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Imperialism Good 2AC
America is objectively the best model for the future – unconditionally denouncing imperialism promotes relativism that encourages inaction in the face of injustice
Rothkopf 97 – *adjunct professor of international affairs at Columbia

 (David, “In Praise of Cultural Imperialism?”, Foreign Policy no. 107 (Summer 1997) pg 38-53, JSTOR, dml)

Many observers contend that it is distasteful to use the opportunities created by the global information revolution to promote American culture over others, but that kind of relativism is as dangerous as it is wrong. American culture is fundamentally different from indigenous cultures in so many other locales. American culture is an amalgam of influences and approaches from around the world. It is melded-consciously in many cases into a social medium that allows individual freedoms and cultures to thrive. Recognizing this, Americans should not shy away from doing that which is so clearly in their economic, political, and security interests and so clearly in the interests of the world at large. The United States should not hesitate to promote its values. In an effort to be polite or politic, Americans should not deny the fact that of all the nations in the history of the world, theirs is the most just, the most tolerant, the most willing to constantly reassess and improve itself, and the best model for the future. At the same time, Americans should not fall under the spell of those like Singapore's Lee Kuan Yew and Malaysia's Mahathir bin-Mohamad, who argue that there is "an Asian way," one that non-Asians should not judge and that should be allowed to dictate the course of events for all those operating in that corner of the world. This argument amounts to self-interested political rhetoric. Good and evil, better and worse coexist in this world. There are absolutes, and there are political, economic, and moral costs associated with failing to recognize this fact. Repression is not defensible whether the tradition from which it springs is Confucian, Judeo-Christian, or Zoroastrian. The repressed individual still suffers, as does society, and there are consequences for the global community. Real costs accrue in terms of constrained human creativity, delayed market development, the diversion of assets to enforce repression, the failure of repressive societies to adapt well to the rapidly changing global environment, and the dislocations, struggles, and instability that result from these and other factors. Americans should promote their vision for the world, because failing to do so or taking a "live and let live" stance is ceding the process to the not always-beneficial actions of others. Using the tools of the Information Age to do so is perhaps the most peaceful and powerful means of advancing American interest. If Americans now live in a world in which ideas can be effectively exported and media delivery systems are powerful, they must recognize that the nature of those ideas and the control of those systems are matters with which they should be deeply concerned. Is it a threat to U.S. interests, to regional peace, to American markets, and to the United States's ability to lead if foreign leaders adopt models that promote separatism and the cultural fault lines that threaten stability? It certainly is. Relativism is a veil behind which those who shun scrutiny can hide. Whether Americans accept all the arguments of Huntington or not, they must recognize that the greater the cultural value gaps in the world, the more likely it is that conflict will ensue. The critical prerequisite for gaining the optimum benefits of global integration is to understand which cultural attributes can and should be tolerated-and, indeed, promoted-and which are the fissures that will become fault lines.
Imperialism is less violent than the alternative – this evidence is comparative

Shaw 2 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex
(Martin, “Exploring imperia: Western-global power amidst the wars of quasi-imperial states,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/212shaw.htm, dml)
One question that arises today is whether the major successor-state to the Soviet bloc, the Russian Federation, has escaped the quasi-imperial mode of rule in which its predecessor was mired. It is difficult for anyone who examines post-Soviet Russia to argue that this 'nation-state' is not, in important respects, a truncated version of the historic Soviet and indeed Russian empires. As Chechnya shows, Russian rule over peripheral regions remains highly contested and repressive. However the same questions arise with the other major non-Western centres of 'national' state power that have been consolidated since 1945, not only China and other remaining Communist states, but also major non-Communist, often pro-Western 'nation-states' ranging from India and Pakistan to Indonesia and Turkey. Despite significant differences in their political regimes, and despite their different relations to the Cold War and the post-Cold War West, it is striking that in all cases there are highly unequal relations between centres and peripheries, mired in authoritarianism of different kinds. It is plausible to argue that contemporary non-Western state forms suffer from similar disadvantages, as forms of state power, compared to the West, from which the Soviet Union suffered. I have tried to summarise these differences in Table 2. What is particularly important to note is that the tendency in Western state entities is for quasi-imperial contradictions to be increasingly controlled in ways that prevent extensive violence. National/regional conflicts have been largely contained, with only limited violence, e.g. in Canada (Quebec), Belgium (Flanders/Wallonia), UK (N. Ireland, Scotland, Wales), Spain (Basque country, Catalonia), Italy, etc. If anything, the tendencies are for state and paramilitary leaders to seek political solutions, even if these are not always successful and criminalisation tends to reinforce low-level paramilitarism. In contrast, in what I am calling quasi-imperial nation-states, conflicts between state power and secessionist/autonomist movements in the peripheries are much more likely to become violent. There are some cases, in relatively prosperous and relatively pro-Western states, where there have been serious and partially attempts to manage these contradictions in political ways: e.g. the peaceful splitting of Czechoslovakia, and the avoidance of all-out war in South Africa between the ANC, the apartheid regime and Inkatha. It is possible now that the peace process between the new Fox administration and the Zapatistas will avoid continuing violence in Mexico; even that the long-standing war between Turkey and the PKK has come to a conclusion and will lead to genuine reform. However it is clear that the problem of empire is deep-rooted in many quasi-imperial nation-states, and not only the largest, as Table 3 shows: many of these states are rooted in historic empires, and conflicts have long histories; and these are states in which earlier crises of empire, involving revolutionary change, have led to reproductions of imperial power in new forms. Furthermore, it can be argued that because of deep-rooted, imperial and authoritarian modes of power (both Communist and anti-Communist) democratic change in quasi-imperial nation-states throws up contradictions that are often managed by state violence. In these states, rulers do not see democracy as involving real recognition of minority rights, still less the possibility of secession. Likewise, traditions of political struggle are often not democratic, but highly militarised, and oppositional movements often (but not always) look to violent means of change.

AT – War

Turn – interventionism prevents larger wars
Shaw 1 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex

(Martin, “Return of the good war?,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/104shaw.htm, dml)

The West's lack of interest in fighting wars, good or bad, has deep roots in both state and society. Western military power is internationalised, in NATO and other alliances, but it is still largely responsive to national political constituencies. The complications of multinational politics are great, although not insuperable, as we saw over Kosovo. National differences are compounded by larger fractures in Western politics. The US wants Europe to be more self-sufficient but not too independent. Europe on the other hand wants to be more independent, but is not sure if it can be self-sufficient in military terms. Many in Japan want a greater military role but others defend the pacifist lessons of 1945. Thus although the unified West can wage war, it is not likely to do so very often. In all three corners of the Western triangle, despite different historic experiences of military involvement, there is a common mistrust of war. Half a century without major war (but still-strong memories of 1939-45), a series of military-technological revolutions, the development of rich, complacent societies with developed media and democratic institutions - all have compounded to an understandable reluctance to commit lives in battle, especially when 'national' interests are not perceived to be at stake. Of course, there is considerable evidence that people do care about distant atrocities. It is often governments that do not want to take the risks with public opinion that war involves. The sad paradox of these constraints is that they don't make war impossible - but they do help make it late and take forms that don't help victims. In short, the unwillingness to contemplate war helps turn the wars the West does fight into bad wars, as we can see in Kosovo. The West's reluctance to confront Serbia left Albanians feeling betrayed, contributed to the rise of the KLA, and was a reason why the late 1990s crisis developed in the first place. The West's avoidance of conflict during the war of Serbia and the KLA, from early 1998 to early 1999, meant that by the time it intervened, maybe two thousand people were already dead and a quarter of a million displaced. The persistence with negotiations, after it was clear that Milosevic had no serious interest in them, allowed Serbian forces in Kosovo to be strengthened. Most disastrously, an air-only war gave Serbian forces impunity, as well as a pretext, to initiate the programme of massacres, terror and expulsion of March 1999. And finally, an exclusively aerial campaign inevitably meant that, as Milosevic failed to blink, more civilian targets came within range.

Failure to intervene in conflicts and extend American influence comparatively increases the likelihood of war
Shaw 1 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex

(Martin, “Return of the good war?,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/104shaw.htm, dml)

A simple conclusion would be that the benefits of Western peace could be universalised through further wars. But since the costs of major war are unacceptable, worldwide pacification must involve imaginative efforts to create wider networks without the historic accompaniment of violence. The unified West's unprecedented military superiority over all-comers, based on its commanding economic, social and ideological advantages, offers a historic opportunity to create worldwide political institutions with real legitimacy. During the first post-Cold War decade, these opportunities have often been squandered. No Western leaders gave serious time to the kind of ambitious Marshall Plan Mark II that might have helped save the Soviet Union some of its descent into poverty and violence. No one, even today, is prepared to invest heavily in the development of global institutions that might entrench human rights, democracy and social welfare worldwide. Contrary to the misplaced criticisms of the Western left, democracy and human rights have hardly been imposed by Western states on an unwilling world. Rather, it is oppressed minorities and democracy campaigners in the non-Western world who have made the running. Western politicians have responded too little, too late, when the level of atrocity has come to threaten their own credibility. A sticking-plaster mentality of crisis-management may save the world from new big wars, and patch up a few of the worst sores of small ones. It condemns millions, however, to suffer and die in these conflicts for the foreseeable future. Too little, too late also means that in the end the West has to fight wars like the Gulf and Kosovo, that might be avoided by clearer-sighted political action at an earlier stage. We may not always be able to prevent war. But better politics are not only a prerequisite for good war. They could even be an alternative to it.
Turn – criticizing imperialism justifies revolutionary violence
Hollander 2 – Prof. Emeritus of Sociology at the University of Massachussetts, Amherst

(Paul, “The resilience of the adversary culture,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_2002_Summer/ai_87720938/pg_7/?tag=content;col1, dml)

This smaller generation of "peace activists" today also resembles earlier ones in that they appear to be not so much opposed to all wars but only those waged by the United States. Given their conviction that American society is a profoundly unjust system, any war its government may wage has to be inexcusable. However, should there appear on the horizon some new "national liberation movement" or militant cause that uses a congenial and idealistic rhetoric, this putative devotion to peace would vanish and be replaced by support for the new, liberating and authentic revolutionary violence (Chiapas? Shining Path? Maoists in Nepal?).
AT – Oppression

Turn – imperialism is key to liberation from the actual oppressors

Shaw 2 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex
(Martin, “Exploring imperia: Western-global power amidst the wars of quasi-imperial states,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/212shaw.htm, dml)
It is worth asking how the politics of anti-imperialism distorts Western leftists' responses to global struggles for justice. John Pilger, for example, consistently seeks to minimise the crimes of Milosevic in Kosovo, and to deny their genocidal character - purely because these crimes formed part of the rationale for Western intervention against Serbia. He never attempted to minimise the crimes of the pro-Western Suharto regime in the same way. The crimes of quasi-imperial regimes are similar in cases like Yugoslavia and Indonesia, but the West's attitudes towards them are undeniably uneven and inconsistent. To take as the criterion of one's politics opposition to Western policy, rather than the demands for justice of the victims of oppression as such, distorts our responses to the victims and our commitment to justice. We need to support the victims regardless of whether Western governments take up their cause or not; we need to judge Western power not according to a general assumption of 'new imperialism' but according to its actual role in relation to the victims. The task for civil society in the West is not, therefore to oppose Western state policies as a matter of course, à la Cold War, but to mobilise solidarity with democratic oppositions and repressed peoples, against authoritarian, quasi-imperial states. It is to demand more effective global political, legal and military institutions that genuinely and consistently defend the interests of the most threatened groups. It is to grasp the contradictions among and within Western elites, conditionally allying themselves with internationalising elements in global institutions and Western governments, against nationalist and reactionary elements. The arrival in power of George Bush II makes this discrimination all the more urgent. In the long run, we need to develop a larger politics of global social democracy and an ethic of global responsibility that address the profound economic, political and cultural inequalities between Western and non-Western worlds. We will not move far in these directions, however, unless we grasp the life-and-death struggles between many oppressed peoples and the new local imperialisms, rather than subsuming all regional contradictions into the false synthesis of a new Western imperialism.

Ext – Impact

Mass genocide and death

Hollander 2 – Prof. Emeritus of Sociology at the University of Massachussetts, Amherst

(Paul, “The resilience of the adversary culture,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_2002_Summer/ai_87720938/pg_7/?tag=content;col1, dml)

Adherents of the adversary culture can be found in a wide variety of settings, organizations and interest groups. They include postmoderist academics, radical feminists, Afrocentrist blacks, radical environmentalists, animal rights activists, pacifists, Maoists, Trotskyites, critical legal theorists and others. They often have different political agendas but share certain core convictions and key assumptons: all are reflexively and intensely hostile critics of the United States or American society and, increasingly, of all Western cultural traditions and values as well. The most important among their beliefs is that American society is deeply flawed and uniquely repellent--unjust, corrupt, destructive, soulless, inhumane, inauthentic and incapable of satisfying basic, self-evident human needs. The American social system has failed to live up to its original historical promise and, they insist, is inherently and ineradicably sexist, racist and imperialist. It should also be noted that, for the most part, the adversary culture took little notice of the collapse of Soviet communism, the end of the Cold War and the retreat of state-socialist systems around the world. Its increasing preoccupation with matters domestic reflects the dearth of foreign alternatives to the alleged evils of American society and capitalism. Of late, therefore, as suggested above, critiques of globalization on the basis of its domestic environmental and economic effects have become a substitute for more explicit attacks on capitalism. Nevertheless, the supporters of the adversary culture still tend to sympathize with virtually every political force that opposes the United States. These include the former Soviet Union, China under Mao, Castro's Cuba, Sandinista Nicaragua, supporters of the uprising in Chiapas, Iraq under Saddam Hussein, Yugoslavia under Milosevic, the PLO and various other anti-Israeli Arab groups, and, most recently, even the Taliban. There have been occasional disagreements among these critics regarding U.S. policy toward particular adversaries: a few of them supported the Gulf War and more of them the intervention in Kosovo. Most recently, some recognized that the Taliban's hatred of the United States and all it stands for does not necessarily make it an admirable ally or friend. Barbara Ehrenreich, for example, was seriously disheartened that authentic enemies of the United States were less than enlightened as regards the rights of women: "What is so heartbreaking to me as a feminist is that the strongest response to c orporate globalization and U.S. military domination is based on such a violent and misogynist ideology." (2) BUT DOES any of this still matter? Many observers claimed in the weeks after September 11 that the most remarkable thing about the contemporary adversary culture is its silence. Hendrik Hertzberg, for example, found that only "traditional pacifists . . and a tiny handful of reflexive Rip Van Winkles" object "to the aims and methods of the antiterrorism campaign. . . .Conservative commentators have had a frustrating time of it rounding up the usual blame-America-first suspects, because so few of those suspects are out there blaming America first." (3) Michael Kelly proclaimed "the renaissance of liberalism" and argued that "what had been since the late 1960s the dominant voice of left-liberal politics" has become "marginalized" post-September 11. (4) Even more pointedly, George Packer argued in the New York Times Magazine: September 11 made it safe for liberals to be patriots. Among the things destroyed with the twin towers was the notion held by certain Americans, ever since Vietnam, that to be stirred by national identity, carry a flag and feel grateful toward someone in uniform ought to be a source of embarrassment. (5) Loud dissent and telegenic demonstrations against the beginning of U.S. military action in Afghanistan on October 7 were noticeably muted, it is true--more so even than the modest protest accompanying the Gulf War in 1991. But the adversary culture had not disappeared, and as America's conduct of the war on terrorism gradually replaced the images of the September 11 attacks themselves, it made a quick comeback. The influence of the adversary culture has been most obvious on the campuses, where anti-U.S. sentiments and statements are conventional wisdom, and least apparent in towns and suburbs, where its presence is all but absent. Generally speaking, the adversary culture, entrenched in its academic strongholds and other cultural institutions, still wields considerable influence even as it has become increasingly isolated and weakened by recent defections. In addition to the appeal of some of its messages of the moment, some of the adversary culture's worldview has been absorbed over time into what we casual ly call the mainstream through the media and, in a different way, through the American commercial culture. (6) (It is, for example, commonplace for observers outside the adversary culture to refer to the American international vocation as "imperial." (7)) That is why some observers had trouble locating the adversary culture after September 11; they were looking in the wrong places. They were looking, in particular, at the overtly political. While the adversary culture still overlaps with the Left (old, new, and left-over), a purely political definition does not do it justice. Rather, the attitudes and beliefs in question also involve what is peripheral to the political: a sense of identity, cultural norms, matters of taste. Russell Jacoby's comment about alienation captures what is distinctive about the adversarial disposition: "Alienation once referred to social relations and labor, signifying an objective condition. Later it turned into an irritation or annoyance. 'I am alienated' someone will announce, meaning, 'I am unhappy or uncomfortable.'" (8)
Frontier Mindset Good 2AC

Frontier mindset good – space nationalism is key to effective exploration
Sadeh et. al., ’98 – professors at CEISS, Colorado State
[E. Sadeh, James P. Lester, and W. Z. Sadeh, professors at the Center for Engineering Infrastructure and Sciences in Space at Colorado State University; “Modeling international cooperation in human space exploration for the twenty-first century;” published in Acta Astronautica, Volume 43, Issues 7-8, October 1998, Pages 427-435; Jay] 

The pessimistic scenario is characterized by political and economic divisions. International cooperation (when and if it exists) is structured and dominated politically and economically by a powerful state (e.g., U.S.) vis-à-vis weaker states based on power asymmetries. This scenario envisions regional polarization politically and economically between the U.S.–Canada, European Community, Russia–Eastern Europe, Japan–Southeast Asia and China. Cooperation is dependent upon the structure of interstate power whereupon states compare the political costs of cooperation (reduced national autonomy) with the pragmatic benefits (economic and technological augmentation). In this scenario, science and technological variables are secondary to the more salient political and economic concerns. States are the dominant and exclusive political actor. The values on initial condition dynamics include asymmetric power patterns, national interests, coordination and augmentation policy preferences and minimum knowledge patterns. Four trends and events are identified that discern the pessimistic from the optimistic scenario: (1) enhanced importance of science and technology relative to politics and economics; (2) economic interdependencies between states to an extent that no one individual state possesses the financial wherewithal to independently develop large-scale human space exploration endeavors; (3) emergence of dramatic political events that shift state interests and policy preferences that are more conducive for cooperation; and (4) development of enabling technologies that reduces space mission costs to a level that matches the current trends in state funding for space. The greater the likelihood of occurrence of these factors, the less probable the pessimistic scenario. Thus, the probability of occurrence of the pessimistic scenario is very high if all factors are not present; high if only one factor is present; 50–50 if two factors are present; low if three factors are present; and zero if all four factors are present. The probability of each model emerging as the determinative political process is assessed and shown in Table 4. Probable cooperative dynamics are limited to structural conditioning and convergence of norms. Structural conditioning implies that a powerful state and respective national space agency (e.g. U.S. and NASA) exploit power asymmetries to realize first and foremost their desired interests and policy preferences. Convergence of norms becomes possible if states emphasize the normative symbolic aspect of space exploration. In this case, symbolism rooted in national identity and international leadership and prestige is what provides the political will for space exploration. If other states reach the same conclusion, then cooperation becomes one vehicle for advancing these symbolic attributes. The pessimistic scenario of international cooperation is reinforced by the various reports that have been published regarding the future of the U.S. civilian space program[2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. These reports take the position that international cooperation is of secondary importance. Future space program scenarios are conceived in primarily nationalistic terms whereby cooperation with other states is not fundamental to either program design or execution. For example, the space exploration initiative (SEI) was justified on a number of rationale factors—exploration ethos, national prestige, advancing science education, developing technologies, commercializing space and strengthening the U.S. economy—of which international cooperation was not included[6]. The Ride Report[3] provides a systematic analysis of the U.S. civilian space program to show how the U.S. has lost its leadership position in space especially as it relates to maintaining a human presence there. To this end, a space strategic development plan for the 21st century is developed based on restoring U.S. leadership status. This requires that the U.S. have capabilities that enable it to act independently and impressively when and where it chooses. In the NASA Strategic Plan[9] , international cooperation is not considered crucial in realizing four space strategic enterprises (Human Exploration and Development of Space (HEDS), Space Sciences, Earth Sciences, and Aeronautics and Space Transportation Technology). The strategic plan focuses on developing these enterprises to meet the goals of various governmental (President and Congress) and domestic public constituencies with the ultimate benefactors being policy makers, science communities, aeronautics industry, other governmental agencies, public sector and academic communities all within the U.S. Although, cooperation does emerge as part of the HEDS enterprise (e.g., ISS), it is viewed as an inevitable outcome of the current state of international relations that must be exploited to advance U.S. interests and policy preferences in space exploration.
Space nationalism good – solves competition and leadership
Stone 11 –Space policy analyst and strategist near DC

(Christopher, “Collective assurance vs. independence in national space policies,” 5/16/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1843/1, CJC)
As the US current space policy notes, every nation has the right to access and use space. Each nation has the right to develop its own nationally-focused “unilateral” space policies that serve to advance their vital interests in security, prestige, and wealth as the baseline for any international cooperation they choose to support. Failure to invest in bold, ambitious space efforts with a national tone (in all sectors) in space will not only hurt the US space industry, but will harm our nation’s ability to advance its global interests in space, impact our traditional vital interests of independence and achievement, and threaten the very preeminence that we have labored so hard to achieve over the past fifty years. If our goal is the advancement of a global exploration program in space, then fine, but the US needs to observe that other nations and partnerships such as the EU and Russia appear to be taking an alternate path toward increased domestic space capabilities and expanded infrastructure for national interests. They are pressing ahead with their goals to step into the vacuum of leadership that the US is allowing through the shutdown of US programs, abandoning capabilities, and allowing the loss of large numbers of skilled space workers. Our next space policy and strategy, while including international efforts of mutual benefit, should focus on advancing American capability and enable a long range strategy for exploration and enhanced military capabilities in space, just as our friends the Europeans are pursuing.

Frontier mindset solves laundry list of impacts
Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW

It took 100,000 years for humans to get inches off the ground. Then, astonishingly, it took only 66 years to get from Kitty Hawk to the Moon. We have sent probes out of our solar system and have begun exploration of our universe. Both robotic and human exploration of space is well underway and we have begun to colonize space, even to the extent of early space tourism. Our early Mercury, Gemini, Apollo, Skylab, Spacehab, Mir, and now ISS are humankind’s first ventures toward colonizing space. Efforts are underway to provide short space tours and experiences and endeavors such as the X-prize are encouraging entrepreneurs to provide new systems. Many believe that space travel (colonization) will do for the 21st century what aviation did for the 20th. For purposes of definition, space colonization includes space-based operations in Earth orbit, in transit, and on planetary surfaces; robotic, automated, and human space exploration and data needs; tourism; development of space colonies and Mars; and other planetary terraforming activities. But why should we persevere in the face of terrorism, hunger, disease, and problems of air quality, safe abundant water, poverty, and weather vagaries to name a few of our current problems? Recently, a “Global Foresight Workshop” was convened by the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Foresight, and Governance Project (Smitherman, 2002). Organizers solicited goals from key agencies and organizations across the country and internationally through solicitations from United Nations University via the “Millennium Project.” One hundred goals were submitted, which were then combined and condensed to 46 for workshop consideration. The top five goals based on high-ranking for overall global importance were as follows: 1. Provide clean food and water 2. Provide clean and abundant energy 3. Eliminate all major diseases 4. End slavery globally 5. Provide universal health care. Findings such as these are consistent with a Brookings Institute study that asked a group of academic historians, political scientists, sociologists and economists to forecast the most important achievements for the next 50 years. In this study, space endeavors such as exploration or colonization were not on the major list and were ranked low, among the least important accomplishments, even though the above goals were featured. Although thus not viewed as a beneficial enterprise by many, it is our position that Space Colonization can help lead to solutions to many of the emerging problems of our Earth, such as those listed above, both technical and sociological. The breadth of the enterprise far exceeds our normal single-purpose missions and, therefore, its benefits are greater. Among the technical attributes of Space Colonization are the potential of developing low-cost, nonpolluting energy, enhanced food-production techniques, pollution/waste and water purification, development of disease-amelioration techniques, and the development of techniques to help protect Earth from potential meteoroid impact hazards (Siegfried, 1996).

Frontier Good – Extinction

The frontier mindset is needed to stop human extinction. 

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
Over the last decade a large mass of evidence has been accumulated indicating that near-Earth-object (NEO) impact events constitute a real hazard to Earth. Congress held hearings on the phenomenon in 1998, and NASA created a small NEO program. Since 1988, a total (as of 7 August 2002) of some many thousand near-Earth objects (of which about 1,000 are larger that 1 km in diameter) have been catalogued that are potentially hazardous to Earth. New discoveries are accelerating. In just the last few months, a 2-mile-wide crater was discovered in Iraq dating from around 2000 to 3000 B.C. This impact was potentially responsible for the decline of several early civilizations. A similar crater was recently discovered in the North Sea. Major events have occurred twice in the last hundred years in remote areas where an object exploded near the Earth’s surface bur did not impact (such as in Russia). If either of these events had occurred over a populated area the death toll would have been enormous. Our armed forces are concerned that an asteroid strike could be interpreted as a nuclear attack, thus triggering retaliation. What higher goals could Space Colonization have than in helping to prevent the destruction of human life and to ensure the future of civilization? The odds of an object 1 km in diameter impacting Earth in this century range between 1 in 1,500 and 1 in 5,000 depending on the assumptions made. A 1-km-diameter meteoroid impact would create a crater 5 miles wide. The death toll would depend on the impact point. A hit at Ground Zero in New York would kill millions of people and Manhattan Island (and much of the surrounding area) would disappear. The resulting disruption to the Earth’s environment would be immeasurable by today’s standards. A concerted Space Colonization impetus could TABLE 2. Critical CELSS Development Areas. Plant growth in controlled environment ■ Select crop plants for nutritional value and productivity ■ Optimize and control plant growth response ■ Develop support systems to allow growth in closed chambers Waste processing and nutrient recovery ■ Develop energy-efficient waste processor to convert plant and human waste into plant nutrients and water ■ Develop biomass processor to convert some portion of inedible plant materials into dietary supplements Atmosphere revitalization ■ Develop technology for makeup nitrogen generation ■ Remove CO2 reduction by-products ■ Improve trace contaminant control and monitor Plant growth in reduced or microgravity ■ Study crop plant productivity with microgravity as worst case ■ Determine ability of support systems to function in microgravity ■ Perform multiple-generation studies in space radiation flow-g environment Plant growth in controlled environment ■ Develop laboratory system to investigate microbial interactions and toxicology ■ Determine control strategies to provide stable life support system Water management ■ Eliminate urine pretest chemicals ■ Regenerate or eliminate post-treatment filter and sorbent beds ■ Improve quality monitoring 003342.1 provide platforms for early warning and could, potentially, aid in deflection of threatening objects. NEO detection and deflection is a goal that furthers international cooperation in space and Space Colonization. Many nations can contribute and the multiple dimensions of the challenge would allow participation in many ways—from telescopes for conducting surveys, to studies of lunar and other planet impacts, to journeys to the comets. The Moon is a natural laboratory for the study of impact events. A lunar colony would facilitate such study and could provide a base for defensive action. Lunar and Mars cyclers could be a part of Space Colonization that would provide survey sites and become bases for mining the NEOs as a resource base for space construction. The infrastructure of Space Colonization would serve a similar purpose to the solar system as did that of the United States Interstate Highway system or the flood control and land reclamation in the American West did for the United States development. In short, it would allow civilization to expand into the high frontier.

Manifest destiny is the only way to make the world safe and peaceful.

The Korea Harold 08
(“US as a Normal State Under Obama”, The Korea Harold, November 11, 2008, LexisNexis)//AW 

But the most pertinent question in my view should have been, "Who will lead the world?" as Ann Florini asked in her article for The Korea Herald on Nov. 8. America under George W. Bush is not a failed state or a rogue state, but exceptional, if not abnormal. Some scholars say that the 21st century began on 9/11, 2001, not 1/1, 2000. And I say that the unipolar moment for the United States should end on Jan. 20, 2009. Since 9/11 the United States has not behaved like a normal state. Bush's American internationalism has gone to the extreme. His foreign policy doctrine has been expressed and carried out in four different forms: American exceptionalism, unilateralism, hard power and evangelism. American exceptionalism is a belief that America is different from ordinary countries because it is founded on the values and ideals ordained by God for all humankind (individualism, democracy, egalitarianism and the rule of law) and is chosen to spread these universal values and ideals to the world. Believers of American internationalism hold that nationalism should be defined in terms of American values and ideals, not in terms of ethnicity or birth, and the national purpose is to spread them by all means, including unilateral actions if necessary. Bush says that the United States is willing to use hard power and to act unilaterally in order to make the world democratic. He, as a firm believer of democratic peace theory, avers that the world will become safe and peaceful only when all countries become democratized and the United States has a manifest destiny to realize this goal. In other words, he emphasizes evangelism rather than "examplarism," or leading by example. Evangelism is expressed in the form of transformational diplomacy in international relations. Most democrats in America believe in liberal internationalism rather than American internationalism. Both share the ideal of American exceptionalism, but differ on the means to realize it. Obama, as a believer of American exceptionalism, proposes different means - examplarism rather than evangelism, multilateralism rather than unilateralism, and soft power rather than hard power.
Frontier Good – Laundry List

The United States’ frontier mindset is key to successful space colonization—will save the environment, energy crises, increase public support, and increase cultural diversity.

O’Neill 06—Professor of Physics at Princeton University, noted for his work in high-energy experimental particle physics, leading proponent of the space colonization concept

(Gerard, “Space Colonies: The High Frontier”, Princeton University, 2006, http://space.mike-combs.com/SCTHF.html)//AW
During the past year, Gerard O’Neill’s space colonization concept has captured the imagination of a rapidly increasing number of people. He reports that he gets more mail than he can answer, and 99% of the letters are favorable. Last July, O’Neill’s testimony also impressed the Subcommittee on Space Science and Applications of the U.S. House of Representatives. Near the end of the testimony, Subcommittee Chairman Don Fuqua (a Florida Democrat) said of the space colonization project, "It’s something that will happen, and even though it kind of boggles the mind at the present time, it is not beyond the realm of possibility. I hope I live to see it." The Subcommittee concluded, in its official report, that orbital colonies were "potentially feasible" and deserving of close examination. it also stated that "concepts and methods for the space-based generation of electricity, using energy from the sun, should be developed and demonstrated as a significant contribution to solution of the fossil fuel dilemma." Finally, the Subcommittee gave its support to "an expanded space program in FY 1977-1978, at least 25% greater than current funding, to undertake new space initiatives." Fuqua later said that "... bold new space programs; the possibility of space colonization, based on realistic appraisals of potential space progress, deserve serious consideration. It's apparent that the imagination, skill, and technology exists to expand the utilization and exploration of space." Astronomer Carl Sagan, testifying before the subcommittee, declared that "our technology is capable of extraordinary new ventures in space, one of which is the space city idea, which Gerard O'Neill has described to you. That’s an extremely expensive undertaking, but it seems to me historically of the greatest significance. The engineering aspects of it as far as I can tell are perfectly well worked out by O’Neill’s study group. It is practical." O’Neill says that Wernher von Braun has also expressed interest in his project. The space colony idea also was examined last year by 28 physical and social scientists participating in the NASA/ASEE/Stanford University 1975 Summer Study at the Ames Research Center in Mountain View, California. The 10-week study was sponsored by NASA’s Ames Research Center, Stanford University, and the American Society for Engineering Education (ASEE). The group found no insurmountable problems that would prevent successful space colonization and recommended "that the United States, possibly in cooperation with other nations, take specific steps toward the goal of space-colonization." A Princeton Conference on Space Manufacturing Facilities was hosted by O’Neill last May. The Proceedings will be published later this year. A number of technical papers supporting the space colony idea have appeared recently, including "R & D Requirements for Initial Space Colonization" by T. A. Heppenheimer and Mark Hopkins (both of the Summer Study) and "Space Production of Satellite Solar Power Stations," an analysis by William Agosto, a project engineer with the Microwave Semiconductor Corporation, Somerset, New Jersey. University courses are beginning to be offered dealing with various aspects of space colonization. Magoroh Maruyama of Portland State University is teaching a course on Extraterrestrial Community Systems, which explores new cultural options; possible psychological and social problems; and alternative physical, architectural, environmental, and social designs. Massachusetts Institute of Technology now has an undergraduate course in space systems engineering, emphasizing space colonies. Beginning this May, futurist Dennis Livingston will teach a course at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in Troy, New York, called "Space Colonies: A Technology Assessment." The course will cover technical, economic, moral, political, and social aspects of space colonies. The American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics is lobbying for more congressional support for O’Neill’s project, and he was a keynote speaker during the Institute’s Annual Meeting in Washington, D.C., on January 30. For those interested in keeping informed about the latest developments in O’Neill’s space colonization efforts, several newsletters are now available. Gerard O’Neill puts out his own Newsletter on Space Colonization periodically. The newsletter summarizes recent work, lists the latest magazine articles and books dealing with space colonies, lists lectures scheduled on the subject, reports on the status of the space colony group at Princeton University, and advises of future plans. The newsletter is free. Simply write to Professor Gerard K. O’Neill, Physics Department, Princeton University, P.O. Box 708, Princeton, New Jersey 08540. L-5 News is a monthly newsletter produced by the L-5 Society, a group formed recently "to educate the public about the benefits of space communities and manufacturing facilities, to serve as a clearing house for information and news in this fast developing area, and to raise funds to support work on these concepts where public money is not available or is inappropriate." L-5 News contains news articles; listings of courses, lectures, publications, and conferences; and letters. Membership in the L-5 Society costs $20 (regular) or $10 (student), which should be sent to L-5 Society, 1620 North Park Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85719. Another newsletter which reports on O’Neill’s ideas occasionally (as well as other space concepts) is the EARTH/SPACE Newsletter. EARTH/SPACE describes itself as a commercial space venture dedicated to free space enterprise and "focusing on market development and methods of making space profitable to the commercial user." The EARTH/SPACE Newsletter is available for $5 per year from EARTH/SPACE, 2319 Sierra, Palo Alto, California 94303. O’Neill received a small grant from NASA in 1975, but he believes that additional funding this year of between 0.5 and 1.0 million dollars is needed for basic research if the project is to continue to develop at the fastest possible rate. Colonies Offer Freedom and Diversity: By about the year 2018, emigration to better land, better living conditions, better job opportunities, greater freedom of choice and opportunity in small-scale, eventually independent communities could become a viable option for more people than the population increase rate. The cultural diversity will be enormous (in exact contrast, I think, to the way things are going on earth at the present time). By 2150, there could be more people living in space than on earth. The reduction of population pressures on earth, left possibly with only a few billion people, would allow the planet to recover from the ravages of the industrial revolution. Earth might serve mainly as a tourist attraction–a carefully preserved monument to man’s origin. At the same time, tourism and trade among the colonies would be practical and desirable, insuring the survival and growth of the colonies. From the vantage point of several decades in the future, I believe that our children will judge the most important benefits of space colonization to have been not physical or economic, but the opening of new human options, the possibility of a new degree of freedom, not only for the human body, but much more important, for the human spirit and sense of aspiration.
The United States is the only country capable of colonizing space and created benefits out of it—solves laundry list.

Falconi 01—BS Degree in Physics from MIT, physicist and consultant in computer and electro-optical fields

(Oscar, “The Case for Space Colonization-Now”, Dissertation, 2001, http://www.nutri.com/space/)//AW

And finally, the U.S. is moving aimlessly - no national goal. Our moon landing was merely a victory that hasn't been followed up, a victory in name only. A commitment toward space colonization will put spirit back into America. People will once again be proud to be patriotic Americans. Any further benefits to our technology, our economy, unemployment, the energy shortage, etc., are bonuses of incalculable value, not to mention the preservation of the human race. PARTIAL LIST OF REASONS FOR COLONIZATION ( The "universal law" that civilizations destroy themselves just before they achieve the capability of colonizing another world might generally be valid. But we are extremely lucky that earth has an unusually large satellite, nearby, allowing us to leave the earth several decades sooner than we otherwise could. These few decades could allow us to break this law. ( We have shown that man may well be the only life in the universe ever to reach our level of reason and technology. We must protect this possibly unique life from self-destruction. ( Even if we are not the only intelligent form of life, we must leave the earth so as to assume our rightful place in the universe, to contribute and to learn what we can, and to provide backup colonies to protect our form of life. ( Colonization can provide a greater potential population and all of the advantages that that entails. Once self-sufficient, our daughter colony would be a vast asset, supplying energy to mother earth, providing valuable information, a platform for further space adventures, a superb observatory, a site for industry or research requiring a high vacuum or gravity-free environment, weather research, and so on, limited only by the imagination of the entrepreneur. ( Studies indicate that Prof O'Neill's Satellite Solar Power System will have paid for itself and earning a good profit within a couple decades, and solving the energy problem, and possibly the population problem, at the same time. ( If one believes that physical and mental prowess is hereditary, then our colony will provide a unique biological laboratory since only man's best mental and physical specimens should be sent. At $1 million per colonist, we should choose only the best stock from the large number of volunteers available. ( By providing a backup colony, we, here on earth, wouldn't require 100.00% protection from such problems as radioactive waste disposal, aerosol sprays, pollution, and the host of other known and unknown effects that could put an end to mankind. Just 99.99% would be quite sufficient, resulting in a tremendous saving of money, resources, and man-lives. ( Our bargaining position with Russia would be improved by insuring our commitment to a 2nd strike in the event of an attack on the U.S. In this way, our space colony will double as a deterrent of inestimable value. ( An announcement of our intention to colonize space will put spirit back into America and give us a desperately needed national goal. Morale and patriotism will be given a needed shot in the arm. ( Unemployment will decrease, welfare payments decrease, tax receipts increase, happiness increase. The economy will finally revive. ( Technological fallout will be immense, making the U.S. the undisputed leader in the space and technology race, not to mention the propaganda race. ( If we make a commitment to colonization, the chance of a nuclear holocaust is considerably lessened by forcing the Russians to divert their energies outward. ( There's reason to believe that if we do not proceed with colonization in a few decades, that earth's resources will be so depleted that we then won't be able to support such a vast undertaking. ( But history indicates that the most important reasons for colonizing space will be unexpected - reasons that we are today not wise enough to anticipate. THE O'NEILL SPACE COLONIES A method has emerged for the efficient colonization of space which can be implemented quickly, economically, and in addition be very tangibly beneficial to man. Gerard K O'Neill, a professor of physics at Princeton, has devoted years to perfecting a design for satellite colonies that would orbit the earth about every 2 or 4 weeks. Each of these early colonies, constructed from easily obtained lunar material, would orbit between 100,000 and a quarter million miles from earth, would initially support in fine style about 10,000 men, women and children, and would soon be self-sufficient. These 1000's of pioneers would be put to work constructing solar-collecting satellites, hundreds of them, that would be placed in earth orbit 22,290 miles above sea level at the equator. At that height, these satellites would orbit the earth exactly once a day and remain above the same point of the equator. These solar collecting satellites would gather vast amounts of the sun's energy, convert it into microwaves, and beam it down to stationary receivers on earth where it would be again converted into the form of electrical energy we can use in the home. All this is done with surprising efficiency, day and night, rain or shine. No breakthroughs are required - the technology is here - and both NASA and Congress are having a hard look at the benefits vs. costs of Prof. O'Neill's Satellite Solar Power System.** O'Neill has shown that the power obtained would, in just a couple decades, completely pay for all the development and construction of all the space colonies, solar-collecting satellites, and ground stations, including the interest on the capital investment. A number of different configurations have been proposed for the colony. Preliminary estimates indicate costs would only be several hundred billion dollars spread over two decades or so. Remember that this money would be spent here in the United States where we would benefit in the many ways previously listed. After such a venture, the U.S. would undoubtedly find itself in a powerful economic, technical, and political position, well worth the expenditure of just a small fraction of one year's GNP. And to achieve all this, there'll be no need to fight a war. In fact, a disastrous war may well be prevented and our civilization rescued. THE SPACE COLONY - CAN WE DO IT? The United States is in a good position to be the first to succeed in a colonization venture. Here are the reasons: ( In space technology, the U.S. at present has a good edge. ( We have immediately at hand numerous highly qualified people with considerable knowhow in the right fields. ( Our phenomenal industrial depth can supply all sorts of sophisticated and reliable items on short notice. ( The United States easily has the financial capacity to carry out such a great project without straining the economy. ( America's unquestioned managerial leadership is a necessity to assure successful completion. ( Our country has a proven capacity to succeed in programs to which the nation has committed itself. ( America's Space Shuttle, already designed, built and tested, is a giant step toward the realization of a space colony.
Frontier Good – Readiness

Space exploration key to readiness

Dodgen 05—Commander of US Army Space and Missile Defense and US Army Forces Strategic Command

(Larry J., “Leveraging Space to Support the Changing Paradigm”, senior Officer Perspective, High Frontier, Vol.1, No.4, 2005, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-070622-058.pdf)//AW 

The Army’s early use of space was to support strategic communications, serve as a conduit for reporting warnings of attack and strategic nuclear targeting, and for arms control and veriﬁcation. The complexity and expense of the capabilities involved in these earlier efforts meant they were limited in quantity and restricted to a few users at the higher echelons. However, decades of advancement in space technology have drastically changed the landscape and the “spacescape.” During the past two decades, space technology and services have increased tremendously in their availability, variety, and capability. As a result, space capabilities now affect nearly every facet of our daily lives. Space technologies have made possible, or vastly improved, products and services in the marketplace such as cellular telephones, video teleconferencing, satellite-based radio, and handheld and vehicle-installed Global Positioning Systems (GPS). Likewise, international stock market transactions, accurate weather forecasting, and live television broadcasts from overseas locations depend on capabilities derived from space systems. The value of space support to our Nation’s security has gained increased recognition. The Phase III Report of the US Commission on National Security/21st Century emphasized this view with the statement: “The military cannot undertake any major operation, anywhere in the world, without relying on systems in space.” 1 Recently, General James E. Cartwright, Commander, US Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM), stressed this point with the comment, “The importance of the space mission to our national security cannot be overstated. The US economy, our quality of life, and our nation’s defense are all linked to our freedom of action in space.” 2 Joint warﬁghters now rely on assured access to responsive and timely space-based capabilities. During the major combat phases of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, space-based assets provided our military forces with robust and uninterrupted satellite communications (SATCOM), around-the-clock intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), accurate and responsive weather reporting, and near-real-time positioning, navigation, and timing (PNT) data. From the provision of humanitarian assistance in support of the tsunami catastrophe in Southern Asia to the houseto-house ﬁghting in Fallujah, Iraq, space is serving as the “medium of choice” for timely delivery of products and services to support military decision-making, planning, and decisive combat operations. In fact, space-based products and services are now so commonplace in our military operations that the means by which they are delivered are often transparent to the recipients.
Frontier Good – Human Rights

The frontier must expand—Western nations are the only political format under which human rights and self-expression can flourish.

Warraq 08—Senior Research Fellow at the Center for Inquiry, focusing on Qu’ranic criticism, founded the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Society

(Ibn, “Why the West is Best”, Soundings, City Journal, Vol.18, Num.1, Winter 2008, http://www.city-journal.org/2008/18_1_snd-west.html)//AW

The great ideas of the West—rationalism, self-criticism, the disinterested search for truth, the separation of church and state, the rule of law and equality under the law, freedom of thought and expression, human rights, and liberal democracy—are superior to any others devised by humankind. It was the West that took steps to abolish slavery; the calls for abolition did not resonate even in Africa, where rival tribes sold black prisoners into slavery. The West has secured freedoms for women and racial and other minorities to an extent unimaginable 60 years ago. The West recognizes and defends the rights of the individual: we are free to think what we want, to read what we want, to practice our religion, to live lives of our choosing. In short, the glory of the West, as philosopher Roger Scruton puts it, is that life here is an open book. Under Islam, the book is closed. In many non-Western countries, especially Islamic ones, citizens are not free to read what they wish. In Saudi Arabia, Muslims are not free to convert to Christianity, and Christians are not free to practice their faith—clear violations of Article 18 of the United Nations’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights. In contrast with the mind-numbing enforced certainties and rules of Islam, Western civilization offers what Bertrand Russell once called “liberating doubt,” which encourages the methodological principle of scientific skepticism. Western politics, like science, proceeds through tentative steps of trial and error, open discussion, criticism, and self-correction. One could characterize the difference between the West and the Rest as a difference in epistemological principles. The desire for knowledge, no matter where it leads, inherited from the Greeks, has led to an institution unequaled—or very rarely equaled—outside the West: the university. Along with research institutes and libraries, universities are, at least ideally, independent academies that enshrine these epistemological norms, where we can pursue truth in a spirit of disinterested inquiry, free from political pressures. In other words, behind the success of modern Western societies, with their science and technology and open institutions, lies a distinct way of looking at the world, interpreting it, and recognizing and rectifying problems. The edifice of modern science and scientific method is one of Western man’s greatest gifts to the world. The West has given us not only nearly every scientific discovery of the last 500 years—from electricity to computers—but also, thanks to its humanitarian impulses, the Red Cross, Doctors Without Borders, Human Rights Watch, and Amnesty International. The West provides the bulk of aid to beleaguered Darfur; Islamic countries are conspicuous by their lack of assistance. Moreover, other parts of the world recognize Western superiority. When other societies such as South Korea and Japan have adopted Western political principles, their citizens have flourished. It is to the West, not to Saudi Arabia or Iran, that millions of refugees from theocratic or other totalitarian regimes flee, seeking tolerance and political freedom. Nor would any Western politician be able to get away with the anti-Semitic remarks that former Malaysian prime minister Mahathir Mohamad made in 2003. Our excusing Mahathir’s diatribe indicates not only a double standard but also a tacit acknowledgment that we apply higher ethical standards to Western leaders. A culture that gave the world the novel; the music of Mozart, Beethoven, and Schubert; and the paintings of Michelangelo, da Vinci, and Rembrandt does not need lessons from societies whose idea of heaven, peopled with female virgins, resembles a cosmic brothel. Nor does the West need lectures on the superior virtue of societies in which women are kept in subjection under sharia, endure genital mutilation, are stoned to death for alleged adultery, and are married off against their will at the age of nine; societies that deny the rights of supposedly lower castes; societies that execute homosexuals and apostates. The West has no use for sanctimonious homilies from societies that cannot provide clean drinking water or sewage systems, that make no provisions for the handicapped, and that leave 40 to 50 percent of their citizens illiterate. As Ayatollah Khomeini once famously said, there are no jokes in Islam. The West is able to look at its foibles and laugh, to make fun of its fundamental principles: but there is no equivalent as yet to Monty Python’s Life of Brianin Islam. Can we look forward, someday, to a Life of Mo? Probably not—one more small sign that Western values remain the best, and perhaps the only, means for all people, no matter of what race or creed, to reach their full potential and live in freedom.

Frontier Good – Hunger

The Western frontier is the only force which can stop world hunger.

Idaho Museum of Natural History ND
(“Westward Expansion”, IMNH, Digital Atlas, No Date Given, http://imnh.isu.edu/digitalatlas/geog/explore/expand.pdf)//AW

The Importance of The Frontier for The United States in The World: The United States could never have grown at the rate she did without the rich lands and minerals of the West. Her population could not have been fed and her industries could not have expanded without the food from the prairies and the raw materials. For most of the nineteenth century America did not use her growing power in the world. The slavery problem and the sheer business of taking over the whole country took up most of her energies. But in the twentieth century this rich land made the United States into a superpower. Even before America's industrial power became clear at the beginning of the twentieth century, the frontier had greatly affected European economies. The farmers of the Great Plains produced more than they could sell in the United States and, from the late 1870s, large amounts of cheap grain and beef were sent to Europe. Many European countries had to put taxes on American imports to stop them ruining their own agriculture. However, the increasing populations of Europe could not have survived without American food. In the last part of the twentieth century the United States has helped to feed the world. The Frontier as Legend: Memories of the frontier way of life are strong a hundred years later. Cowboy films have kept alive the legends of cattlemen and mountain men, of Jesse James and Billy the Kid, of Sitting Bull and Wild Bill Hickok. They were dangerous and hard times but men and women had to work and fight and stand up for themselves. There was much violence and cruelty on the frontier, but there were also many heroes. In a hundred years America turned an uncultivated land into a powerful, rich and free nation. The frontier made America and influenced much of what has happened since. 

Frontier Good – AMERICA

The Western frontier mindset is the greatest force in the world.

Boot 03—Olin senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations 

(Max, “American Imperialism? No Need to Run Away from Label”, 5-18-2003, www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf)//AW

While the formal empire mostly disappeared after World War II, the United States set out on another bout of imperialism in Germany and Japan. Oh, sorry -- that wasn't imperialism; it was ''occupation.'' But when Americans are running foreign governments, it's a distinction without a difference. Likewise, recent ''nation-building'' experiments in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan (news - web sites) are imperialism under another name. Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive of our goal of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views. The indications are mixed as to whether the United States is prepared to embrace its imperial role unapologetically. Rumsfeld has said that an Iranian-style theocracy ''isn't going to happen,'' and President Bush (news - web sites) has pledged to keep U.S. troops in Iraq as long as necessary to ''build a peaceful and representative government.'' After allowing a temporary power vacuum to develop, U.S. troops now are moving aggressively to put down challenges to their authority by, for example, arresting the self-declared ''mayor'' of Baghdad.

Frontier Good – Disease

A frontier mindset allows the United States to uncover, understand, and treat various illnesses.

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
Many current human problems are the result of failures of the body’s natural immune system. We can diagnose many of these problems and have made great strides in ameliorating the symptoms, but to date, understanding immune system function and enhancement is seminal. Both United States and Russian long-term space missions have induced similar red blood cell and immune system changes. Hematological and immunological changes observed during, or after, space missions have been quite consistent. Decreases in red cell mass were reported in Gemini, Apollo, Skylab and Soyuz, and Mir programs—probably due to diminished rates of erythrocyte production. Space flight at microgravity levels may produce changes in white blood cell morphology and a compromise of the immune system. Skylab studies indicated a decrease in the number of T lymphocytes and some impairment in their function. Certain United States and Russian findings suggest that space flight induces a transient impairment in immune system function at the cellular level. Space flight offers a clinical laboratory unlike any place on Earth that may lead to an improved understanding of the function of the human immune system. Perhaps cures of aging, HIV, and other immune function-related illnesses can result from a comprehensive approach to Space Colonization.

Frontier Good – Environment

Space expansion is the only way new energy sources can be utilized to preserve Earth’s environment.

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
The world population has finally recognized that we are polluting our nest. We are using energy at a prodigious rate (Fig. 1) (Siegfried, 1991). There is a demonstrated connection between the cost of energy, its availability and a nation’s standard of living. Long-term clean energy sources must be provided to assist not only with our future needs, but also with those of all nations’ current requirements. Energy sources are an important part of environmental thrusts. Nuclear research is progressing, but it does not promise near-term solutions and developing nations are reaching a plateau of available power. The emerging nations’ need for power must be balanced against potential environmental damage from such dangers as fossil fuel emissions (if there were enough fuel available), which could be greater than nuclear energy risks. Currently, the United States annually consumes approximately 3 trillion Kwh’s of electrical energy and, if this rate grows at only 2% per year, by 2050 United States power requirements will be around 9 trillion Kwh’s per year. Total world needs, assuming a very low use by developing nations (not a conservative estimate) easily exceeds an estimated 20 trillion Kwh’s by 2050. Even with an attendant tripling of non-nuclear systems, such as hydroelectric to avoid fossil fuel depletion, nuclear power system generation would have to increase by a factor of 6 to meet requirements. This increase in nuclear energy production flies in the face of a rising discontent with adverse environmental effects of nuclear waste disposal, where some plants are being converted to utilize fossil fuels. A clean renewable source of energy must be found and implemented. Space Colonization can lead to solutions to this problem. Three potential energy sources are described in Table 1. Helium 3, solar power satellites (SPS), and a lunar (solar) power system (LPS) all have significant feedback potential for other commercial applications. A space-based energy system would be global in scale and funding and would thus be a challenging goal for macro-engineering management to achieve. This management experience would be globally shared and would be utilized for other global projects. Robotics and artificial intelligence would also benefit from the use of smart and capable robots to autonomously conduct such functions as space assembly and lunar mining and processing. Computer systems would be extended in capacity and reliability, energy-transfer technology would be enhanced, and materials research would quest for more efficient space systems and learn to utilize in-situ materials. SPS and LPS will require advancement in photovoltaic cell technology. This quest can also influence transportation technology because at least one of the solutions could lead to more efficient space propulsion. This would reduce travel times and minimize exposure to potentially debilitating space environments. 

Space exploration and the frontier mindset are necessary on a global scale—it will stop planet pollution and save ecological life.

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
Two of the items listed here represent major concerns of most developed nations and are emerging concerns in developing nations. A technological revolution is needed to address food shortages to allow adequate nutrition for our exploding world population in concert with ever-growing water shortages, and a growing realization that our current pesticide methods are polluting our planet. While previous short-duration human space programs have depended on open-loop life support systems, Space Colonization cannot. Development of a closed-cycle bioregenerative controlled ecological life support system (CELSS) would lead to world benefits. Areas of CELSS development are listed in Table 2. Many long-term (and pressing short-term) world problem solutions can be approached by reaching for the stars. For example, Shimizu Corporation is most interested in bio-regenerative systems as a path toward solution of Tokyo’s waste management problems.

The frontier mindset is key to solve ethnic conflicts, spur technological developments, solve environmental dilemmas, waste management, and the economy.

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
Aside from the more demonstrable returns that would come from Space Colonization, there are a host of intangible benefits (U.S. Office of Management and Budget, 2000; Mankins, 2001; Mankins, 1997; Siegfried, 2000a; Siegfried, 1999). Mankind has always been goal-driven. The accessibility of journeys to space destinations could become a great motivational factor to the general population and a goal for emerging societies (Koelle, 2002). It could become a new commercial industry similar to the explosive growth of travel and adventure trips spawned by the jet age. We could expand our living space, create at least a second home for Earth-based life forms through development of lunar colonics and, eventually, perhaps terraforming Mars. We can potentially sublimate some of our ethnic strife in a common reach to the universe. We will better understand our Earth’s environment and evolutionary history and rekindle the spirit of adventure that we experienced during the frontier days. Space Colonization will benefit from burgeoning technology here on Earth but will also spawn the creation of as-yetundreamed leaps. It could lead to potential storage or disposal venues for waste material and, by its very nature, provide the impetus for whole new generations of transportation, housing, and environmental control systems. The development of low-cost access systems will spawn flight rates similar to our terrestrial tourist frequencies and, coupled with the development of new space businesses and a space infrastructure, will implement humankind’s expansion throughout space. It has been 30 years since we left our Moon. It is time to return, this time to stay (Siegfried, 1997; Siegfried, 2001; Siegfried, 2000b).

Frontier Good – AT – Endless War

Manifest destiny encourages nationalism and honor that discourages sacrifice.

Coles 02—PhD in sociology from the University of Wisconsin at Madison, Associate Professor of Sociology in the Department of Social and Cultural Sciences at Marquette University

(Roberta L., “Manifest Destiny Adapted for 1990s' War Discourse: Mission and Destiny Intertwined”, Sociology of Religion, Oxford University Press, Vol.63, No.4, Winter 2002, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3712300)//AW

Because Manifest Destiny relies on the chosen nation story for its foundation, it is what Bulman (1991) and Paul Tillich (1933) call a "myth of origin." Such narratives call a people back to a sense of their roots, their reason for being and the responsibilities that attend those purposes. They have the ability to paint an identity and define the important features of a people as they give meaning and motivation to their actions. Because the hero in Manifest Destiny is a nation, rather than an individual, and a nation is composed of individuals, every member of the nation can contribute to (or detract from) its superior character and its mission. According to Browne (1991), this speaker-hearer collaboration invites the audience in, saying, "Together we can redeem virtue." By doing so, a rhetorical community is built, the national identity is redefined or its individual members are reminded of the nation's superior character, and each member can gain some sense of personal significance from being a part of this nation and contributing to its mission. Bush on the Persian Gulf Conflict Bush's rhetoric during the Persian Gulf conflict did not address overtly the United States' origin or raison d'etre: nevertheless, he establishes the country's providential origins by his references to God or other transcendent purposes. For instance, Bush (1991:101) states several times "You know, America is a nation founded under God. And from our very beginnings we have relied upon His strength and guidance in war and in peace. And this is something we must never forget." Moreover, Bush (1990:1218, 1271-2, 1257, 1817; 1991:116) thanks God for America, invokes God's blessings, and repeatedly states (1990:1271; 1991:90, 113) that Americans are part of "something larger than themselves." Bush (1991:89) defines the Persian Gulf War as a "just war" and quotes from Abraham Lincoln's speeches to the effect that "we are on God's side" in the war. Within Bush's narrative of a providential origin resides a national self-image that embodies only the highest character qualities. One of Bush's earliest speeches to the American public on the Gulf crisis epitomizes his priestly quality of celebrating America's supposedly unique and exceptional qualities, which have made America a shining example to the rest of the world. Once again, our people, the people of our country, have come together to show the world our finest strengths: American optimism, unity, unselfishness, the wonderful values of family, and the will to stand up for what's right and good - strengths that form the very heart of America and that make possible the freedoms our brave service men and women are striving to defend....I know that every American looks forward to the day when our extraordinary young men and women will return home to a nation proud of its ideals of freedom, integrity, and honor; a nation committed to its tradition of preserving, protecting, and defending those precious beliefs which have always made America a beacon of hope and freedom to the entire world (Bush 1990:1410). The number of character qualities listed by Bush and exemplified in America seemed limitless. Bush's particular choice of virtues - "slow to raise our hand in anger and eager to explore every peaceful means of settling our disputes (1990:1390)," loyal and principled (1990:1218); brave (1990:1329); generous and optimistic (1990:1700) - serve to define for individual Americans what it is.

**OVERVIEW EFFECT GOOD**

Overview Effect Turn 2AC

Mass transit to space creates the Overview Effect – makes war impossible
Adams and Carafagna 6 – *president-elect of the International Association of University Presidents AND **award-wining international affairs and media studies scholar

(J Michael and Angelo, Coming of Age in A Globalized World: The Next Generation pg 221-222, dml)
We are literally flying toward the future. Just a short time ago, no human being had ever gazed at the world in its entirety. The technology that propelled humanity into space offered perhaps the most magnificent view imaginable: a view of one planet divided by nothing. In spectacular photographs of this space-traveling planet, our sphere appears remarkably small, but unmistakably majestic. These images give us a glimpse of our home's beauty, but cannot substitute for the first-hand impressions of those who actually witnessed the breathtaking beauty of Earth from outer space. Those pioneers often observed that, when seen from above, the borders and lines drawn on globes and maps dividing nations and peoples magically disappear. In the words of Marc Gameau. the first Canadian to journey into space, I was almost expecting to see these boundary lines, and they are not there. They‘re not there when you go through all of South America and through all of the Asian continent, and after a while you realize it's a very artificial thing to put boundaries between us. In that sense you become more of a global citizen . . . (White l987. 252) Apollo 11 astronaut Michael Collins says this viewpoint could make a powerful difference: I really believe that if the political leaders of the world could see their planet from a distance of . . . 100,000 miles, their outlook would be fundamentally changed. That all-important border would be invisible, that noisy argument suddenly silenced. The tiny globe would continue to tum, serenely ignoring its sub-divisions, presenting a united facade that would cry out for unified treatment . . . l think the view from 100.000 miles could be invaluable in getting people together to work out joint solutions, by causing them to realize that the planet we share unites us in a way far more basic and far more important than differences in skin color or religion or economic system. (White l987. 202) We cannot all travel to outer space, but our imaginations must be capable of understanding this viewpoint. It is exactly this outlook that all citizens need to appreciate and understand. It is exactly this outlook that the next generation must possess.
Impact – Environment

The overview effect is key to catalyze efforts to end environmental destruction
Beam 3 – Senior advisor to Halloran Philanthropies

(Mark, “Special Section Introduction: Global Crossings,” Leonardo Vol. 36, no. 5, JSTOR, dml)

While technological instruments are giving us telescopic and microscopic views heretofore unattainable, global telecommunication channels provide the central conduits for their interpretation. Our eyes have not adjusted to this peculiar new aperture. As this "shared reality" of our existence is revealed, it is difficult not to be overwhelmed by its beauty and its repulsiveness-8 billion-plus people and a deteriorating population of related species living on a pale blue dot traveling 64,000 miles an hour across a universe that we believe is expanding infinitely. If we are all astronauts, as Bucky Fuller proposed, then we must be concerned with the antiquated carbon-based engine powering our craft and the waste products being jettisoned into our living quarters. We must be concerned with the untenable disparity in wealth across the globe and our flawed accounting for natural and human resources. We must be concerned with the structure of power and the rising importance of grassroots social networking tools.
This paradigm shift is key to prevent extinction

Wapner 96 – Associate Professor and Director of the Global Environmental Politics Program in SIS
(Paul, “Environmental activism and world civic politics” pg 1, dml)
There is now widespread agreement that environmental issues represent enduring challenges to the way people everywhere live their lives. We now know, “in our bones," as William Ophuls put it,‘ that we cannot continue using resources and producing wastes irrespective of the earth's carrying capacity but rather must bring our social and productive activities more into line with the biological limits of the earth. Indeed, almost any indicator one chooses to look at tells essentially the same story: unless human beings alter their activities on a widespread scale, the quality of life on earth will be greatly compromised, if not fundamentally threatened, due to environmental degradation. Developing and sustaining an environmentally sound course, however, is no easy matter, especially recognizing that environmental dangers are the cumulative effects of practices taking place in diverse settings, animated by multifarious factors. Moreover, environmental protection is not the only aim of societies and thus must be balanced with other social goals, such as economic well-being which, depending upon how one thinks about it, can conflict with environmentally sound measures. To reorient human activities on such a scale and order of complexity entails employing means of governance that can actually influence vast and diverse numbers of people. It requires finding ways to constrain and direct activities, in a feasible manner, away from environmentally harmful practices and toward more environmentally sound ones. To put it in ordinary language, environmental concern fundamentally involves politics.
Ext – Environment

Overview effect creates respect for the environment

White 98 – expert on space exploration, too many quals to go here

(Frank is the author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, first published in 1987 and re-issued in 1998. A member of the Harvard College Class of 1966, Frank graduated magna cum laude, and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. He attended Oxford University on a Rhodes Scholarship, earning an MPhil in 1969. He is the author or co-author of five additional books on space exploration and the future, including The SETI Factor, Decision: Earth, Think About Space and March of the Millennia (both with Isaac Asimov), and The Ice Chronicles (with Paul Mayewski). He also contributed chapters on The Overview Effect to two recently published books on space exploration, Return to the Moon and Beyond Earth. Frank has spoken at numerous conferences. In 1988, he delivered the keynote address at the International Space Development Conference in Denver. In 1989, he spoke at George Washington University to mark the 20th anniversary of the Apollo 11 moon landing. In 2006, the Space Tourism Society awarded Frank a “Certificate of Special Recognition.” He also delivered the keynote address at the first Overview Effect Conference in 2007, The Overview Effect pg 65-67, dml)

Many messages can be read into the view of the Earth from space. One is planetary management, the recognition that if the whole can be perceived, the whole can be the focus of practical as well as abstract interest. However, it should be understood that planetary management does not mean planetary manipulation. Planetary management should be seen from stewardship perspective and as participatory management at the highest level. The clear message of the Overview Effect is that the Earth is a whole system and humanity one of many interdependent species calling the planet home. A regard for all life as sacred becomes a practical as well as moral position when we see the critical role that all life plays in maintaining the system. If the next step in human social evolution is to build a planetary civilization, then what is most needed is the ability to see and deal with problems and opportunities on a planetary level. It is also the ability not only to observe, but truly communicate with, the planet as a whole. This message is implicit in the whole Earth symbol itself.
Impact – Sustainability

This kind of paradigm shift is vital to create a sustainable society that prevents extinction

Rifkin 10 – Senior Lecturer in management @ Wharton

(Jeremy, “‘The Empathic Civilization’: Rethinking Human Nature in the Biosphere Era,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jeremy-rifkin/the-empathic-civilization_b_416589.html)
The problem runs deeper than the issue of finding new ways to regulate the market or imposing legally binding global green house gas emission reduction targets. The real crisis lies in the set of assumptions about human nature that governs the behavior of world leaders--assumptions that were spawned during the Enlightenment more than 200 years ago at the dawn of the modern market economy and the emergence of the nation state era. The Enlightenment thinkers--John Locke, Adam Smith, Marquis de Condorcet et. al.--took umbrage with the Medieval Christian world view that saw human nature as fallen and depraved and that looked to salvation in the next world through God's grace. They preferred to cast their lot with the idea that human beings' essential nature is rational, detached, autonomous, acquisitive and utilitarian and argued that individual salvation lies in unlimited material progress here on Earth. The Enlightenment notions about human nature were reflected in the newly minted nation-state whose raison d'être was to protect private property relations and stimulate market forces as well as act as a surrogate of the collective self-interest of the citizenry in the international arena. Like individuals, nation-states were considered to be autonomous agents embroiled in a relentless battle with other sovereign nations in the pursuit of material gains. It was these very assumptions that provided the philosophical underpinnings for a geopolitical frame of reference that accompanied the first and second industrial revolutions in the 19th and 20th centuries. These beliefs about human nature came to the fore in the aftermath of the global economic meltdown and in the boisterous and acrimonious confrontations in the meeting rooms in Copenhagen, with potentially disastrous consequences for the future of humanity and the planet. If human nature is as the Enlightenment philosophers claimed, then we are likely doomed. It is impossible to imagine how we might create a sustainable global economy and restore the biosphere to health if each and every one of us is, at the core of our biology, an autonomous agent and a self-centered and materialistic being. Recent discoveries in brain science and child development, however, are forcing us to rethink these long-held shibboleths about human nature. Biologists and cognitive neuroscientists are discovering mirror-neurons--the so-called empathy neurons--that allow human beings and other species to feel and experience another's situation as if it were one's own. We are, it appears, the most social of animals and seek intimate participation and companionship with our fellows. Social scientists, in turn, are beginning to reexamine human history from an empathic lens and, in the process, discovering previously hidden strands of the human narrative which suggests that human evolution is measured not only by the expansion of power over nature, but also by the intensification and extension of empathy to more diverse others across broader temporal and spatial domains. The growing scientific evidence that we are a fundamentally empathic species has profound and far-reaching consequences for society, and may well determine our fate as a species. What is required now is nothing less than a leap to global empathic consciousness and in less than a generation if we are to resurrect the global economy and revitalize the biosphere. The question becomes this: what is the mechanism that allows empathic sensitivity to mature and consciousness to expand through history? The pivotal turning points in human consciousness occur when new energy regimes converge with new communications revolutions, creating new economic eras. The new communications revolutions become the command and control mechanisms for structuring, organizing and managing more complex civilizations that the new energy regimes make possible. For example, in the early modern age, print communication became the means to organize and manage the technologies, organizations, and infrastructure of the coal, steam, and rail revolution. It would have been impossible to administer the first industrial revolution using script and codex. Communication revolutions not only manage new, more complex energy regimes, but also change human consciousness in the process. Forager/hunter societies relied on oral communications and their consciousness was mythologically constructed. The great hydraulic agricultural civilizations were, for the most part, organized around script communication and steeped in theological consciousness. The first industrial revolution of the 19th century was managed by print communication and ushered in ideological consciousness. Electronic communication became the command and control mechanism for arranging the second industrial revolution in the 20th century and spawned psychological consciousness. Each more sophisticated communication revolution brings together more diverse people in increasingly more expansive and varied social networks. Oral communication has only limited temporal and spatial reach while script, print and electronic communications each extend the range and depth of human social interaction. By extending the central nervous system of each individual and the society as a whole, communication revolutions provide an evermore inclusive playing field for empathy to mature and consciousness to expand. For example, during the period of the great hydraulic agricultural civilizations characterized by script and theological consciousness, empathic sensitivity broadened from tribal blood ties to associational ties based on common religious affiliation. Jews came to empathize with Jews, Christians with Christians, Muslims with Muslims, etc. In the first industrial revolution characterized by print and ideological consciousness, empathic sensibility extended to national borders, with Americans empathizing with Americans, Germans with Germans, Japanese with Japanese and so on. In the second industrial revolution, characterized by electronic communication and psychological consciousness, individuals began to identify with like-minded others. Today, we are on the cusp of another historic convergence of energy and communication--a third industrial revolution--that could extend empathic sensibility to the biosphere itself and all of life on Earth. The distributed Internet revolution is coming together with distributed renewable energies, making possible a sustainable, post-carbon economy that is both globally connected and locally managed. In the 21st century, hundreds of millions--and eventually billions--of human beings will transform their buildings into power plants to harvest renewable energies on site, store those energies in the form of hydrogen and share electricity, peer-to-peer, across local, regional, national and continental inter-grids that act much like the Internet. The open source sharing of energy, like open source sharing of information, will give rise to collaborative energy spaces--not unlike the collaborative social spaces that currently exist on the Internet. When every family and business comes to take responsibility for its own small swath of the biosphere by harnessing renewable energy and sharing it with millions of others on smart power grids that stretch across continents, we become intimately interconnected at the most basic level of earthly existence by jointly stewarding the energy that bathes the planet and sustains all of life. The new distributed communication revolution not only organizes distributed renewable energies, but also changes human consciousness. The information communication technologies (ICT) revolution is quickly extending the central nervous system of billions of human beings and connecting the human race across time and space, allowing empathy to flourish on a global scale, for the first time in history. Whether in fact we will begin to empathize as a species will depend on how we use the new distributed communication medium. While distributed communications technologies-and, soon, distributed renewable energies - are connecting the human race, what is so shocking is that no one has offered much of a reason as to why we ought to be connected. We talk breathlessly about access and inclusion in a global communications network but speak little of exactly why we want to communicate with one another on such a planetary scale. What's sorely missing is an overarching reason that billions of human beings should be increasingly connected. Toward what end? The only feeble explanations thus far offered are to share information, be entertained, advance commercial exchange and speed the globalization of the economy. All the above, while relevant, nonetheless seem insufficient to justify why nearly seven billion human beings should be connected and mutually embedded in a globalized society. The idea of even billion individual connections, absent any overall unifying purpose, seems a colossal waste of human energy. More important, making global connections without any real transcendent purpose risks a narrowing rather than an expanding of human consciousness. But what if our distributed global communication networks were put to the task of helping us re-participate in deep communion with the common biosphere that sustains all of our lives? The biosphere is the narrow band that extends some forty miles from the ocean floor to outer space where living creatures and the Earth's geochemical processes interact to sustain each other. We are learning that the biosphere functions like an indivisible organism. It is the continuous symbiotic relationships between every living creature and between living creatures and the geochemical processes that ensure the survival of the planetary organism and the individual species that live within its biospheric envelope. If every human life, the species as a whole, and all other life-forms are entwined with one another and with the geochemistry of the planet in a rich and complex choreography that sustains life itself, then we are all dependent on and responsible for the health of the whole organism. Carrying out that responsibility means living out our individual lives in our neighborhoods and communities in ways that promote the general well-being of the larger biosphere within which we dwell. The Third Industrial Revolution offers just such an opportunity. If we can harness our empathic sensibility to establish a new global ethic that recognizes and acts to harmonize the many relationships that make up the life-sustaining forces of the planet, we will have moved beyond the detached, self-interested and utilitarian philosophical assumptions that accompanied national markets and nation state governance and into a new era of biosphere consciousness. We leave the old world of geopolitics behind and enter into a new world of biosphere politics, with new forms of governance emerging to accompany our new biosphere awareness. The Third Industrial Revolution and the new era of distributed capitalism allow us to sculpt a new approach to globalization, this time emphasizing continentalization from the bottom up. Because renewable energies are more or less equally distributed around the world, every region is potentially amply endowed with the power it needs to be relatively self-sufficient and sustainable in its lifestyle, while at the same time interconnected via smart grids to other regions across countries and continents. When every community is locally empowered, both figuratively and literally, it can engage directly in regional, transnational, continental, and limited global trade without the severe restrictions that are imposed by the geopolitics that oversee elite fossil fuels and uranium energy distribution. Continentalization is already bringing with it a new form of governance. The nation-state, which grew up alongside the First and Second Industrial Revolutions, and provided the regulatory mechanism for managing an energy regime whose reach was the geosphere, is ill suited for a Third Industrial Revolution whose domain is the biosphere. Distributed renewable energies generated locally and regionally and shared openly--peer to peer--across vast contiguous land masses connected by intelligent utility networks and smart logistics and supply chains favor a seamless network of governing institutions that span entire continents. The European Union is the first continental governing institution of the Third Industrial Revolution era. The EU is already beginning to put in place the infrastructure for a European-wide energy regime, along with the codes, regulations, and standards to effectively operate a seamless transport, communications, and energy grid that will stretch from the Irish Sea to the doorsteps of Russia by midcentury. Asian, African, and Latin American continental political unions are also in the making and will likely be the premier governing institutions on their respective continents by 2050. In this new era of distributed energy, governing institutions will more resemble the workings of the ecosystems they manage. Just as habitats function within ecosystems, and ecosystems within the biosphere in a web of interrelationships, governing institutions will similarly function in a collaborative network of relationships with localities, regions, and nations all embedded within the continent as a whole. This new complex political organism operates like the biosphere it attends, synergistically and reciprocally. This is biosphere politics. The new biosphere politics transcends traditional right/left distinctions so characteristic of the geopolitics of the modern market economy and nation-state era. The new divide is generational and contrasts the traditional top-down model of structuring family life, education, commerce, and governance with a younger generation whose thinking is more relational and distributed, whose nature is more collaborative and cosmopolitan, and whose work and social spaces favor open-source commons. For the Internet generation, "quality of life" becomes as important as individual opportunity in fashioning a new dream for the 21st century. The transition to biosphere consciousness has already begun. All over the world, a younger generation is beginning to realize that one's daily consumption of energy and other resources ultimately affects the lives of every other human being and every other creature that inhabits the Earth. The Empathic Civilization is emerging. A younger generation is fast extending its empathic embrace beyond religious affiliations and national identification to include the whole of humanity and the vast project of life that envelops the Earth. But our rush to universal empathic connectivity is running up against a rapidly accelerating entropic juggernaut in the form of climate change. Can we reach biosphere consciousness and global empathy in time to avert planetary collapse? 
Impact – Nuke War

Absent the overview effect nuclear war is inevitable
White 98 – expert on space exploration, too many quals to go here

(Frank is the author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, first published in 1987 and re-issued in 1998. A member of the Harvard College Class of 1966, Frank graduated magna cum laude, and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. He attended Oxford University on a Rhodes Scholarship, earning an MPhil in 1969. He is the author or co-author of five additional books on space exploration and the future, including The SETI Factor, Decision: Earth, Think About Space and March of the Millennia (both with Isaac Asimov), and The Ice Chronicles (with Paul Mayewski). He also contributed chapters on The Overview Effect to two recently published books on space exploration, Return to the Moon and Beyond Earth. Frank has spoken at numerous conferences. In 1988, he delivered the keynote address at the International Space Development Conference in Denver. In 1989, he spoke at George Washington University to mark the 20th anniversary of the Apollo 11 moon landing. In 2006, the Space Tourism Society awarded Frank a “Certificate of Special Recognition.” He also delivered the keynote address at the first Overview Effect Conference in 2007, The Overview Effect pg 148, dml)

Once it is found and articulated, the foundation for Terran civilization will have been laid.  The most powerful unifying trends at the planetary level, such as the Overview Effect, lead directly to the idea of a great purpose and grand synthesis.  They are even now being disseminated and institutionalized, consistently reinforcing the unity of the planet and of the species as the core ideas for the proposed contract.

The globalization of the technosystem and its increasingly powerful influence on human life is also a factor supporting a trend towards planetary unity.  Nuclear weapons actually provide a form of negative unity, posing a continuing threat of extinction not only to those who possess them but to all life on Earth.  While there are many positive and negative trends towards planetary unity, the forces working to split the human community cannot be overlooked.  Rather, the emerging science of planetary management must learn how to channel these energies if Terran civilization is to develop.

Impact – Solves War

Overview effect solves all war

Dark 6 – department of Pol Sci @ California State University, Los Angeles

(Taylor, “Reclaiming the Future: Space Advocacy and the Idea of Progress,” paper prepared for the Societal Impact of Space Flight Conference, http://taylordark.com/T.%20Dark%20--%20NASA%20conference%20paper.pdf, dml)

Space advocates also foresee a new era of peace and mutual understanding arising as a result of space travel.  Sagan writes that “the unexpected final gift of Apollo” was “the inescapable recognition of the unity and fragility of the Earth.”  Sagan continues: “I’m struck again by the irony that spaceflight – conceived in the cauldron of nationalist rivalries and hatreds – brings with it a stunning transnational vision.  You spend even a little time contemplating the Earth from orbit and the most deeply ingrained nationalisms begin to erode.  They seem the squabbles of mites on a plum.”  Another space enthusiast, Frank White, argues for the existence of what he calls an “overview effect” in which humans who are launched into space achieve a veritable breakthrough in human consciousness.  Those living in space “will be able to see how everything is related, that what appears to be ‘the world’ to people on Earth is merely a small planet in space, and what appears to be ‘the present’ is merely a limited viewpoint to one looking from a higher level.  People who live in space will take for granted philosophical insights that have taken those on Earth thousands of years to formulate.  They will start at a place we have labored to attain over several millennia.”  Space dwellers will become aware that “we are one; we are all in this together; war and strife solve nothing.”  White also suggests that “the multiplier effect means that sending a limited number of people into space can lead to a broad-based social transformation.  The experiences of the few become new information for the many, serving as fuel for social evolution.”
War becomes impossible in a world of globalization

Adams and Carafagna 6 – *president-elect of the International Association of University Presidents AND **award-wining international affairs and media studies scholar

(J Michael and Angelo, Coming of Age in A Globalized World: The Next Generation pg 234-235, dml)
Wars are energized by dehumanizing the “other” and exaggerating the differences between “us” and “them.” This is much harder to do when we have learned about our neighbors and appreciate and understand their viewpoint and common humanity. Gaining that appreciation and understanding has never been easier, or more necessary, than it is today. Having a global view and being a world citizen is a key element for peaceful solutions. Being able to look at problems through the eyes of others reduces the fears and misunderstandings that breed conflict and terror. Learning to work together across geographic and cultural frontiers counters the insidious forces that threaten all of humanity. World citizens have a vested interest in prosperity and peace. Many will be propelled by humanitarian and unselfish desires to improve the lives of others. But beyond that, personal material goals and dreams dictate that individuals fight for peace. Acknowledging common threats and the danger from diseases and other crises that do not stop at borders requires that they win the fight. The threat to our own self-interest has become more obvious as the ties of globalization stretch further. This is what is new today. This is what makes it imperative that we fulfill our vision for a peaceful world.

Impact – Ethics

Ethical obligation to adopt the overview effect

Brockmann 11 – former president of the UN General Assembly

(Miguel, Opening session address to the UN Conference on the World Financial and Economic Crisis and its Impact on Development, Sharing Values: A Hermeneutics for Global Ethics, pg 366, dml)

There is a growing awareness that we are all sons and daughters of Earth and that we belong to her. As President Evo Morales has reminded us many times, she can live without us, but we cannot live without her. Our mission as human beings is to be the guardians and caretakers of the vitality and integrity of Mother Earth. Unfortunately, because of our excessive consumption and wastefulness, Earth has exceeded by 40 per cent her capacity to replace the goods and services she generously offers us. This vision of the living Earth is attested to by the astronauts who, from their spacecraft, acknowledged in wonder that Earth and humanity constituted a single reality. They were experiencing what is known as the ‘overview effect’, the perception that we are so united with the Earth that we ourselves are the Earth: the Earth that feels, thinks, loves and worships. This perspective gives rise to respect, veneration and a sense of responsibility and care for our common home, attitudes that are extremely urgent in the face of the current general degradation of nature. From this new perspective a new ethic is born. A new way for us to relate with all those who live in our human abode and with the nature that surrounds us. Today, ethics are either global or they are not ethics. 4. Axioms of an ethics of the common good The first affirmation of this global ethic consists in declaring and safeguarding the common good of the Earth and humanity. We will start with the assumption that the community of peoples is simultaneously a community of common goods. These cannot be appropriated privately by anyone and must serve the life of all in present and future generations and the community of other living beings. The common good of humanity and the Earth is characterised by universality and freedom. That is to say, everyone, all peoples and the community of life must be involved. No one and nothing can be excluded from this global common good. Furthermore, by its nature, it is freely offered to all and therefore, cannot be bought or sold nor be an object of competition. Moreover, it must be continuously available to all, otherwise the common good would no longer be common.

Turns the K

The reconceptualization of the earth spurred by the Overview Effect forces a fundamental reorientation of Western epistemology/ontology that solves the K
Turnbull 6 – Senior Lecturer in Philosophy and Social Theory at Nottingham Trent University
(Neil, “The Ontological Consequences of Copernicus: Global Being in the Planetary World,” Theory, Culture and Society Vol. 23(1): 125-139, dml)

In effect, Nietzsche, Heidegger and Wittgenstein offer what might be termed a ‘philosophical anti-Copernicanism’ that attempts to make the earth the ‘foundation of judgement’ and the still and fixed point around which human life turns. The symbolic consequences of recent explorations of interplanetary space have, in one sense and somewhat paradoxically, redoubled the force of these kinds of anti-Copernican moves in heightening the conceptual importance of the earth, while at the same time weakening the self-evidence of traditional pre-modern anti-Copernicanism by undermining the ‘unshakeable conviction’ that the earth is a fixed and supporting solid ground. But what happens to the Western philosophical quest for fixed ontologies and epistemological grounds when its traditional ‘grounded’ notion of the earth is supplemented, possibly in the end replaced, by a more dynamic, open, perceptual, aesthetic and technologically produced conception of the earth? Might the planetary earth be the postmodern equivalent of the Cartesian malin genie – that which undermines any idea of a fixed and stable ‘first principle’ of knowing and judging? How can we make sense of the idea of the return of ‘the earth’ to its former pre-modern position at the hub of Western conceptuality, while at the same time acknowledging that this earth is not the fixed earth of the past, but a symbolically significant and virtual – and worlded – earth?4 As the earth is technologically revealed as a planetary space that is simultaneously a cultural, political and ecological – and perhaps, in some yet-to-be-defined way, spiritual – the earth ceases to be something that, as it were, lies ‘beneath our feet’. It becomes something lying ‘in front of our eyes’ and as such it ceases to be an ontological basis for worldly ‘firm-footedness’ but is revealed as a set of visible patterns, flows and interconnections. A further question needs to be asked here, however: can there be a philosophical articulation of knowing and judging in a planetary age without recourse to an idea of terrestrial grounds? If, as Luce Iragaray observes, modern philosophy ‘always supposes in some manner, a solid crust from which to raise a construction’, and its ‘ek-sistence is founded on the solid’ (1998: 2), then clearly any attempt to make philosophical sense of these things without relying on an idea of fixed – earthly – grounds will require a different way of doing/conceiving philosophy. Can Western philosophy make sense of its traditional epistemological and ontological questions when the earth no longer appears as grounded?
Turns the K – Extensions

The reconceptualization of the Earth spurred by the overview effect is able to combat the underpinnings of imperialism
Turnbull 6 – Senior Lecturer in Philosophy and Social Theory at Nottingham Trent University
(Neil, “The Ontological Consequences of Copernicus: Global Being in the Planetary World,” Theory, Culture and Society Vol. 23(1): 125-139, dml)

Deleuze and Guattari note that, at the birth of modernity, modern philosophy ‘turns back against itself so as to summon forth a new earth and a new people’ (1994: 99). This new earth was the Copernican earth: the earth removed from its nodal position as the ultimate ground of the Aristotelian universe and ‘exploded’ into ‘the universe’ while at the same time being redefined and repositioned as one element of a wider heliocentric interplanetary system (the ‘third stone from the sun’). Its continual movement and dependence upon much larger and scientifically more significant interplanetary forces made it a poor candidate for certainty and necessity. Grounds were thus located elsewhere by modern philosophers – in more anthropological locations such as subjectivity, language and/or the hidden teleologies of history. It is only in the last century that such moves were exposed by the late Wittgenstein and late Heidegger as metaphysical illusions as existentially pernicious as the Aristotelian metaphysics that they replaced. But, in turn, the emergence of the planetary dimension to modern life undermined their territorialized conceptions of philosophy, creating a hiatus in the history of Western philosophy (that some have mistaken for the end of philosophy itself). However, when this issue is conceived in a Deleuzian manner, philosophy’s task is again to summon forth a new conception of the earth appropriate to the global cosmopolitan age. This conception of the earth can longer function as an a priori cognitive self-justifying principle; for the global earth is a dynamic and fluid – largely ‘oceanic’ – earth where ground, sky and water converge to form a new planetary idea of the world (where the earth, as world, is understood, in an Irigarayan manner, as largely ‘air’). But this does not necessarily imply that planetary representations are simply another imperialistic avatar ‘that universalises loss of meaning, the society of the void’ (Latouche, 1996: 73). No, for the new universal expresses a new political imaginary outside the ideological strictures of the modern nation-state. It is the condition of possibility for a planetary ideal of a new humanity – the non-human basis and destiny of every human – that brings together the planet’s cultural and ecological elements in a singular cosmological embrace (suggesting that both natural and cultural life are holistically related as vibrant multiplicities). This is earth is not the hypermodern Copernican earth, where human values and vitalities are rendered diminutive by the ‘vast sea of darkness surrounding a blue and green point of unified, singular human space’ (Redfield, 1996: 258), but a dynamic and open earth that is an expansive plane that brings all elements with a single plane of composition. It stands for the idea of a way of ‘dwelling’ without territory; an idea of global being for a new planetary Mitsein. This idea of the earth is also found in Indian philosophy – especially in Vedic traditions where the earth is conceived as ‘the far-spreading one’ and a ‘great wide abode’ (see Radhakrishnan and Moore, 1989: 11–12). And, for Deleuze and Guattari, this new earth requires a more topological articulation by a new kind of philosopher – in their view the philosopher must become nonphilosopher – in order to make ultimate sense and significance of what might be the ‘tao of globalisation’ (see Anderson, 2004: 77) and the ‘last universal’: the planetary world that must be shared by all.

Turns the K – Deep Eco

Overview effect creates a sense of interconnectedness with nature that is consistent with the alt

O’Neill 8 – Space Science Producer for Discovery News
(Ian, “The Human Brain in Space: Euphoria and the “Overview Effect” Experienced by Astronauts,” http://www.universetoday.com/14455/the-human-brain-in-space-euphoria-and-the-overview-effect-experienced-by-astronauts/, dml)

Could be the best example yet of being “spaced out”? When in space, astronauts have repeatedly reported inexplicable euphoria, a “cosmic connection” or an increased sensitivity to their place in the Universe. The experience sounds like the ultimate high, or the ultimate enlightening; it would appear that without trying, astronauts are able to attain a similar mental state as meditating Buddhist monks. So what is happening when the human body is in space? Does zero-gravity create new connections in the brain? Or is it a natural human response to the vastness of space and realizing just how small we are in comparison? What ever the reason, it looks like even when astronauts are back on solid ground, they have changed profoundly… On March 6th, 1969, Rusty Schweikart experienced a feeling that the whole universe was profoundly connected. At the time, he was on a postponed space walk outside his Apollo 9Lunar Module, carrying out tests for the forthcoming Moon landings. Already having suffered from space sickness (hence delaying the EVA) he felt a euphoric sensation: “When you go around the Earth in an hour and a half, you begin to recognize that your identity is with that whole thing. That makes a change… it comes through to you so powerfully that you’re the sensing element for Man.” – Russell “Rusty” Schweikart. Two years later, Apollo 14 astronaut, Edgar Mitchell (joint record holder with Alan Shepard for longest ever Moon walk of 9 hours and 17 minutes) reported experiencing an “Overview Effect”. He described the sensation gave him a profound sense of connectedness, with a feeling of bliss and timelessness. He was overwhelmed by the experience. He became profoundly aware that each and every atom in the Universe was connected in some way, and on seeing Earth from space he had an understanding that all the humans, animals and systems were a part of the same thing, a synergistic whole. It was an interconnected euphoria. Schweikart and Mitchell’s experiences are not isolated anomalies, many other astronauts since the 1970′s have reported this Overview Effect. Andy Newberg, a neuroscientist/physician with experience in space medicine, hopes to find out whether this is an actual psychological phenomenon. Perhaps there is a medical reason for an actual change in an astronaut’s brain function when in space. What’s more, he’s noticed a psychological change in the men and women that have come back from space: “You can often tell when you’re with someone who has flown in space, its palpable.” – Andy Newberg Newberg has scanned many brains to try to understand how humans reach this euphoric state on Earth. The religious communities, transcendental mediators and others around the world are able to experience similar states and have been the focus of interest to neuroscientists. In some cases, the meditation leads some people to view the whole cosmos as an interconnected quantum web, where consciousness is not separate, but a part of the Universe. Now Newberg hopes to monitor the brain of one of the first space tourists so a better grasp of the brain function of a human in zero-G can be understood. Edgar Mitchell has said that his personal event has changed his life, revealing a Universe that had remained hidden until he experienced the Overview Effect on that Apollo 14 mission in 1971. Whether this effect is a physical change in the brain, or a deeper, yet to be discovered event, Newberg hopes to find some answers.

AT – Everyone Has To Go To Space

Not true – sending a few people creates a multiplier effect

White 98 – expert on space exploration, too many quals to go here

(Frank is the author of The Overview Effect: Space Exploration and Human Evolution, first published in 1987 and re-issued in 1998. A member of the Harvard College Class of 1966, Frank graduated magna cum laude, and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. He attended Oxford University on a Rhodes Scholarship, earning an MPhil in 1969. He is the author or co-author of five additional books on space exploration and the future, including The SETI Factor, Decision: Earth, Think About Space and March of the Millennia (both with Isaac Asimov), and The Ice Chronicles (with Paul Mayewski). He also contributed chapters on The Overview Effect to two recently published books on space exploration, Return to the Moon and Beyond Earth. Frank has spoken at numerous conferences. In 1988, he delivered the keynote address at the International Space Development Conference in Denver. In 1989, he spoke at George Washington University to mark the 20th anniversary of the Apollo 11 moon landing. In 2006, the Space Tourism Society awarded Frank a “Certificate of Special Recognition.” He also delivered the keynote address at the first Overview Effect Conference in 2007, The Overview Effect pg 65-67, dml)

The experience of the Earth as a unified whole is a powerful reality for astronauts and cosmonauts. It is a message from the universe, not to space fliers alone, but to all of humanity. Now the question is, “How can larger numbers of people get that message?" There are two basic approaches to answering this question. One is the transportation oriented approach of taking more people into space, while the other is the communication oriented approach of replicating the experience, in various forms, and diffusing it around the planet. Unless there is a dramatic paradigm shift under way leading to low-cost access to Earth orbit, the primary transportation-oriented dissemination of the Overview Effect in the near future will be through government space programs sending astronauts and cosmonauts into space, and then having them communicate their experiences to the populace. Will that approach support a fundamental shift in consciousness at a planetary level? In Carrying the Fire, Apollo II astronaut Michael Collins wrote, “Fred Hoyle, the British astronomer, suggested as early as 1948 that the first picture of the whole earth would unleash a flood of new ideas." However, he went on to say that simply seeing pictures of the whole Earth is not enough to achieve the full impact. Rather, one must actually be there, 100,000 miles out in space, to get the full implications of the experience. Still, it may not be necessary for an entire society to feel the full impact for a shift in consciousness to take place. The astronauts and cosmonauts are representatives of the species, and in them we have the most powerful experiences of spaceflight being felt by a tiny sample of the whole population. The impact of their communication may seem insignificant; as Skylab astronaut Ed Gibson said, their talking about it is like a “drop of dye in the ocean,” but the diffusion of dye into a liquid changes its composition and color. Their messages to us may work similarly to change our perspective over time. In fact, diffusion is a good way to understand how new ideas are disseminated into societies. Communication researchers have noticed that there is a familiar pattern by which new ideas or practices are adopted by society as a whole. The pattern applies in the same way to issues ranging from the adoption of the smoking habit to the abolition of slavery. According to this “diffusion of innovation” theory, people fall into live basic groups in terms of adopting new ideas or practices. The percentages of the population they represent are innovators (2.5%), early adopters (l3.5%), early majority (34%), late majority (34-%), and late adopters (16%).2 New information coming into a human social system from the environment is processed in a sequence, starting with the innovators and concluding with the late adopters. Not everyone deals with new ideas the same way, and everyone does not adopt them immediately. The innovators are the first to take up the new idea; they then pass it on to the early adopters. Once these two groups make an idea their own, it is on its way to becoming a part of mainstream thought. No one, including innovators, takes on something unknown right away, skipping straight to the adoption or confirmation stages of the process. They have to hear about it, become interested in it, evaluate it, try it, then adopt it and confirm its value. The adoption curve rises slowly in the beginning, when the innovators and early adopters are going through the process, accelerates rapidly until about half the population has adopted, and increases at a slower rate while the later adopters come aboard. When about 20% of the population has taken up the innovation, the curve becomes virtually unstoppable. The most important audiences are the innovators, early adopters, and early majority, since their absorption of the message really makes it take off. The astronauts are the super innovators of the space age. Other innovators are those involved in national space programs, space interest groups, and other pro-space activities. The early adopters and early majority are now beginning to emerge in regard to the Overview Effect and other ideas discussed here. It is through this diffusion process that the experience of spaceflight is translated into an idea that has a powerful effect on society as more and more people are reached by it. Hearing an astronaut speak, seeing a film, or looking at a poster of the whole Earth begins the adoption process by bringing awareness of the overview to the audience. These experiences are not as deep as being in space, but the impact is broader because a film or poster can be replicated more easily and less expensively than the experience itself. In certain instances, people who are made aware of the overview go through transformations just as powerful as those of the astronauts and in unpredictable ways. I refer to people who have achieved astronaut awareness without going into space as Terranauts.
**SPACE COOP BAD**

2AC

No space partnerships – other countries lack political support, funding, and don’t trust the U.S.

Schaffer, ‘8 – professor at George Washington

[Audrey M. Schaffer, professor at the George Washington University; “Design of an international collaboration mechanism for space exploration;” published in Acta Astronautica, Volume 63, Issues 1-4, July-August 2008, Pages 509-528; Jay]

2.2. From the perspective of other nations The space agencies of the rest of the world do not yet enjoy the same political support for space exploration, particularly human exploration, as does NASA. Planning for exploration is, in many space agencies, still in its infancy, if it has begun at all. Therefore, the criteria described below are generally not official positions of the different potential participants in space exploration, but rather represent the personal views of the individual interviewed. Like the US criteria, the 10 criteria below would have to be reviewed with changes in national leadership and space policy. Again, the criteria are grouped by flow and do not reflect any prioritization. To generate this set of criteria, interview data from official and unofficial representatives of other space-faring nations and agencies were synergized to create a coherent set of ideas. In many cases, representatives from many different nations offered the same ideas, and so it was relatively easy to combine the data from different sources into one set of criteria. Each nation, however, will likely have its individual priorities during negotiations. The individuals interviewed in this section were the official Washington, DC representatives for the Canadian Space Agency (CSA), European Space Agency (ESA), French National Space Agency (CNES), German Aerospace Centre (DLR), Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO), and Japanese Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA). In addition, general science and technology counselors representing Italy and Russia were interviewed. Finally, a visiting scholar from the Chinese National Space Agency (CNSA), currently at the George Washington University Space Policy Institute, was interviewed for an unofficial perspective on China. Additional research for this section includes papers from the 2005 and 2006 International Astronautical Congresses, presentations from the series of “Spineto” workshops (I and II), findings from the series of AIAA workshops on international cooperation for space exploration, and other relevant speeches and presentations[22], [23], [24], [25], [26], [27], [28], [29], [30], [31], [32], [33], [34], [35], [36], [37], [38], [39], [40], [41], [42], [43] and [44].2 2.2.1. Preconditions Before laying out the 10 criteria for participation, first there are two preconditions that many space agencies must address before they can consider participation in an international collaboration mechanism. 1. Space agencies need political backing for exploration and/or human spaceflight programs. As mentioned, other space agencies do not enjoy the same national political backing for exploration that NASA does. Before being able to fully engage in collaboration on exploration, other space agencies must receive signals from their political and policy leaders to proceed. Some individuals suggested that an invitation by the US President could increase the likelihood of a commitment by their political leaders, but recognized that may not happen. Europe in particular must decide on its human space flight policy. While Europe does enjoy political support for unmanned planetary exploration, its ability to engage in lunar exploration depends on what its human space flight capabilities are. Europe must decide whether to partner with Russia and/or Japan to develop a parallel capability to the US Crew Exploration Vehicle and associated launch systems. Included in this decision is whether Europe wants to assure access to fly European astronauts. 2. Space agencies need confidence that US space policy will not change dramatically following the US presidential election in 2008. Many space agencies are considering altering their space programs and plans in order to participate in the lunar exploration plan initiated by the United States. Many space agencies did not previously have plans to explore the Moon, but instead were focused on Mars and other destinations in the solar system. Refocusing their efforts to the Moon will require a shift in policy. In order for space agencies to fully commit to this change in focus, they must be assured that the United States is not going to change its plans following the presidential election of 2008. Space agencies do not want to invest resources in lunar exploration only to find that the major partner, the United States, is no longer interested. In additions, space agencies are waiting to see what the United States’ post-2010 International Space Station policy will be. While they currently feel assured that the United States will meet its obligations to complete assembly of the station, they are not sure whether the United States plans to commit resources to ISS utilization. If other space agencies had to assume responsibility for the whole ISS utilization budget, they likely would not have enough funds to also pursue new lunar exploration programs. 2.2.2. Mechanism criteria 1. The mechanism must allow space agencies to retain their independence in key areas. This criterion is virtually identical to that described in the US section. Again, key areas of independence for other space agencies are independence of decision and independence of action. Other space agencies described independence slightly different than the US, but to the same effect. Independence is the ability to make independent decisions to pursue independent national programs. Space agencies do not want all of their funds tied up with exploration, should they choose to pursue other national programs because of national priorities. Each nation has its own strategy, and each wants the ability to follow its own path. Where national priorities yield missions that tie to exploration, space agencies are willing to coordinate with a “system of systems” approach. This attitude does not appear to rule out bilateral cooperation for specific projects or capabilities. However, like the US attitude about independence, other space agencies want the self-determination to make decisions and carry out programs in a manner best suited to them. 2. The mechanism must include collaboration on scientific investigations. Because many space agencies do not yet have a political mandate to pursue human exploration, scientific investigations must be included in the mechanism's purview, in order for some space agencies to participate. This criterion is similar to the first criterion in the US section—that the mechanism must protect the interests of the United States. Similarly, the space agencies insisting on this criterion (mostly ESAs) will not allow their national priorities to be subsumed by the collaboration activities. This criterion also means that scientific investigations of Mars must be included in the mechanism's purview, as many space agencies are more focused on Mars than the Moon. An additional note is that by including robotic scientific investigations in the mechanism's purview, space agencies can gain political backing for participating in the mechanism, which could lead to greater support for exploration in general. The exploration programs of many space agencies are supported primarily by the scientific community. Satisfying the interests of the scientific community will be critical for enabling space agencies to collaborate on exploration. 3. The mechanism must enable the creation of a global exploration reference architecture. Almost every interviewee said that a global exploration reference architecture was necessary to define common objectives, develop an overall plan, and provide continuity over time. A global architecture begins by defining common objectives. All space agencies must decide together what the areas of common interest are for space exploration, broadly defined. Then, based on national capabilities and interests, the mechanism participants can develop a plan together to outline roughly how each nation can contribute to the larger plan. Finally, national space agencies can show this information to their politicians and policymakers to demonstrate how their proposed programs will fit into the larger global picture. This could yield sustained funding and support for exploration. 4. The mechanism must influence space agenciesto undertake particular missions and projects. One of the key functions of the collaboration mechanism is that it should identify where particularly capabilities are lacking and serve to influence space agencies or cooperating groups of space agencies to fill those gaps. Without this function, the value of international collaboration is greatly diminished. If participants develop a global reference architecture, as outlined in criterion #3, identifying gaps should be relatively easy. The more difficult part will be to influence space agencies to fill those gaps or provide redundant systems for capabilities on the critical path. This criterion could be satisfied in a number of ways, including treaty-like legal obligations upon joining the mechanism or simply greater political pressure associated with membership. How this criterion will be satisfied will depend on other criteria for the mechanism. An additional point here is that by identifying areas for national contribution, the mechanism can also provide a forum in which to encourage and facilitate bilateral or multilateral cooperation on specific projects. If multiple space agencies are interested in filing the same gap, they could identify that mutual interest through mechanism discussions and then begin negotiations. The mechanism itself does not have to be the forum of negotiation, but it can provide a starting point to initiate them. 5. The mechanism must allow all space agencies to make a visible contribution to exploration. Other space agencies recognize that they are not likely to make as large a contribution to exploration as the United States. They still, however, want their contribution to be visible to their citizens because exploration is still a source of national pride. If space agencies are going to invest resources in space exploration, their activities must be seen, in part, as national programs. This means that “international collaboration mechanism” cannot be synonymous with a single US-centric project for which other space agencies provide only augmented capabilities. Instead, the mechanism must either facilitate the coordination of independent programs or provide opportunities for mutually beneficial bilateral and multilateral cooperation projects. 6. The mechanism must define a set of interaction principles for mission collaboration. Space agencies want the mechanism to define the principles of their interactions on exploration missions. In this context, interactions cover a variety of topics, ranging from legal interactions such as export control frameworks, to programmatic interactions such as infrastructure sharing, to technical interactions such as interoperability standards. While these types of issues are very different, they all can be defined and agreed upon by the mechanism participants early on in collaboration. No matter what solutions participants agree to, having an established set of “rules of the game” will provide transparency to existing members and potential members. The principles should apply equally to all potential partners, to foster good will and a positive spirit of cooperation. Agreeing to the principles could be mandatory for any nation interested in participating in the mechanism. 7. The mechanism must be open to all space agencies that want to participate in exploration. Every interviewee who commented on the subject of membership said that any nation should be welcome to participate in the international collaboration mechanism, given that the nation has at least some small budget invested in exploration programs. Many interviewees described space exploration as a way to foster international stability and bring developing space agencies into a common international system. Space agencies do not want to treat space exploration as an area for competition. This criterion runs contrary to one of the criterion of the United States. The United States wants the ability to control which space agencies join the mechanism, whether or not they meet the objective membership criteria (such as investment levels and technical capability, as described in #4 of the US criteria). The United States is not comfortable collaborating with every nation and is not likely to agree to the “everyone is welcome” principle. Resolving this issue will be critical in developing the initial terms of reference of the mechanism and will require NASA (the likely representative for the United States) to consult heavily with the White House and Department of State. 8. The mechanism must allow members to join and leave as national conditions warrant. The mechanism must be flexible enough that it allows new space agencies to join, as they become technically capable of contributing, and existing members to leave, as their national priorities change. The first half of this criterion—the ability to accept new members as they become technically capable—recognizes that space capabilities are rapidly proliferating to many more space agencies around the world. Space is no longer the purview of only an elite group of space agencies. If space exploration becomes a long-term endeavor, the mechanism must be able to incorporate the efforts of more space agencies as they become able to contribute. Allowing additional space agencies to participate over time will improve sustainability by increasing the total capabilities devoted to exploration and can foster the international stability described in criterion #7. The second half of this criterion—the ability of a nation to leave the mechanism as their national priorities warrant doing so—was also touched upon in the US criteria. If national priorities change and nations want to discontinue their exploration participation, the mechanism must allow them to leave. Satisfying this criterion may mean that joining the mechanism does not require a nation to contribute capabilities to a larger multilateral exploration architecture. Instead, specific projects may be agreed upon in bilateral or multilateral agreements like the International Space Station. Therefore, if space agencies want to change their contributions, they only disrupt the specific agreements they have made on project cooperation, as opposed to hindering the operation of the mechanism as a whole.
Impossible – China and India

Cooperation with China and India impossible unless US redefines strategic relationships.

CNA, ‘5 – Center for Naval Analysis

[Center for Naval Analysis Conference Report; “China's Space Program: Civilian, Commercial & Military Aspects;” published 10/6/2005; http://www.highfrontier.org/Archive/hf/Finkelstein%20China%27s%20Space%20Program.pdf; Jay]

In discussing the prospects for joint US-PRC space cooperation, the speaker suggested that US policies with Russia and India might serve as models. When Washington initiated space cooperation efforts with Moscow, Russia’s space program had already developed significant capabilities. Washington knew that those capabilities, if uncontrolled, might greatly complicate global efforts at limiting proliferation – bot that those same capabilities would complement US space development efforts. Consequently, the United States both purchased Russian energies and compensated Russia for lost commercial opportunities. US-Russian cooperation, however, did not begin until after the Soviet Union collapsed, when a new political context defined bilateral relations. In the case of India, cooperative efforts did not commence until after 9/11, when US decision-makers felt that the overall strategic situation had fundamentally changed. Consequently, the United States shifted its stance from generally avoiding discussion of joint space cooperation to welcoming greater interaction between the two nations' space efforts. But because there have been fewer quid pro quos possible between the United States and India, cooperation has also been more limited. India, for example, has not been invited to be part of the International Space Station (ISS). Given these possible templates, the speaker suggested that space cooperation between the United States and the PRC would likely have to be the result of a "grand bargain" between the two nations. That is, any major joint space effort, comparable to the Apollo-Soyuz joint mission, would have to be part of a larger set of exchanges and joint efforts that went beyond the space arena to the broader strategic relationship. As the speaker noted, given the scale and public visibility of space efforts, any such cooperation would have to be perceived as generating a significant benefit, or marking a major breakthrough in relations. 
Competitiveness

International cooperation undermines US strategic goals and hurts industrial and tech development
Stone 11 –Space policy analyst and strategist near DC

(Christopher, “Collective assurance vs. independence in national space policies,” 5/16/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1843/1, CJC)
The strategic goals of this document are not what many might expect: a US-modeled push for “interdependence”, “collective self-defense”, and further integration in the “global economy.” Rather, the EU produced a highly unilateral document focused on the advancement of European domestic space capabilities. These capabilities aim to enable “economic and political independence” for European citizens and a greater role for European excellence in space and worldwide. They view space as an area of strategic importance and acknowledge the need for enhanced military capabilities in space, in order to “strengthen its security missions.” Galileo is one example of many projects, where the Europeans desire is to remain independent and lead in other areas as well, such as space launch. One other key area to note is that this “independent access” to space is underscored by the statement that Europe will not rely on any foreign launch or service provider. This is interesting when comparing EU with current US plans and policy that project reliance on Russian Soyuz for human access to the International Space Station and American reliance on commercial and foreign partners overall. This US reliance on foreign partners could potentially lead to advantages for foreign commercial entities and possibly hurt, not help, US space industrial and high tech jobs. This is an area that shows potential strategic contradictions within the US policy and bears further scrutiny.
Unilateral space deployment increases competitiveness

Stone 11 –Space policy analyst and strategist near DC

(Christopher, “Collective assurance vs. independence in national space policies,” 5/16/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1843/1, CJC)

Second, the Europeans’ vision for space power advancement includes growth for its domestic space industry and economic capabilities as well. The EU policy states, “a solid technological base [is required] if [Europe] is to have an independent, competitive space industry.” To advance the influence of the EU space industrial base globally, they recognize they must increase innovation. Like the US space policy that advocates increased innovation in research and development, the EU policy also advocates innovation but with a different tone. To promote “industrial competitiveness” in the marketing of European space technology, they see “the setting of ambitious space objectives” as the key to “stimulating innovation,” not endless funding of STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math) education initiatives to keep the youth excited about entering the apparently dwindling US space sector. They understand that beyond mere research and development alone, with no concrete commitment to any funded ambitious space objectives in space exploration and national security programs, their space industrial base will neither innovate nor compete on the world stage. As a result of this understanding, the Europeans desire a strong industry that will assist/provide the increased prestige and influence necessary for European space efforts to be advanced in multilateral forums.

**SPACE EXPLOITATION GOOD**
2AC

Utilization of space resources now key to prevent immediate resource crunch.

Creola, ’96 – Advisor for European Space Cooperation

[Dr. Peter Creola; “Space and the fate of humanity;” keynote address to the International Space University Symposium, Space for Service to Humanity; published 1996]
Let us turn, therefore, to those space resources I am convinced we will need so desperately in the next century in order to avoid chaos and misery on Earth. The most needed one will be energy, not only to equalise living standards, but also to produce more food for an ever-growing population and more drinking water in the face of dwindling reserves. Figure 3 shows the depletion of Planet Earth's fossil fuel reserves over a slightly longer time scale than usual. Compared to the Planet's age, compared to the time that humans has existed, this depletion happens practically in one single instant. We light them up - and they burn like 'one single match in the darkness of eternity'. People in the traditional energy business normally reassure us: oil and natural gas are still plentiful - you only have to look at current prices - new reserves are discovered at almost the same rate as old ones are depleted and new technology will allow us to exploit hitherto inaccessible reserves. So today's energy people are fine: as long as there is a lot of fuel, they earn a lot, because of rising consumption, and once it becomes scarce, they will obviously earn a lot as well. But the present projections are normally based on present consumption per capita and do not take into account phenomena like the economic awakening of entire regions such as China. To come to the point: it does not matter whether fossil fuels and uranium are depleted in 100 years or 500 years, one day we will have to live without them. And we will have to develop the technologies to tap other energy sources while there is still time. In the long run, we have no other choice than the massive exploitation of solar energy. We have to convert this planet's industry, this planet's society, this planet's lifestyle to solar power. For many years I opposed the concept of collecting that energy in space and beaming it back to Earth. After all, installing large photovoltaic farms on Earth would always be much cheaper than launching and assembling all those huge surfaces in orbit. I no longer believe this to be true. Let me give just three reasons. First, in the next century even desert land might become scarce, because we need it to house our exploding population. Second, the total surface of the Earth collects far less than one billionth of the Sun's total radiated energy. So if we need lots of solar energy, we have to get out to catch it. Third, why should we launch solar power stations from Earth, if we can construct them right where they belong: on the Moon - or easily accessible from the Moon. Figure 4 is David Criswell's famous Lunar Solar Power System Concept of 1993, which is surely familiar to some. It is to be seen in the wider context of the so-called space option promoted by my compatriots Marco Bernasconi and Arthur Woods. Actually building power stations on the Moon - easy once you have achieved a permanent robotic and/or human presence there and you have mastered the technology of self-replicating machinery - certainly makes a lot of sense and could be among the very few options for getting us out of the civilisationthreatening energy crunch. Well, time is running out. We are still on the Moon, constructing solar power stations. Do we have a chance to save the Earth? To do this, we will have to cut short further illustrations of large-scale integration of near-Earth space into the terrestrial economy. One is mining the asteroids to get at their precious raw materials. Another one is modifying the solar flux with a huge lens between our planet and our natural - fully operational and pollution-free - nuclear power plant in order to mitigate natural or man-made climate change. Think about the tantalising scientific, technological, ethical, political and regulatory questions! We have just begun to decipher a few phrases of the chapter 'life support system' in the operations manual of Spaceship Earth. We have a long way to go before we can model the regional and global effects of selectively heating or cooling certain areas with large space based structures. But we know already - I mentioned it at the beginning - that, within the great climatic cycles of the past, there have been brutal variations of several degrees centigrade up or down within two or three decades. We know now, for instance, that the Gulf Stream could suddenly change its course, plunging northern Europe into a second Ice Age ironically without changing the overall and probably man-induced global warming trend. Shall we have to try then to heat up that part of the globe? Once we have the means to influence climate in one region, other regions will inevitably ask for their share of a better climate in order to win new lands to house their ever-increasing population and to grow more food for starving masses. It is difficult to avoid the feeling that this might just be another one of the potential future horror scenarios resulting from the combined long-term effect of unmitigated overproduction of humans and relentless economic growth. I feel uneasy about this kind of space technology. When I was still a student writing my thesis on Space Law, I dreamed about exploring the pristine wonder of the Universe and not massive exploitation to the sole benefit of one single form of Earthlife calling itself intelligent while being too stupid to solve the problems it was sufficiently clever to create. Let's hope for one thing: that economic expansion into near-Earth space will buy us time! One hundred, one thousand, ten thousand years. Time to find out why we are incapable of stopping our cancerlike growth. Time to find out why we always start destroying before trying to save. Time to overcome the ill effects of our instincts without losing those that make us human beings: caring, loving and wondering where we came from and where we are going. Only then we can confidently venture beyond near-Earth space to the stars and discover why we are alone or find out where the others are and how they coped with their growth disease. But first, this is the overwhelming priority, we have to earn our wings as pilots of Spaceship Earth - otherwise, it will pretty soon sail without us.
Extensions – Resources

Space exploitation essential to sustain development on earth.

Rycroft and Gentaa, ‘6 – *Professor at Cambridge, literally wrote the encyclopedia on space AND **Professor at the Polytechnic Institute of Turin

[Michael Rycroft, professor at Cambridge University, author of the Cambridge Encyclopedia of Space, and Giancarlo Gentaa, Professor at the Polytechnic Institute of Turin, Italy; “Will space actually be the final frontier of humankind?” published in Acta Astronautica, Vol. 58, Issue 5; March 2006]  Jay

The high cost of human space exploration is primarily linked to the fact that, to date, everything carried into space must come from the Earth's surface, the bottom of the Earth's gravitational well. Our present generation is now engaged in a ‘bootstrap’ effort, with every step on the path to the final frontier being linked in order to reduce the effort needed for those following. But is it true that space is very costly? Compared, for example, with the cost of military activities, space is not expensive at all. The cost of space exploration is not higher than that of other human activities, and in several cases it is lower. The cost of the construction of a new motorway or a railway, for instance, is comparable with, or even more than, that of sending a robotic probe to Mars or to the outer solar system. The sum spent every year by any large corporation in advertising compares with the cost of a sizeable space enterprise. Even the yearly budget of large criminal organizations is higher than that needed yearly to maintain an outpost on the Moon! The point, then, is not just a matter of money. What is lacking is the willingness to invest in an enterprise making little profit in the short term, yet one with good long term prospects for business. In the long term space exploration, or rather space exploitation, is essential to generate resources for a sustainable development on Earth. The commercial use of space here shows that funding is not lacking in the sectors where space activities are financially rewarding, as in the telecommunications business. This must not be underestimated since, in recent years, privately funded space activities have attracted more money than that directly spent by space agencies. Another important sector is that of Earth observation and navigation satellites, where the large investments required fit well within the traditional fields of governmental organizations and where many countries, such as China, India or Indonesia, are now very active. Obviously, the same holds also for defence.
Squo exploitation of space key to the survival of earth.

Creola, ’96 – Advisor for European Space Cooperation

[Dr. Peter Creola; “Space and the fate of humanity;” keynote address to the International Space University Symposium, Space for Service to Humanity; published 1996]
Many people see the space endeavour as a thing of the past - a by-product of the Cold War, a piece of machinery left over from a no longer existing worldwide ideological confrontation that will soon come to a standstill. That conclusion is demonstrably incorrect. Anyone who watches weather forecasts, telephones around the globe, or navigates with a GPS receiver is using space technology that has become commonplace. And so are the people who, from a range of one hundred television programmes, delight in choosing the stupidest one of all! Indeed, forty years after Sputnik 1, satellites for meteorology, fixed and mobile telecommunications, navigation, positioning and observation are part of everyday life. Whole branches of the economy live with and through space services. Whether they are operated by private or public entities, their value to the economy as a whole already far outweighs the cost of their development and operation. Yet without the conviction of the space pioneers and without the initially politically motivated investments, these services would never have been conceived, let alone developed. The space sector as a provider of services to humanity therefore quite definitely has a bright future. It is inseparably and irrevocably part of our knowledge of Planet Earth - connecting instantaneously people, events and information. This is absolutely essential if we are to learn at long last, and never forget, that everything that happens happens just around the corner, and that everyhing we do has repercussions around the globe.
**SPACE REALISM GOOD**

2AC

Realism is necessary in the context of space

Cynamon 9 –USAF colonel, Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group
(Charles H., “DEFENDING AMERICA’S INTERESTS IN SPACE,” 2/12/09, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA539893)

Depending on one’s outlook, there are a range of projected futures regarding interactions among nations as well as their propensity to wage war. Within the spectrum of international relations, idealism lies on one end and realism on the other, with many variations existing in between. Idealists contend that discourse between nation-states through soft power (e.g., diplomatic and economic means) more effectively stabilizes the international order than hard military power. Conversely, realists adhere to hard power and the pursuit of self-interests by nation-states as the main determinant of international order. While the intent of this paper is not to be a dissertation on international relations, the polarity of idealism and realism permits extrapolation for the future strategic environment. Because a major conflict between spacefaring nations could lead to catastrophic damage to space assets and the space environment itself, the key question for the purposes of this research is, “What is the potential for future conflict among great powers?” Prudently preparing America to defend her space interests is vitally dependent on this answer. Immense disparity exists between idealism and realism when predicting the potential for great power wars in the future. Idealists advocate the democratic peace theory when prognosticating the future international order. That is, democratic nations are less likely to wage war against each other than with totalitarian or authoritarian regimes. Conversely, realists perceive an anarchical international order based upon balance of power or spheres of influence. They adhere to national interests as the key motivator in the behavior of states in international politics without regard for types of government. Through the lens of idealism, authors such as Thomas P. M. Barnett conclude that globalization has significantly reduced the likelihood of war among the great powers (aka peer competitors) citing the economic interdependence of the democratic nations with free markets as adequate deterrence for major conflict.14 Realists, such as James Forsyth and Colonel Thomas Griffith, are not so quick to declare the demise of great power war in the future. Recognizing there are many factors leading to conflict, realists believe conflict among great powers is not only possible but likely as nations pursuing their own interests and greater power will eventually clash.15 The United States will clearly continue to promote open markets for globalization and democratization as the key national interests. However, recent world events confirm the likelihood that volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity (VUCA) will dominate the strategic landscape for the foreseeable future. In 2008, the world witnessed the Russian invasion of Georgia, heightened tensions with Iran over nuclear proliferation, global economic meltdown, continued US counter-insurgency style conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, and growing anti-American resentment within the Western Hemisphere. Therefore, prudence dictates charting a future course with inherent flexibility to deter and fight, if necessary, either major wars among great powers or smaller conflicts such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan. The United States maintains hegemonic military strength with global reach that’s unlikely to be matched anytime soon. However, the degree that space will be a contested environment in a future conflict greatly depends on the adversaries encountered. This paper will consider near-peer nations, non-peer nations, and non-state actors as the types of possible adversaries. Additionally, spacefaring actors with indigenous access to space represent another critical factor in considering future adversaries’ ability to contest US interests in space.16 However, an adversary need not have access to space in order to harm US space assets. Thus, for completeness, the following taxonomy categorizes possible adversaries as: 1) near-peer, spacefaring nations; 2) non-peer, spacefaring nations; 3) non-peer, non-spacefaring nations; and non-state actors.17 A comprehensive strategy to defend US space interests must address the right mix of measures for assuring actors about US peaceful intentions, dissuading acquisition and use of space weapons, and deterring or defeating use of space weapons. These concepts represent the ways in which the strategy could attain the space defense strategy objective. There is no “one-size fits all” approach against the potential adversary types defined above. A tailored approach is needed and is thus described in the following paragraphs. 

Realism key in space- prevents miscalculation and great power war
Farnsworth 7 – Lt. Colonel USAF

(Jeffrey A, “Space Power: A Strategic Assessment and Way Forward,” 3/29/07, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA469671) 

Space capabilities will probably provide the greatest added value to national power, wealth, and military lethality in the 21st Century.1 It is a virtual certainty that like the land, sea, and air domains before it, the space domain’s exploitation will lead to power struggles and perhaps armed conflict as nations and transnational entities pursue their interests.2 The United States (U.S.) has exploited space for various national purposes within the bounds of a bipolar nuclear deterrent, duplicitous legal regime, and generations of ambiguous policy and political divisiveness. 3 The U.S. does not have a National Security Space Strategy to guide its activities and has largely followed its technological prowess to exploit the space medium.4 Meanwhile, the number of government, commercial, and non-state entities engaged in space activities has multiplied. This growth of space activity comes in a time where cultural differences, information, and globalization have ushered in a more diverse set of security challenges. The strategic environment is increasingly influenced by spacepower, which is defined here as the space medium’s exploitation for military, political, economic, and other purposes.5 In this age of “astropolitics”, failure to understand the nature of spacepower and how to wield it could lead to serious miscalculations by strategic leaders. 6 From a national security perspective, failure to proactively address tough spacepower issues may erode the domestic and international conditions necessary to achieve and sustain a peaceful and prosperous future. From a military perspective, decisions regarding spacepower may inadvertently create unacceptable risks and vulnerabilities for land, sea, and air forces and impede transformation efforts. Such miscalculations could precipitate catastrophic consequences for national security and global stability in the 21st Century. Hence, a National Security Space Strategy is needed to better shape a favorable future. 

Competition Inevitable – Russia

Realist perspective comes first—countries will always act in their own interests, especially when it comes to space policies—Russia proves. 

Pravada 10
(“International Cooperation in Space is Impossible”, Pravada, Russian Newspaper Online, 5/20/10, http://english.pravda.ru/science/tech/20-05-2010/113443-space_cooperation-0/)//AW
According to the official space exploration program of the Russian Federation, the nation’s space agency, Roskosmos, does not see activities outside Earth’s orbit without cooperation with other countries. In the past, space exploration programs were based on national ambitions of the states which conducted those programs. The ambition to show the power of its science and technology made the Kremlin launch the world’s first-ever satellite and then first man in space. The White House stunned the world with its Apollo program. The defeat of the USSR in the lunar race made Soviet scientists develop orbital stations Salyut and Mir. The success of the Soviet Union at this point was so impressive that it made the United States proceed in the same direction. In 1984, Ronald Reagan announced the start of works to develop Space Station Freedom with the participation of America’s friends and allies. Tom Moser, the director of the program, clearly stated in 1987, when he tried to convince the Congress to fund the orbital complex, that Space Station Freedom would be developed to leave the Russians behind. The construction of the station with the participation of international partners was supposed to show that “free nations” could cooperate in space as successfully as communist ones (the Soviet Union was working on the Interkosmos program in cooperation with its political allies during those years). The end of the cold war and the space race deprived the USA of its goals. Moreover, it turned out that coordinating efforts of different countries in one space project was a very complicated objective. Space Station Freedom was supposed to enter orbit at the end of the 1980s. However, the designers of the complex, who had already spent $8 billion on engineering works, could only present a pile of documents to the president and the Congress. The program was eventually scrapped in the beginning of the 1990s. However, NASA suggested the White House should invite Russia in the project to celebrate the start of the new era in US-Russian relations and to build the complex faster, better and cheaper. NASA believed that Russia’s participation in the construction of the station, which was called the ISS, marked an obvious achievement both from the political, technological and economic point of view. US specialists thought that Russia would help save one year and $2 billion. In total, the construction of the ISS was evaluated at $17.4 billion. Russia helped in the solution of two vital problems in the program. It provided the service module (SM) known as Zvezda (Star) and Soyuz spaceships. The module, which provided some of the station’s life support systems, was launched to the station four years later that planned. US congressmen calculated that the delay resulted in the losses of $5 billion. Russia was primarily responsible for the delay in the start of the exploitation of the complex, not to mention the increased spending. US congressmen repeatedly offered to either exclude Russia from the ISS program or simply purchase its service module. Now it is obvious that if Russia had been deprived of its membership in the program, the space station would have stopped operating after the crash of Shuttle Columbia in 2003. Russia’s Soyuz and Progress booster rockets remained the only option to deliver cargoes and astronauts to the space station before NASA resumed shuttle launches. The fate of the ISS will solely depend on the Russian rockets after 2010, when the shuttle program is shut down completely. If Columbia had not crashed, astronauts would have continued flying to the ISS and back on board NASA’s shuttles, whereas Russia’s role would have been much less important. The problems connected with international cooperation between the members of the ISS project and their dependence on Russia and the USA made NASA’s John Logsdon come to conclusion that the ISS program experience was negative for its members. As for the international cooperation in post-ISS projects, Barack Obama traditionally sees his major objective at this point in preserving America’s leadership in the organization of international efforts to explore the Moon, Mars, etc. Unlike Russia, the USA has no official document related to the space exploration program that would stipulate the nation’s future dependence on cooperation with other countries. The possible consequences of such dependence can be seen in the canceled program of another manned flight to the moon. If the USA had accepted Roskosmos’s request to include Russia in the project, the results would have led to lamentable consequences for Russia. Michael Griffin, a former head of NASA, said in 2006 that cooperation works best only if it is based on you-pay-for-yourself principle. Russia would have ended up with nothing if it had been accepted. A look back at the history of space exploration clearly shows that most significant and technological progress was achieved at the time when it was connected with the solution of strictly national, not international problems of space exploration. Superpowers used space technologies to demonstrate their scientific and technological strength. This competition gave a powerful incentive to the development of space industries in Russia and the United States. International cooperation in space nowadays is impossible.
Competition Inevitable – China

Competition is inevitable—China proves.

Foster 09—Daily Telegraph's South Asia Correspondent
(Peter, “Space Arms Race Inevitable Says Chinese Commander”, The Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/6486030/Space-arms-race-inevitable-says-Chinese-commander.html)//AW
China, which hopes to put a man on the moon by 2020, has long stated that it supported the peaceful uses of outer space and opposed the introduction of weapons there. However Xu Qiliang, a senior Chinese air force commander, said it was imperative for the PLA air force to develop offensive and defensive operations in outer space. "As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space," he told thePeople's Liberation Army Daily in an interview to mark last month's 60th Anniversary of Communist China, "this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back." Although Beijing has also sought to establish an international treaty to control the deployment of weapons in space, China surprised the world in 2007 when it shot down one of its own weather satellites in a test seen by many, including the United States, as a possible trigger of an arms race in space. "The PLA air force must establish in a timely manner the concepts of space security, space interests and space development," Mr Xu added, "We must build an outer space force that conforms with the needs of our nation's development (and) the demands of the development of the space age." Superiority in outer space can give a nation control over war zones both on land and at sea, while also offering a strategic advantage, Xu said, noting that such dominance was necessary to safeguard the nation. "Only power can protect peace," the 59-year-old commander added. China is currently in the process of rapidly modernising its armed forces, investigating the construction hardware such as aircraft carriers as well as cyber warfare techniques that could paralyse enemy's command and control systems. Last year's annual Pentagon report to the US Congress warned that Chinese militarisation was changing the balance of power in the Asia-Pacific region.
Competition inevitable—China satellites and new DoD national security space strategy proves. 

The Economist 11

(“The Cluttered Frontier: America Updates Its Space Security Policy”, Security in Space, The Economist, February 10, 2011, http://www.economist.com/node/18111774)//AW
At least, they used to be. Unfortunately, it has not quite worked out like that. A strategy document* published on February 4th by the country’s Department of Defense (DOD) and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence reveals interlopers. Around 60 countries now have satellites orbiting the Earth. Along with those satellites—which number more than 1,000—there are 22,000 man-made objects large enough to track by radar and hundreds of thousands of bits of debris too small to detect. Space is a congested, contested and competitive place, and one in which America is merely first among equals. America’s new national security space strategy—the first the DOD has felt the need to publish—is an attempt to adapt to this reality. Satellites, vital for both military and economic security, face a range of threats, including accidental collisions, anti-satellite missiles, lasers, electronic jamming and even the hacking of their software. On top of that, America has a lot more competition than it used to in the markets for making and launching satellites. A decade ago its share of these industries was double what it is today. Such competition is inevitable, as space technology spreads and other countries are no longer forced to rely on America’s good offices for things like satellite-based global positioning systems. But a more direct threat to America’s position comes from the testing of anti-satellite weapons. In 2007 the Chinese used one of their ageing weather satellites as target practice for a ground-based missile. The test was successful, in that the satellite was destroyed, and America had a minor “Sputnik moment” of realization of the true capabilities of its rival. But the test also had the consequence of creating thousands of pieces of debris that now pose a hazard for other satellites, including Chinese ones. The new strategy document suggests that, rather than trying to negotiate treaties that outlaw such behavior, America should lead by example. To an extent, it already has. A year after the Chinese test, America followed suit. It destroyed an errant spy satellite that still had a full load of a toxic propellant called hydrazine, and was in danger of spilling it over an inhabited area when it re-entered the atmosphere. Unlike the Chinese test, though, the American target was in such a low orbit that any debris would quickly have fallen into the air and burned up. There were claims at the time that this test was intended mainly as a demonstration to the Chinese. If it was, they may have learned a lesson in good neighborliness, at least. According to Brian Weeden, of a think-tank called the Secure World Foundation, China conducted another anti-satellite test in 2010, and that passed without criticism. The crucial difference was that, like America’s test, the second Chinese one did not create any mess.

Competition between countries for space power is inevitable—China and US prove.

Ritter 08—Times Correspondent specializing in international affairs

(Peter, “The New Space Race: China v. US”, Time Magazine, February 13, 2008, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1712812,00.html)//AW
Both the U.S. and China have announced intentions of returning humans to the moon by 2020 at the earliest. And the two countries are already in the early stages of a new space race that appears to have some of the heat and skullduggery of the one between Washington and Moscow during the Cold War, when space was a proxy battleground for geopolitical dominance. On Monday, the U.S. Department of Justice announced the indictment of a former Boeing engineer for passing sensitive information about the U.S. space program to the Chinese government. According to the indictment, Dongfan Chung, a 72-year-old California man who worked for Boeing until September 2006, gave China documents relating to military aircraft and rocket technology, as well as technical information about the U.S. Space Shuttle. U.S. officials say the Chung case is part of a pattern of escalating espionage by China. "We're seeing this on all fronts," says Dean Boyd, a spokesman for the Justice Department's National Security Division. Since October 2006, the Justice Department has prosecuted more than a dozen high-profile cases involving China, including industrial espionage and the illegal export of military technology. In an unrelated case also announced Monday, a Defense Department employee was arrested in Virginia for passing classified information about the sale of U.S. military technology to Taiwan to alleged Chinese agents. The scale of Chung's alleged espionage is startling. According to the Justice Department, Chung may have been providing trade secrets to Chinese aerospace companies and government agents since 1979, when he was an engineer at Rockwell International, a company acquired by Boeing in 1996. He worked for Boeing until his retirement in March 2003, and continued to work as a contractor for the company until September 2006. The indictment alleges that Chung gave China documents relating to the B-1 bomber and the Delta IV rocket, which is used to lift heavy payloads into space, as well as information on an advanced antenna array intended for the Space Shuttle. According to the indictment, Chinese officials gave Chung a shopping list of information to acquire for them. In one instance, Chung said that he would send documents through an official in China's San Francisco consulate. In another, a Chinese contact suggested he route information through a man named Chi Mak, a naturalized U.S. citizen who also worked as an engineer in California and who was convicted last year of attempting to provide China with information on an advanced naval propulsion system. The indictment charges that Chung was a willing participant. "Having been a Chinese compatriot for over 30 years and being proud of the achievements by the people's efforts for the motherland, I am regretful for not contributing anything," Chung allegedly wrote in an undated letter to one of his mainland contacts. (Chung's lawyer has maintained his client's innocence.) China's manned space program, codenamed Project 921, is indeed a matter of considerable national pride for a country that sees space exploration as confirmation of superpower status. China is pouring substantial resources into space research, according to Dean Cheng, an Asian affairs specialist at the U.S.-based Center for Naval Analysis. With a budget estimated at up to $2 billion a year, China's space program is roughly comparable to Japan's. Later this year, China plans to launch its third manned space mission — a prelude to a possible lunar foray by 2024. With President George W. Bush vowing to return American astronauts to the moon by 2020, some competition is perhaps inevitable. China's space program lags far behind that of the U.S., of course. "They're basically recreating the Apollo missions 50 years on," says Joan Johnson-Freese, chair of the National Security Studies Department at the U.S. Naval War College and an expert on China's space development. "It's a tortoise-and-hare race. They're happy plodding along slowly and creating this perception of a space race." But there may be more at stake than national honor. Some analysts say that China's attempts to access American space technology are less about boosting its space program than upgrading its military. China is already focusing on space as a potential battlefield. A recent Pentagon estimate of China's military capabilities said that China is investing heavily in anti-satellite weaponry. In January 2007, China demonstrated that it was able to destroy orbiting satellites when it brought down one of its own weather satellites with a missile. China clearly recognizes the significance of this capability. In 2005, a Chinese military officer wrote in the book Joint Space War Campaigns, put out by the National Defense University, that a "shock and awe strike" on satellites "will shake the structure of the opponent's operations system of organization and will create huge psychological impact on the opponent's policymakers." Such a strike could hypothetically allow China to counterbalance technologically superior U.S. forces, which rely heavily on satellites for battlefield data. China is still decades away from challenging the U.S. in space. But U.S. officials worry espionage may be bringing China a little closer to doing so here on Earth.
China is militarizing space against Japan and its allies – risks great power war.
Nautilus Institute 7 

(“The Abuses of Realism and Australian Security Interests : the 2007 Defence Update”,2007, http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/apsnet/policy-forum/2007/0714a-tanter.html/)
The core of the China problem for Australia has been well-canvassed for several years in the image of the Australian government’s nightmare of having to choose between its economic partner and its military ally. The trilateral security institutionalization now underway between the United States, Japan and Australia is certainly meant to exclude China. The Australian expression of concern about Chinese military development was itself an echo, just days apart, of Japan’s Defence Ministry statement: “Tokyo's Defense Ministry said Beijing's military expansion plans include outer space, citing its successful missile test in January that destroyed a satellite. ‘It is highly possible that (China) is considering attacks against satellites as part of its military actions,’ the report went on, stressing that the rapid modernization of China's military forces ‘raises concerns’ and the effects on Japan ‘must be assessed carefully.’" [6] The East Asian echo is a symptom of the deeper problem. Australia and Japan are effectively coordinating their statements on China as a threat, in the absence of any genuine security threat. The deepening of security relations between these two countries and India is not coincidental, and is well understood by China as such. Not surprisingly, the Chinese have called Australia’s bluff on the matter, resulting, as the Chinese government no doubt foretold to itself, in a humiliating backdown by the Australian Minister for Defence highly satisfactory to Middle Kingdom thinkers. The tightening of security ties with Japan is being pursued enthusiastically without a realistic assessment of either the domestic problems that will inevitably arise from remilitarization in a country with deep and abiding democratic deficits, or the almost reckless embrace of “great power-like” security thinking and defence policies that are bringing Japan into unnecessary conflict with China, such as missile defence. [7]

**ASTROPOLITIK**

Outer Space Treaty NU

Outer space treaty has already been violated – The Bogata Declaration

Dolman 2 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
(Everett, Astropolitik: Classic Geopolitics in the Space Age pg 134-135)

Not all international treaties and conventions have been so committed to the socialized exploration of outer space. Although recognized only by the participating states, at least one of these makes direct sovereignt y claims on a portion of legally defined outer space. In December of 1976, the equatorial states of Brail, Columbia, Ecuador, Indonesia, Kenya, Uganda, and Zaire declared that their national sovereignty extended to the geostationary belt, 22,000 miles above the equator."" This so-called Bogata Declaration was 'in strict violation of custom, common sense, and the Outer Space Treaty'.67 It has never been accepted by the international community, and probably never will be, but it remains important because it is representative of a growing desire in the LDCs to seize a greater share of the common goods. It is historically curious, and ethically unfortunate, that the position it espouses is analogous to the colonial oppression from which all these nations once suffered. Oddly enough, the legal basis for such a claim dates to the Roman usque ad coleum doctrine, already discussed, and just as importantly to the Papal Bull of 4 May 1493, in which Pope Alexander VI attempted to divide the New World between Spain and Portugal. Called the 'hinterland principle', it established the process of discovery that he who owned the coast could claim the region inland to an indefinite extent'" The Bogata Declaration is justified by the declaring states on the claim that the atmosphere is aptly described as the coastal region of outer space, and thus it provides the segue necessary to return to the dictums of Astropolitik.

A2: Space Treaties Good
Space treaties are the end of space development – not only is astropolitik inevitable, but it’s the only way to achieve benefits from space for everyone.
Dolman 2 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
(Everett, Astropolitik: Classic Geopolitics in the Space Age pg 138-139)

The core problem in international space law is that the practical effect of collectivizing space has been counter to its intended purpose of encouraging the development of outer space. Indeed, it would seem to have had precisely the opposite effect. The reason is that the treaty solved an entirely speculative collective action problem, the tragedy of the commons' in outer space, in the belief that common pool resources were wasted in the competitive scramble of states to claim sovereignty over the new frontier. The treaty may actually have resulted in a collective inaction problem as states failed to invest in the development of space because an important incentive for its development had been eliminated. The argument here is that in rendering space and all celestial bodies res communis rather than res nullius, and thus eliminating them as proper objects for which states may compete, the treaty dramatically reduced the impetus for the development of outer space. Some celestial bodies, the Moon, Mars, and larger asteroids in particular, represent potential new national territory for states, and in the realist/Astropolitik paradigm, states are hard wired to acquire and hold territory. According to Hendrik Spruyt, the sovereign nation-state emerged as the dominant state form, first in Europe and then across the planet, because it was superior to the three alternative state forms; the individual city-state (Genoa, Florence, and Venice), the city league (Hansa), and the multinational borderless empire (Holy Roman Empire and Roman Catholic Church)." The advantages of the sovereign nation-state in this competition Jay not only in the exclusive economic exploitation of a national population and territory but also in its interaction with other sovereign nation-states in the new state system. Control over territory, even territory with little or no population, was then and remains today an essential criterion for statehood. That the modern nation-state continues to be motivated to acquire and hold territory is evident in their willingness to use military force to resist the loss of existing territory to separatist movements and in disputes over territories such as the former Spanish Sahara, West Bank, Spratley Islands, and Aksai-Chin Plateau. The point is driven home by considering the hypothetical permanent loss of all national territory by a state that retains possession of its bureaucratic organizations and non-territorial assets. Would it continue to be deemed a state? Clearly, having lost its res, the former nation-state would cease to be a state and become a Non-Governmental Organization (NGO), and in consequence, a creature of lesser status in international affairs. Having been deprived of the possibility of assuming sovereign possession of new territory discovered and claimable on celestial bodies and in space, states did the same thing that individuals and firms do when domestic law deprives them of the possibility of assuming legal possession of real estate. They rationally choose not to make investments that would lead to its development. In the absence of some immediate political return in the form of new national territory, the attractions of political, economic, and social returns in the near term from investment in or consumption by states are likely to be underwhelming. The perverse consequence of the OST was the inducement of individually rational behavior by decision makers in the few spacefaring states with the technology and fiscal resources to undertake the development of outer space to not do so. This deprives all of humanity much less all states of the long term benefits of the development of outer space. By collectivizing outer space, the OST vested legal rights in all states that they would not or could not exercise. That spacefaring states would not is the result of disincentives. The actual tragedy of the commons is that the effort to achieve collective action resulted in collective inaction. Application of the Coase theorem makes the insight more explicit.;' In its most straightforward form, the Coase theorem asserts that if individual property rights exist and transaction costs are low or zero, then resource allocation will be optimal regardless of how property rights were initially assigned. This theory of market exchange is simply an argument that the assignment of property rights will result in the efficient allocation of resources because individuals with the ability to use property more efficiently will purchase it from the existing owners. One important implication is that distributive justice is irrelevant to the efficient allocation of resources. Thus any assignment of property rights is preferable to no assignment of property rights. If the recognition of national sovereignty over territory under international law is substituted for protection of individual property rights under domestic law, and the motivation of states to acquire territory is substituted for the motivation of individuals to acquire wealth, then the logic of the Coase theorem would dictate that any assignment of sovereignty over territory would be preferable to no assignment. Therefore, if the policy goal is to encourage the development of  outer space, then any assignment of sovereignty over territory in space and on celestial bodies would be preferable to the existing structure of vesting collective rights in all states. If the assignment of sovereignty achieves some measure of distributive justice, then so much the better. The preferred solution is to let market-style forces determine relative values of assigned sovereignty for all states (see below, p. 178). Without doubt, however, without the investment in space development by the spacefaring states and/or their national firms, the non-spacefaring states cannot possibly receive any economic benefits from the collective ownership of space. With investment in space development by the spacefaring states and/or their national firms, non-spacefaring states could reap some economic benefit from space.
Astropolitiks acknowledges that other states aren’t “forcing” the U.S.’s hands, but it also acknowledges that this strategy would lead to greater peace.

Dolman 2 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
(Everett, Astropolitik: Classic Geopolitics in the Space Age pg 153-155)

What follows is the framework of the Astropolitik grand strategy. It is not the only strategy available to the United States, nor is there any effort to deny the existence of a superior strategy. It is simply the logical output of an Astropolitik analysis. No attempt will be made to create an unconvincing argument that the United States has a right to domination in space, or that other states through their enmity are forcing their hand. Such simply would not be true. Only a brief attempt will be made to argue that, in this case, might does make right. The persuasiveness of the case will be based on the self-interest of the state, and stability of the system. It is a policy and a case lifted directly from words of the Athenians in Thucydides' infamous 'Mehan Dialogue', perhaps the most precise and enduring statement of Realpolitik ever made. 'Just as the Athenians could argue that Melian neutrality was more damaging to their interests than outright hostility, Astropolitik declares that the lack of a hostile space power at the present is more damaging to US space interests than having aggressive, competing military space programs with which to cope (an argument specifically constructed in Chapter 4).In a parallel line of reasoning, the Athenians believed the toleration of a weak neutral close to the borders of its empire was a sign of weakness in themselves. It could induce current allies to switch to neutrality, depriving them of needed revenues (via tribute). The lack of an enemy in space is most assuredly causing complacency in the United States, stunting the expansion of its space capabilities, and further causing our allies (in Europe and Japan specifically, but in Israel most notoriously) to develop their own potentially conflicting military space capacities because they cannot be sure of US commitments in the future. The United States does have one significant edge over the Athenians in that it can advance a broad moral argument for space domination. Athens was fashioning a coercive empire of dependent states, the United States is not. The US form of liberal democracy, unlike Athenian mob democracy, is conducted within the rule of law. It is admirable and socially encompassing. If anyone state should dominate space, it ought be one with a constitutive political principle that government should be responsible and responsive to its people, tolerant and accepting of their views, and willing to extend legal and political equality to all. In other words, the United States should seize control of outer space and become the shepherd (or perhaps watchdog) for all who would venture there, for if any one state must do so, it is the most likely to establish a benign hegemony. The Astropolitik plan could be emplaced quickly and easily, with just three critical steps. First, the United States should declare that it is withdrawing from the current space regime and announce that it is establishing a principle of free-market sovereignty in space (along the guidelines articulated in Chapter 5). Propaganda touting the prospects of a new golden age of space exploration should be crafted and released, and the economic advantages and spin-off technology from space efforts highlighted, to build popular support for the plan. Second, by using its current and near-term capacities, the United States should endeavor at once to seize military control of low-Earth orbit. From that high ground vantage, near the top of the Earth's gravity well, space-based laser or kinetic energy weapons could prevent any other state from deploying assets there, and could most effectively engage and destroy terrestrial enemy ASAT facilities. Other states should still be able to enter space relatively freely for the purpose of engaging in commerce, in keeping with the principles of the new regime. Just as in the sea dominance eras of the Athenians and British before them, the military space forces of the United States would have to create and maintain a safe operating environment (from pirates and other interlopers, perhaps from debris) to enhance trade and exploration. Only those spacecraft that provide advance notice of their mission and flight plan would be permitted in space, however. The military control of low-Earth orbit would be for all practical purposes a police blockade of all current spaceports, monitoring and controlling all traffic both in and out. Third, a national space coordination agency should be established to define, separate, and coordinate the efforts of commercial, civilian, and military space projects. This agency would also define critical needs and deficiencies, eliminate one above, and merge the various armed services space programs and policies where practical. It m ay be determined that in this environment a separate space force, coequal with army, navy and air forces, be established, but it is not deemed vital at this time. As part of the propaganda effort, manned space efforts will need to be accelerated. This is the one counter to the efficiency argument of the new agency, but it is necessary. Humans in space fire the imagination, cull extraordinary popular support, and, while expensive, Oberg makes the subtle argument that humans 'have and will continue to possess a keener ability to sense, evaluate, and adapt to unexpected phenomena than machinery'." A complementary commercial space technology agency could be subordinated or separated from the coordination agency, to assist in the development of space exploitation programs at national universities and colleges, fund and guide commercial technology research, and generate wealth maximization and other economic strategies for space resources and manufacturing.
A2: Space Weapon ==> Arms Race

A commitment to space weaponization now stops the arms race.

Dolman 2 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
(Everett, Astropolitik: Classic Geopolitics in the Space Age pg 155-156)

The moral argument has many levels, and stems from both the high-ground and the modified-sanctuary theses (accepted here) that the weaponization of space is inevitable. The operational level contradiction is quite simply that it is unconscionable to assign to the military services the task of controlling space, and then deny them the best means with which to do it. To the military, it is the equivalent of sending a soldier into combat without a rifle. At the strategic level it thwarts the gloomier predictions of the awful result of space weaponization by preempting the process. Most theorists who lament the coming inevitability of space militarization do so on some variation of the notion that once one state puts weapons into space, other states will rush to do the same, creating a space-weapons race that has no productive purpose and only a violent end. Other assumptions are generally along the line that conflict and bloody war must eventually reach the cosmos, and delaying or holding off that eventuality is the best we can hope for. By seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is unchallenged in space, both those assumptions are revealed as faulty. The ability to shoot down from space any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space, or to readily engage and destroy terrestrial ASAT capacity, makes the possibility of large-scale space war and or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a power that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of either scenario seems remote. 10 be sure, if the United States were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, non-arbitrary, and efficient, other states would quickly realize that they had no need to develop space military forces. It would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems much 'in the same fashion that the Global Positioning System (GPS) succeeded in forestalling the fielding of rival navigation and timing systems'.'· In time, US control of low-Earth orbit could be viewed as a global asset and a public good.
Astropolitik Heg (s) War
A regime of Astropolitik and space based BMD solves all aggression – forever, from everywhere, at every movement.

Dolman 2 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
(Everett, Astropolitik: Classic Geopolitics in the Space Age pg 160-161)

A ground based anti-missile system to defeat incoming ballistic missiles is much less expensive than a space-based one, but vastly inferior. First because of the limited range of the interceptor, it must be assigned to a point target or area to be effective. A TMD battery in New York could not defend an attack on Los Angeles. A space-based system would have global presence. Wherever the threat occurred, the system would be ready to intercept. Surprise missile attack would be impossible. Second, because the TMD engages the incoming missile, collateral damage will occur in or near the defense point. As an illustration, the Patriot missile (model for the current TMD light BMD system) defense of US positions in Saudi Arabia during Desert Storm engaged Iraqi SCUDs in the unpowered, down side of the ballistic arc. In one instance, a Patriot missile successfully engaged a SCUD missile, knocking it off course. The rocket body landed on a barracks causing heavy casualties; perhaps more than if the rocket with its warhead had hit its intended target. In a nuclear warhead scenario, even if the warhead is rendered inoperable, radioactive material could be spread over a significant region in the defending state's territory. Damage from chemical or biological weapons could also be severe, even with a successful engagement. A space-based system would engage the target in the boost phase of flight; meaning that whatever state launched the missile would likely suffer the collateral damage of its destruction. Another advantage to boost phase targeting is that missiles with multiple warheads will not have separated, maximizing the defensive effect and minimizing the defensive problem of multiple independent re-entry vehicles (MIRVs). Third, and tied in closely with the second factor, TMD systems will engage targets that are spiraling down the gravity well while they must propel themselves up the well. Space-based systems will do so traveling down, the energy and maneuver advantages of which have already been described, to attack slower moving and hence more vulnerable targets. Without question, from military applications and strategic perspectives, space-based BMD systems are superior to terrestrial (ground, sea, or air) based ones. They also have exceptional political advantages. Any BMD system will receive criticism from potential adversaries, as is evident with the routine vocal opposition that comes from Russia and China to any proposed US TMD system. Because of criticism and retaliatory threats made by the opposing states, domestic and allied support has been hesitant and unsure. If the state is willing to deploy BMD anyway, by using a space-based system instead of a ground-based one it should be able to gradually regain widespread popular support. One of the advantages of the mobile TMD system, say its advocates, is that it could be dispatched to threatened areas as needed. True enough, but imagine the problems associated with some possible deployments -to Israel, say, or to Taiwan. As much as the United States would insist that the deployment was for defensive purposes only, it would be a clear and possibly inflammatory sign of preference for one side over the other. A space-based system would forever be on alert, and would avoid the political problems of terrestrial basing altogether. The United States would not have to deploy physically to the threatened territory to be able to intercept and destroy hostile missile activity -regardless of the side that launched first. US impartiality could be asserted and maintained. Retaliations, too, could be controlled. While a US TMD battery in Israel could conceivably shoot down an incoming ballistic missile from Iraq, what would prevent the Israelis from shooting back in anger? The United States would need to deploy the system in both states. Eventually, they would have to be deployed in all states, and any hope of countering the space based system with a fiscal restraint argument would be lost. Moreover, the human operators of the TMD battery would be at risk. Their capture or casualties in their ranks could force the United States to get directly involved in the conflict. Knowing this, they could be particularly desirable targets for either side. In other instances, the United States might not have the time to deploy a TMD battery to a hostile theater, or may be politically unable to do so. The case of an Indian-Pakistan or an Iraq-Iran exchange comes readily to mind. In all these described circumstances, with a space-based BMD system the United States could effectively uphold the principle that aggression is wrong in international politics, as first stated in George Bush's post-Gulf War declaration of a New World Order. The United States could stop the launching of missiles at any state from any state or substate actor, without taking sides or further inflaming the issue. If it were willing to do so, and would act decisively and non-arbitrarily to prevent any hostile aggression from crossing national borders, the US-owned and operated space-based BMD system could be seen as a global asset. The world would be free of the fear of missile-based nuclear war. As a critical element of an overall Astropolitik strategy, it has tremendous political advantage and virtually no political liability. The moral superiority of the realist argument is revealed in this context. By following the three-part Astropolitik strategy—immediately renouncing the OST and acting to structure a property-based free-market regime in its place; deploying a space-based BMD system which would eliminate missile-borne threats and guarantee domination of space; and establishing a proper, cabinet or ministry level space coordination agency to encourage space efforts and promote popular support for space exploration—a dominant liberal democracy like the United States can usher in a new era of peace and prosperity.
Space Mil Inev
Many nations are looking into taking advantage of space now.
Dolman 2 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
(Everett, Astropolitik: Classic Geopolitics in the Space Age pg 170-171)

In the absence of Cold War competition, what future in space is already, if slowly, being revealed? Jack Williamson writes: No longer is the focus of competition centered exclusively on the Soviet Union. Now feats of the Europeans and Japanese receive a prominence in the media that are often linked with the gap between the expectation and the reality of US technology. These countries have made a conscious effort to become more independent of the United States for access to and utilization of outer space. 20 Indeed, there seems to be a bevy of potential contenders for space dominance. The Japanese, who are fashionably bashed for their presumably unfair competitive edge leading to an enormous trade deficit with the rest of the world, could be on their way to the status of worthy space competitor. The Europeans, whose Space Agency (ESA) easily ranks third worldwide in space expenditures, has a booming telecommunications industry and holds contracts for over half the world’s commercial space launches through 2005. It is even remotely possible that the Russians themselves will realize that their spacecraft assembly lines and existing stock of space hardware could become a lucrative capitalist enterprise. Certainly the infrastructure is in place to allow for a Russian resurgence in space, should their new market economy take off to allow for such expenditure. In an even more exotic scenario, if the Russians combine their infrastructure with the Europeans, as associate or full members of the European Space Agency, the resulting coalition space giant would have ominous potential But of those potential competitors, the Japanese and Europeans are long-time allies who share the United States’ basic values. A capitalism-driven Russia should also be more of a partner than a competitor. Hence, the greatest current outcries are from those who see the Chinese stealing their way to the Moon, via priceless US technology. In 1999, the People’s Republic launched a test version of a future manned space vehicle that could allow them to win the race to be third in indigenous manned space capability, and possibly the second to the Moon. Certainly the United States has shown little interest in going back to the Moon, not since we thought we were desperately racing the Soviets for that crowning honor. Perhaps with another set of socialist rivals we may yet rededicate ourselves, but it seems unlikely. The latter peril still does not raise our collective anxiety to that of the Sputnik challenge, at least enough to rouse us from our apathy and demand a Kennedyesque return to the stars. No, the likely spur to competition-induced reinvigoration of the space race is not national military advantage, despite its extraordinarily important role on the modern battlefield, but national economic advantage. Athens, Britain, and the United States were powerful trading states before they became world military powers. The opening of the seas accomplished for these states what the true opening of space will in the future—but only if the current regime in outer space is abandoned and replaced with one that inspires exploration and exploitation of the vast riches there. Ty Twibell has effectively described the legal restraints that have crippled the commercial development of outer space: ‘Despite high profit margins [from] technical breakthroughs, the space industry has merely scratched the surface of what it can achieve. However, reaching beyond these current achievements proves near impossible under the current body of space law.’ 21 The vast wealth of space is undetermined, and the cost of going there is high. The ambiguous cost-utility calculation alone is enough to make space exploration daunting, though certainly not disqualifying. But no state, much less any corporation, has an incentive to exploit the wealth of space if there are no guarantees that the potential profits gained there can be appropriated.
A2: Free Market Counterplan
U.S. based BMD is a pre-requisite to free market involvement in space.
Dolman 2 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies
(Everett, Astropolitik: Classic Geopolitics in the Space Age pg 171-173)

But a legal vacuum is no substitute for law, even inappropriate law that guides the expectations of actors. The OST should be replaced, not simply abolished. The new regime must rest on principles and norms consistent with capitalism and liberal democracy, and at the same time must recognize the obligation the richer states have to assist the poorer ones in a domain in which they cannot compete. This will provide the dynamism necessary for future space development. All states have a right to pursue happiness as they themselves define it (for a capitalist, that is to gain wealth), and capitalist-based liberal democracy is the most efficient and effective means to guarantee the maximum prosperity for all individuals. Adam Smith’s venerable ‘hidden hand’, which raises the wealth of society when individuals pursue self-benefit, is dominant in a world of abundance. The admonitions of Hardin and Lloyd are valid only in a world of scarcity. The norms encompassed in this new regime are that all states have the right to make claims and to engage in space development so long as they do not break the constructive conventions of the free market. These are, quite simply (1) that no economic competitor shall be prohibited from attempting to gain access to the market (in this case to the commercial possibilities of space), and (2) that no competitor is so wealthy or large that it can dictate the terms of exchange (no economic monopolies or monopsonies). What is too little understood by advocates of the free market, is that while economic monopolies destroy the market, a monopoly of power is essential to its success. Without an effective space regime championed by the lone remaining superpower, violations—or ‘market failures’—of the principle and norms are bound to occur. In domestic free market economies, when market failure becomes apparent, the state must intervene to return it to competition. As the example given in Chapter 5 shows, such a regime for outer space is not only easily conceivable, it is simple in its construct. Should the United States or any other liberal democratic state gain military dominance in space, it can and should act as the ‘discriminating monopolist’ of power to re-center the free market and permit unfettered, productive economic competition. The rules and decision-making procedures must be based in the capitalist solution to the tragedy of the commons, in other words, privatization where possible and stringent regulation where resources cannot (or should not) be privatized. Advocacy of a firstcome first-served approach, as was done in the destructive period of global colonization, is not deemed advisable, though some might find particular merit in a system akin to the American Homestead Act that opened up the West to colonization by offering 160-acre tracts of land to any who could get to them and improve them within five years. The suggestion already offered for parceling out the commons of space is more like that offered for the model depiction of dividing the common pastures of old England. Take the known divisible regions of space and divide them up among the national entities of Earth. The formula can be determined in the future, based on population, GDP (Gross Domestic Product), or statehood—or a combination of all three. The key is that it must be perceived as equitable (in the old pasture commons, roughly equal lots were devised in terms of carrying capacity and then distributed to families by lot). Once the commons is privatized, it should reach its maximum sustainable profitability in short order. This option has the advantage of being immediately profitable to states that do not have access to space (which is why the homestead model is not preferred). These remote landlords could rent or sell their legal claims to the highest bidder. They could enhance exploration by taking rent on contingency, asking for a percentage of gains made off their territory, and use the monies generated to enhance the lives of their citizens. All manner of possibilities will come to bear fruit, but only under a scheme of capitalist privatization. The astrographically determined divisible areas should be separately charted, subdivided, and distributed. For example, the geostationary belt could be divided into 360 slots (as is done currently) and each slot given to UN recognized states by lot or some other equitable method (as opposed to having states make up fictitious satellite programs to ‘reserve’ slots as is done now). Owners of existing national satellites in suddenly foreign territory would have to negotiate a suitable fee in order to stay. The Moon could be sectioned into several thousand tracts, each to be dispersed by an equitable, negotiated method. Once privatized, exploitation and speculation will begin at once. Of course, we know that not all curators of privatized commons will do what is in the best interest of their property. Some will be inefficient in managing it, and they will lose out to better profit-maximizers. This is the harsh mechanism of the market that ‘weeds out’ inefficient users, and to some extent it has a moral justification. Those who ill-use their lands will lose them. Those efficient in exploiting their lands will gain more. But this is not a guarantee, as strip mining and clear-cutting show. Some territory should therefore be set aside, as international commons, much as national parks are in this country. But to maximize space exploration, these must be limited. Despite the pitfalls, the parceling of space commons and distribution of it based on some criteria of useful exploitation makes sense. The new regime should also serve to limit (though probably can not eliminate) the potential for violence, as competition under these conditions is based on profit and not national honor. But not all violence will stop, and without an effective police force and legal system to adjudicate disputes between land-holders and profiteers, the regime will collapse. An international peacekeeping force could be established, also consonant with the communal goals of the current regime, but this will serve only to perpetuate the extant suboptimal regime. Just as the major trading states of history had to establish strong military forces to patrol the seas, providing a safe operating environment for trade and commerce to prosper, the top spacefaring states would see it in their own best interests to establish a space force capable of dominating the major space trade routes, point locations of commercial and military value, and decisive regions of strategic control necessary to maximize space power. Hegemony has its costs, but the benefits are well established.
