of sovereign power (of classical imperial forms). First, space weapons will extend the capacity of their possessor to project force globally and to defend its own territory. While the US, by virtue of its military pre-eminence, already has this capacity to some extent, space weapons significantly deepen it – by compressing the time required to attack a target (from days and hours for airborne weapons to minutes and seconds for space-based weapons); by sharpening precision of targeting; and by further reducing the ability of others to deliver force against the US. Force application from orbital space is an extension of the modes of precision killing now associated with laser-guided smart bombs, unmanned aerial vehicles, and GPS-guided cruise missiles. These existing forms of US air power rely heavily on space-based technology, such as GPS satellites, for their targeting, and thus represent the vanguard of the space age. Moving the weapons systems themselves into space will extend the range of their Earth-based counterparts and compress the time necessary to launch an attack. The current air power regime, on which the US relies, requires a vast network of bases around the world to serve as staging and supply areas to support attacks.66 In extending the speed and range of modes of precision killing and destruction, empire of the future dispenses with the need for such a network of bases. 

2nc Alt Solvency
The alternative is to rethink the ways in which we engage space.  This allows for a genuine relation to space that allows us to avoid war while engaging in space cooperatively for the good of all
MacDonald 2007 (Fraser, School of Anthropology, Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Melbourne, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography”, SAGE Publications, Online)
Stephen Graham, following Eyal Weizmann, has argued that geopolitics is a flat discourse (Weizmann, 2002; Graham, 2004: 12). It attends to the cartographic horizontality of terrain rather than a verticality that cuts through the urban landscape from the advantage of orbital supremacy. Just as, for Graham, a critical geopolitics must urgently consider this new axis in order to challenge the practices and assumptions of urbicide, so too – I would argue – it must lift its gaze to the politics of the overhead. Our interest in the vertical plane must extend beyond terrestrial perspectives; we must come to terms with the everyday realities of space exploration and domination as urgent subjects of critical geographical inquiry. A prerequisite for this agenda is to overcome our sense of the absurdity and oddity of space, an ambivalence that has not served human geography well. The most obvious entry point is to think systematically about some of the more concrete expressions of outer space in the making of Earthly geographies. For instance, many of the high-profile critical commentaries on the recent war in Iraq, even those written from geographical perspectives, have been slow to address the orbital aspects of military supremacy (see, for instance, Harvey, 2003; Gregory, 2004; Retort, 2005). Suffice to say that, in war as in peace, space matters on the ground, if indeed the terrestrial and the celestial can be sensibly individuated in this way. There is also, I think, scope for a wider agenda on the translation of particular Earthly historical geographies into space, just as there was a translation of early occidental geographies onto imperial spaces. When Donald Rumsfeld talks of a ‘Space Pearl Harbor’, there is plainly a particular set of historicogeographical imaginaries at work that give precedence, in this case, to American experience. Rumsfeld has not been slow to invoke Pearl Harbor, most famously in the aftermath of 11 September 2001; notably, in all these examples – Hawaii in 1941; New York in 2001; and the contemporary space race – there lurks the suggestion of a threat from the East.9 All of this is a reminder that the colonization of space, rather than being a decisive and transcendent break from the past, is merely an extension of long-standing regimes of power. As Peter Redfield succinctly observed, to move into space is ‘a form of return’: it represents ‘a passage forward through the very pasts we might think we are leaving behind’ (Redfield, 2002: 814). This line of argument supports the idea that space is part and parcel of the Earth’s geography (Cosgrove, 2004: 222). We can conceive of the human geography of space as being, in the words of Doreen Massey, ‘the sum of relations, connections, embodiments and practices’ (Massey, 2005: 8). She goes on to say that ‘these things are utterly everyday and grounded, at the same time as they may, when linked together, go around the world’. To this we might add that they go around and beyond the world. The ‘space’ of space is both terrestrial and extraterrestrial: it is the relation of the Earth to its firmament. Lisa Parks and Ursula Biemann have described our relationship with orbits as being ‘about uplinking and downlinking, [the] translation [of] signals, making exchanges with others and positioning the self ’ (Parks and Biemann, 2003). It is precisely this relational conception of space that might helpfully animate a revised geographical understanding of the Outer Earth. As has already been made clear, this sort of project is by no means new. Just as astropolitics situates itself within a Mackinderian geographical tradition, so a critical geography of outer space can draw on geography’s earlymodern cosmographical origins, as well as on more recent emancipatory perspectives that might interrogate the workings of race, class, gender and imperialism. Space is already being produced in and through Earthly regimes of power in ways that undoubtedly threaten social justice and democracy. A critical geography of space, then, is not some far-fetched or indulgent distraction from the ‘real world’; rather, as critical geographers we need to think about the contest for outer space as being constitutive of numerous familiar operations, not only in respect of international relations and the conduct of war, but also to the basic infrastructural maintenance of the state and to the lives of its citizenry. Geography is already well placed to think about these things; there are many wellworn lines of geographical critique that have their parallel in space. For instance, there are pressing ‘environmental’ questions about the pollution of Earth’s orbit with space ‘junk’, a development which is seriously compromising the sustainable use of Lower Earth Orbit. This high-speed midden, already of interest to archaeologists (see Gorman, 2005), is coming up for its 50th anniversary in 2007, after the launch of the Russian satellite Sputnik on 4 October 1957. Since then, the sheer variety and number of discarded objects is remarkable. From lens caps to astronaut faeces, the number of orbiting articles greater than 10 cm in diameter currently being tracked is over 9000 (Brearley, 2005: 9). The ability to think critically about nature conservation and heritage policy – another aspect of the geographer’s remit – may also have an extraterrestrial transference, as wilderness and ‘fi rst contact’ paradigms look set to be mobilized in space (Cockell and Horneck, 2004; Rogers, 2004; Spennemann, 2004). One might further speculate that the economic geography of outer space would be a rich, if as yet undeveloped, avenue of inquiry. A cultural and historical geography of space also offers numerous fl ights of fancy, from questions of astronautical embodiment to the politics of planetary representation. All of this is to say that a geography of outer space should be a broad undertaking, aside from the obvious project of a critical geo/astropolitics. Lastly, a critical geography must not be overly pessimistic, nor must it relinquish an engagement with space technology on the grounds that this has, to date, been driven largely by military agendas. The means of our critique may require us to adopt such technologies, or at least to ask what opportunities they present for praxis. One thinks here of various forms of playful and subversive activism, experiment and art-event that have knowingly toyed with space hardware (Triscott and la Frenais, 2005; Spacearts, 2006). GPS receivers can help us think refl exively about position (Parks, 2001); remote sensing can be used to explore political conditions in the world (Parks and Biemann, 2003); amateur radio-telescopy can help us reconceptualize space by attuning us to the sonorous qualities of its scientifi c ‘data’ (Radioqualia, 2003); even rocket science can still carry utopian freight (Chalcraft, 2006). Through such means, can space be given a truly human geography. 

Alt solvency
Refusing the affirmative is more than a simple default to non-action. It expresses agency to choose against security and the violent forms of exclusion the affirmative engages in. Don’t let debate become a site for the ritualized repetition of the security paradigm. Voting not-aff forces us to confront new possibilities. 

Burke 02 [Anthony, Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the University of New South Wales, Sydney, Alternatives 27]
It is perhaps easy to become despondent, but as countless struggles for freedom, justice, and social transformation have proved, a sense of seriousness can be tempered with the knowledge that many tools are already available - and where they are not, the effort to create a productive new critical sensibility is well advanced. There is also a crucial political opening within the liberal problematic itself, in the sense that it assumes that power is most effective when it is absorbed as truth, consented to and desired - which creates an important space for refusal. As Colin Gordon argues, Foucault thought that the very possibility of governing was conditional on it being credible to the governed as well as the governing. This throws weight onto the question of how security works as a technology of subjectivity. It is to take up Foucault's challenge, framed as a reversal of the liberal progressive movement of being we have seen in Hegel, not to discover who or what we are so much as to refuse who we are . Just as security rules subjectivity as both a totalizing and individualizing blackmail and promise, it is at these levels that we can intervene. We can critique the machinic frameworks of possibility represented by law, policy, economic regulation, and diplomacy, while challenging the way these institutions deploy language to draw individual subjects into their consensual web.  This suggests, at least provisionally, a dual strategy. The first asserts the space for agency, both in challenging available possibilities for being and their larger socioeconomic implications. Roland Bleiker formulates an idea of agency that shifts away from the lone (male) hero overthrowing the social order in a decisive act of rebellion to one that understands both the thickness of social power and its "fissures," "fragmentation," and "thinness." We must, he says, "observe how an individual may be able to escape the discursive order and influence its shifting boundaries ... by doing so, discursive terrains of dissent all of a sudden appear where forces of domination previously seemed invincible."  Pushing beyond security requires tactics that can work at many levels - that empower individuals to recognize the larger social, cultural, and economic implications of the everyday forms of desire, subjection, and discipline they encounter, to challenge and rewrite them, and that in turn contribute to collective efforts to transform the larger structures of being, exchange, and power that sustain (and have been sustained by) these forms. As Derrida suggests, this is to open up aporetic possibilities that transgress and call into question the boundaries of the self, society, and the international that security seeks to imagine and police.  The second seeks new ethical principles based on a critique of the rigid and repressive forms of identity that security has heretofore offered. Thus writers such as Rosalyn Diprose, William Connolly, and Moria Gatens have sought to imagine a new ethical relationship that thinks difference not on the basis of the same but on the basis of a dialogue with the other that might allow space for the unknown and unfamiliar, for a "debate and engagement with the other's law and the other's ethics" - an encounter that involves a transformation of the self rather than the other. Thus while the sweep and power of security must be acknowledged, it must also be refused: at the simultaneous levels of individual identity, social order, and macroeconomic possibility, it would entail another kind of work on "ourselves" - a political refusal of the One, the imagination of an other that never returns to the same. It would be to ask if there is a world after security, and what its shimmering possibilities might be.  

Alt Solvency
Resistance to the new Empire of space becomes possible when technology is reappropriated against its masters. We should refuse the affirmative’s attempt to preserve hegemony, letting counter-hegemonic forces break down the dominance of the US.

Duvall and Havercroft 08 [Raymond and Jonathan, Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future, October 2008, Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775)] BK
Given these grim prospects for a deterritorialised global rule,69 what are the possibilities for resistance? Historically, every advance in the weaponry of imperial powers has been met with an advance in counter-hegemonic strategy. Most recently, insurgents in Afghanistan and Iraq have been able to counter the technological superiority of US forces with very simple yet effective Improvised Explosive Devices. In these instances, those subjugated by the technologies and scientific knowledge linked to emerging weapons systems have reappropriated these weapons systems to resist their imperial overlords. As such, it is reasonable to conclude that space weaponry could be countered through a variety of asymmetrical tactics such as: disabling space weapons while in orbit through kinetic energy, or even nuclear anti-satellite attacks; destroying the facilities where space weapons are produced or launched, or the research and development centres (such as universities) that are integral to the production of these systems; organising strikes for the workers involved in harvesting the necessary raw materials; and refusing to pay taxes to the political apparatuses that control these systems. While it is difficult to imagine what precise forms resistance to space weapons might take, it is not unreasonable to conclude that even in a context of space-based empire, some form of political and military resistance will be possible, and will occur. Indeed, China’s recent launch of an Anti-Satellite system is an example of a state actor at the boundaries of imperial order engaging in such a reappropriation of a weapons technology. One of the reasons Chinese military strategists have given for developing Anti-Satellite technology is that this technology exposes an asymmetrical vulnerability in the US military structure. The US military is already dependent on satellite systems to co-ordinate its communications and weapons targeting systems. By developing a technology that can disable US communications and targeting satellites, the Chinese military would hope to disrupt the operational abilities of conventional US forces should an actual shooting war between the two powers take place.70 The development gives us some idea of how state and non-state actors at the margins of an empire of the future might resist space power by reappropriating its technologies. 

Floating PIK

We can do the plan while rethinking engagement of space

MacDonald 2007 (Fraser, School of Anthropology, Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Melbourne, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography”, SAGE Publications, Online)

For all its clunky punnage, ‘a-whereness’ nevertheless gives a name to a set of highly contingent forms of subjectivity that are worth anticipating, even if, by Thrift’s own admission, they remain necessarily speculative. Reading this body of work can induce a certain vertigo, confronting potentially precipitous shifts in human sociality. The same sensation is also induced by engagement with Paul Virilio (2005). But, unlike Virilio, Thrift casts off any sense of foreboding (Thrift, 2005b) and instead embraces the construction of ‘new qualities’ (‘conventions, techniques, forms, genres, concepts and even … senses’), which in turn open up new ethicopolitical possibilities (Thrift, 2004a: 583). It is important not to jettison this openness lightly. Even so, I remain circumspect about the social relations that underwrite these emergent qualities, and I am puzzled by Thrift’s disregard of the (geo)political contexts within which these new technologies have come to prominence. A critical geography should, I think, be alert to the ways in which state and corporate power are immanent within these technologies, actively strategizing new possibilities for capital accumulation and military neoliberalism. To the extent that we can sensibly talk about ‘a-whereness’ it is surely a function of a new turn in capitalism, which has arguably expanded beyond the frame (but not the reach) of Marx and Engels when they wrote that: the need for a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connections everywhere. (Marx and Engels, 1998: 39) The current struggle for orbital supremacy, as the next section will make clear, is an extension of these relations into space in order to consolidate them back on Earth. Indeed, outer space may become, to use David Harvey’s term, a ‘spatio-temporal fi x’ that can respond to crises of over-accumulation (Harvey, 2003: 43). While this might seem like shorthand for the sort of Marxist critique that Thrift rejects (Amin and Thrift, 2005), it is an analysis that is also shared by the advocates of American Astropolitik, who describe space as the means by which ‘capitalism will never reach wealth saturation’ (Dolman, 2002: 175). The production of (outer) space should, I think, be understood in this wider context.

2nc Impact

Space weaponization will encourage countries to destroy US satellites and cause a global war and extinction 

Mitchell, et al 01 -Associate Professor of Communication and Director of Debate at the University of Pittsburgh (Dr. Gordon, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence, “Missile Defence:  Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads”, No. 6 July, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html)
A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34  The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere.  The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict.  Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'.  It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.
A2: Perm

1. Perm links – it relies on the idea that the US must militarize space – this is the exact idea that we criticize

2. The Perm severs – the function of the plan is to militarize space against the dirty Chinese – they cannot take back what they’ve said – it destroys negative strategy and pre round prep in particular – this kills fairness and education – and ruins debate – it’s a reason to reject the team

3. The plan is inseparable from the discourse of conventional geopolitics

Grondin, 2006 (David, Ph.D Candidate in Political Science, University of Quebec, “The (Power) Politics of Space: The US Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror”, March 25, presented at the ISA convention, San Diego)

To theorize about the relationships of politics and spaces, one must rethink the relation that links a territorial state to a political space, even though he knows it to be a fraught matter (Dalby 2003: 3).  The analytic framework upon which my argument stands is known as critical geopolitics, an approach which sees the fields of foreign policy and security studies as discursive spaces structured by contests between specialists and experts which compete for the acquisition of knowledge and resources that grants them authority and legitimacy.  Indeed, the language of policy making does not simply reflect “real” policy issues and problems; instead, it actively produces the issues with which policymakers deal and the specific problems that they confront.  A critical geopolitics approach questions a traditional geopolitics approach that still believes that the preferred view of a world politics ought to be power politics.  Geopolitics is thus seen as discursive practice that tells how the world is thought, described, spatialized, and written, as well as how these narratives work as political discourses (re)producing “reality”.

A2: Realism

1. We are not a kritik of International Relations – this is a k of our relation to how we engage space 

2. Their evidence assumes a kritik of engagement on earth – the 1NC MacDonald evidence indicates that space is uniquely different in that it is governed by a treaty and not subject to borders that define international engagement of the status quo
3. Space has no geography; it has been constructed through discourse around exploration

MacDonald, 2007 (Fraser, School of Anthropology, Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Melbourne, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography”, SAGE Publications, Online)

The fi rst and most important point to make here is that the project of this paper is not a search for the new. It is not, I hope, a modish reinvention of geography that trades on the commodious meaning of the word ‘space’. Rather, I want to frame the paper as boldly going back to some of geography’s earlier origins. If outer space is a scale that for the most part feels unfamiliar, such limited disciplinary horizons are, paradoxically, a latemodern tendency. Five centuries ago a more expansive geographical imagination was at work. Tracing the intellectual building blocks of geographical knowledge in the sixteenth century, David Livingstone has shown how astronomical inquiry and the study of cosmography aimed to connect the workings of heaven and earth. In fi gures like the scholar-mathematician John Dee (1527–1608), Livingstone sees an early effort to explore ‘the intimate relationships between human affairs and the celestial forces of the heavenly spheres’ (Livingstone, 1992: 77). Dee’s conception of the universe, informed by natural philosophy as well as religion and magic, held to the principle ‘as above so below’, thereby forging ‘a chain of continuous causation’ between the terrestrial and the celestial (Livingstone, 1992: 78). Writings on astrology were clearly part of geography’s early-modern heritage, the movements of the stars being afforded signifi cance in the outcome of worldly affairs. The planetary scale formed the background to much geographical teaching in this period and mapping the heavens was a task of no little importance, an endeavour which has continued to the present day. If the astronomical legacy in geography has waned, the geographical legacy in astronomy has remained strong; indeed, the term ‘celestial mapping’ is still used in contemporary scientific parlance. Astronomical geography, it should be stressed, was not always a specialist knowledge. Leafi ng through the pages of an old geography book, I recently came across a loose insert (Figure 1) advertising a nineteenth-century popular classic: Elijah Burritt’s Geography of the heavens with accompanying Celestial atlas (Burritt, 1873). The fact that this book was designed for use not only in schools but also in seminaries perhaps says something about the affective qualities of outer space as a site of religious or cosmological signifi cance. The night sky has, of course, often been charged with a sense of the afterlife. While it would be unwise to glibly confl ate the terms ‘space’ and ‘heaven’, there is clearly some interesting work that could be done here, remembering that heaven is no less a geographical imaginary than the Orient or the Occident. Indeed, access to heaven and other seemingly premodern eschatological questions are becoming increasingly prominent geopolitical themes, from American evangelicalism to Wahibi Islam.1 My basic claim, then, is that a geographical concern with outer space is an old project, not a new one. A closely related argument is that a geography of outer space is a logical extension of earlier geographies of imperial exploration (for instance, Smith and Godlewska, 1994; Driver, 2001). Space exploration has used exactly the same discourses, the same rationales, and even the same institutional frameworks (such as the International Geophysical Year, 1957–58) as terrestrial exploration. Like its terrestrial counterpart, the move into space has its origins in older imperial enterprises. Marina Benjamin, for instance, argues that for the United States outer space was ‘always a metaphorical extension of the American West’ (Benjamin, 2003: 46). Looking at the imbricated narratives of colonialism and the Arianne space programme in French Guiana, the anthropologist Peter Redfi eld makes the case that ‘outer space reflects a practical shadow of empire’ (Redfi eld, 2002: 795; see also Redfi eld, 2000). The historian of science Richard Sorrenson, writing about the ship as geography’s scientifi c instrument in the age of high empire, draws on the work of David DeVorkin to argue that the V-2 missile was its natural successor (Sorrenson, 1996: 228; see also DeVorkin, 1992). A version of the V-2 – the two-stage ‘Bumper WAC Corporal’ – became the fi rst earthly object to penetrate outer space, reaching an altitude of 244 miles on 24 February 1949 (Army Ballistic Missile Agency, 1961). Moreover, out of this postwar allied V-2 programme came the means by which Britain attempted to reassert its geopolitical might in the context of its own ailing empire. In 1954, when America sold Britain its fi rst nuclear missile – a refi ned version of the WAC Corporal – its possession was seen as a shortcut back to the international stage at a time when Britain’s colonial power was waning fast (Clark, 1994; MacDonald, 2006a). Even if the political geography literature has scarcely engaged with outer space, the advent of rocketry was basically Cold War (imperial) geopolitics under another name. Space exploration then, from its earliest origins to the present day, has been about familiar terrestrial and ideological struggles here on Earth. 

4. The Alt solves the reasons why realism is inevitable in space – we reject the idea that realism extends into space therefore getting rid of it – that’s the 1NC MacDonald Evidence

5. They can’t win offense – their transition wars arguments assume a world of earthly realism 
A2: Space Mil Good

1. The alt solves the reasons why we need to militarize space 

2. And their argument relies on the false notion that the US needs to be dominant in the arena of space – rethinking the notion of geography in space solves the gut check notion that we have to militarize space – that’s the 1NC MacDonald evidence

<Insert space mil bad>

A2: Other Countries will Attack

This is clearly false – if the thesis of their argument were true we would be engaged in a nuclear war with china – no one goes to war unless drawn into it by another country – there is only a risk that the alt solves

Countries won’t do it unless provoked by the US - the alternative gives the perception that we’ve backed off of space militarization – that’s key to solve
Baofu, 07. (Wang, a research fellow and deputy director of the Strategic Studies Institute. ‘Outer space not let to overcast with "war clouds"’ People’s Daily Online, 4/3, http://english.people.com.cn/200704/03/eng20070403_363411.html)

The United States is a nation of decisive influence with its future outer space exploration and development. In fact, what the global community is concerned about is not its development trend with its outer space technology but "unilateral hues" of its outer space policy. In August of 2006, the US government promulgated the new "National Space Policy", with an allegation that any country or individual "hostile to the US interest were not allowed to enter into the outer space", indicating its mood or intention to access to outer space resources exclusively. The growth of modern space technology has opened wide prospects for the humankind to know about the outer space and have access to it peacefully. In the meantime, it should also be acknowledged that there has been a tendency of capitalizing on a nation's advantages in its space technology to pursue its own absolute security. For years, many countries have done a lot for the attainment of a grand goal for the peaceful use of the outer space. Since the late 1950s, the UN General Assembly has listed the outer space issue on its agenda and signed a couple of documents, including the "Outer Space Treaty", the "Partial Test Ban Treaty" and the "Moon Treaty", contributing positively to the restrictions on and prevention of weaponization in the outer space. China, with a certain spaceflight capability, has kept to its principled stance of opposing the weaponization of space. Since 1985, its government has time and again reiterated at conferences for disarmament at the UN its firm opposition to the deployment of weaponry system and armed races of any form in the outer space. Furthermore, in view of loopholes in the spheres of outer space weaponization in the existing international treaties, China has for years proposed negotiating agendas at the UN Conference for Disarmament and actively pressed ahead with the formation of a new banning treaty on outer space weaponization along with Russia.  As the outer space is the common property of the humankind, it represents a universal aspiration of the international community to use it for peaceful purposes. It remains a thorny issue whether or not the outer space of the future will be a realm of peace to bring happiness to people or be turned into the fourth dimensional battleground of fierce fighting next to those on the land and in maritime waters and blue skies. This tough issue is now indeed at the crossroad with a pressing demand for a quick solution. Either out of its "capabilities" or of its strategic intentions", the United States, beyond any doubt, has a special accountability and obligations in this regard. Faced with severe challenges, it is possible to make the outer space a new sphere or a new realm to benefit the humankind only with pooled consensuses and joint efforts made by the entire global community. 

A2: Dolman

The dolman evidence is based in flawed logic – there is no rational basis for needing to militarize space – other countries are not shooting down our satellites and china has not currently first struck the US – dolman’s article is based on the Ethnocentric notion that the US is the cream of the crop and we need to colonize the wild frontier that we know as space there is only a risk this ends in global nuclear conflict

Their argument is based in false logic for the sole purpose to further domination of space – this distorts policymaking and makes escalating violence inevitable
Grondin, 2006 (David, Ph.D Candidate in Political Science, University of Quebec, “The (Power) Politics of Space: The US Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror”, March 25, presented at the ISA convention, San Diego)

If one reads Steven Lambakis’ On the Edge of Earth: The Future of American Space Power or Everett Dolman’s Astropolitik: Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age, one will find that there is not a great pool of differences between what these Astropolitical thinkers advocate.  Both readily accept the presumption of US space power strategy that seeks first and foremost the protection of the freedom of space – for the US enjoys a domination that is unmatched – a principle seated deeply in US state governmentality that remains a critical element of the national security strategy.  For Everett Dolman, “the militarization and weaponization of space is not only an historical fact, it is an ongoing process” (Dolman 2002: 5).  For Steven Lambakis, “Space may be ‘kept safe’ only if the rest of the world agrees to play by US rules and US concept of strategy.  […] It is [his] contention that the rest of the world will not ‘tow the line’.  Neither Washington nor any other government is sufficiently influential to effect the development of foreign strategies and military forces for exploiting space or denying space to the United States” (Lambakis 2001: 263). But for him, “Today the United States is secure in space by default not because there is a deliberate policy framework and well-resourced, organized, and strategically guided military force to guard national space interests.  Security cannot be stable when it exists by accident.  History supports the belief that hostile foreign governments and nongovernmental entities will endeavor to impair America’s space capabilities or use satellites to their own advantage” (Lambakis 2001).  Nevertheless, of the two, Dolman is the most radical, yet perhaps the most influential.  Indeed, Dolman seems convinced that the United States must devise an Astropolitik, the grandest strategy of all, which covers the entirety of the Earth.  It is not that it will go wrong for sure.  As he writes, “the text nowhere concludes that a harsh realist outlook is the only one for the future of space exploration and exploitation.  It simply avers that this has been the pattern and that policymakers should be prepared to deal with a competitive, state-dominated future in space” (Dolman 2002: 2).  On the whole issue of space militarization (the use of space for military purposes) and space weaponization (the use of space weapons and of space as a battlefield), RAND’s space power expert Karl Mueller writes that if space militarization is already accepted as reality by most analysts, space weaponization is by no means inevitable nor is it achieved.  As he writes, “it is a matter of social construction” and those, like Dolman, who says space is already weaponized used a fallacious argument for “we have not yet crossed the principal space weaponization threshold precisely because almost everyone believes that we have not.”  For Mueller, “there is good reason for prudent policymakers to assume that the weaponization of space is not in fact predestined, and that US military space policy is one of the factors, though not the only, that will shape the likelihood of space weaponization by other countries.”  Mueller concludes that there is no way to know if US space-to-Earth weapons cause other states to be more or less friendly and if space weaponization will occur.  But space warriors prefer to accept the spectre of 9/11 and try everything to avoid to live another day like this than accepting some risks and insecurities.  To people like Mueller, Dolman has this answer: “Anything can happen, it is true.  But to fail to prepare for a strong likelihood simply because it is not assured is a strategically weak argument” (Dolman 2005: 34).  If we immerse ourselves in the debate over space weaponization among Astropolitical thinkers and strategic analysts, we find out that we are rapidly caught up in the politics of space weaponization, in a fierce debate that cannot be settled without heated discussion.  I am not interested here in the policymaking process, in the doctrinal strategy making, or even in the technological and technical process.  I wish to discuss the political and politicized debate. 

A2: We stop Space Mil

American militarization may stop other countries from going into space but it doesn’t manage to end war – it would only spur backlash

US development of space solar sparks a backlash, crushing international cooperation

Peter Glaser, PhD, inventor of SPS idea, Spring 2008, “An Energy Pioneer,” Ad Astra, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf
Since it would be such a huge undertaking, I think it would be best accomplished at an international level, perhaps even managed by the United Nations. Each country could contribute their best effort, and then each country would reap the benefit of cheap and plentiful power from the sun. We could utilize the knowledge of all the nations that have been researching spacebased solar power. If only one country has the satellites, the international community will worry that the technology will be misused. With every nation taking part in the planning, building, and operation of the system, there would be inherent transparency, oversight, and equality. There would be no secrets, and no country would be left in the dark. On the other hand, if one nation decides to build the system, all hell may break loose. There would be distrust and a huge shift in the balance of power. Any nation with such a system would not only have an advantage in space, but they would have economic and military advantages on the ground as well. And there are many countries taking the idea of solar power from space much more seriously that we are in the United States. I would prefer to see a network of power satellites built by an international effort. 

Other countries backlash to American domination – plan can’t prevent that

MacDonald 2007 (Fraser, School of Anthropology, Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Melbourne, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography”, SAGE Publications, Online)
But such technology did not just ‘emerge’. Rather, the example of the American GPS shows how military systems for missile guidance were gradually refi ned for civilian use as the commercial possibilities for innumerable user applications have become more evident. The current global standard for position, velocity and timing information, GPS was forged in the Cold War, originating in the science of monitoring the Russian Sputnik. An early version quickly found its principal use determining the exact locations of American submarines in order to accurately deploy the Polaris nuclear missile (Beidleman, 2005: 121). The potential civilian utility of the technology was not widely publicized until 1983 when a Korean passenger aircraft (KAL 007), bound for Seoul, accidentally strayed over Soviet airspace and was shot down by jet interceptors. Outraged by the episode, President Ronald Reagan announced that when the full GPS constellation was operational the data could be used for civil aviation. However, as GPS was a military support system tailored for missile guidance, the USA was unwilling to make an accurate signal widely and freely available; to do so, it was thought, could assist an enemy in targeting the USA. The civilian GPS signal was therefore deliberately degraded to 100 m or so, until President Clinton eventually authorized access to the 10–20 m signal in 2000. Since then, GPS has become so hard-wired into social and economic life on Earth that its commercial and military rationales are more evenly weighted. The value of the market at stake is considerable. In 2002, commercial services based on free access to GPS had estimated revenues of $12 billion; the global market for services and receivers was expected to reach €40 billion by 2005 (Beidleman, 2005: 134). Further, GPS has become crucial to so many of the routine infrastructural operations of nation states, a dependence entirely based on a continuing trust in the American provision. Should issues of (American) national security be at stake, however, the USA has made no guarantee of GPS signal quality. It is in this context that the European Union has pursued its own GNSS, Galileo, whose fi rst satellite (GIOVE-A) started transmission in January 2006 (Figure 2). The pan-European support for Galileo revealed a widespread concern among member states that having such basic infrastructure ultimately subject to the control of a foreign power was a breach of European sovereignty. Indeed French President Chirac went so far as to warn that failing to support Galileo ‘would inevitably lead to [Europe] becoming … vassals of the United States’ (quoted in Beidleman, 2005: 129). The initial American response to Galileo was outright diplomatic opposition coupled with a certain doubt that the European Space Agency could manage the political and technical coordination necessary to complete the project. The likelihood that Galileo will be successful has, however, brought about a major challenge to American orbital supremacy. An agreement to standardize signal protocol means that Galileo will not disrupt GPS signals, but the European system makes it much more diffi cult for the USA to deny positioning data to users with potentially hostile intent. The fact that other non-European states, including China, Israel, Ukraine, India, Morocco, Saudi Arabia and South Korea, have also invested in the project has been disconcerting for the USA. Even more worrying is the anticipated portion of market share that Galileo may acquire before a planned accuracy upgrade to GPS can be completed. The enhanced precision of Galileo looks set to generate new applications as well as attract new users; a market penetration of 13% in 2010 is expected to rise to 52% in 2020 (Beidleman, 2005: 135). 

A2: threats are real
The deterrence of space domination is a false security. The race for the newest space weapon or unconquered sector becomes ontology. The nation is defined by its self-propelling drive to seek ever new weapons and threats, amplifying conflict and rendering it inevitable.

Massumi 07 (Brian, Communication Department of the Université de Montréal , “Potential Politics and the Primacy of Preemption”) 

It is certain that there will be adjustments. But it should be remembered that Bush referred to a change in "tactics," not a change in "strategy." Preemption remains the official military strategy of the United States. It can be argued that preemption is in any case far more than a specific military doctrine of a particular administration. It can be plausibly argued that preemption is an operative logic of power defining a political age in as infinitely space-filling and insiduously infiltrating a way as the logic of "deterrence" defined the Cold War era. By an "operative" logic I mean one that combines an ontology with an epistemology in such a way as to trace itself out as a self-propelling tendency that is not in the sway of any particular existing formation but sweeps across them all and where possible sweeps them up in its own dynamic. Preemption is not prevention. Although the goal of both is to neutralize threat, they fundamentally differ epistemologically and ontologically. Epistemologically, prevention assumes an ability to assess threats empirically and identify their causes. Once the causes are identified, appropriate curative methods are sought to avoid their realization. Prevention operates in an objectively knowable world in which uncertainty is a function of a lack of information, and in which events run a predictable, linear course from cause to effect. As we will see, this is very different from the epistemological premise of preemption, and entails a divergence from it on the ontological level as well. Prevention, in fact, has no ontology of its own because it assumes that what it must deal with has an objectively given existence prior to its own intervention. In practice, this means that its object is given to it predefined by other formations, in whose terms and on whose terrain it must then operate. A preventive approach to social conflict might analyze it, for example, as an effect of poverty, objectively quantifiable in terms of economic and health indexes. Each index is defined by a specialist formation (economics, medicine) in relation to a norm specific to that domain and against which goals may be set and success measured (annual income, mortality rates, life expectancy, etc.). The preventive measures will then operate as a political extension of the concerned specialist domains (economic analysis extended into politics as aid and development, medicine extended into vaccination programs, etc.). They will be regulated by the specialist logics proper to those fields. Prevention has no proper object, no operational sphere of its own, and no proprietary logic. It is derivative. It is a means toward a given end. Because of this, preventive measures are not self-sustaining. They must be applied. They must be leveraged from an outside source with outside force. They are not an organizing force in their own right. They run on borrowed power. Deterrence takes over at the end of this same process, when the means of prevention have failed. Deterrence makes use of the same epistemology prevention does, in that it assumes knowability and objective measurability. However, because it starts where prevention ends, it has no margin of error. It must know with certainty because the threat is fully formed and ready to detonate: the enemy has the bomb and the means to deliver it. The imminence of the threat means that deterrence cannot afford to subordinate itself to objects, norms, and criteria passed on to it from other domains. If it did, its ability to respond with an immediacy proportional to the imminence of the threat would be compromised. Since it would not hold the key to its own knowledge, in the urgency of the situation it would be haunted internally by the spectre of a possible incompleteness of the knowledge coming from the outside. Since its operations would be mediated by that outside domain, neither would it hold a direct key to its own actions. Since it would be responding to causes outside its specific purview, it would not be master of its own effects. The only way to have the kind of epistemological immediacy necessary for deterrence is for its process to have its own cause and to hold it fast within itself. The quickest and most direct way for a process to acquire its own cause is for it to produce one. The easiest way to do this is to take the imminence of the very threat prevention has failed to neutralize and make it the foundation of a new process. In other words, the process must take the effect it seeks to avoid (nuclear annihilation) and organize itself around it, as the cause of its very own dynamic (deterrence). It must convert an effect that has yet to eventuate into a cause: a future cause. Past causes are in any case already spoken for. They have been claimed as objects of knowledge and operational spheres by a crowded world of other already-functioning formations. Now for a future cause to have any palpable effect it must somehow be able act on the present. This is much easier to do and much less mysterious than it might sound. You start by translating the threat into a clear and present danger. You do this by acquiring a capability to realize the threat rather than prevent it. If your neighbor has a nuke, you build the nuclear weaponry that would enable you to annihilate the adversay, even at the price of annihilating yourself by precipitating a "nuclear winter." In fact, the more capable you are of destroying yourself along with your enemy, the better. You can be certain the enemy will follow your lead in acquiring the capability to annihilate you, and themselves as well. The imminent threat is then so imminent on both sides, so immediately present in its menacing futurity, that only a madman or suicidal regime would ever tip the balance and press the button. This gives rise to a unique logic of mutuality: "mutually assured destruction" (MAD). Mutually assured destruction is equilibrium-seeking. It tends toward the creation of a "balance of terror." MAD is certainty squared: to the certainty that there is objectively a threat is added the certainty that it is balanced out. The second certainty is dynamic, and requires maintenance. The assurance must be maintained by continuing to producing the conditions that bring the cause so vividly into the present. You have to keep moving into the dangerous future. You have to race foward it ever faster. You have to build more weapons, faster and better, to be sure that your systems match the lethality of your opponent's, give or take a few half-lives. The process soon becomes self-driving. The logic of mutually assured destruction becomes its own motor. It becomes self-propelling. Now that you've started, you can't very well stop. What began as an epistemological condition (a certainty about what you and your opponent are capable of doing) dynamizes into an ontology or mode of being (a race for dear life). Deterrence thus qualifies as an operative logic, in that it combines its own proprietary epistemology with a unique ontology. For the process to run smoothly, of course, it still needs to mobilize other logics borrowed from other domains. It needs, for example, quantitative measures of destructive load and delivery capacity, a continual intelligence feed, and good geographical data, to mention just a few. The necessary measures are provided by other formations operating in annex domains having their own logics. But this does not compromise deterrence's status as an operative logic because it is not the measures themselves or their specialist logics that count so much as the criterion imposed upon them by the logic of deterrence itself: the quantitative balance necessary to achieve life-defining mutuality.

***AFF answers***
2ac no link

The neg’s criticisms of the National Space Policy are from the Bush Era – Obama has moved towards using Space as an area for diplomacy and international agreement instead of promoting Unilateralism.
Phillip 11 
[Joshua Phillip, The Epoch Times, US Space Strategy Bringing Governance to Outer Space, published February 8th 2011, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/50800/ BK]
Lynn said Obama’s new space strategy brings “a move toward the sustainability and stability of the space domain; a new emphasis on international cooperation; an expansion of how we protect space systems in a contested environment; and, finally, the improvement of our space acquisition process.” According to a DOD summary, the space strategy program, NSSS, “draws on all elements of national power and requires active U.S. leadership in space.” It will include establishing partnerships with “responsible nations, international organizations, and commercial firms” and will “promote responsible, peaceful, and safe use of space.” It also includes strategy to deter “aggression against space infrastructure that supports U.S. national security,” and states the United States will “prepare to defeat attacks and operate in a degraded environment.” The original space policy was set in motion when President Dwight Eisenhower signed the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958. It was at a time, however, when the only competition the United States had in space was the USSR. The United States has been a world leader in space exploration, yet 60 nations now have a presence in space, and “the skies over earth are so cluttered with debris that further collisions could eventually put some usable orbits in jeopardy.” 
2ac -  Link turn
The US no longer views Space as part of its grand military strategy, it now pursues arms-control agreements for space and cooperation with China and Russia. Civilian technology benefits all of humanity, not just Americans.

Pasztor 10 [Andy Pasztor, New Space Policy Calls for Global Cooperation, The Wall Street Journal, June 28th 2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704212804575332420948502224.html, BK]
The Obama administration as early as Monday is expected to call for significantly greater international cooperation than ever before in outer space, covering a wide range of civilian and national-security programs. The new policy, according to industry and government officials familiar with the details, also endorses the pursuit of verifiable arms-control proposals for space. And it envisions stepped-up U.S. government efforts to bolster domestic rocket and satellite manufacturers, making them more economically viable and competitive overseas. The principles, according to these officials, reflect President Barack Obama's desire to have Washington and various foreign governments increasingly share funding and expertise on major projects, while negotiating conflicts if possible and exchanging more data about orbiting debris and other hazards in space.  The policy paper's call for more international cooperation was reported by Space News, an industry publication. The policy paper doesn't specifically spell out which countries would be invited to take part, but the intent is to open participation to allies and other established space powers, such as China and Russia, and emerging powers including India and Brazil, according to the officials. Breaking sharply from earlier White House policies that relied largely on all-U.S. solutions, the latest document foresees international ventures spanning everything from environmental and other types of earth-observation satellites to critical space-based navigation systems that were previously considered off-limits to foreign partnerships. Some national-security officials and outside experts, worried about potential threats posed by China and other countries developing anti-satellite weapons, are likely to balk at elements of the revised strategy. For the first time, Mr. Obama's space and national-security advisers have opened the door to possible international cooperation on the existing Global Positioning System satellite constellation, which is operated by the U.S. Air Force and serves military and commercial users world-wide. Faced with mounting GPS program costs and escalating demands to transfer dollars from Pentagon space accounts to other U.S. defense programs, Air Force officials have been quietly considering postponing some GPS satellite launches, according to people familiar with the details. The new policy, one Obama administration official said over the weekend, allows foreign navigation satellites "to augment but not replace" GPS capabilities. Europe is currently building its own independent navigation system, while Russian officials have talked about improving their rival system and perhaps teaming up with a foreign partner. The policy document also aims to better coordinate the sprawling web of military, spy, and scientific satellite projects, along with NASA's manned and unmanned space exploration. As congestion increases in orbit and satellites become more vulnerable to collisions, interference and possible hostile acts, the policy aims for more collaboration to keep track of the satellites and provide information about potential problems. The latest principles differ markedly from those announced four years ago under then-President George W. Bush. The 2006 policy rejected future diplomatic agreements that could limit U.S. flexibility in space and asserted the right to punish any space entity deemed "hostile to U.S. interests." The revised posture supports transparent and verifiable space arms treaties, according to one administration official, as long as they enhance the security of the U.S. and its allies 
US space leadership good

US leadership in space is not for unilateral purposes, but to be the mediator amongst other nations to ensure international cooperation and that space is developed peacefully with equal access to all.

Marshall Institute 11 [The Marshall Institute, Evaluating the Obama National Space Policy, July 2011, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/900.pdf BK]
In both the statement of principles and elsewhere, the Obama policy places great emphasis on “space leadership.” Early commentators see the policy as a dramatic revision of past policies with its emphasis on international cooperation and commitment to “bilateral and multilateral transparency and confidence building measures.” The “guidelines” section offers details on how the policy would strengthen U.S. space leadership and there is a separate section discussing transparency and confidence-building measures. The Bush policy lacks these details, but it is wrong to interpret it as eschewing U.S. leadership in space. The Bush policy set a specific goal of strengthening the nation’s space leadership, directed the State Department and related agencies to work internationally to build support for the principles and activities outlined in the policy, and routinely referenced working through international fora in the context of specific topics. For example, the Bush policy called for the U.S. to assume a leadership role in international discussions and organizations to encourage the adoption of “policies and practices aimed at debris minimization” and to encourage cooperation “in the exchange of information on debris research and the identification of improved debris mitigation practices.” A careful examination of the actions of the Bush Administration also reveals great use of pertinent international bodies for purposes related to the transparency and confidence-building activities suggested in the Obama policy. 10  In pursuit of transparency, the Bush policy directed the Secretary of State and others, as they are in the Obama policy, to “carry out public diplomacy efforts, as appropriate, to build an understanding of and support for U.S. national space policies and programs …” The Obama policy discusses these issues in greater detail, but whether the added detail reflects a dramatic shift in U.S. actions remains to be seen. The two policies address the prospect of space arms control differently. The Bush Administration’s statements on the utility of space arms control were widely pilloried in the national and international media, and by numerous arms control and space policy experts. Overlooked initially in the rush to condemn the language was the similarities shared with the 1996 policy and ones before it. Famously, the Bush policy opposed “the development of new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access to or use of space,” which meant that arms control agreements that would have impaired or restricted U.S. rights to act in its national interests in space were to be rejected on face. Critics savaged the Bush policy for this language. But the statement reaffirmed the bedrock principles guaranteeing freedom of access to space and the right to protect, defend, and deter attacks on U.S. assets and interests in space by rejecting limits on those basic principles. The explicit nature of the statement left little doubt about where the U.S. stood on the question. Can the same be said for the Obama policy? The Obama policy says that the U.S. “will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the security of the United States and its allies.”  The statement is open to interpretation. On the one hand, it says that the U.S. will agree to talk space arms control, but we don’t commit to doing anything unless it meets these standards, which are not defined. If the standards are held strictly, then the arms control discussions will inevitably falter because the proposals have not proven to be equitable, verifiable or in the interests in U.S. security. 11  On the other hand, if those standards are defined loosely, the statement opens the door for a space arms control agreement that may prove harmful to U.S. security. The Administration’s language may be intentionally vague in hopes of signaling a reversal of attitude regarding the discussion of arms control without actually reversing the positions of the U.S. vis-à-vis arms control. Only time will tell. A third new term offered in the new policy is “stability.” The Obama policy sets a goal to “strengthen stability in space” and ranks stability in space among the vital interests of U.S. The term is nowhere to be found in the Bush policy. Like sustainability and responsible behavior, the term is not defined. When first introduced in the principles section, the policy proclaims the “shared interest of all nations to act responsibly in space to help prevent mishaps, misperceptions, and mistrust” following which the policy says that sustainability, stability, and free access are vital national interests. Is the term meant to refer to the relationships between states as it regards space? If so, who determines whether space is “stable”? Is there a common view of what a “stable” space security environment looks like? And, is that view in U.S. interests? Is the use of space for terrestrial warfighting purposes an “unstable” use of space? If so, the consequences for the U.S. are profound.  Enhancing Cooperation With Allies The Obama policy calls for the U.S. to work more closely with its allies on space issues. The policy says the U.S. will employ measures to “… defend our space systems and contribute to the defense of allied space systems…” Elsewhere, it discusses leveraging allied space assets to assist U.S. efforts to perform missions or aid reconstitution of capabilities. These are important additions to U.S. space policy and fill a void left by the Bush policy. In our evaluation of the Bush policy, we called for the creation of an alliance strategy for space. 13 In considering steps the U.S. might take to improve the security of its space assets, allies and their growing space capabilities are a natural source of complementary capabilities in pursuit of shared interests. 14 How the Administration pursues this objective warrants close observation, for it implies fundamental shifts in how the U.S. develops space systems and performs space operations. Many of those existing practices are products of a bygone era when our allies lacked useful space capabilities. That is no longer the case. Moving forward the U.S. will require greater attention to improving and enabling the interoperability of its space systems with allies technically as well as operationally. Planning, preparation, and conduct of joint space operations will be required. U.S. space organizations will have to become more accepting of working with allies (and other partners) which will require organizational culture and process changes  Assured Access to Space The Obama policy highlights the importance of assured access to space. The Bush policy does not discuss the topic explicitly, but raises similar concerns in its earlier space transportation policy. The cost of accessing space continues to pressure government resources and the demands for more responsive (i.e., quicker and more available) launch options challenges operational concerns for the nation’s armed forces and intelligence community. The new space policy rightly places focus on the issue and identifies worthy goals and activities. Translating these statements into action is the obvious challenge. The economic environment created by low launch rates reflects the result of many choices over a long period of time. It will not be reversed quickly or easily. 
Threats Real
Empirical reality validates security problems

Liotta 05 (PH, Professor of Humanities and Executive Director of the Pell Center for International Relations and Public Policy at Salve Regina University, security dialogue 36:1 "through the looking glass: creeping vulnerabilities and the reordering of security") 

Although it seems attractive to focus on exclusionary concepts that insist on desecuritization, privileged referent objects, and the ‘belief’ that threats and vulnerabilities are little more than social constructions (Grayson, 2003), all these concepts work in theory but fail in practice. While it may be true that national security paradigms can, and likely will, continue to dominate issues that involve human security vulnerabilities – and even in some instances mistakenly confuse ‘vulnerabilities’ as ‘threats’ – there are distinct linkages between these security concepts and applications. With regard to environmental security, for example, Myers (1986: 251) recognized these linkages nearly two decades ago: National security is not just about fighting forces and weaponry. It relates to watersheds, croplands, forests, genetic resources, climate and other factors that rarely figure in the minds of military experts and political leaders, but increasingly deserve, in their collectivity, to rank alongside military approaches as crucial in a nation’s security.  Ultimately, we are far from what O’Hanlon & Singer (2004) term a global intervention capability on behalf of ‘humanitarian transformation’. Granted, we now have the threat of mass casualty terrorism anytime, anywhere – and states and regions are responding differently to this challenge. Yet, the global community today also faces many of the same problems of the 1990s: civil wars, faltering states, humanitarian crises. We are nowhere closer to addressing how best to solve these challenges, even as they affect issues of environmental, human, national (and even ‘embedded’) security.  Recently, there have been a number of voices that have spoken out on what the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty has termed the ‘responsibility to protect’:10 the responsibility of some agency or state (whether it be a superpower such as the United States or an institution such as the United Nations) to enforce the principle of security that sovereign states owe to their citizens. Yet, the creation of a sense of urgency to act – even on some issues that may not have some impact for years or even decades to come – is perhaps the only appropriate first response. The real cost of not investing in the right way and early enough in the places where trends and effects are accelerating in the wrong direction is likely to be decades and decades of economic and political frustration – and, potentially, military engagement. Rather than justifying intervention (especially military), we ought to be justifying investment. 

Treating security as a speech act means there are an infinite number of security threats, making it impossible to solve. The word “security” is not itself harmful, only when used by actors in positions to make security choices

Williams 03 (Michael C., university of Whales, “Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics”, JSTOR) 

This stance allows the Copenhagen School to argue simultaneously for both an expansion and a limitation of the security agenda and its analysis. On the one hand, treating security as a speech-act provides, in principle, for an almost indefinite expansion of the security agenda. Not only is the realm of possible threats enlarged, but the actors or objects that are threatened (what are termed the "referent objects" of security) can be extended to include actors and objects well beyond the military security of the territorial state. Accordingly, the Copenhagen School has argued that security can usefully be viewed as comprising five "sectors," each with their particular referent object and threat agenda (Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde, 1998).6 In the "military" sector, for example, the referent object is the territorial integrity of the state, and the threats are overwhelmingly defined in external, military terms. In the "political" sector, by contrast, what is at stake is the legitimacy of a governmental authority, and the relevant threats can be ideological and sub-state, leading to security situations in which state authorities are threatened by elements of their own societies, and where states can become the primary threat to their own societies. Even further from an exclusively military-territorial focus is the concept of "societal" security, in which the identity of a group is presented as threatened by dynamics as diverse as cultural flows, economic integration, or population movements. Conversely, while treating security as a speech-act allows a remarkable broadening of analysis, securitization theory seeks also to limit the security agenda. Security, the Copenhagen School argues, is not synonymous with "harm" or with the avoidance of whatever else might be deemed malign or damaging (Buzan et al., 1998:2-5, 203-12). As a speech-act, securitization has a specific structure which in practice limits the theoretically unlimited nature of "security." These constraints operate along three lines. First, while the securitization process is in principle completely open (any "securitizing actor" can attempt to securitize any issue and referent object), in practice it is structured by the differential capacity of actors to make socially effective claims about threats, by the forms in which these claims can be made in order to be recognized and accepted as convincing by the relevant audience, and by the empirical factors or situations to which these actors can make reference. Not all claims are socially effective, and not all actors are in equally powerful positions to make them. This means, as Buzan and Waever put it, that the "Conditions for a successful speech-act fall into two categories: (1) the internal, linguistic-grammatical-to follow the rules of the act (or, as Austin argues, accepted conventional procedures must exist, and the act has to be executed according to these procedures); and (2) the external, contextual and social-to hold a position from which the act can be made ('The particular persons and circumstances in a given case must be appropriate for the invocation of the particular procedure invoked')" (Buzan et al., 1998:32). The claims that are likely to be effective, the forms in which they can be made, the objects to which they refer, and the social positions from which they can effectively be spoken are usually deeply "sedimented" (rhetorically and discursively, culturally, and institutionally) and structured in ways that make securitizations somewhat predictable and thus subject to probabilistic analysis (Waever, 2000)-and not wholly open and expandable. Finally, while empirical contexts and claims cannot in this view ultimately determine what are taken as security issues or threats, they provide crucial resources and referents upon which actors can draw in attempting to securitize a given issue. 

Treating Security as a speech act ruins the meaning of what security threats actually are and trivializes security, making it impossible to actually evaluate threats.

Williams 03 (Michael C., university of Whales, “Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics”, JSTOR) 

A second major criticism of the Copenhagen School concerns the ethics of securitization. Simply put, if security is nothing more than a specific form of social practice-a speech-act tied to existential threat and a politics of emergency-then does this mean that anything can be treated as a "security" issue and that, as a consequence, any form of violent, exclusionary, or irrationalist politics must be viewed simply as another form of "speech-act" and treated "objectively"? Questions such as these have led many to ask whether despite its avowedly "constructivist" view of security practices, securitization theory is implicitly committed to a methodological objectivism that is politically irresponsible and lacking in any basis from which to critically evaluate claims of threat, enmity, and emergency.29 A first response to this issue is to note that the Copenhagen School has not shied away from confronting it. In numerous places the question of the ethics of securitization are discussed as raising difficult issues. 

Realism best for Space
Even in the context of cooperation, the history of the space programs across the world is best explained and navigated by realism
Sheehan 2007 [Michael The International Politics of Space Series: Space Power and Politics Series editors: Everett C. Dolman and John Sheldon Both School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, USAF Air, Maxwell, USA http://bib.tiera.ru/dvd64/Sheehan%20M.%20-%20The%20International%20Politics%20of%20Space%282007%29%28248%29.pdf
As with the skies in the early twentieth century, space evolved from being seen simply as an environment in which the use of force on the ground might be aided, to a dimension in which combat would take place, as each side sought to exploit the military use of space, and deny its use to the enemy. The logic of the inevitability of such developments is in line with the realist approach to international relations, and it is similarly a self-fulfi lling prophecy to the extent that states act as if it was true. Neorealism can also be felt to be validated by the convergence in goals that has occurred over the same period. By the mid-1980s the various space programmes had obvious similarities, but also important differences. A key feature of the neorealist explanation of international relations is the argument that the security dilemma compels states to behave in essentially similar ways if they are to survive and prosper. The constraints of the system drive states to become functionally alike in the security realm. There is evidence to support this claim in the evolution of several space programmes in the past three decades. The programmes of Japan and the European Space Agency, for example, originally had no military dimension, while those of China and India lacked a manned presence in space, nor did any of these national and international programmes seem to feel that these absences constituted a signifi cant weakness. In the past two decades, however, the various programmes have become increasingly similar in terms of their content and objectives. Europe and Japan have now added a military dimension, while China has acquired a manned programme and India has announced its intention to do so. These developments appear to validate the neorealist argument that states in the international system differ in capability, but exhibit a similarity in objectives and process, and indeed are obliged to do so by the nature of the system.25 Neorealists like Waltz argue that states are obliged to be functionally alike, that they tend to operate with a similar range of instruments and to use them in remarkably similar ways, constrained only by the comparative resources available to them. Against this, realist assumptions about the likelihood of competition in the international anarchy are not necessarily borne out by the history of space policy. For realists, states are not inclined to cooperate unless there are compelling reasons to do so, because of the mutual insecurity they experience under the security dilemma. Weber, for example, argues that international cooperation is likely to be limited, and where it does occur, will be ‘tenuous, unstable and limited to issues of peripheral importance’.26 In space policy, however, states have frequently sought out opportunities to cooperate and have often self-consciously seen this as a possible way to mitigate the dangers inherent in an adversarial relationship such as that between the superpowers during the Cold War,27 or between China and Russia. Some realist proponents allow for such cooperation. Glaser, for example ,argues that there will be circumstances where a state’s best security strategy will be cooperation rather than competition.28 For realists, statesmanship is about ‘mitigating and managing, not eliminating confl ict; seeking a less dangerous world, rather than a safe, just or peaceful one’.29 There is clearly an appropriate place for international cooperation in such a world view, though it is not seen as overcoming the essentially confl ictual nature of international relations. Thus, space activity brought an alteration in the visible measurement of power, in its image, but not in the underlying fundamentals. Given the dominance of realist thinking in the early years of the space age therefore, it was always likely that competition, rather than cooperation, would be the dominant political theme.30
Realism Good
Constant intragroup pressure is an evolutionary phenomenon, directed towards weapons evolution and group survival

Thayer 4 (Bradley, Associate Professor of Defense and Strategic Study at Missouri State University, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Pages 157-158.
Baer and McEachron suggest that aggression toward neighboring groups would increase as a result of the development of new types of weapons, mechanisms to deliver them, and increases in the speed of their manufacture. As a result of more sophisticated weaponry, a group would become more aggressive toward others to take their resources, and xenophobia would become more pronounced in humans due to the threat posed by other groups. Moreover, because weapons increased the lethality of intragroup hostility, "the need to reduce and redirect conflict within the group would increase as well," with the result that "redirecting ingroup aggression outward toward other groups was a method of lowering intragroup conflict."' Thus, the origins of the diversion-ary theory of war, such as social imperialism, or "wag-the-dog" policies, might be very old indeed, existing long before Wilhelm II's Germany or the Clinton administration.McEachron and Baer describe how the development and improvements in weaponry would introduce a positive feedback system affecting human in-telligence. "Better weapons led to increased levels of group conflict. Conflict selected for . . . enhanced mental capacity in the form of increased learning capacity, improved communications, the emergence of the ability to plan"; in addition, "increased mental capacity ... not only created better weapons through an improving technology, but made the group a better fighting unit, and thus a more dangerous adversary," which in turn "increased the selective pressure for conflict—and the cycle began again."10 They further argue that this feedback system increases pressure for a strongsocial structure that ultimately results in larger human groups. "A superior social organization, armed with an improved technology, would have also had the effect of increasing the hunting success of the hominid groups"; increased success, coupled with greater pressure from neighboring humans, "will select for larger groups."11 While they believe the trend between weapon develop¬ment and intelligence is a positive one, they agree with William Hamilton in that this might occur in what Hamilton calls a "stepping-stone" manner.12 Hamilton proposed that a hominid group might expand into the territories of neighboring groups, enlarge in size and consolidate, and then expand again. This description recognizes, first, the value of taking the territory and re¬sources of other tribes; and second, that the capture and integration of women from these tribes might be used to assist reproduction.The argument that a relationship exists between intelligence and warfare is interesting. However, the argument makes an assumption that a constant pressure, such as from the interaction of technology and warfare, is necessary for the evolution of human intelligence. 
Competition with opposition groups is a natural, primordial instinct, not the product of government-induced securitization

Thayer 4 (Bradley, Associate Professor of Defense and Strategic Study at Missouri State University, Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, Page 187. 

Naturally, such feelings were to be found among the combatants in smaller wars as well. In his memoir of the Vietnam War, Caputo explains how he "burned with hatred for the Viet Cong and with ... a desire for retribution. I did not hate the enemy for their politics, but for murdering Simpson," a member of his platoon."' "Revenge was one of the reasons I volunteered for a line company. I wanted a chance to kill somebody."176Such deep hatred carries a major implication: it helps dehumanize the enemy and thus contributes to such war crimes as the killing of civilians or enemy prisoners of war. During the Gallipoli campaign in 1915, Captain Guy Warneford Nightingale wrote to his sister: "we took 300 prisoners and could have taken 3,000 but we preferred shooting them."'" British author and World War I veteran Robert Graves thought that the killing of prisoners of war was the major war crime committed by British soldiers. He named several reasons for doing it: revenge for fallen friends or relatives, jealousy of the enemy's potential comfort in a prisoner of war camp, fear of being overpowered by the prisoners, or laziness that kept the perpetrator from escorting the prisoner out of the combat zone. "In any of these cases the conductors would report on arrival at headquarters that a German shell had killed the prisoners; and no questions would be asked."178 Graves justifies this in part by explaining, "We had every reason to believe the same thing happened on the German side, where prisoners, as useless mouths to feed in a country already short of ra¬tions, would be even less welcome."479An additional factor, according to Graves, was personal gain.
Security inevitable
Security discourse is inevitable—rejection risks replicating the harms.

Williams 03 (Michael, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, “Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics,” International Studies Quarterly, 47(4)
It is irrelevant here whether one rejects, accepts, or perhaps finds it an atavistic remnant of barbaric times that nations continue to group themselves according to friend and enemy, or whether it is perhaps strong pedagogic reasoning to imagine that enemies no longer exist at all. The concern here is neither with abstractions nor normative ideals, but with inherent reality and the real possibility of making such a distinction. One may or may not share these hopes and pedagogic ideals. But, rationally speaking, it cannot be denied that nations continue to group themselves according to the friend–enemy antithesis, that the distinction still remains actual today, and that this is an ever present possibility for every people existing in the political sphere (1996 [1932]: 28).30 In certain settings, the Copenhagen School seems very close to this position. Securitization must be understood as both an existing reality and a continual possibility. Yet equally clearly there is a basic ambivalence in this position, for it raises the dilemma that securitization theory must remain at best agnostic in the face of any securitization, even, for example, a fascist speech-act (such as that Schmitt has often been associated with) that securitizes a specific ethnic or racial minority. To say that we must study the conditions under which such processes and constructions emerge and become viable is important but incomplete, for without some basis for avoiding this process and transforming it the Copenhagen School appears to risk replicating some of the worst excesses made possible by a Schmittian understanding of politics. 

Rejecting security discourse replicates radical realpolitik.

Williams 03 (Michael, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, “Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics,” International Studies Quarterly, 47(4), AD: 7-10-9)
I would like to suggest that it is in response to these issues, and in regard to the realm of ethical practice, that the idea of security as a speech-act takes on an importance well beyond its role as a tool of social explanation. Casting securitization as a speechact places that act within a framework of communicative action and legitimation that links it to a discursive ethics that seeks to avoid the excesses of a decisionist account of securitization. While the Copenhagen School has been insufficiently clear in developing these aspects of securitization theory, they link clearly to some of the most interesting current analyses of the practical ethics of social-constructivism. As Thomas Risse (2000) has recently argued, communicative action is not simply a realm of instrumental rationality and rhetorical manipulation. Communicative action involves a process of argument, the provision of reasons, presentation of evidence, and commitment to convincing others of the validity of one’s position. Communicative action (speech-acts) are thus not just given social practices, they are implicated in a process of justification. Moreover, as processes of dialogue, communicative action has a potentially transformative capacity. As Risse puts it: Argumentative rationality appears to be crucially linked to the constitutive rather than the regulative role of norms and identities by providing actors with a mode of interaction that enables them to mutually challenge and explore the validity claims of those norms and identities. When actors engage in a truth-seeking discourse, they must be prepared to change their own views of the world, their interests, and sometimes even their identities. (2000: 2)31 As speech-acts, securitizations are in principle forced to enter the realm of discursive legitimation. Speech-act theory entails the possibility of argument, of dialogue, and thereby holds out the potential for the transformation of security perceptions both within and between states. The securitizing speech-act must be accepted by the audience, and while the Copenhagen School is careful to note that ‘‘[a]ccept does not necessarily mean in civilized, dominance-free discussion; it only means that an order always rests on coercion as well as on consent,’’ it is nonetheless the case that ‘‘[s]ince securitization can never only be imposed, there is some need to argue one’s case’’(Buzan et al., 1998: 23), and that ‘‘[s]uccessful securitization is not decided by the securitizer but by the audience of the security speech-act: does the audience accept that something is an existential threat to a shared value? Thus security (as with all politics) ultimately rests neither with the objects nor with the subjects but among the subjects’’(1998:31). It is via this commitment to communicative action and discursive ethics, I would like to suggest, that the Copenhagen School seeks to avoid the radical realpolitik that might otherwise seem necessarily to follow from the Schmittian elements of the theory of securitization. Schmitt appeals to the necessity and inescapability of decision, enmity, and ‘‘the political.’’ He appeals to the mobilizing power of myth in the production of friends and enemies, and asserts the need for a single point of decision to the point of justifying dictatorship. He mythologizes war and enmity as the paramount moments of political life.32 

Alt Turn – War
Rejecting security leads to war.

Snyder 01 (Glenn, Professor Emeritus of Political Science at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “Mearsheimer’s World— Offensive Realism and the Struggle for Security,” International Security, 27(1),
Focusing the tools of offensive realism on Europe and Northeast Asia, Mearsheimer foresees greater instability, perhaps war, in these regions over the next 20 years. The prediction is based on two central variables that are themselves linked (1) whether U.S. troops remain deployed in these regions, and (2) possible changes in regional power structures. Mearsheimer shares the widespread belief that peace in these areas is currently being sustained by the “American pacifer,” the physical presence of U.S. troops.31 Much will depend, therefore, on whether the United States remains so engaged. But that will turn, he argues, on possible changes in the structure of power in each region, in particular, on whether a potential hegemon arises. If that does not occur, the United States eventually will withdraw its troops. The withdrawal would increase the potential for conflict, first by removing the “pacifer” and second by fostering change in the regional power structures. 
Security competition is the only way to prevent war.

Snyder 01 (Glenn, Professor Emeritus of Political Science at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “Mearsheimer’s World— Offensive Realism and the Struggle for Security,” International Security, 27(1), 

Mearsheimer draws from Herz’s analysis the “implication” that “the best way for a state to survive in anarchy is to take advantage of other states and gain power at their expense. The best defense is a good offense” (p. 36).16 He takes issue with “some defensive realists” who emphasize that offensive strategies are self-defeating, because they trigger balancing countermoves. “Given this understanding of the security dilemma,” he declares, “hardly any security competition should ensue among rational states, because it would be fruitless, maybe even counter-productive, to try to gain advantage over rival powers. Indeed, it is difficult to see why states operating in a world where aggressive behavior equals self-defeating behavior would face a ‘security dilemma.’ It would seem to make good sense for all states to forsake war and live in peace”(p. 417, n. 27). Mearsheimer could have pointed to the possible bad consequences of “living in peace” as a reason why security measures, even “selfdefeating” ones, may be necessary. For example, inaction in the form of a failure to take deterrent measures may be exploited by a rival, at a possible cost far greater than the costs of action. The option of inaction is often omitted in discussions of the security dilemma, even though it is the “other horn” of the dilemma and usually essential to a full explanation of outcomes. 

Realism is the only way to prevent war.

Mearsheimer 1 (John, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 
It should be apparent from this discussion that offensive realism is mainly a descriptive theory. It explains how great powers have behaved in the past and how they are likely to behave in the future. But it is also a prescriptive theory. States should behave according to the dictates of offensive realism, because it outlines the best way to survive in a dangerous world.  One might ask, if the theory describes how great powers act, why is it necessary to stipulate how they should act? The imposing constraints of the system should leave great powers with little choice but to act as the theory predicts. Although there is much truth in this description of great powers as prisoners trapped in an iron cage, the fact remains that they sometimes—although not often—act in contradiction to the theory. These are the anomalous cases discussed above. As we shall see, such foolish behavior invariably has negative consequences. In short, if they want to survive, great powers should always act like good offensive realists.
