Georgetown Debate Seminar 2011









Antonucci
Space Topicality
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NOTE ON TERMINOLOGY AND GENDER CORRECTION 

In many cases, the discussion of space exploration frequently uses the term “manned” to mean “staffed.”  Many authors, particularly older ones, use the term “mankind” to denote “humanity as a whole.”

Georgetown Debate and its Seminar does not approve of the use of gendered terminology, and we have written tags accordingly.  

However, we have preserved the original language of evidence in order to allow debaters the choice of original context.  CRTL+H will allow you to revise the evidence to easily fit your own ideological predispositions.

*** S/EX MUST INCLUDE COLONIES NEG
1nc: “s/ex”: must include colonies
A. Exploration must be oriented to expansion of human presence – this is a BROAD limit
European Commission 10/10/10
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/newsroom/cf/_getdocument.cfm?doc_id=6195
 “Space Exploration, a new European flagship Programme “

 Space Advisory Group of the European Commission, Framework Programme 7 – Space Theme  

 Space Advisory Group Members

Brook, Richard (Consultant, Surrey Satellite Technology Ltd.) Buszke, Bartosz (Managing Director Polspace Sp. z.o.o.) Coradini, Angioletta (Director, IFSI Roma Area Della Ricerca di Tor Vergata) Ghiron, Florence (Managing Director, Capital High Tech) Griffin, Matt (Director of Research, Cardiff School of Physics and Astronomy, Cardiff University) Haerendel, Gerhard (Professor of Space Physics, Max Planck Institute for Extraterrestrial Physics) Horneck, Gerda (former Vice-Director of the Institute of Aerospace Medicine, DLR, retired), SAG Vice-Chair Kallenrode, May-Britt (Vice-President for research, Universität Osnabrück) Kamoun, Paul (Chairman GMES Working Group ASD, Professor, University of Nice Sophia- Antipolis) Lebeau, André (former President CNES, retired) Leon, Gonzalo (Vice-Rector for Research, Universidad Politécnica de Madrid, Dept. Ingeniera de Sistemas Telematicos), SAG Chair Mohr, Tillmann (former Director-General Eumetsat, retired) Pinardi, Nadia (Associate Professor University of Bologna, Istituto Nazionale di Geofisica e Vulcanologia) Rosa, Pedro (Assessor to the Board, NAV, Portugal E.P.E.) Schmullius, Christiane (Professor, Institute of Geography, University of Jena) Swings, Jean-Pierre (Honorary Professor, Institut d'Astrophysique et de Géophysique, Liège) Tobias, Alberto (Head of Systems, Software and Technology, ESA-ESTEC) Tortora, Jean-Jacques (Secretary-General of Eurospace, ASD Director Space) Van Oranje, Friso (Director Space, TNO)  

In this document, the term "space exploration" refers to "the combination of robotic and human activities for the discovery of extra-terrestrial environments that will open up new frontiers for the acquisition of knowledge and peaceful expansion of humankind”3. The broad scope of this definition requires that the EU prioritise the proposed activities to be addressed in line with the potential financial envelope and technological capabilities

B. The affirmative doesn’t facilitate human expansion into space – they map entirely for the purpose of unstaffed exploration
C. Vote negative to preserve limits – it’s a huge topic compounded by an and/or construction – colonies focus restores debate to the crucial long-term debate over exploration
And, aff T cards distort the language and slay precision

Wright 6/28/6

http://www.spacepolitics.com/2006/06/28/a-move-against-mars-mission-funding/
 Overseeing the revival of Teachers in Space as a non-profit program of the Space Frontier Foundation. Principal Investigator on NASA K-12 Cooperative Agreement Notice to create professional-development workshops for STEM teachers focusing on suborbital science, flight simulation, space medicine and human factors. Manage fund-raising and acquired suborbital spaceflight services from commercial providers. Served on first Pathfinder astronaut selection committee. Developed and implemented astronaut training plans. Managed two major government proposals totaling over $1.5 million. Coordinated with NASA, university, and industry partners. Managed press- and public-relations campaigns. Conducted press conferences at Holloman AFB, NASA Ames Research Center, and the United States Senate; appeared on national television; and addressed major educational conferences. Co-authored draft legislation related to Teachers in Space. Developed legislative strategy and led lobbying efforts on Capitol Hill. Interfaced with the FAA Office of Commercial Space Transportation. Overseeing development of iPhone-based data acquisition software for suborbital flight experiments and development/acquisition of flight-simulator hardware and software. 

 Unmanned missions are not exploration, they are merely reconnaissance. The dictionary defines exploration as “travel for purposes of discovery.” Sitting in a control room looking at pictures of Mars on a TV set is not exploration because it does not involve travel. Calling unmanned space “exploration” and unmanned probes “spaceships” is just an attempt to co-opt the language. 
2nc ext: must include colonies
Space exploration is targeted to extend human presence 
S.Y. Chung, Ehrenfreund, Rummel and Peter 10

http://cpsx.uwo.ca/PS%20Seminar/PS%20Seminar/Papers/Synergies_of_Earth_science_and_space_exploration.pdf
“ Synergies of Earth science and space exploration “

doi:10.1016/j.asr.2009.10.025,  Advances in Space Research 45 (2010) 155–168 

Chung: Space Policy Institute, Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University,

Ehrenfreund:  Pascale Ehrenfreund, (Ph.D. Thesis University of Vienna/ University Paris VII) Research Professor of Space Policy and International Affairs. Molecular Biology, Space Science and related policy making, technology management. 

Rummel:  Dr. John D. Rummel is the Director of the Institute for Coastal Science and Policy and a Professor of Biology at East Carolina University (ECU).  In addition to the research aspects of the Institute, his responsibilities include oversight of the ICSP PhD Program in Coastal Resources Management and of ECU’s diving and water safety activities, which support both research and instructional needs in these areas at ECU.   Immediately prior to his arrival at ECU in 2008, Dr. Rummel was the NASA Senior Scientist for Astrobiology, based in Washington, DC, responsible for leading all aspects of NASA’s program to understand the origin, evolution, and fate of life in the Universe.  
Nicolas Peter: Research Fellow, European Space Policy Institute,  M.A. in International Science and Technology Policy - Elliott School of International Affairs -The George Washington University, Washington D.C., USA 
 The term “space exploration” encompasses both robotic and human exploration activities. Using ESA’s definition from the document entitled: European Objectives and Interests in Space Exploration (ESA, 2007), space exploration is defined as to “extend access and a sustainable presence for humans in Earth–Moon–Mars space, including the Lagrangian Points and near-Earth objects.”  

Resource exploitation toward colonization key to exploration – history proves

Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 
Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 
Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

 The importance of going to places where there is “stuff” to find bears on the question thoughtfully articulated by John Marburger, Director of the Bush Office of Science and Technology Policy, at the 2006 Goddard Symposium, about the extent to which we want to commit to incorporating the Solar System into our economic sphere. This would be such that resources from space, whether they be material resources mined from rocky bodies, or even energy from solar radiation, become commercially available to us. Historical antecedents relate broadly here, as exploration (whether human or robotic) becomes a search for harvestable material riches that can empower a nation. Identification of such tangible benefits becomes, in many respects, a test for human colonization, in which an ability to disconnect from the Earth and live off the land at some faraway site can be considered a fundamental human destiny. 

History proves – exploration is precursor to colonies
Seboldt et al 4
http://www.spacesailing.net/paper/200410_Vancouver_SeboldtBlomeDachwald+.pdf
 Wolfgang Seboldt: Engineer, German Aerospace Center (DLR), Institute of Space Simulation

Hans-Joachim Blome, +Bernd Dachwald, +Lutz Richter, University of Applied Sciences, Germany

 PROPOSAL FOR AN INTEGRATED EUROPEAN SPACE EXPLORATION STRATEGY “

 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND What is Space Exploration? The first Space Exploration Initiative, with the long-term goal of human missions to the Moon and Mars, was announced in 1989 by US president George Bush (sen.). In Europe, ESA launched the Lunar Exploration Initiative in 1994 at the International Lunar Workshop in Beatenberg, Switzerland, aiming at the robotic and eventual human exploration of the Moon. Both initiatives passed away in the years afterwards, mainly due to lack of funding and a concentration on the build-up and operation of the International Space Station (ISS). A reincarnation of the exploration initiatives, however, can be observed today in the US and Europe. Science and exploration both have their origin in the human curiosity and desire to understand the world around us, which is one of the driving forces for the cultural evolution and prosperity of mankind. Obviously, the exploration idea has its roots in the exploration and colonization of our Earth, including its many inhospitable regions. The history of humankind shows that societies and individuals need challenges to advance, otherwise they stagnate and decay in the long run. An impressive example is the decay of the Ming Empire of China, which around 1400 AD was the most powerful and knowledgeable nation on Earth. Their advanced ships had explored the oceans up to the   east coast of Africa and were about to discover Europe, when all activities were stopped by the Confucian bureaucrats because they were deemed useless. Another driving force for scientific and technological progress is war, but it is hoped that humankind is on the verge to overcome this inhumane threat. Space exploration aims at expanding the present frontiers for human access to the solar system and beyond (both via robots and humans), relying on human experience and involvement and creating emotions and exceptional public interest (Fig. 1). 
source prodict – at “this is not US”
Global exploration strategy is best definition because it’s an international consensus

Ehrenfreund and Peter 9

Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 244-256, “ Toward a paradigm shift in managing future global space exploration endeavors”
Ehrenfreund:  Pascale Ehrenfreund, (Ph.D. Thesis University of Vienna/ University Paris VII) Research Professor of Space Policy and International Affairs. Molecular Biology, Space Science and related policy making, technology management. 

Nicolas Peter: Research Fellow, European Space Policy Institute,  M.A. in International Science and Technology Policy - Elliott School of International Affairs -The George Washington University, Washington D.C., USA 

 The rising number of new countries embarking on space exploration activities provides evidence of the internationalization and globalization of space exploration [5]. New exploration endeavors are mainly driven by economics (although for India and China national pride and regional leadership in Asia are important). In particular, the US Vision of Space Exploration and the European exploration program Aurora have largely been shaped to strengthen the space sector and the economy.

International cooperation will be an important element of future space exploration activities. The result of the work between representatives of 14 space agencies is particularly noteworthy: in 2007, a report entitled “Global Exploration Strategy (GES) – The Framework for Cooperation” was released as the first product of an international coordination process among these agencies.1 The document defines space exploration as “a global, societal project driven by the goal to extend human presence in Earth-Moon-Mars space” [10] , The global exploration strategy: the framework for coordination http://esamultimedia.esa.int/docs/GES_Framework_final.pdf (2007) [GES 2007].[10]. 

***S/EX MUST BE PRESENCE NEG
1nc: “s/ex” must be physical: no telescopes

A. Physical presence in space through humans OR ROBOTS is a necessary MINIMUM for a clear definition of space exploration
Faith 8/31/9

http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1456/1
“ Giving NASA a clear mission “

 G. Ryan Faith is an adjunct fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). 

 Giving NASA a clear mission 
 If neither technology-oriented nor destination-oriented objectives seem able to provide a sense of direction to guide the nation’s efforts in space, then what can? To approach this question, it is useful to ask why President Kennedy’s challenge to go to the Moon was so effective in providing NASA with leadership. The critical element of this challenge that, although never explicit, was so important to NASA’s health and growth during this period was the transformation—at least in fact, if not in law—into an exploration agency. If we wish to see NASA act effectively as a space exploration agency, then the most direct way to do this is to amend the Space Act to explicitly task the agency with the job of space exploration. However, before we do so, we must define what space exploration actually is.

Space exploration is the expansion of human influence in space. 

 This definition of exploration is inherently one of capacity building. Human influence in space is a measure of our ability to do useful things beyond the Earth’s surface. In order to do something useful, there has to be some sort of human presence, either humans themselves or their robotic proxies. Once some measure of human influence has been established at some destination in space, there are two ways a space exploration agency can expand that influence. One, the agency can decrease the costs and increase the benefits of human influence at a given location until such influence becomes sufficiently useful that it is economically self-sustaining, at which point continued use of agency resources is unnecessary. Alternately, human influence can be extended to some new place that may in future become home to some form of self-supporting human influence. The key element is that such a mandate compels each step to build on past accomplishments and lay the groundwork for future missions. 

B. They just observe space from earth – they don’t go there or even send machines into space.

C. Vote negative to preserve the best limit on the topic – we include both staffed and unstaffed missions, but exclude purely earth-based observation, which blows the topic wide open

National Research Council Committee on Exploration of the Seas 3

 Exploration of the seas: voyage into the unknown, google books
 By National Research Council (U.S.). Committee on Exploration of the Seas 

 The division produces 60-70 reports per year. These reports are unique, authoritative expert evaluations. Each report is produced by a committee of experts selected by the Academy to address a particular statement of task and is subject to a rigorous, independent peer review. The experts who volunteer their time participating on study committees are vetted to make sure that the committee has the range of expertise needed to address the task, that they have a balance of perspectives, and to identify and eliminate members with conflicts of interest. All reports undergo a rigorous, independent peer review to assure that the statement of task has been addressed, that conclusions are adequately supported, and that all important issues raised by the reviewers are addressed. Thus, while the reports represent views of the committee, they also are endorsed by the Academy. 

 As defined by the President's Panel on Ocean Exploration (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2000), exploration is discovery through disciplined, diverse observations and the recording of findings. Ocean exploration has included rigorous, systematic observation and docu- mentation of the biological, chemical, physical, geological, and archaeo- logical aspects of the ocean in the three dimensions of space and in time. This definition of exploration is much broader than the definition one would find, for example, within the context for the extractive industries, where exploration is a search for hydrocarbon or mineral deposits.   
2nc ext: must be physical presence

Space exploration must include physical craft – no ground based
Columbia Encyclopedia 8
 "space exploration." The Columbia Encyclopedia, Sixth Edition. 2008. Encyclopedia.com. 9 May. 2011 <http://www.encyclopedia.com>. 

http://www.encyclopedia.com/topic/space_exploration.aspx
 With over 51,000 entries The Columbia Encyclopedia (Sixth Edition) is an authoritative and exhaustive reference guide. Each entry is thorough and clear, the result of over 200 editors and academic advisors striving for depth and accuracy in the oldest, most venerable English language encyclopedia in the world. 

 space exploration 
the investigation of physical conditions in space and on stars, planets, and other celestial bodies through the use of artificial satellites (spacecraft that orbit the earth), space probes (spacecraft that pass through the solar system and that may or may not orbit another celestial body), and spacecraft with human crews. 
 Satellites and Probes

Although studies from earth using optical and radio telescopes had accumulated much data on the nature of celestial bodies, it was not until after World War II that the development of powerful rockets made direct space exploration a technological possibility. The first artificial satellite, Sputnik I, was launched by the USSR (now Russia) on Oct. 4, 1957, and spurred the dormant U.S. program into action, leading to an international competition popularly known as the "space race." Explorer I, the first American satellite, was launched on Jan. 31, 1958. Although earth-orbiting satellites have by far accounted for the great majority of launches in the space program, even more information on the moon, other planets, and the sun has been acquired by space probes.

Space exploration means presence on planets and object in the solar system

Ehrenfreund, Peter, Schrogl, Logsdon 10

“ Cross-cultural management supporting global space exploration “

Acta Astronautica, Volume 66, Issues 1-2, January-February 2010, Pages 245-256

 Logsdon:  John Logsdon is former Director of the Space Policy Institute at The George Washington University.[Logsdon was a member of the Columbia Accident Investigation Board. He is a current member of the NASA Advisory Council. He is frequently cited as an authority on space policy by press entities such as The New York Times and The Washington Post.

Logsdon is a professor emeritus of political science and international affairs, and has been on the GWU faculty since 1970. He is also on the faculty of the International Space University, and held the first Chair in Space History at the National Air and Space Museum. During 2008-2009, he is the Charles A. Lindbergh Chair of Aerospace History at the National Air and Space Museum, Smithsonian Institution. Logsdon authored the entry on "space exploration" for the latest edition of the Encyclopædia Britannicaand many articles and commentaries. 

 Ehrenfreund: Pascale Ehrenfreund, (Ph.D. Thesis University of Vienna/ University Paris VII) Research Professor of Space Policy and International Affairs. Molecular Biology, Space Science and related policy making, technology management.

 Nicolas Peter: Research Fellow, European Space Policy Institute,  M.A. in International Science and Technology Policy - Elliott School of International Affairs -The George Washington University, Washington D.C., USA 

 Schrogl:   Director, European Space Policy Institute (ESPI); Vienna, Austria 

1993                Doctorate Degree in Political Science, University of Tübingen, Germany

1989                M.A., University of Tübingen, Germany

1984-1989     Studies in Political Science and German Literature, Universities of

                         Tübingen, Freiburg and Newcastle upon Tyne 
 The European Space Agency ESA defines exploration as the ‘‘travel through [and to] an unfamiliar area in order to learn about it’’ and space exploration as ‘‘extending access and a sustainable presence for humans in the Earth–Moon–Mars space, including the Lagrangian points and near-Earth objects’’ [1]. In this paper we adopt this definition of space exploration to explore robotically and later with humans neighboring planets and small bodies of our solar system. 

***S/EX MUST BE HUMAN PRESENCE NEG

!! 1nc: “s/ex” must have people

A. They’re not topical - space exploration has to include human presence

Logsdon 9
http://ntrs.nasa.gov/archive/nasa/casi.ntrs.nasa.gov/20100025875_2010028362.pdf
Dr. Logsdon is Professor Emeritus of Political Science and International Affairs at George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs. Prior to his leaving active faculty status in June 2008, he was on the faculty of the George Washington University for 38 years; before that he taught at the Catholic University of America for four years. He was the founder in 1987 and long-time Director of GW’s Space Policy Institute. From 1983-2001, he was also Director of the School’s Center for International Science and Technology Policy. He is also a faculty member of the International Space University. During the 2007-2008 academic year, he was a Distinguished Visiting Professor at MIT’s Science, Technology and Society Program on a part-time basis. He holds a B.S. in Physics from Xavier University (1960) and a Ph.D. in Political Science from New York University (1970). 

 Many believe that the only sustainable rationale for a government-funded program of human spaceflight is to take the lead in exploring the solar system beyond low-Earth orbit.20 The MIT white paper provides an insightful definition of exploration:   Exploration is a human activity, undertaken by certain cultures at certain times for particular reasons. It has components of national interest, scientific research, and technical innovation, but is defined by none of them. We define exploration as an expansion of the realm of human experience, bringing people into new places, situations, and environments, expanding and redefining what it means to be human. What is the role of Earth in human life? Is human life fundamentally tied to the earth, or could it survive without the planet? Human presence, and its attendant risk, turns a spaceflight into a story that is compelling to large numbers of people. Exploration also has a moral dimension because it is in effect a cultural conversation on the nature and meaning of human life. Exploration by this definition can only be accomplished by direct human presence and may be deemed worthy of the risk of human life.21  In the wake of the 2003 Columbia accident that took the lives of seven astronauts and the report of the Columbia Accident Investigation Board that criticized the absence of a compelling mission for human spaceflight as “a failure of national leadership,”22 the United States, in January 2004, adopted a new policy to guide its human spaceflight activities. The policy directed NASA to “implement a sustained and affordable human and robotic program to explore the solar system and beyond” and to “extend human presence across the solar system, starting with a human return to the Moon by the year 2020, in preparation for human exploration of Mars and other destinations.”23 This policy seems totally consistent with the definition of exploration provided in the MIT white paper. 
B. Vote negative 

1. Limits – there’s an almost unlimited range of passive observation projects

National Research Council Committee on Exploration of the Seas 3

 Exploration of the seas: voyage into the unknown, google books

 By National Research Council (U.S.). Committee on Exploration of the Seas 

 The division produces 60-70 reports per year. These reports are unique, authoritative expert evaluations. Each report is produced by a committee of experts selected by the Academy to address a particular statement of task and is subject to a rigorous, independent peer review. The experts who volunteer their time participating on study committees are vetted to make sure that the committee has the range of expertise needed to address the task, that they have a balance of perspectives, and to identify and eliminate members with conflicts of interest. All reports undergo a rigorous, independent peer review to assure that the statement of task has been addressed, that conclusions are adequately supported, and that all important issues raised by the reviewers are addressed. Thus, while the reports represent views of the committee, they also are endorsed by the Academy. 

 As defined by the President's Panel on Ocean Exploration (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2000), exploration is discovery through disciplined, diverse observations and the recording of findings. Ocean exploration has included rigorous, systematic observation and docu- mentation of the biological, chemical, physical, geological, and archaeo- logical aspects of the ocean in the three dimensions of space and in time. This definition of exploration is much broader than the definition one would find, for example, within the context for the extractive industries, where exploration is a search for hydrocarbon or mineral deposits.   

2. Ground – the real disads like junk and ozone and big spending come from putting things into space.  It’s very hard to negate against reorienting a telescope or a new robot.  Keep debate in the center of policy controversy to avoid a devolution to bad generics like consult the UN and Heidegger 
2nc ext: must be people

Human presence crucial

Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 
Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 
Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

 Yet, for others, humans remain vital to a modern vision of exploration. According to Planetary Society Executive Director Lou Friedman, exploration has to involve risk in distant places. Or, as he puts it, “Exploration” = “Adventure” + “Discovery”. To him, astronomy with telescopes is perhaps not a form of exploration at all. 

Must be human presence

Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 
Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 
Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

In the national conversation about the meaning of space exploration, not much has changed since the Augustine Commission considered these questions in 1990 [23]. “Some point out that most space science missions can be performed with robots for a fraction of the cost of humans”, they said, “and that therefore the manned space program should be curtailed. Others point out that the involvement of humans is the essence of exploration, and that only humans can fully adapt to the unexpected.”

!! 2nc at c/int: “unstaffed is t” 
Prefer our source – Logsdon was the direct of the Space Policy Institute for over three decades, holds advanced degrees in both polisci AND physics – total topic pwnage.  Source comparison’s key on T because central sources determine PREDICTABILITY
Prefer our ev – Logsdon has the clearest intent to define and explicitly DISTINGUISHES between descriptive and definitional cards and FRAMES exploration within the context of UNITED STATES FEDERAL policy

Prefer our topic – shooting people into space links to disads.  Rotating a telescope or changing the trajectory of a robot doesn’t, and there’s an infinite range of places to point scopes.  Staffed v. unstaffed is the core policy controversy.  Unlimited topics abuse the negative and kill research by forcing neg debaters into generic contrivance such as consult
Their T cards distort the language
Wright 6/28/6

http://www.spacepolitics.com/2006/06/28/a-move-against-mars-mission-funding/
 Overseeing the revival of Teachers in Space as a non-profit program of the Space Frontier Foundation. Principal Investigator on NASA K-12 Cooperative Agreement Notice to create professional-development workshops for STEM teachers focusing on suborbital science, flight simulation, space medicine and human factors. Manage fund-raising and acquired suborbital spaceflight services from commercial providers. Served on first Pathfinder astronaut selection committee. Developed and implemented astronaut training plans. Managed two major government proposals totaling over $1.5 million. Coordinated with NASA, university, and industry partners. Managed press- and public-relations campaigns. Conducted press conferences at Holloman AFB, NASA Ames Research Center, and the United States Senate; appeared on national television; and addressed major educational conferences. Co-authored draft legislation related to Teachers in Space. Developed legislative strategy and led lobbying efforts on Capitol Hill. Interfaced with the FAA Office of Commercial Space Transportation. Overseeing development of iPhone-based data acquisition software for suborbital flight experiments and development/acquisition of flight-simulator hardware and software. 

 Unmanned missions are not exploration, they are merely reconnaissance. The dictionary defines exploration as “travel for purposes of discovery.” Sitting in a control room looking at pictures of Mars on a TV set is not exploration because it does not involve travel. Calling unmanned space “exploration” and unmanned probes “spaceships” is just an attempt to co-opt the language. 
Exploration must denote presence to distinguish from “space science” – US policy history proves
Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 
Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 
Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

Current US space policy has come of age in the shadow of the Columbia disaster, an event which has also advanced specific, if implicit, ideas about exploration. For example, the Columbia Accident Investigation Board (CAIB) reported that “The crew members lost that morning were explorers in the finest tradition, and since then, everyone associated with the Board has felt that we were laboring in their legacy”. The loss was of more than astronauts and national pride, but of “explorers”. This tragedy, and that seminal report, led to the VSE a year later. The 2004 President's Commission on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy (the Aldridge Commission) was chartered a week after the announcement of the VSE to make recommendations on the implementation of that vision. They noted in their report that “Science and exploration are synergistic: science is the attempt to explain nature, while exploration is the establishment and pushing back of a frontier” [2]. In fact, panel member Neil Tyson recalled to the present authors that one of the first decisions this committee reached was that exploration was not identically science.
Exploration is INNATELY HUMAN – so must involve all human senses and TACTILE PRESENCE
Avdeyev et al 10

http://theorphys.mipt.ru/mezhpr/rezerv_rassylka/mejprs20oct2010a/flyer2-arpgfuygwsm.pdf
 Sergey Avdeyev is Professor at the "National Nuclear Investigation University (MEPhI)", Moscow. He flew between 1992 and 1999 three long-duration missions to the Russian Space Station MIR, his last flight spanning more than one full year (August 1998 – August 1999). Jean-Francois Clervoy is currently the Chairman CEO of Novespace which organizes microgravity research flights on board the Airbus A-300 ZERO-G. A member of the European astronaut corps since 1992, Clervoy flew three space shuttle missions, including a repair mission to the Hubble space telescope. Jean-Marc Comptois initially trained as an Engineer at the Royal Military College of Canada (RMC). He became a physician and served as a flight surgeon in the Canadian Forces and subsequently at the Canadian Space Agency (CSA). Comptois is currently the Director - Astronauts, Life Sciences and Space Medicine at CSA. Takao Doi is the chief of the Space Applications Section at the United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs (UNOOSA). Doi was a former JAXA astronaut from 1985 to 2009 and flew two Space Shuttle missions, including the first assembling mission of Japanese Space Station Module "Kibo." Jeffrey Hoffman is a Professor of the Practice in the Department of Aeronautics and Astronautics at MIT. An astronomer, Hoffman was a NASA astronaut from 1979 to 1997 and flew on five Space Shuttle Missions, including the Hubble Space Telescope repair in 1993. Mamoru Mohri is the Chief Executive Director of the National Museum of Emerging Science and Innovation (MIRAIKAN), Tokyo, Japan. With a broad experience in chemistry, Mohri was a JAXA astronaut from 1985 to 2000 and participated in two Space Shuttle missions. Gerhard Thiele is a Research Fellow at the European Space Policy Institute. His current research focuses on Human Space Exploration and its relations with the humanities and social sciences. A physicist, Thiele was an astronaut for more than 20 years and flew on a Space Shuttle Mission in 2000.  

 ”Exploration” reflects the innate human desire and need to increase one’s experience, knowledge and capabilities. This gain in experience lets us not only better know and understand our environment, but in the end it leads to a better understanding of ourselves as human beings.    From this understanding several conclusions can be drawn: “exploration” describes the quest to search for the unknown or not-yet-known without the expectation that a specific question is being answered. Searching for answers to clear-cut questions is rather the realm of science. However, limiting exploration to scientific questions alone not only narrows but even reduces the prospects for the gain of new knowledge, as it neglects the emotional part of how a human being behaves in and interacts within his environment. The multifaceted nature of potential human interaction with his surroundings cannot be duplicated remotely. The act of exploration involves all human senses, as limited as they may be in a given situation. Touching a Moon rock through the gloves of an EVA suit may not be identical to weighing the rock in your bare hands. Nevertheless, it still involves the tactile sense of a human being, allowing him to integrate this experience with his previous experiences and thus can lead to a creative and unique course of action and behavior, which is characteristic of human beings.
Physical presence and travel leading to colonization – observation isn’t enough
Wright 6/28/6
 Overseeing the revival of Teachers in Space as a non-profit program of the Space Frontier Foundation. Principal Investigator on NASA K-12 Cooperative Agreement Notice to create professional-development workshops for STEM teachers focusing on suborbital science, flight simulation, space medicine and human factors. Manage fund-raising and acquired suborbital spaceflight services from commercial providers. Served on first Pathfinder astronaut selection committee. Developed and implemented astronaut training plans. Managed two major government proposals totaling over $1.5 million. Coordinated with NASA, university, and industry partners. Managed press- and public-relations campaigns. Conducted press conferences at Holloman AFB, NASA Ames Research Center, and the United States Senate; appeared on national television; and addressed major educational conferences. Co-authored draft legislation related to Teachers in Space. Developed legislative strategy and led lobbying efforts on Capitol Hill. Interfaced with the FAA Office of Commercial Space Transportation. Overseeing development of iPhone-based data acquisition software for suborbital flight experiments and development/acquisition of flight-simulator hardware and software. 

http://www.spacepolitics.com/2006/06/28/a-move-against-mars-mission-funding/
 > Finally, as regaurd science vs exploration, well, fundementally all

> science is exploration.

Having worked in a lab, I can assure you, that is not the case. Sitting at a workbench running the same experiment over and over again is about as far from Indiana Jones as you can get.
> What we really want is colonization (at least, IMHO) but the only difference

> between unmanned science vs unmanned exploration is one of semantics,

No, there’s a very big difference. Unmanned “exploration” will never lead to colonization — unless you want to claim a swarm of robots is a “colony.”

> But just saying science or exploration doesn’t specify who is doing it,

> which means it must include both manned and unmanned.

No, but there must be someone doing it. Watching a cooking show is not “unmanned cooking.” Watching a bicycle race is not “unmanned bicycling.” Watching a show about the Grand Canyon (or outer space) is not “unmanned exploration” of the Grand Canyon (or outer space). 
2nr ext: US policy proves must be human

Space exploration as HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT rooted in USFG POLICY

Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 
Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 
Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

 “Exploration” is a word that is intimately associated with discussion of human space flight and national policy statements. For example, the White House laid out “The Vision for Space Exploration” (VSE), as per the National Security Presidential Directive NSPD-31 in January 2004 [1]. This document paved the way for the new Exploration Systems Mission Directorate at NASA as the agency implementer for at least the human space flight part of what was commonly abbreviated as the President's Exploration Initiative. The fundamental goal of this vision is to “advance US scientific, security, and economic interests through a robust space exploration program.” The word “exploration” also permeates the NASA Strategic Plan and budget proposals, as well as Congressional oversight of the agency (see Fig. 1). It appears almost a thousand times in the NASA budget proposal. As expressed in these documents, “exploration” is both a rationale and justification for the task that NASA has been congressionally authorized to perform. It is a key defining term in the agency charter, which identifies “space activities” as those required for the “exploration of space”. 
at “common definition”

Including telescopes both destroys limits and violates common understanding 

Cornelius 5

 Space Policy 21 (2005) 41–48 

 Craig Cornelius is a Managing Director at Hudson Clean Energy Partners, specializing in solar energy investments. He joined Hudson in January 2008 as a Principal, and serves on the Board of Directors of Calisolar, Inc. and SoloPower, Inc.  Prior to Hudson, Mr. Cornelius was Program Manager at the U.S. Department of Energy (“DOE”), in charge of the Solar Energy Technologies Program, where he led the "Solar America Initiative" and secured a 240% increase in annual program funding over his tenure. In this role, Mr. Cornelius led due diligence on hundreds of companies in the solar photovoltaic and solar thermal industries leading to the deployment of over $500 Million in Federal grant funding and nearly $2 Billion in Federal loans to private companies. Earlier in his tenure at DOE, Mr. Cornelius directed strategic reviews of the DOE's 11 Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy programs. Previously, Mr. Cornelius served as a manager of programs at the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) that included R&D in solar technology for space applications. He also served terms at the Geoinformatics and Space Technology Development Agency of Thailand, the U.S. National Academies of Science and Wexler & Walker Public Policy Associates.  Mr. Cornelius holds a BA from Princeton University, and an MA in Science, Technology, and Public Policy from the George Washington University. He was a Henry Luce Foundation Scholar and received the DOE's Special Service Award for his work in creating the Solar America Initiative.  

 Observations of organisms that thrive in extreme environments on Earth, and geological samples that show that these kinds of organisms may have substantially affected Earth’s geochemistry throughout its history, have also spurred interest in the possibility that spacecraft orbiting Earth could detect evidence of life on planets orbiting other stars. Having detected the presence of more than 120 planets orbiting other stars through changes in the magnitude and wavelength of stellar radiation, astronomers are now developing techniques that would permit them directly to observe the atmospheres and surfaces of Earth-sized extrasolar planets if they exist.20 The Vision identifies a series of near-term infrared and interferometer telescopes as precursors to a mission slated for the next decade, Terrestrial Planet Finder, that would observe the spectral signatures of extrasolar planets and possibly the presence of atmospheric or surface chemistry that could only be created by life. By including telescopes that may provide this evidence in the plans of the Vision, NASA has made an interesting choice to suggest a much broader definition of exploration than the transportation-oriented one that may be more familiar to the public.  

including telescopes destroys limits

best limits define space exploration as human travel on a craft

Corking 2/10/6

http://www.ecademy.com/module.php?mod=club&t=401626
 Founder and Principal Corking Project   Corking Project Limited is an independent project management business. We deliver excellence in IT and robotic system integration for ambitious clients, including manufacturers and distributors. 

 By the way - we haven't had a "what is exploration?" thread yet either. I have quietly been defining it as exploration by travelling on a spacecraft. I personally have not been using the wider definition of exploration with telescopes, space telescopes or radio telescopes. 

***S/EX IS ONLY ROCKS 2NC BOMB

Must be land: 2nc Bomb

Travel must be to PLANETS in solar system – this is a CRUCIAL LIMIT.  Independently, they map SPACE not rocks, which violates

Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 
Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 
Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

 Is it all about rocks?  So far, this essay has pointed out the range of meanings attached to exploration, a term so conceptually broad that it would seem to admit anyone with a geographical goal and a good pair of shoes. But exploration has hidden assumptions that restrict its meaning. For example, the objectives of the VSE involve traveling to places distinguished by land and landforms (e.g. Moon-to-Mars, and perhaps to Near-Earth Objects–NEOs) rather than to points in space. In this focus on rocky places, NASA is following in a long tradition of exploration.  Renaissance voyagers during the “Age of Discovery” viewed other lands – Asia, Africa, and the Spice Islands – as the goal of their voyages. Oceans, on the other hand, were treated as highways rather than habitats, a medium to traverse rather than to be investigated. Only in the 19th century did this change, as deep-sea exploration came of age. Yet even then many of these sea expeditions focused on the ocean floor rather than the watery world that covered it [24].  Twentieth century explorers have expressed this “land bias” too. When Frederick Cook and Robert Peary returned from their North Pole expeditions in 1909, their photos represented the North Pole, a geographical point in the middle of the polar sea, as a towering hummock of ice. Yet neither man had navigational equipment precise enough to determine the location of the North Pole so exactly. Nevertheless, both men saw fit to plant their flag on the tallest, “rockiest” mound of ice in the vicinity (see Fig. 2).    This penchant for visiting rocks in the name of “exploration” leaves many kinds of space science at a disadvantage. Certainly, for astronomy, it is well understood that free space is far more enabling for most telescopes than the lunar surface  

***S/EX EXCLUDES EARTH OBSERVATION
S/EX must be deep space

A. They’re not the topic 

1.  the term “space exploration” excludes near-earth orbit 

Schmitt 3

http://www.chicagospace.org/schmitttestimony.html
 By Harrison Schmitt, Chairman Of Interlune-Intermars Initiative, Inc. and Apollo 17 Astronaut before the Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee's Subcommittee on Science, Technology and Space on November 06, 2003 

The term "space exploration" implies the exploration of the Moon, planets and asteroids, that is, "deep space," in contrast to continuing human activities in Earth orbit. Human activities in Earth orbit have less to do with exploration and more to do with international commitments, as in the case of the Space Station, and prestige and technological development, as in the case of China and Russia. There are also research opportunities, not fully recognized even after 40 years, that exploit the opportunities presented by being in Earth orbit.

2. BEYOND specifically excludes earth observation – it must be directed OUTWARDS
Vega Space 11

http://www.vegaspace.eu/newsroom/in_focus/space_exploration.aspx
 VEGA is one of the leading names in the European Space sector, working with Space agencies, satellite operators and manufacturers worldwide. We support the full programme lifecycle to ensure that the design, development and operation of Space missions meet their programme goals.     Founded in 1978, VEGA now employs over 400 highly-qualified staff in the Space domain, working for our companies in the UK, Germany, France and Spain. We support the full programme lifecycle, to ensure that the design, development and operation of Space missions meet their programme goals.     We can look back on more than 30 years' involvement in almost every European Space Agency mission and many other European and international programmes. Looking forward, we are working hard to evolve our technology and improve the quality and efficiency of our services to enable us to remain at the forefront of national and international Space endeavours.  

 Space exploration missions are about looking outward from Earth towards the Sun, other planets the universe and beyond. 

B. Vote negative for limits – looking back on earth includes a huge range of potential functions.  
Earth observation is a BROADER range of missions than space

Rast et al 99

www.esa.int/esapub/bulletin/bullet97/rast.pdf
 M. Rast, G. Schwehm & E. Attema

ESA Directorate for Scientiﬁc Programmes, ESTEC, Noordwijk, The Netherlands 

 Payload-Mass Trends for Earth- Observation and Space-Exploration Satellites  

 Space Science missions are generally more exploratory in nature (Fig. 2), do not have to satisfy operational requirements, and consequently have less-stringent resolution and stability requirements than Earth Observation missions. Moreover, the tasks assigned to Space Exploration satellites are usually highly focussed, whilst Earth Observation satellites have traditionally been designed to serve a broader range of disciplines and consequently of users.  These are prime factors in explaining the fact that Earth Observation payloads and missions have tended historically to be larger than their Space Science counterparts.  

no earth observation: “OF” bomb

The preposition “of” excludes landsats – they only meet the resolution “in” outer space

Gorove 73

http://www.spacelaw.olemiss.edu/JSL/Back_issues/JSL%201.pdf
 *Chairman of the Graduate Program of the School of Law and Professor of Law, University of

Mississippi School of Law. 

 Copyright 1973, Journal of Space Law - University, Mississippi 38677;  [No. t Spring 1973, pp. 1-104; No.2, Fall 1973, pp. 105-208 

 Similarly, it may be noted that freedom of scientific investigation "in" outer space which is guaranteed by the last paragraph of Article-I of the Outer Space Treaty would be applicable to a scientific investigation of the earth despite the fact the earth cannot be regarded under the nomenclature used in the Treaty as a part of outer space. This line of reasoning may find support in -the clear-cut wording -of the Treaty which speaks about scientific investigation "in" outer space rather than scientific investigation "of" outer space.  

“of” outer space means that outer space must be the object, not just the location

Bocksteigel 95

 Research and invention in outer space: liability and intellectual property rights  - ed: Mosteshar

 * Director of the Institute of Air and Space Law and Holder of the Chair for

International Business Law at the University of Cologne, Germany;

Chairman of Council of the National German Space Agency (DARA);

Chairman of the Space Law Committee of the International Law

Association; Member of the Board of Directors of the International

Institute of Space Law; Member of the Council of the ICC Institute of

International Business Law and Practice.

•• Originally presented at the Seminar organized by the IBA and the Institute

of International Business Law of the ICC on 6 and 7 December 1990

(Paris).

 The official title of the Outer Space Treaty COST') mentions both exploration and use of outer space as the two 'activities of States' which one has to take into account and which are there- fore covered by the Outer Space Treaty. The same pair of terms appear again in the Preamble as well as further articles such as Article I and Article III of the Treaty. Other articles and other space treaties either take up only one of these two terms or use a general terms such as 'activities in outer space' (Art. VI, OST) or generally deal with 'objects launched into outer space' (Art. VII, Art. VIII, OST and the Registration Convention) or 'space objects' (Liability Convention) or finally 'activities of States on the Moon and other celestial bodies' (Moon Treaty). At first sight, the distinction between exploration and use may seem sufficiently clear. Indeed in connection with most space activi- ties there may be little doubt which of these two terms is applica- ble. First doubts appear, however, because the Outer Space Treaty speaks of exploration 'of outer space'. This wording could be interpreted to mean that space must be the object of the exploration.  

“beyond” points outward: grammar
Beyond means on the OTHER SIDE 

WordNet 3.0

http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=beyond
 WordNet® is a large lexical database of English, developed under the direction of George A. Miller (Emeritus). Nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs are grouped into sets of cognitive synonyms (synsets), each expressing a distinct concept. Synsets are interlinked by means of conceptual-semantic and lexical relations. The resulting network of meaningfully related words and concepts can be navigated with the browser. WordNet is also freely and publicly available for download. WordNet's structure makes it a useful tool for computational linguistics and natural language processing.  Over the years, many people have contributed to the development of WordNet. Currently, the WordNet team includes the following members, and the WordNet project is housed in the Department of Computer Science:      George A. Miller (Emeritus)     Christiane Fellbaum     Randee Tengi     Helen Langone     Adam Ernst     Lavanya Jose  WordNet has been supported by grants from the NSF, ARDA, DARPA, DTO, and REFLEX.

 beyond (on the farther side from the observer) "a pond with a hayfield beyond" 

Linguistics prove: “beyond” means pointing toward the unknown – crucial to retain meaning
Talmey 5

 Professor Emeritus of Linguistics University at Buffalo, State University of New York  Visiting Scholar University of California, Berkeley 
From perception to meaning: image schemas in cognitive linguistics 
Ed. Beate Hampe, Joseph E. Grady 

 A second non-geometric category that can occur in association with a geometric schema is that of’ “cognitive/affective state*'. Its extent of member- ship is not clear. But one recurrent member is the attitude toward a schematic feature that it is unknown, mysterious, or risky. This category member is associated with the English preposition beyond, perhaps in combination with the farther concepts of inaccessibility- or nonvisibility - themselves seeming to have part geometric and part non-geometric aspects. More specifically, these cognitive/affective concepts occur in association with the distal region of space specified by the beyond schema and with the locatedness of the Figure in that region, as seen in (39a). However, these concepts are absent from the otherwise parallel spatial locution on the other side of. as in (39b). (39) a. John is beyond the border. b. John is oil the other side of the border. Thus, a speaker using beyond as in (39a) - in addition to specify ing roughly the same spatial schema as that of on the other side of - also indicates that she in some way regards that region of space as being unfamiliar and the Figure located within it as accordingly being in potential jeopardy.  

Beyond must mean away from the SPEAKER

Talmey 5

 Professor Emeritus of Linguistics University at Buffalo, State University of New York  Visiting Scholar University of California, Berkeley 
From perception to meaning: image schemas in cognitive linguistics 
Ed. Beate Hampe, Joseph E. Grady 

 The class designated as scene segmentation may include only one category, that of "major components of a scene"*, and this category may contain only three member elements: the Figure, the Ground, and a Secondary Reference Object. Figure and Ground were already seen for the across schema. But schema comparison shows the need to recognize a third scene component, the Secondary Reference Object - in fact, two forms of it: one that is encompassive of Figure and Ground and one that is external to them. The English preposition near, as in (8a), specifics the location of the Figure {the lamp) only with respect to the Ground (the TV) - it could be anywhere roughly within a sphere centered on the TV provided the distance between them is relatively small. But localizing the Figure with the preposition above. as in (8b), requires knowledge not only of where the Ground object is. but also of the encompassive earth-based spatial grid, in particular, of its vertical orientation. Thus, above requires recognizing three components within a spatial scene, a Figure, a Ground, and a Secondary Reference Object of the encompassive type. (8) a. The lamp is near the TV. b. The lamp is above the TV.

 Comparably, the schema of past, as in (9a). only relates John as Figure to the border as Ground, An observer could felicitously say this sentence on viewing the event through binoculars from either side of the border. But (9b) with the preposition beyond could be said only by an observer on the initial side of the border, the side now opposite John. Hence, the beyond schema establishes a perspective point at that location as a Secondary Reference Object - in this case, one of the external type - in addition to its specifications for Figure and Ground. 

(9) a. John is past the border,

b. John is beyond the border.
“beyond” points outward: context

Beyond means stuff away from Earth

Bush 4
http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/whitehouse/space_vision.pdf
 B. Space Exploration Beyond Low Earth Orbit
a. The Moon
b. Mars and Other Destinations 
no earth observation: context

Context distinguishes between space TECHNOLOGY for earth observation and SPACE EXPLORATION

Chung, Ehrenfreund, Rummel, Peter 10

Advances in Space Research 45 (2010) 155–168 

“ Synergies of Earth science and space exploration “

“ Synergies of Earth science and space exploration “

doi:10.1016/j.asr.2009.10.025,  Advances in Space Research 45 (2010) 155–168 

Chung: Space Policy Institute, Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University,

Ehrenfreund:  Pascale Ehrenfreund, (Ph.D. Thesis University of Vienna/ University Paris VII) Research Professor of Space Policy and International Affairs. Molecular Biology, Space Science and related policy making, technology management. 

Rummel:  Dr. John D. Rummel is the Director of the Institute for Coastal Science and Policy and a Professor of Biology at East Carolina University (ECU).  In addition to the research aspects of the Institute, his responsibilities include oversight of the ICSP PhD Program in Coastal Resources Management and of ECU’s diving and water safety activities, which support both research and instructional needs in these areas at ECU.   Immediately prior to his arrival at ECU in 2008, Dr. Rummel was the NASA Senior Scientist for Astrobiology, based in Washington, DC, responsible for leading all aspects of NASA’s program to understand the origin, evolution, and fate of life in the Universe.  

Nicolas Peter: Research Fellow, European Space Policy Institute,  M.A. in International Science and Technology Policy - Elliott School of International Affairs -The George Washington University, Washington D.C., USA 

 Increasingly, it has been shown that space technology can be applied to address problems on Earth (UNOOSA, 2006). For instance, satellite imagery can cover large territories over regular time periods and obtain information in different wavelength regions and thus deliver a comprehensive picture of planet Earth. However, while the “Mission to Planet Earth” enabled by Earth observation satellites has been recognized in the past decades, the role and potential contribution of space exploration activities to understanding and protecting our home planet has not been accepted to the same degree. Indeed, such a link may not be apparent at first thought: in fact, many believe that the exploration of our solar system brings only marginal benefits in improving and understanding life on Earth. Some of the space activities involved in investigating our solar system have nonetheless equally significant implications for understanding the evolution of life on Earth and how Earth has become—and remains—habitable. In particular, studies of the Sun and of the potential for life on other planets in our solar system provide examples of the linkages between space exploration and Earth sciences. One facet of the new era of space exploration currently unfolding that may provide a further link is a global effort to investigate the Earth–Moon–Mars system that can be undertaken by many space-faring countries and new space powers. Moving human exploration to the next step, returning to the Moon with the objectives to build habitats, infrastructure, and initiate commercial exploitation are ways of coping with technological and intellectual evolution. Many philosophers and biologists have discussed the possible (and likely) short lifetime scenario of humans on planet Earth. In his recent book, Charles Cockell (Cockell 2006, p. 173) states: “the fusion of environmentalism and space settlement is a unique opportunity in the emerging history of humankind: one that is now, for a relatively brief period, available for us to grasp” which is an acknowledgement that synergies between space exploration and preserving our habitat do exist.  

Context explicitly distinguishes Earth observation from space exploration
Rast et al 99

www.esa.int/esapub/bulletin/bullet97/rast.pdf
 M. Rast, G. Schwehm & E. Attema

ESA Directorate for Scientiﬁc Programmes, ESTEC, Noordwijk, The Netherlands 

 Payload-Mass Trends for Earth- Observation and Space-Exploration Satellites  

 Space Exploration and Earth Observation from space using satellites are both still comparatively young scientific disciplines. Remote sensing from space was born in the early seventies, with the advent of the US Landsat satellite series. It has evolved rapidly during the past 25 years and today provides a wealth of information for environmental   research and other applications that are crucial to the future of mankind. Over the same time span, space scientists have started to investigate both the near-Earth environment and our planetary system with satellites and space probes, starting with comparatively simple ‘particles and fields’ missions and progressing to complex, largely autonomous planetary orbiters. The operation of space- borne observatories has helped astronomers to expand their science into wavelength domains that are not accessible from ground-based telescopes due to the observational limitations imposed by the Earth’s atmosphere.  As the goals have become more sophisticated and the demand for ever more exacting data has soared, there has been a perceived tendency towards using larger platforms, like Envisat, to carry the wide range of instruments proposed for Earth Observation missions, compared with the smaller spacecraft being used for Space Exploration. Given the current popularity of the ‘smaller, faster, cheaper’ approach to space missions in general, now is perhaps a timely moment to examine whether the perception is indeed correct and whether it is a trend that will continue.  The fact that satellite payloads have evolved dramatically over the years not only in terms of  their technological sophistication, but also in terms of their mass and size, has had implications both for the launch requirements and ground-segment structures. However, this trend towards ever larger space infrastructures has slowly reversed in recent years, due to both political and ﬁnancial constraints.  The differences in mission requirements Today the requirements for Earth Observation missions are more stringent, and therefore more resource-hungry, than for Space Exploration because our knowledge of the Earth is more advanced. The remote-sensing observations made from orbit can be directly validated in the terrestrial environment that is being investigated. Earth Observation missions are only justiﬁable, therefore, if they have clear advantages over alternative ground-based measurements. Such advantages can include time series of data, large-scale synoptic viewing, and global access and coverage.  Earth Observation missions are generally more demanding in terms of accuracy, stability, global coverage, revisit frequency, spatial and spectral resolution, as the targets have to be measured with high precision in order to satisfy the requirements of geo-biophysical retrieval procedures and the related models. Sea- surface height, wind speed and surface temperature are three examples of such geophysical variables that need to be mapped frequently and with high accuracy with the aid of precision space-borne satellite sensors (Fig. 1). It is this combination of measurement precision and high repetition rate that drives Earth Observation sensor sizes and masses. 
Limits: large number of earth observation missions

Number of Earth observation missions increasing

Su et al 10

http://www.hydrol-earth-syst-sci-discuss.net/7/7899/2010/hessd-7-7899-2010.html
 Su, Z., Dorigo, W., Fernández-Prieto, D., Van Helvoirt, M., Hungershoefer, K., de Jeu, R., Parinussa, R., Timmermans, J., Roebeling, R., Schröder, M., Schulz, J., Van der Tol, C., Stammes, P., Wagner, W., Wang, L., Wang, P., and Wolters, E.: Earth observation Water Cycle Multi-Mission Observation Strategy (WACMOS), Hydrol. Earth Syst. Sci. Discuss., 7, 7899-7956, doi:10.5194/hessd-7-7899-2010, 2010. 

 1Faculty of Geo-Information Science and Earth Observation (ITC), University of Twente, Enschede, The Netherlands 

 Earth observation technology is a unique tool to provide a global understanding of many of the essential variables governing the water cycle and monitor their evolution over time from global to basin scales. In the coming years an increasing number of Earth observation missions will provide an unprecedented capacity to quantify several of these variables on a routine basis. 

***S/EX IS NOT DEVELOPMENT
excludes commercialization

Space exploration isn’t commercialization – only this parameter preserves limits

Williamson 7
 In: Sustainable Development Research Advances
ISBN: 978-1-60021-846-0

Editor: Barton A. Larson, pp. 167-187
(D 2007 Nova Science Publishers, Inc.)
 BSc. Cling M1F.F., CPhys MlnstP, FBIS; Space Technology Consultant. The Glebe House; Kiikby Thorc;

Cumbria, CA10 IUR, UK. Tel/fax: +44 1768 361040; mark@\villiamsonspace co tik

 Although, in general usage, the term 'space exploration' covers almost any space-related endeavour, to those more closely involved with the subject it is confined to the scientific and physical exploration of space by either unmanned or manned spacecraft (and their occupants) and does not include commercial endeavours. Space missions dcdicatcd to prospecting for resources, and perhaps laying claim to real estate, are as yet in the future, and will be covered here under the heading of 'industrial development*.  

excludes tangible benefits

The phrase “space exploration” excludes material benefits

Lee 9

Space Science PhD Thesis at Murdoch University

http://researchrepository.murdoch.edu.au/1665/2/lee02Whole.pdf
 It is conceivable that the distinction between "exploration" and "use" is the classical one as applied to the Polar Regions of the Earth, where "exploration" refers to scientific research while "use" relates to the practical implementation of this research, such as, in relation to the exploitation of natural resources,** This definition would nevertheless produce difficulties for the commercial space mining venture, since arguably mineral prospecting activities could fall into either "exploration", as merely research on the geology and mineralogy of a particular area of a celestial body, or "use", being a commercial operation driven by the motivation of financial gain. In any event, such a delineation may not be sustainable considering the third paragraph of Article I refers to States having a "freedom of scientific investigation" and thus the term "exploration" must have a meaning other than scientific research. This is further supported by Article IX of the Outer Space Treaty, which provides, among other requirements, that States: 

... shall pursue studies of outer space, including the Moon and other

celestial bodies, and conduct exploration of them so as to avoid their

harmful contamination and also adverse changes in the environment

of the Earth resulting from the introduction of extraterrestrial matter

 This is clearly inconsistent with the proposition that "exploration" of outer space means scientific research in outer space, as the drafters of the Outer Space Treat)' are unlikely to have repeated themselves in such blatant fashion. Consequendy, other possible definitions for the word "exploration", vis-a-vis the meaning of the word "use", must be contemplated. If one chose to consider the results from activities involving "exploration" and "use" rather than the means themselves, then a distinction may be drawn on the benefits to be derived from such activities. Specifically, "exploration" may be defined as activities in space that do not produce tangible benefits and "use" is in turn defined as activities that do produce tangible benefits. For example, the Apollo-Soyuz mission, where an U.S. Apollo craft docked with a Soviet Soyuz craft, was not intended to undertake scientific research nor did it produce any tangible benefits and thus may be classified as an "exploration" activity instead of a "use" of outer space. 

excludes mining

Exploration and use excludes resource extraction

Kopal 6

 Comments on the issue of “Adequacy of the Current Legal and Regulatory Framework Relating to the Extraction and Appropriation of Natural Resources of the Moon”  

 Professor of International Law West Bohemian University Pilsen, Czech Republic 
http://www.mcgill.ca/files/iasl/Moon-Proceedings-Part_4_2006.pdf
 By a set of principles the 0ST regulated “the exploration and use” of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies as the author of the discussion paper recalls in the heading of Section 1, Chapter II of his paper. In the following text, though, he speaks only about the term “use” and in its interpretation he goes, in my opinion, too far. It is hard to agree with him that “use” of outer space might also mean the taking of property as well as any kind of “commercial use” and that “states and other actors are allowed to use outer space and celestial bodies commercially, inter alia, by the extraction of resources”. It is certainly   possible to expect that extraction of resources will become usual for the purposes of exploration of the Moon and other celestial bodies, for construction of stations and the permanent presence of man in this environment. It is also possible to imagine that the extraction of natural resources for commercial purposes will become a reality in a more or less distant future. But then, it will no longer be “the exploration and use” of outer space and celestial bodies, but the exploitation of their resources the regulation of which should be agreed upon by a new legal instrument. 

***S/EX EXCLUDES SETI

S/ex: excludes passive SETI

Exploration and use excludes passive SETI and astronomy – international law proves

Lyall 98

 Professor of Public Law. Member IISL.  University of Abderdeen 

 Acta Astronautica, Volume 42, Issues 10-12, May-June 1998, Pages 661-665 

 Under the general concept of state sovereignty it is for a state to regulate what is done within its jurisdiction. On that basis it is for municipal law to determine the lawfulness of SETI activity, and, for its own purposes to regulate what is done. Passive SETI, if I may so call the simple reception and analysis of signals, could be classified as a matter lying wholly within the jurisdiction of a state. Can one argue that it is an activity in outer space, which is the gravamen of the UN treaties? I think not. However, one could say that it crawls into the international arrangements as being part of the “exploration” of space which is dealt with internationally. However, if that is the case then visual astronomy must also qualify. 

Certainly astronomy has an interest, for space debris, not to mention space art, can affect astronomers. I would not consider this enough to sweep astronomy into the activities subject to the Outer Space Treaty.

***PRECISION KEY FOR S/EX DEFINITION

Standards: precision key

Precise non-subjective definitions of space exploration key to form policy – reject purely contextual definitions

Lester and Robinson 9
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Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

 Such definitions could even be rendered irrelevant by Chief Justice Potter Stewart's “I know it when I see it” test (which he famously used to define obscenity) [5]. Such a test, in which exploration is defined at gut-level, seems endemic to practical modern views of space exploration. Yet it is an absurdity which makes the point clear: definitions offer little help in understanding the constellation of meanings which surround modern exploration [6].

These may seem like semantic questions, but there are perils which await the US space program if it chooses to base a program on exploration, and yet leaves the meaning of the word unexamined. As NASA moves from policy statements to implementation goals and mission metrics, the ambiguity of exploration continues to play out in debates over goals and outcomes. The question for NASA is not “What is the true meaning of exploration?” but rather “What kind of exploration should we pursue?” We do not presume to answer either question here but, rather, hope to prepare the way for the debate which must follow: first, by looking at the different meanings of exploration and their historical precedents; second, by examining some of the hidden assumptions in exploration policy and its implications for the VSE. 

***PREFER OST DEFS

PRefer outer space treaty definitions

Outer Space Treaty is foundational to space law

Encyclopedia Britannica 5/13/11

http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/557348/space-exploration/237079/Issues-for-the-future
 "space exploration." Encyclopædia Britannica. Encyclopædia Britannica Online. Encyclopædia Britannica, 2011. Web. 13 May. 2011. <http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/557348/space-exploration>. 

 The development of space as an arena for multiple government and private activities will pose significant policy and legal challenges. The legal framework for space activities is based on the 1967 Outer Space Treaty and four subsequent United Nations treaties implementing its provisions. These agreements were negotiated at a time when governments were the principal players in space and commercial space activities were in their infancy 

***DEFINITIONS: EXPLORATION AFF

includes robots
Includes unmanned

European Commission 10
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/newsroom/cf/_getdocument.cfm?doc_id=6195
 Space Advisory Group of the European Commission, Framework Programme 7 – Space Theme  

 Space Advisory Group Members

Brook, Richard (Consultant, Surrey Satellite Technology Ltd.) Buszke, Bartosz (Managing Director Polspace Sp. z.o.o.) Coradini, Angioletta (Director, IFSI Roma Area Della Ricerca di Tor Vergata) Ghiron, Florence (Managing Director, Capital High Tech) Griffin, Matt (Director of Research, Cardiff School of Physics and Astronomy, Cardiff University) Haerendel, Gerhard (Professor of Space Physics, Max Planck Institute for Extraterrestrial Physics) Horneck, Gerda (former Vice-Director of the Institute of Aerospace Medicine, DLR, retired), SAG Vice-Chair Kallenrode, May-Britt (Vice-President for research, Universität Osnabrück) Kamoun, Paul (Chairman GMES Working Group ASD, Professor, University of Nice Sophia- Antipolis) Lebeau, André (former President CNES, retired) Leon, Gonzalo (Vice-Rector for Research, Universidad Politécnica de Madrid, Dept. Ingeniera de Sistemas Telematicos), SAG Chair Mohr, Tillmann (former Director-General Eumetsat, retired) Pinardi, Nadia (Associate Professor University of Bologna, Istituto Nazionale di Geofisica e Vulcanologia) Rosa, Pedro (Assessor to the Board, NAV, Portugal E.P.E.) Schmullius, Christiane (Professor, Institute of Geography, University of Jena) Swings, Jean-Pierre (Honorary Professor, Institut d'Astrophysique et de Géophysique, Liège) Tobias, Alberto (Head of Systems, Software and Technology, ESA-ESTEC) Tortora, Jean-Jacques (Secretary-General of Eurospace, ASD Director Space) Van Oranje, Friso (Director Space, TNO)  

 In this document, the term "space exploration" refers to "the combination of robotic and human activities for the discovery of extra-terrestrial environments that will open up new frontiers for the acquisition of knowledge and peaceful expansion of humankind”3. The broad scope of this definition requires that the EU prioritise the proposed activities to be addressed in line with the potential financial envelope and technological capabilities.  

Both humans and robots

S.Y. Chung, Ehrenfreund, Rummel and Peter 10

http://cpsx.uwo.ca/PS%20Seminar/PS%20Seminar/Papers/Synergies_of_Earth_science_and_space_exploration.pdf
“ Synergies of Earth science and space exploration “

doi:10.1016/j.asr.2009.10.025,  Advances in Space Research 45 (2010) 155–168 

Chung: Space Policy Institute, Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University,

Ehrenfreund:  Pascale Ehrenfreund, (Ph.D. Thesis University of Vienna/ University Paris VII) Research Professor of Space Policy and International Affairs. Molecular Biology, Space Science and related policy making, technology management. 

Rummel:  Dr. John D. Rummel is the Director of the Institute for Coastal Science and Policy and a Professor of Biology at East Carolina University (ECU).  In addition to the research aspects of the Institute, his responsibilities include oversight of the ICSP PhD Program in Coastal Resources Management and of ECU’s diving and water safety activities, which support both research and instructional needs in these areas at ECU.   Immediately prior to his arrival at ECU in 2008, Dr. Rummel was the NASA Senior Scientist for Astrobiology, based in Washington, DC, responsible for leading all aspects of NASA’s program to understand the origin, evolution, and fate of life in the Universe.  

Nicolas Peter: Research Fellow, European Space Policy Institute,  M.A. in International Science and Technology Policy - Elliott School of International Affairs -The George Washington University, Washington D.C., USA 

 The term “space exploration” encompasses both robotic and human exploration activities. Using ESA’s definition from the document entitled: European Objectives and Interests in Space Exploration (ESA, 2007), space exploration is defined as to “extend access and a sustainable presence for humans in Earth–Moon–Mars space, including the Lagrangian Points and near-Earth objects.” 
includes unmanned/scopes

Best NASA definition includes unmanned and telescopes

NASA no date

http://replay.web.archive.org/20090801135505/http://adc.gsfc.nasa.gov/adc/education/space_ex/exploration.html
(taken from cached snapshot, accessed through Wayback Machine.  Snapshot taken in 2009)

 Space was explored as early as the fourth century BCE, through ancient astronomy.  It was only in the twentieth-century that man sent out probes and himself to explore space.  Space exploration, then, can be broken into three conclusive categories: astronomy, unmanned probes, and manned probes.  The sub-page branches listed below represent these three fields of space exploration.  Although seemingly contrary to the divisions just drawn, man is the explorer in all of these sub-pages;  it is man's dream, technology, and understanding of science that forms the basis of all forms of space exploration.  The exploration of space is value based, that is, man has "reason" to send men to the moon and to study distant galaxies, just to name a couples such values.  (For a more complete exploration of man's "reason," see Issues on Space Exploration: Why we explore space.)  From ancient times, to well into to the twentieth-century, the only technologically feasible method to explore space was astronomy--the studying of the millions of stars and neighboring planets, which invade night sky, as they have done for billions of years.  The mysterious movements of the planets and the ebbing of stars across the sky had originally found explanations in religion, but as man's understanding of the science of astronomy increased natural laws, and not dogma, took form.  And, as a solid foundation was laid with ground-based astronomy, man walked resolutely into the Space Age, upon the advent of the modern rocket.  Given this stepping stone of the liquid fueled rocket (see How Rockets Work), man was able to enter the cosmic "ocean."  Public support for the space program, during the Cold War era, allocated millions of dollars to the exploration of space, but this trend has ceased in the later part of the twentieth-century.  The peak of space exploration, as a function of government and public support, apexes in the 1970's, with the Apollo program.  The public has generally been more supportive of the manned exploration program, but the costs and the values at risk are malignant to the support of space exploration as a whole.  Today, economic resources for space exploration are scarce and public, and thus government support is relatively low.  The glorious Apollo missions are impossible to reconstruct, and instead there has been a steady trend towards unmanned space exploration.  What the future of space exploration will hold is highly dependant on the rising generation, and the values they hold towards space exploration. 
includes unmanned: context

Best context includes ROBOTIC EXPLORATION

Lester and Robinson 9
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 How much does this land bias influence the current goals of the VSE? As the Moon becomes the new, rocky grail of US exploration, which “vision of exploration” will the national strategy follow? NASA has made it clear that science has a role to play in the VSE. Yet, while the planetary science community has agreed that further studies of the Moon could offer new insights into the history of our Solar System and of the formation of our Earth, the scientific importance of in situ human exploration there, as opposed to robotic efforts, has not been convincingly demonstrated. What guides NASA's plan for extended occupation at a lunar “outpost” when access to widely spaced locations on the lunar surface, perhaps by robots, might be more useful for lunar science?

From scientific and budgetary points of view, one could make a case that NASA should abandon the human lunar outpost idea altogether and invest its money in telerobotic exploration of the Moon, a project that would cost a fraction of a manned outpost. The same can be said for the exploration of Mars. Even as NASA considers long range plans to send a human spacecraft to the red planet, Martian surface probes Spirit, Opportunity, and Phoenix have underscored the value of robotic exploration. While it has been noted that a human can do in one day what a robot can do in a month, it should be kept in mind that 30 robots would probably cost less than one human. If cost-efficient planetary science is our measure of mission success, robotic exploration has set the bar for VSE very high, and Moore's Law suggests that the bar is getting higher.

Yet comparing robotic and human exploration in this manner is of limited use. We can calculate how much robotic science could be done with a VSE budget, of course, but it is doubtful that Congress would ever authorize such vast sums for robotic exploration. For almost two centuries, the federal government has adopted a vision of exploration that is symbolic as well as practical. However impressive have been the gains of robotic exploration, it is unlikely that Congress or NASA will abandon human space flight on purely practical grounds to focus solely on scientific goals. 
USFG includes robots

NATIONAL SECURITY PRESIDENTIAL DIRECTIVE 1/14/4
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.hq.nasa.gov/osf/downloads/US_space_exploration_policy.pdf
 B. Space Exploration Beyond Low Earth Orbit 1. The Moon Undertake lunar exploration activities to enable sustained human and robotic exploration of Mars and more distant destinations in the solar system; Starting no later than 2008, initiate a series of robotic missions to the Moon to prepare for and support future human exploration activities; Conduct the first extenaed human expedition to the lunar surface as early as 2015, but no later than the year 2020; and Use lunar exploration activities to further science, and to develop and test new approaches, technologies, and systems, including use of lunar and other space resources, to support sustained human space exploration to Mars and other destinations.    2. Mars and Other Destinations Conduct robotic exploration of Mars to search for evidence of life, to understand the history of the solar system, and to prepare for future human exploration;, Conduct robotic exploration across the solar system for scientific purposes and to support human exploration. In particular, explore Jupiter's moons, asteroids and other bodies to search for evidence of life, to understand the history of the solar system, and to search for resources; Conduct advanced telescope searches for Earth-like planets and habitable environments around other stars; Develop and demonstrate power generation, propulsion, life support, and other key capabilities required to support more distant, more capable, and/or longer duration human and robotic exploration of Mars and other destinations; and Conduct human expeditions to Mars after acquiring adequate knowledge about the planet using robotic missions and after successfully demonstrating sustained human exploration missions to the Moon 
!! includes unmanned: best context

Robots have become part of humans – this distinction’s meaningless

Lester and Robinson 9
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 What to do? There are few easy answers. However, the history of US exploration offers insight about places we can start.

First, we should accept that “exploration” is a multivalent term, with many meanings, some of which are contradictory, and all of which have historical precedent. For too long we have looked at the history of exploration selectively, seeking to find the antecedents which justify our own vision of exploration: as science, as human adventure, as geopolitical statement. This is a definitional fight which cannot be won. Space policy must acknowledge the multiple visions for space exploration, developing a clear-eyed metric of value which avoids the vagaries of lofty “exploration-speak”. If the merits of human exploration of the Moon and Mars are primarily symbolic and geopolitical, what are these goals worth in terms of federal funding? What are costs and benefits of missions developed to express “soft power” vs. science? Finally, which goals or combination of goals offers the best chance of long-term buy-in by the taxpayer? While historical precedent defines exploration in terms of human explorers who travel to new destinations, that definition is woefully obsolete with regard to discovery in an era in which teleoperation offers virtual presence for explorers who remain on the surface of the Earth. As has been pointed out by many authors, “robots” have come to be less personal assistants who follow us dutifully, and more expendable extensions of our senses. In this respect, science can be viewed as arguably the most important frontier for humankind, and whether it is done by humans in situ or by humans remotely is no longer a particularly relevant distinction. 

includes unmanned: limits

Limiting to human presence is too narrow

University Corporation for Atmospheric Research 2004
http://www.ucar.edu/oga/pdf/Explore.pdf
Lobbying letter with multiple signatories:  Signatories: Dr. Nathan Schwadron Principal Scientist Southwest Research Scientist Dr. Richard Anthes President University Corporation for Atmospheric Research Dr. Daniel Baker Director, Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics Professor, Astrophysical and Planetary Sciences University of Colorado Dr. James L. Burch Vice-President Space Science and Engineering Division Southwest Research Institute Dr. James F. Drake Professor, Department of Physics and the Institute for Physical Science and Technology University of Maryland Dr. Lennard Fisk Thomas M. Donahue Collegiate Professor of Space Science University of Michigan Dr. Jeffrey Forbes Professor, LtCol. USAFR Retired Department of Aerospace Engineering Sciences University of Colorado Dr. Maura Hagan Acting Director, Advanced Study Program Senior Scientist, High Altitude Observatory National Center for Atmospheric Research Dr. Rod A. Heelis Cecil and Ida Green Honors Professor of Physics Director, Hanson Center for Space Sciences University of Texas at Dallas Dr. Jack R. Jokipii Regents' Professor University of Arizona Department of Planetary Sciences Dr. Timothy Killeen Director National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) Dr. Margaret Kivelson Distinguished Professor of Space Physics Department of Earth and Space Sciences and Institute of Geophysics and Planetary Physics UCLA Dr. Louis Lanzerotti, Distinguished Professor of Physics New Jersey Institute of Technology Dr. William S. Lewis Principal Research Scientist Southwest Research Institute Dr. Eugene Parker Professor University of Chicago George Siscoe, Research Professor Department of Astronomy Boston University Karel Schrijver Astrophysicist Lockheed Martin Adv. Technology Ctr., Solar and Astrophysics Lab 

DATE BASED ON FOOTNOTED REFERENCES

 Humans explore. We have explored unceasingly throughout history, continually advancing the frontiers of our knowledge and understanding as well as our geographical frontiers. Inspired by the feats of such explorers as Columbus and Magellan, Lewis and Clark, Perry and Shackelton, Gagarin and Armstrong, we tend to equate exploration with human exploration—with “boldly going where no one has gone before.” But this definition of exploration is too narrow. It ignores a different mode of exploration, one that uses technology to extend the human senses to places inaccessible or inhospitable to the human presence. Now, human exploration is embarking on an ambitious journey to the nearest planet, Mars. It is a long-term and expensive endeavor, which may well turn out to be worth the effort. But, should other forms of space exploration be cancelled or curtailed to make this new, but limited, exploration vision possible? We think and hope not. Space exploration has never been limited to places where it is feasible to send only humans.  

 The scientific community has identified the critical problems of Solar and Space Physics in a recent Decadal Survey by the National Research Council2. To solve these problems we must continue our robotic exploration of the Sun, the heliosphere, and the space environments and atmospheres of Earth and the other planets. These critical problems are designed to aid and enhance human exploration and human technology. These critical problems are: 1. Understand the structure and dynamics of the Sun’s interior, the generation of solar magnetic fields, the origin of the solar cycle, the causes of solar activity, and the structure and dynamics of the corona. 2. Understand heliospheric structure, the distribution of magnetic fields and matter throughout the solar system, and the interaction of the solar atmosphere with the local interstellar medium. 3. Understand the space environments of Earth and other solar system bodies and their dynamical response to external and internal influences. 4. Understand the basic physical principles manifest in processes observed in solar and space plasmas. 5. Develop near-real-time predictive capability for understanding and quantifying the impact on human activities of dynamical processes at the Sun, in the interplanetary medium, and in Earth’s magnetosphere and ionosphere. The scientists and engineers involved in this study recommended that the government focus on these goals to further fundamental understanding of the space environment and its effects on technologies and human space flight. These individuals continue to believe strongly that by addressing these questions, we will build beyond a decade-long renaissance in understanding the many physical processes that link the Sun’s intrinsic dynamics through interplanetary space to the environments of the Earth and other planets. To solve the critical problems of solar and space physics, new missions are needed that explore and image critical regions and phenomena. In addition, we now recognize the unprecedented power of the diverse array of scientific satellites in space and observatories on Earth, which are complemented by capable computer models that ingest observations to make predictions of increasing value and accuracy. This collective of observatories - a Great Observatory for our Earth and solar system’s space environment (just as the Hubble, Chandra, and Spitzer telescopes are for the distant universe) - has grown to be much   greater than the sum of its parts. Extended operation of many existing missions provides an economical way of advancing the understanding of critical space processes. Operating spacecraft often add significant value to the measurements anticipated from newly launched spacecraft because spatially distributed probes are invaluable for understanding the extended spatial domain that influences the Earth, planets, and the solar system as a whole. Continuity of measurements is often needed because many processes must be observed over one or two solar cycles before they can be fully understood. The challenge that NASA faces today is how to advance human exploration while not retreating from robotic and scientific exploration. We urge NASA to continue to explore broadly as it has since its creation. The most fruitful interactions between scientific disciplines, those that transform our view of the world and cosmos, have rarely been planned or foreseen, and they usually were many years in the making. To narrow our vision now will weaken the very fabric of exploration in the future. In short, we urge NASA to maintain the reach of robotic and scientific exploration as it readies a new era of human exploration.  

includes observation: International law

Space exploration includes observation by international law – it’s made to distinguish from “use”

Smith 3

http://www.victoria.ac.nz/law/research/vuwlr/prev-issues/pdf/vol-34-2003/issue-3/smith.pdf
“ A PHANTOM MENACE? PATENTS AND THE COMMUNAL STATUS OF SPACE” 

 This article is an edited version of a paper submitted in fulfilment of the requirements of the LLB(Hons)

degree at the Victoria University of Wellington, 2002. 

 Conversely, the scientific investigation, the freedom of which is guaranteed by article 1(3), almost certainly falls within the definitions of "exploration" and use" in article 1(2). The crucial article as regards the right of free use of space is therefore article 1(2). Article 1(2) both provides for freedom of "exploration" and "use". "Exploration" and "use" represent the twin aspects of space utilisation envisaged by the international community. "Exploration" refers to scientific exploration of the space environment. Conversely, "use" is the equivalent of "exploitation".63 The inclusion of "use" in article 1 thus indicates international acceptance "of peaceful activities in outer space other than scientific exploration only"64 and indeed guarantees the freedom to conduct such activities.  
includes observation: normative

Physical exploration is obsolete – must include observation

Winn 9

http://davidbrin.blogspot.com/2009/07/does-moon-beckon-us-back.html
 Attorney Randy Winn is a frequent contributor to law and justice efforts in the Puget Sound area. Having written software for decades before law school, and lead the development of listserves and a website for the Washington State Bar Association, Randy now focuses on using technology to facilitate education, networking and volunteering.  Among his recent projects:      4freeCLE – the internet’s largest known compendium of free Continuing Legal Educational programs: http://groups.yahoo.com/group/4freecle/     The December 27, 2007 Lawyers for Warriors CLE, sponsored by the WSBA World Peace Through Law (WPTL) and Legal Assistance to Military Personnel (LAMP) Sections, now available for AV/CLE credit here:     The nascent Lawyers for Warriors program, seeking to identify areas where those who have served our nation are disadvantage in legal matters due to that service, and eliminate the problem (currently supported at http://lawyersforwarriors.blogspot.com/ and discussed at http://groups.yahoo.com/group/lawyers4warriors/ )  However, his most exciting new project is the website you are now visiting, a facility for helping the Puget Sound community support rule of law efforts in the developing world.  

 The difficulty with this argument is that it defines exploration as motion in space and reasons that, therefore, we must keep moving in space, or else we're not exploring and will therefore stop improving ourselves.

This may have had some validity in an era when there was a lot of usable geography unexplored, and that a curious people who naturally generate people who wanted to see what was Over There. However, it confuses causation; a lack of exploration in such a case would be a SYMPTOM of a non-exploratory attitude, not the CAUSE of the attitude.

Today we have physically explored most of our planet; the question is whether the exploratory attitude can be continued without ever-wider physical exploration. It's difficult to see how even the complete lack of a space program would discourage software engineers, artists, biophysicists and so on from usefully exploring their fields. And of course, we'll always have some sort of space exploration; with our telescopes and whatnot we see further every year. It is not necessary to do things physically to experience the adventure, awe and majesty of exploration.
Exploration needs to be redefined away from mere motion in space into the gathering of useful information. 

Technology has rendered this interpretation ridiculous and terrible
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 The word “exploration” threads its way through every discussion of human space flight and often headlines national policy statements about the US space agency. Yet this concept, so rooted in our culture, remains remarkably ill-defined. In this paper, we examine various presumptions implicit in the term and its ramifications for federally supported space endeavors. We argue that historical examples of exploration, widely used by policy makers, often make poor models for contemporary space travel. In particular, historical precedents of exploration set up a land-biased view of discovery, a restriction which impedes full expression of the Vision for Space Exploration and its possible scientific returns. These same precedents also set up a view of discovery that is biased toward in situ human presence, a view that modern technology is rendering increasingly absurd. 

includes telescopes

USFG context includes telescopes

NATIONAL SECURITY PRESIDENTIAL DIRECTIVE 1/14/4
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.hq.nasa.gov/osf/downloads/US_space_exploration_policy.pdf
C. Space Exploration Beyond Low Earth Orbit 1. The Moon Undertake lunar exploration activities to enable sustained human and robotic exploration of Mars and more distant destinations in the solar system; Starting no later than 2008, initiate a series of robotic missions to the Moon to prepare for and support future human exploration activities; Conduct the first extenaed human expedition to the lunar surface as early as 2015, but no later than the year 2020; and Use lunar exploration activities to further science, and to develop and test new approaches, technologies, and systems, including use of lunar and other space resources, to support sustained human space exploration to Mars and other destinations.    2. Mars and Other Destinations Conduct robotic exploration of Mars to search for evidence of life, to understand the history of the solar system, and to prepare for future human exploration;, Conduct robotic exploration across the solar system for scientific purposes and to support human exploration. In particular, explore Jupiter's moons, asteroids and other bodies to search for evidence of life, to understand the history of the solar system, and to search for resources; Conduct advanced telescope searches for Earth-like planets and habitable environments around other stars; Develop and demonstrate power generation, propulsion, life support, and other key capabilities required to support more distant, more capable, and/or longer duration human and robotic exploration of Mars and other destinations; and Conduct human expeditions to Mars after acquiring adequate knowledge about the planet using robotic missions and after successfully demonstrating sustained human exploration missions to the Moon  

broad

Any investigation or use of subsequent knowledge

Encyclopedia Britannica 11

http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/557348/space-exploration
 "space exploration." Encyclopædia Britannica. Encyclopædia Britannica Online. Encyclopædia Britannica, 2011. Web. 09 May. 2011. <http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/557348/space-exploration>. 

 space exploration: the investigation, by means of manned and unmanned spacecraft, of the reaches of the universe beyond Earth’s atmosphere and the use of the information so gained to increase knowledge of the cosmos and benefit humanity. 

prefer broad for space

Exploration must be broadly defined for space because we’re still very ignorant

National Research Council 3

 Exploration of the seas: voyage into the unknown

 By National Research Council (U.S.). Committee on Exploration of the Seas 

 This definition of exploration is much broader than the definition one would find, for example, within the context for the extractive industries, where exploration is a search for hydrocarbon or mineral deposits. More general approaches allow researchers to develop and ask questions that are not rooted in specific hypotheses and that often lead to unexpected answers— a difficult task to promote within the current approaches to research funding. Exploration is an early component of the research process; it focuses on new areas of inquiry and develops descriptions of phenomena that inform the direction of further study. It is the collection of basic observations that later allow hypotheses to be posed to connect those observations with the laws of physics, chemistry, and biology. In some disciplines, such as physics, exploration has been pursued aggressively, and the resources are best invested in testing hypotheses and conducting controlled experiments. In other disciplines, the system under investigation is so vast, complex, or remote that exploration is still the necessary first step. Outer space, the human genome, and the oceans are excellent examples. This nation and others have invested heavily in the exploration of outer space and the functioning of the human genome, and each program has both captured the imagination of the public and produced tangible, valuable discoveries. No similar systematic program exists for ocean exploration, despite its promise.

precision impossible – prefer broad
Exploration can’t be defined precisely or according to strict context
Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 
Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 
Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

 The historical record offers a rich set of examples of what we call exploration: Christopher Columbus sailing to the New World, Roald Amundsen driving his dogs towards the South Pole, and Neil Armstrong stepping into the soft dust of the Moon. Yet these examples illustrate the difficulty in pinning down exploration as an activity. If we define exploration as travel through an unfamiliar area in order to learn about it we exclude Columbus, whose discovery was serendipitous rather than purposeful. We would also have to exclude Amundsen and Armstrong, and indeed many of the pantheon of explorers, who tended to dash across new terrain rather than investigate it systematically. Even more expansive terms such as “discovery” sometimes offer a poor fit for the object of modern expeditions: did Robert Peary discover the North Pole in 1909, an axis point that Greek astronomers knew about 2500 years ago? Not in any meaningful sense of the word. Students of exploration, then, must make peace with this uncomfortable fact: “exploration” is a multivalent term, one which has been (and undoubtedly will continue to be) used in different ways by different people. Geographical discovery, scientific investigation, resource extraction, and high-risk travel are activities tucked inside this definitional basket.

Because of exploration's multiple historical meanings, policy makers and administrators have often used this history selectively and out of context. 

We have to accept a broad definition to avoid arbitrariness

Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 
Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 
Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

 What to do? There are few easy answers. However, the history of US exploration offers insight about places we can start.

First, we should accept that “exploration” is a multivalent term, with many meanings, some of which are contradictory, and all of which have historical precedent. For too long we have looked at the history of exploration selectively, seeking to find the antecedents which justify our own vision of exploration: as science, as human adventure, as geopolitical statement. This is a definitional fight which cannot be won. Space policy must acknowledge the multiple visions for space exploration, developing a clear-eyed metric of value which avoids the vagaries of lofty “exploration-speak” 
*** ITS 

its is exclusive
‘Its’ is possessive
English Grammar 5 
(Glossary of English Grammar Terms, http://www.usingenglish.com/glossary/possessive-pronoun.html)

Mine, yours, his, hers, its, ours, theirs are the possessive pronouns used to substitute a noun and to show possession or ownership. EG. This is your disk and that's mine. (Mine substitutes the word disk and shows that it belongs to me.)

Grammatically, this refers solely to U.S. weapons
Manderino 73 

(Justice – Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, “Sigal, Appellant, v. Manufacturers Light and Heat Co”., No. 26, Jan. T., 1972, Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, 450 Pa. 228; 299 A.2d 646; 1973 Pa. LEXIS 600; 44 Oil & Gas Rep. 214, Lexis)
On its face, the written instrument granting easement rights in this case is ambiguous. The same sentence which refers to the right to lay a 14 inch pipeline (singular) has a later reference to "said lines" (plural). The use of the plural "lines" makes no sense because the only previous reference has been to a "line" (singular). The writing is additionally ambiguous because other key words which are "also may change the size of its pipes" are dangling in that the possessive pronoun "its" before the word "pipes" does not have any subject preceding, to which the possessive pronoun refers. The dangling phrase is the beginning of a sentence, the first word of which does not begin with a capital letter as is customary in normal English [***10]  usage. Immediately preceding the "sentence" which does not begin with a capital letter, there appears a dangling  [*236]  semicolon which makes no sense at the beginning of a sentence and can hardly relate to the preceding sentence which is already properly punctuated by a closing period.  The above deviations from accepted grammatical usage make difficult, if not impossible, a clear understanding of the words used or the intention of the parties. This is particularly true concerning the meaning of a disputed phrase in the instrument which states that the grantee is to pay damages from ". . . the relaying, maintaining and operating said pipeline. . . ." The instrument is ambiguous as to what the words ". . . relaying . . . said pipeline . . ." were intended to mean.

And --- its a term of exclusion
Frey 28 

(Judge – Supreme Court of Missouri, Supreme Court of Missouri,
320 Mo. 1058; 10 S.W.2d 47; 1928 Mo. LEXIS 834, Lexis)
In support of this contention appellant again argues that when any ambiguity exists in a will it is the duty of the court to construe the will under guidance of the presumption that the testatrix intended her property to go to her next of kin, unless there is a strong intention to the contrary. Again we say, there is intrinsic proof of a  [*1074]  strong intention to the contrary. In the first place, testatrix only named two of her blood relatives in the will and had she desired [***37]  them to take the residuary estate she doubtless would have mentioned them by name in the residuary clause. In the second place, if she used the word "heirs" in the sense of blood relatives she certainly would have dispelled all ambiguity by stating whose blood relatives were intended. Not only had  [**53]  she taken pains in the will to identify her own two blood relatives but she had also identified certain blood relatives of her deceased husband. Had it been her intention to vest the residuary estate in her blood relatives solely, she would certainly have used the possessive pronoun "my" instead of the indefinite article "the" in the clause, "the above heirs."its is geographical
ITS: includes ISS

ISS is part of USFG exploration

NATIONAL SECURITY PRESIDENTIAL DIRECTIVE 1/14/4
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.hq.nasa.gov/osf/downloads/US_space_exploration_policy.pdf
 The Administrator of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration will be responsible for the plans, programs, and activities required to implement this policy, in coordination with other agencies, as deemed appropriate. The Administrator will plan and implement an integrated, long-term robotic and human exploration program structured with measurable milestones and executed on the basis of available resources, accumulated experience, and technology readiness. To implement the goal and objectives of this policy, the Administrator will conduct the following activities and take other actions as required: A. Exploration Activities in Low Earth Orbit

1. Space Shuttle Return the Space Shuttle to flight as soon as practical, based on the recommendations of the Columbia Accident Investigation Board;    Focus use of the Space Shuttle to complete assembly of the International Space Station; and Retire the Space Shuttle as soon as assembly of the International Space Station is completed, planned for the end of this decade; International Space Station Complete assembly of the International Space Station, including the U.S. components that support U.S. space exploration goals and those provided by foreign partners, planned for the end of this decade; Focus U.S. research and use of the International Space Station on supporting space exploration goals, with emphasis on understanding how the space environment affects astronaut health and capabilities and developing countermeasures; and Conduct International Space Station activities in a manner consistent with U.S. .obligations contained in the agreements between the United States and other partners in the International Space Station  
ITS: includes international

USFG context allows for inclusion

NATIONAL SECURITY PRESIDENTIAL DIRECTIVE 1/14/4
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.hq.nasa.gov/osf/downloads/US_space_exploration_policy.pdf
 International and Commercial Participation Pursue opportunities for international participation to support U.S. space exploration goals; and Pursue commercial opportunities for providing transportation and other services supporting the International Space Station and exploration missions beyond low Earth orbit  
*** DEVELOPMENT AFF
development: broad list
Development of space means industrial applications in space – includes mining and production in space
Twibell 97

 J.D. Candidate, 1998, University of Missouri-Kansas City School of Law; B.S. Public Administration and Public Law, Southwest Missouri State University, 1994. The author is Lead Literary Editor for the UMKC Law Review, Editorial Assistant for the ABA Appellate Practice Journal, and Abstract Editor for The Urban Lawyer. He is also a Supplemental Instruction Group Leader at the UMKC School of Law for Constitutional Law I and Torts I. His publications include, Note, Space Law: Legal Restraints on Commercialization and Development of Outer Space, 65 UMKC L. REV. 590, and Comment, Replicators and the Law: An Analysis of the Legal Consequences of Replicating Nanotechnology, 66 UMKC L. REV. (pending 1997). Currently he is a law clerk for Dennis J.C. Owens who specializes in appellate work, is the Editor-in-Chief of the ABA Appellate Practice Journal, and the Consulate of Austria for the United States Midwest region. Memberships of the author include the ABA Air and Space Law Forum, the Kansas City Metropolitan Bar Associations (KCMBA), High Technology Committee, and the KCMBA International Law Committee. 

Man's exploration of space is often analogized to his exploration of the ancient oceans. Ancient sea-explorers faced obstacles of uncharted oceans and land. They also faced difficulties in finding the means and financing to make their discoveries. Space industrial development suffers difficulties as well, however, many of the difficulties are legal obstacles. This author n1 and numerous legal authorities n2 have asserted that international space law presently hinders the commercial development of outer space, and thus, requires legal change. Vigorous space commercial development is crucial, however, not for intellectual development alone. n3 It offers massive economic, n4 medical, n5 industrial, n6 and humanitarian rewards. n7  [*261]  Better vaccines and antibiotics can be produced in space in far greater quantities than on earth. n8 Mining the moons, n9 asteroids, n10 and comets n11 provides answers to future energy depletion and would provide enormously less expensive construction of spacecraft and colonies than launching from Earth. n12 Space industry also paves the way in addressing future crises both manmade n13 and natural. n14
Space development means putting actual objects in space

Space Development Promotion Act of the Republic of Korea 2005
http://www.spacelaw.olemiss.edu/library/space/Korea/Laws/33jsl175.pdf
cited in the Space Law Journal
 Definitions of terms used in this Act are as follows:

(a) The term “space development” means one of the following:

(i) Research and technology development activities

related to design, production, launch, operation, etc.

of space objects;

(ii) Use and exploration of outer space and activities

to facilitate them; 

“Development” includes many specific activities
Hsu 9 
(Feng, Ph.D. and Senior Fellow – Aerospace Technology Working Group, and Ken Cox, Ph.D. and Founder & Director – Aerospace Technology Working Group, “Sustainable Space Exploration and Space Development - A Unified Strategic Vision”, 2-20, http://www.spacerenaissance.org/papers/A-UnifiedSpaceVision-Hsu-Cox.pdf)
In our view, even with adequate reform in its governance model, NASA is not a rightful institution to lead or manage the nation's business in Space Development projects. This is because human space development activities, such as development of affordable launch vehicles, RLVs, space-based solar power, space touring capabilities, communication satellites, and trans-earth or trans-lunar space transportation infrastructure systems, are primarily human economic and commercial development endeavors that are not only cost-benefit-sensitive in project management, but are in the nature of business activities and are thus subject to fundamental business principles related to profitability, sustainability, and market development, etc. Whereas, in space exploration, by its nature and definition, there are basic human scientific research and development (R&D) activities that require exploring the unknowns, pushing the envelope of new frontiers or taking higher risks with full government and public support, and these need to be invested in solely by taxpayer contributions.

“Space development” includes launch vehicles, ISS development, and remote sensing satellites

Collins 2 

(Patrick, Azabu University, “The Cost to Taxpayers of Governments' Anti-Space Tourism Policy and Prospects for Improvement”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/pending/the_cost_to_taxpayers_of_governments _anti_space_tourism_policy_and_prospects_for_improvement.shtml)
As a result, out of space agencies' cumulative funding to date of some $1 trillion, almost nothing has been spent to promote the development of passenger space travel ? although they have acknowledged that this is the only activity that will lead to commercialisation of space activities and hence to economic growth in space. Although space agencies are formally responsible for the commercial development of space, in reality they do no more than try to sell systems they have developed for political reasons. This is entirely different, and economically it is a costly failure. G7 governments' claim thay they are working to commercialise space activities is untrue: they are in fact using taxpayers' money under false pretences.

Since the author's ISTS 2000 paper [15] G7 governments have spent a further $36 billion on a range of non-science 'space development' activities, centring on unprofitable expendable launch vehicles, unprofitable �e international space station' development, and further unprofitable over-investment in remote sensing satellite systems. Over the same period they have once again spent almost nothing on work relevant to passenger travel.

“Space development” includes launching objects and operating satellites
Kwanbo 7 

(South Korean Publication, “Space Damages Compensation Act”, Global Legal Information Network, 12-21, http://www.glin.gov/view.action?glinID=205544)
There is a rising need to prepare for space accidents. The probability of such accidents has increased as countries around the world have actively pursued space development and private companies that use satellites are appearing. However, it is inappropriate to apply liability with negligence under the civil act to compensate for damages resulting from space accidents considering that space technology engenders many cutting-edge fields such as aerospace, electricity & electronics, telecommunications, and advanced materials. Also, payments for damages would be astronomical: forcing the payment in its entire amount would hinder the private sector's participation in the space development business. The need for a new compensation scheme is clear. This act is intended to set up specific standards and procedures such as the scope of compensation for damages and limits of responsibility for space accidents related to space development activities such as launching of space objects and operating of satellites.

development: Exploitation
Development means the exploitation of a natural resource

Pinto 94
http://www.greenstone.org/greenstone3/sites/nzdl/collect/hdl-old/import/unu_new/uu15oe/uu15oe.htm
M.C.W. Pinto is Attorney of the Supreme Court of Sri Lanka; of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-law.

 The word "development," in its international setting too readily associated with "economic development," refers here to the use or exploitation of a natural resource. 

***DEVELOPMENT NEG: REAL ESTATE LAW
physical transformation 1nc
A. Development means a physical change

Gochenaur 3

 AUTHOR: Ross Gochenaur (for Susan Murray, AICP, Director, Zoning & Land Development Department) 

 COLLIER COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE STAFF CLARIFICATION

ZONING & LAND DEVELOPMENT STAFF CLARIFICATION SC 03-003 

http://www.colliergov.net/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=27257
 “Development” is defined by the LDC through reference to Florida Statute 380.04(1), which defines development as “…the carrying out of any building activity or mining operation…[and]…the making of any material change in the use or appearance of any structure or land…” 

B. Violation – the aff does a new thing but doesn’t PHYSICALLY change space in a lasting way, like by terraforming.

C. Vote neg for limits – development has to be meaningfully distinguished from “doing stuff in space” or the topic could include literally all and any space projects ever proposed

D. Prefer our analogy: 

Space demands application of analogical models

Harper 8

* BA, 2005, University of California, Los Angeles; JD Candidate 2008, The University of Chicago.

Technology, Politics, and the New Space Race: The Legality and Desirability of Bush's National Space Policy under the Public and Customary International Laws of Space

8 Chi. J. Int'l L. 681

 The instant custom theory is not, however, the sole possible source of a customary international law of space; applied to space, Earth-based analogies could fill the role of customary international law. In developing the positive law foundations of space law, countries looked to analogies to other forms of open frontier, including Antarctica, airspace, the high seas, and unclaimed lands generally. n54 The analogies provided a legal structure for addressing the problems associated with unclaimed areas. By drawing on the customs developed in the ostensibly similar contexts of Antarctica, airspace, the high seas, and unclaimed lands, states had a reasonable structure of established custom for interacting in the new frontier: space. 
REAL ESTATE law in space is necessary for predictability
White 97
http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/real_property_rights_in_outer_space.shtml
P roceedings, 40th Colloquium on the Law of Outer Space, p.370 ( IISL 1998). Published by American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, Inc. with permission. Released to AIAA in all forms 

Attorney at Law, 4465 Kipling Street, Suite 200, Wheat Ridge, Colorado 80033

 The 1967 Outer Space Treaty[1] does not provide a positive regime for the governance of space development. The 1979 MoonTreaty[2] provides a regime for development, but that regime prohibits real property rights. For that and other reasons, most nations have not signed or ratified the Moon Treaty.

A development regime which provides some form of property rights will become increasingly necessary as space develops. Professionals foresee an integrated system of solar power generation, lunar and asteroidal mining, orbital industrialization, and habitation in outer space. In the midst of this complexity, the right to maintain a facility in a given location relative to another space object may create conflict. Such conflicts may arise sooner than we expect, if private companies begin building subsidiary facilities around space stations. Eventually large public facilities will become the hub of private space development, and owners will want to protect the proximity value of their facility location.  It also seems likely that at some point national governments and/or private companies will clash over the right to exploit a given mineral deposit. Finally, the geosynchronous orbit is already crowded with satellites, and other orbits with unique characteristics may become scarce in the future.  The institution of real property is the most efficient method of allocating the scarce resource of location value. Space habitats, for example, will be very expensive and will probably require financing from private as well as public sources. Selling property rights for living or business space on the habitat would be one way of obtaining private financing. Private law condominiums would seem to be a particularly apt financing model -- inhabitants could hold title to their living space and pay a monthly fee for life-support services and maintenance of common areas.  Even those countries which do not have launch capability would benefit from a property regime. Private entities from the developing nations could obtain property rights by purchasing obsolete facilities from foreign entities that are more technologically advanced.  A regime of real property rights would provide legal and political certainty. Investors and settlers could predict the outcome of a conflict with greater certainty by analogizing to terrestrial property law.  
extensions: must transform physically
FEMA definition means change to the land itself

Southwest Metro Stormwater Authority no date

http://www.semswa.org/permits/floodplainpermit.html
 FEMA defines development as “any man-made change to improved or un-improved real estate, including but not limited to buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, filling, grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, or storage of equipment and materials”. 

Development means physical property changes

City of Moline, no date

http://www.moline.il.us/departments/planning/planning/floodplain/regulations.asp
 Section 13-1101(6) of Moline's Flood Code defines "development" as follows:

Development.  Any man-made change to real estate including, but not necessarily limited to:

    Demolition, construction, reconstruction, repair, placement of a building, or any structural alteration to a building;

    substantial improvement of an existing building;

    installation of a manufactured home on a site, preparing a site for a manufactured home, or installing a travel trailer on a site for more than 180 days per year;

    installation of utilities, construction of roads, bridges, culverts or similar projects;

    construction or erection of levees, dams, walls, or fences;

    drilling, mining, filling, dredging, grading, excavating, paving, or other alterations of the ground surface;

    storage of materials including the placement of gas and liquid storage tanks; and

    channel modifications or any other activity that might change the direction, height, or velocity of flood or surface waters.

"Development" does not include routine maintenance of existing buildings and facilities; resurfacing roads; or gardening, plowing, and similar practices that do not involve filling, grading, or construction of levees.

Material change

Yuen 10

http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTURBANDEVELOPMENT/Resources/336387-1265151743414/Yuen.pdf.
 Dr Belinda Yuen is a Chartered Town Planner and Associate Professor at the National University of Singapore. She is currently President, Singapore Institute of Planners, and Vice-President, Commonwealth Association of Planners (Southeast Asia) (2006-08). Belinda is widely published in the discipline of urban planning, most recently on planning vertical living. She is the editor/co-author of the following books that explicate Singapore’s urban planning: Development Control and Planning Law in Singapore, Planning Singapore: From Plan to Implementation, Urban Quality of Life, Sustainable Cities in the 21st Century, Enhancing Urban Management in East Asia. Belinda has served on various Singapore planning committees including as Planning Appeals Inspector; Subject Group of Master Plan 2003; Focus Group and Action Programme Working Committee of Singapore Green Plan 2012. Her international work includes appointment to international advisory board, United Nations-Habitat State of the World’s Cities Report 2008/09; United Nations-Habitat Global Research Network on Human Settlements (2007-09); Working Group 2 of United Nations Commission on Legal Empowerment of the Poor, Board of Directors, Pacific Rim Council on Urban Development; Editorial Board of Asia Pacific Planning Review; Regional Development Studies; Cities. Belinda is a short-term consultant with United Nations, Asian Development Bank and World Bank. 
REFERENCES THE SINGAPORE PLANNING ACT

  meanings of ʻdevelopmentʼ and ʻsubdivideʼ

S3(1) of the Planning Act defines development as: …the carrying out of any building, engineering, mining, earthworks or other operations in, on, over or under land, or to the making of any material change in the use of any building or land  

material change is still broad

Physical alteration is still very broad

Government of Anguilla 11

http://www.gov.ai/planningpermission.php
 The Land Development (Control) Ordinance 1966 together with the amending Ordinances of 1980, 1988 and 1989 (collectively called ‘The Ordinance’) came into effect on 12th January 1990 and this means that most forms of ‘development’ now need planning permission.

The Ordinance defines: ‘development’ in relation to any land includes any building or rebuilding operations, engineering operations, mining operations (including the removal of sand) in, on, over or under any land, the making of any material change in the use of any material change in the use of any building or land, the sub-division  of any land, the laying out roads, the filing of ravines or swamps, or any other preparatory work which indicates an intention thereby to change or alter the existing nature or character of any land develop shall be constructed accordingly.

Clearly this is a wide definition and therefore Regulations have been drafted to help administer the Ordinance. 

Development mandates physical conversion – this is the broad reading

Gilbert 4

http://www.lexisone.com/lx1/caselaw/freecaselaw?action=OCLGetCaseDetail&format=FULL&sourceID=bcddi&searchTerm=eEiT.gaYa.aadj.ebfL&searchFlag=y&l1loc=FCLOW
 2004 Cal. App. Unpub. LEXIS 8155,*

 In re Marriage of WILLIAM A. and PENNY LONGSTREET MILLER. WILLIAM A. MILLER, Respondent, v. PENNY LONGSTREET MILLER, appellant.  B167578  COURT OF APPEAL OF CALIFORNIA, SECOND APPELLATE DISTRICT, DIVISION SIX  2004 Cal. App. Unpub. LEXIS 8155  September 7, 2004, Filed  NOTICE:       [*1]  NOT TO BE PUBLISHED IN OFFICIAL REPORTS. CALIFORNIA RULES OF COURT, RULE 977(a), PROHIBIT COURTS AND PARTIES FROM CITING OR RELYING ON OPINIONS NOT CERTIFIED FOR PUBLICATION OR ORDERED PUBLISHED, EXCEPT AS SPECIFIED BY RULE 977(B). THIS OPINION HAS NOT BEEN CERTIFIED FOR PUBLICATION OR ORDERED PUBLISHED FOR THE PURPOSES OF RULE 977.  

 PRIOR HISTORY:    Henry J. Walsh, Judge Superior Court County of Ventura, No. SD020656.  COUNSEL:   Nordman, Cormany, Hair & Compton, Larry L. Hines, Susan M. Seemiller and Matthew R. Bogosian for Appellant.  Lowthorp, Richards, McMillan, Miller, Conway & Templeman, Paul A. Miller, Charles J. Conway, Jr., Lascher & Lascher, Wendy Cole Lascher and Gabriele Mezger-Lashly for Respondent.  JUDGES:   GILBERT, P.J.; YEGAN, J., COFFEE, J. Concurred.  OPINION BY:   GILBERT  
Penny argues the trial  [*12]  court interpreted the ambiguous word "develop" against her in determining William did not develop the Calabasas property. Section 3.04 provides that in the event William shall "develop or construct" single family residences, the net profits would become community property. The court defined "develop" to mean "that the community would have an interest in the profits, if during the marriage, [William] successfully obtained all governmental approvals needed to construct single family residences in a commercially viable manner."

Penny argues the agreement does not contain a "governmental approvals" limitation. Instead, she relies on dictionary definitions of "develop." She cites Webster's Third New International Dictionary (1986) at page 618, which defines "'develop'" to mean "'to convert (as raw land) into an area suitable for residential or business purposes' or 'to alter raw land into (an area suitable for building).'" Penny also cites Black's Law Dictionary (7th ed. 1999) at page 462, which defines "development" to mean, "'1. A human-created change to improved or unimproved real estate, including buildings or other structures . . . . 2. An activity, actions, or alteration that changes  [*13]  undeveloped property into developed property.'"

But William did not convert or alter the Calabasas land or real estate, nor did he change it in any way. Even under the definitions cited by Penny, William did not develop the Calabasas property.

at “this is real estate” - analogies key in space!

Must use analogies in outer space law
Peterson 97

The use of analogies in developing outer space law 
Author: Peterson, MJ.  Published in: international organization,  v. 51  no. 02, pp. 245  Date: 1997

 Department of Political Science                                                           phone: 413-545-6171 (day) Thompson Hall University of Massachusetts                                                                 fax: 413-545-3349 Amherst, MA 01003 USA                                                                                                           e-mail: mjp@polsci.umass.edu  EDUCATION  Columbia University PhD 1976 MA 1973 in political science  Upsala College (East Orange, NJ) BA, summa cum laude, 1971  APPOINTMENTS  University of Massachusetts, Amherst             1998- Professor of Political Science             1989-98 Associate Professor             1986-89 Assistant Professor 

 Even imposition involves some elements of mutually understood meaning, since the target has to understand what acts or statements are being demanded. Bargaining and persuasion are even more dependent on a shared conceptual framework with which actors can define the problem, assess the stakes involved, identify potential solutions, and agree on a particular one.5 Understanding the process by which the superpowers converged on treating outer space as a common area and developing outer space law accordingly requires understanding the mental mechanisms by which political actors acquire, transmit, and refine common conceptual frameworks.6 Though analogical reasoning is only one of several types of human reasoning that can serve as the requisite mental mechanism, it is more successful than others when actors need to develop a workable conception of a new problem or issue quickly. Inductive reasoning, for example, fails for lack of enough information about the new concern to permit a "bottom-up" generation of organizing concepts from particular observations. Deductive reasoning fails for lack of a sufficiently well-developed theory of the new concern to provide the assumptions and postulates needed for a "top-down" elaboration of expectations. Reasoning by analogy, which permits the transfer of assumptions and postulates from a well-known field to an unfamiliar one, provides the necessary cognitive resources for developing a working conception of the new issue or problem. Understanding the process of reasoning by analogy improves our comprehension of outer space law development in two ways. First, it explains the development of the superpower consensus defining outer space as a common area rather than as one subject to national claims. Once this conception was in place, the superpowers and other states were able to agree on the main outlines of outer space law. Second, the  patterns of analogical reasoning illuminate certain facets of the later evolution of outer space law by indicating which proposals are more or less likely to be considered seriously. One subsequent debate, triggered by proposals to treat lunar resources as the "common heritage of mankind," provides a good example of this sifting effect 
Analogical reasoning crucial to development of space law

Ramey 00

 Major Ramey (B.A., Wheaton College; J.D., Seattle University; LL.M., McGill University) is an instructor, International and Operations Law Division, The Air Force Judge Advocate General School, Maxwell AFB, Alabama. He is a member of the Bar in the state of Washington. 

  Armed Conflict on the Final Frontier: The Law of War in Space

 48 A.F. L. Rev. 1 

 One notable feature in the continuing development of international space law is its use, by analogy, of norms drawn from other branches of international law. Because this feature of space law is explained more fully below, only a brief reference to it will be made here. n286 The progressive development of space law has not emerged in a legal vacuum. "There is, in certain respects, a catena of notions which justifies a comparison between the concepts applicable to outer space with those of other environments." n287 Specifically, in establishing an early framework for space activities, "lawmakers were able to borrow from existing principles of international law, including analogies from international maritime law, the Antarctic Treaty, and the Partial Test Ban Treaty." n288 From use of these analogies space law is able to draw specific conclusions. For example, one commentator cites the legal propriety of spying from space as having emerged by reference to the law of the sea. "Since outer space is beyond State sovereignty, as are the high seas, and as espionage from (or over) the latter is generally accepted as being a legal activity, it has been concluded that espionage from outer space is also legal." n289 Others have accurately speculated on this basis that military spacecraft will be allowed to enter the territory of other States only upon special authorization, just as is the case with military aircraft. n290 As it has for over forty years, the principle of analogy will continue to play an important role in the evolution of space law. 

defs: business/residence conversion variation
Develop means conversion into business or commercial use

Matthews 91
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 One indication of congressional intent is the ordinary meaning of the words used in the statute. In the context of raw land,8 the common meaning of &quot;developed&quot; includes subdivided property which is ready for sale. Webster's Third New International Dictionary of the English Language, Unabridged (1968), defines &quot;develop&quot; in a land context as follows: to make actually available or usable (something previously only potentially available or usable) . . . .: as (1): to convert (as raw land) into an area suitable for residential or business purposes &nbsp;they ~ed several large tracts on the edge of town¤; also: to alter raw land into (an area suitable for building) &nbsp;the subdivisions that they ~ed were soon built up¤ . . . . Cases dealing with the term &quot;developed&quot; in the context of land confirm that &quot;develop&quot; connotes conversion into an area suitable for use or sale. Winkelman v. City of Tiburon, 108 Cal. Rptr. 415, 421 (Cal. App. 1973) (&quot;The term `developed' connotes the act of converting a tract of land into an area suitable for residential or business uses.&quot;); Muirhead v. Pilot Properties, Inc., 258 So.2d 232, 233 (Miss. 1972) (same holding); Prince George's County v. Equitable Trust Co., 408 A.2d 737, 742 (Md. Ct. Spec. App. 1979) (&quot;Develop [is defined as] the conversion of raw land into an area suitable for residential or business uses.&quot; (Quoting Webster's New International Dictionary, (2d Ed. 1959)); Best Building Co. v. Sikes, 394 S.W.2d 57, 63 (Tex. App. 1965) (court approved trial court finding based in part on extrinsic evidence that &quot;developed&quot; included subdividing, building streets, and installing utilities). 

Means conversion to business or residential

Court of Special Appeals in Maryland 79
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Prince George's County v. Equitable Trust Co.    
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS OF MARYLAND    
Docket Number available at www.versuslaw.com   
Citation Number available at www.versuslaw.com   
 Decided: December 6, 1979.  PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND ET AL. v. THE EQUITABLE TRUST COMPANY, INC.  Appeal from the Circuit Court for Prince George's County; Blackwell, J.  Steven M. Gilbert, Associate County Attorney for Prince George's County, with whom were Robert B. Ostrom, County Attorney, and Michael O. Connaughton, Deputy County Attorney, on the brief, for appellants.  Robert A. Manzi, with whom was Russell W. Shipley on the brief, for appellee.  Moore, Lowe and Liss, JJ. Liss, J., delivered the opinion of the Court.  

 Black's Law Dictionary 538 (4th ed. 1968) defines "develop" to mean "[t]o bring, or attempt to bring to a state of fruition." The term "develop" connotes the act of converting a tract of land into an area suitable for residential or business uses. Winkleman v. City of Tiburon, 32 Cal. App. 3d 834, 843, 108 Cal. Rptr. 415 (1973). Webster's New Int'l Dictionary (2d ed. 1959) defines "develop" as "the conversion of raw land into an area suitable for residential or business uses." 

Residential or business suitability

York 46
 THE PEOPLE, Respondent, v. EMBASSY REALTY ASSOCIATES, INC. (a Corporation), Appellant.  COUNSEL  Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher and Wm. C. Wetherbee for Appellant.  Robert W. Kenny, Attorney General, and Bayard Rhone, Deputy Attorney General, for Respondent.  OPINION  YORK, P. J. 

http://law.justia.com/cases/california/calapp2d/73/901.html

According to Webster's, supra, a subdivision of real estate is defined as: "An unimproved tract of land surveyed and divided into lots for purposes of sale. In some localities it is distinguished from a development upon which improvements are made before sale; in other localities, the terms are synonymous." The same work defines develop: "To convert from a tract of raw land into an area suitable for residential or business uses." Development: "A developed tract of land."

People’s v. Embassy Realty Associates controls this definition

Gale 80

 Liptak v. Diane Apartments, Inc. (1980) 109 Cal.App.3d 762, 167 Cal.Rptr. 440 [Civ. No. 57654. Court of Appeals of California, Second Appellate District, Division Three. August 27, 1980.]  GEORGE P. LIPTAK et al., Plaintiffs and Appellants, v. DIANE APARTMENTS, INC., et al., Defendants and Respondents.    (Opinion by Gale, J., with Klein, P. J., and Potter, J., concurring.) [109 Cal.App.3d 763]    COUNSEL     Christensen, Fazio, McDonnell, Briggs, Ward & Holland, Burton H. Ward and Jonathan A. Goldstein for Plaintiffs and Appellants.    Russell, Schureman & Hancock, Robert W. Hancock, Chase, Rotchford, Drukker * Bogust, Vincent Fish and Scott D. Miller for Defendants and Respondents.    OPINION    GALE, J.  

http://www.homeownersassociationmanagementla.com/Liptak-v.-Diane-Apartments,-Inc.html
The words develop and development as they pertain to real property were defined in People v. Embassy Realty Associates (1946) 73 Cal.App.2d 901, 905 [167 P.2d 797], where the court in referring to Websters' New International Dictionary (2d ed.), stated: "The same work defines develop: 'To convert from a tract of raw land into an area suitable for residential or business uses.' Development: 'A developed tract of land.'"  
defs: suitable for sale Variation
Development means that a property is suitable for sale at maximal value
Matthews 91
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 At the hearing before the assessor, CIRI advocated a different definition of developed. CIRI took the view that a small tract of land was developed if profits from its sale would be maximized without further physical or legal alteration. CIRI's position was illustrated by Steve Planchon, its land development manager: [W]e do have . . . nine, ten properties . . . that we decided not to appeal . . . . They're one acre tracts. There's something that we can't do anything further. We can't subdivide them, we can't put a road in, the power isn't there. These things are there -- it's something if a guy came to us tomorrow and said, &quot;[L]isten, I'd like to sell it to you [sic],&quot; and my boss came in and said &quot;[W]ell before we sell it to him, what else can we do it, you know, can we make any more money off of this piece of property?&quot; I'd say to him no. I'd say there's a fair market value for that piece of land. I can't do a thing else to enhance the value. That's a piece of property that we leave out of our appeals. . . . [I]f my boss came in tomorrow and said we've got a guy in here that wants to buy that 5-acre tract and . . . he wants to develop it, he says &quot;can you guys do anything else to enhance the property value on that?&quot; My answer to him would be yes . . . and we take that on as land department project, enhance the values . . . . We would put in roads. We would do the subdivision design and we would carry those costs up until we sell the property and make the profit throughout the process. There's no reason for us to give the profit away. . . . . [S]eems that we're arguing about is do you take it down to five acres. Do you take it to two acres. Do you take it to one acre. And our answer would be that, uh, from CIRI's point of view, it's not developed unless we can't get an additional dollar out of it from doing something else to the property. Mark Friedman, CIRI's land management officer, gave another example: And here it's probably a good instance to look at the criteria that we've used to determine what should be taxed and what shouldn't be taxed, in terms of whether the property is in a developed state or isn't in a developed state. If we look at that one, tract 8 is in fact appropriately being taxed. We've got a parcel that's 1.86 acres. There is a -- there's roads. Utilities are right on the boundary of the property. The fact is that we would not have to do anything, expend any monies to sell that property . . . as a developed state. CIRI's position at the hearing before the assessor is consistent with the common meaning of developed. CIRI regarded its land as developed when it had been converted into an area suitable for sale in both a legal and a practical sense. The legal sense of suitability for sale is that a parcel of land may not be divided into two or more parcels for sale without an approved and recorded plat. AS 40.15.010. See Kenai Peninsula Borough v. Kenai Peninsula Board of Realtors, Inc., 652 P.2d 471, 472 (Alaska 1982). The practical sense is that as to some parcels which legally may be sold, a knowledgeable developer desiring to maximize revenue would not sell without re-platting or making additional improvements. In our view the word &quot;developed&quot; as used by Congress in ANCSA includes parcels which are not only legally but practically suitable for sale under these standards.9 We do not mean that a particular piece of property is &quot;developed&quot; simply because a market exists for its sale. Although these parcels did not present this situation, it is conceivable that a Native corporation that is not itself a land developer would sell raw land that would not generally be considered developed. Land that common sense tells us is not developed does not become taxable simply by virtue of a market existing for its sale in its unimproved state; to be within this definition of &quot;developed&quot; the land must be practically and legally suitable for sale to the ultimate user. 

development: prefer common meaning

Prefer standard constructions of development unless there’s specific statutory guidance

Blumenthal 8/11/95

http://www.ct.gov/ag/cwp/view.asp?A=1770&Q=281564
 Attorney General's Opinion

Attorney General, Richard Blumenthal 

 In the absence of a statutory definition, it is appropriate to construe the word "development" in accordance with "the commonly approved usage of the language." Conn. Gen. Stat. § 1-1(a). See also, Oller v. Oller-Chiang, 230 Conn. 828, 848, 646 A.2d 822 (1994) ("In interpreting the language of a statute, the words must be given their plain and ordinary meaning and their natural and usual sense unless the context indicates that a different meaning was intended."). 

*** DEVELOPMENT - RESEARCH

development is research

Space development includes R+D and activities to facilitate exploration

SDPA 5 
(Space Development Promotion Act of the Republic of Korea, Journal of Space Law, 33, 5-31, http://www.spacelaw.olemiss.edu/library/space/Korea/Laws/33jsl175.pdf)

Article 2 (Definitions) 

Definitions of terms used in this Act are as follows: 

(a) The term “space development” means one of the following: 

(i) Research and technology development activities related to design, production, launch, operation, etc. of space objects;   

(ii) Use and exploration of outer space and activities to facilitate them; 

(b)  The term “space development project” means a project to promote space development or a project to pursue  the development of education, technology, information,  industry, etc. related to space development; 

(c)  The term “space object” means an object designed and  manufactured for use in outer space, including a launch  vehicle, a satellite, a space ship and their components; 

(d)  The term “space accident” means an occurrence of  damage to life, body or property due to crash, collision or  explosion of a space object or other situation; 

(e)  The term “satellite information” means image, voice, sound or data acquired by using a satellite, or in formation made of their combination, including processed or applied information. 

R+D, testing, and evaluation
Rau 99 

(Russell A., Assistant Inspector General, “Earned Value Management at NASA”, Audit Report, 9-30, http://oig.nasa.gov/audits/reports/FY99/pdfs/ig-99-058.pdf)
2  NASA is substituting the word “development” for “research, development, test, and evaluation” in the subsequent

version of NPD 9501.3.

development: not research

Development is application not research

Neal et al 8

Beyond Sputnik
U.S. Science Policy in the Twenty-First Century
http://press.umich.edu/pdf/9780472114412-ch1.pdf
 Homer A. Neal is the Samuel A. Goudsmit Distinguished University Professor of Physics, Interim President Emeritus, and Vice President for Research Emeritus at the University of Michigan, and is a former member of the U.S. National Science Board.  Tobin L. Smith is Associate Vice President for Federal Relations at the Association of American Universities. He was formerly Assistant Director of the University of Michigan and MIT Washington, DC, offices.  Jennifer B. McCormick is an Assistant Professor of Biomedical Ethics in the Division of General Internal Medicine at the Mayo College of Medicine in Rochester, Minnesota, and is the Associate Director of the Research Ethics Resource, part of the Mayo Clinic's NIH Clinical Translational Science Award research programs.  

 Science versus Technology, Research versus Development, and Science versus Engineering The general public, policymakers, and even scientists are sometimes confused about differences between science and technology, or S&cT, on the one hand, and research and development, or R&cD, on the other. Confusion about these terms is understandable, inasmuch as they are frequently used synonymously: one often sees S&T and R&D used to refer to the same activity, for example. For our purposes, however, it is important to define science and technology, and to distinguish them from research and development, even though in some cases the lines be- tween them are blurred.14 As we explained earlier, science may be thought of as the objective pursuit of knowledge and understanding through the scientific method. The understanding pro- duced by science is articulated through concepts, words, theories, and equations. Science may also be viewed as the world's store of knowledge about the natural universe and those who inhabit it. Technology, in contrast, derives from a conscious attempt to draw upon existing scientific or engineering knowledge for the purpose of achieving a specific material result.15 The use of both science and technology can significantly affect our lives, in positive or negative ways.16   Research may be thought of as the process through which scientific principles are developed and tested. The NSF defines research as systematic study directed toward fuller knowledge or understanding of the subject studied. In contrast, it defines development as systematic use of the knowledge or understanding gained from research, directed toward the production of useful materials, de- vices, systems, or methods, including design and devel- opment of prototypes and processes.17 Quality control, routine product testing, and production are all excluded from this definition. Research is often classified by federal agencies as either "basic" or "applied," depending upon the objective of the sponsoring agency. Basic research is aimed at gain- ing more comprehensive knowledge or understanding of the subject under study without specific applications or products in mind. Applied research is aimed at gain- ing new knowledge or understanding to meet a specific, recognized need. It focuses on the creation of knowledge that has a specific application or commercial objective relating to products, processes, or services. In contrast, development can be thought of as the use of knowledge gained from research to produce useful materials, devices, systems, and methods. Development includes designing and developing prototypes and related processes.18  

***SPACE ANALOGIES – WHICH LAW TO APPLY

real estate analogy bad: nonappropriation

Non-appropriation makes the real estate metaphor inapt

Peterson 97
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 Though a few Soviet bloc and Western legal specialists supported the idea of making national claims to celestial bodies, the overwhelming majority opposed that idea.55 Third World and Western delegates participating in the UN's Ad Hoc Committee on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space contended that "serious problems could arise if States claimed, on one ground or another, exclusive rights over all or part of a celestial body" in 1959 but did not regard the issue as urgent enough to require immediate settlement.56 Their governments, particularly those of the superpowers, regarded the matter as pressing and continued discussions on the question. Agreement to treat celestial bodies as common areas was first registered in General Assembly Resolution 1721 A.57 Article II of the 1967 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (Outer Space Treaty) stipulates that "Outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means." 
sea analogy good

Application of maritime law is the best for DEVELOPMENT and PREDICTABILITY

Twibell 97

J.D. Candidate, 1998, University of Missouri- Kansas City School of Law, B.S., Public Admin istration, Southwest Missouri State University, 1994

SPACE LAW: LEGAL RESTRAINTS ON COMMERCIALIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF OUTER SPACE

65 UMKC L. Rev. 589

 Some commentators during the time surrounding the development of the 1967 Space Treaty believed its no-sovereignty provision barred all property rights in space. n182 Over time, the view lost popularity. n183 It evolved in a changing international environment emphasizing the necessity to have some level of property rights in space, although no change in the Treaty's text has occurred. n184 Changes in the Treaty could

 [*614] 

allow property rights in mined material and perhaps in a colony and the area immediately surr ounding the colony. However, "could" is the key word. How nations would actually react to the belief in practice is not certain because the conflicting views have not been put to the test. No mining or colonization has occurred, or will occur, in at least the next ten years. They exist now only as long-range plans or theoretical possibilities. When the views are tested, there is likely to be enormous argument unless agreements between the space-faring nations can be reached prior to the test. While the treaty explicitly mentions appropriation of celestial bodies, it mentions nothing about the appropriation of resources. n185 Although appropriation of resources could violate the "benefit clause" of the 1967 Space Treaty, most nations, including the U.S., consider the appropriation of space resources to be analogous to international maritime law, which allows international waters to be explored and mined.

In sum, when the 1967 Space Treaty was put into effect, the common consensus was that all property rights in space did not exist because of the treaty's language and purpose. However, today, the common consensus (including that of the major space powers) is that some form of property rights probably do exist under the treaty. The change in attitude favoring at least limited appropriation of resources does not alleviate uncertainty for those who might invest massive resources because of the questions that remain unanswered. Once a nation or corporation engages in mining or colonization, will favorable property right attitudes change when they begin reaping huge rewards? What level of property rights exist and when do they begin? Does a claim to asteroid mineral ore begin at the initial claim or only after the mineral is extracted? Can the mining area be claimed as private or sovereign property? n186 If so, can the area immediately surrounding the mining operation be claimed and how much? Until these questions begin to be answered by alterations in space law creating more certainty for space entrepreneurs,economic and humanitarian space opportunities will never be achieved. Investors hesitate to risk millions and possibly human life for uncertain legal outcomes. Although disputes in many of these issues have not yet occurred,

 [*615] 

application of maritime law and communications issues have laid a path for some level of pred ictability in court interpretations of disputes in outer space. 
Consensus support LOS analogy

Sreejith 8

Whither International Law, Thither Space Law: A Discipline in Transition

 38 Cal. W. Int'l L.J. 331 

 M.Phil., LL.D. (Candidate), Research Scientist, Arctic Centre, Finland. Status Member of the Finnish Graduate School Law in a Changing World, 2007-2010 

 Space law, as it is generally understood, has three parallels - air law, the law of the sea, and the Antarctic Treaty. The major similarity between these branches of law is that all regulate areas which have somewhat anomalous physical features. In the IISL, the idea of learning from "other regimes" was first shown by Escobar Faria in the Third Colloquium in 1960 by way of the Antarctic Treaty as a prototype for a future covenant for outer space. n165 The reason why Faria considered the Antarctic Treaty as model is that the Antarctic, like outer space, is a res communes omnium; the approach was considered to be effective, as it provided "a large decrease of power" of any state in Antarctica. n166 This principle was pursued to a large  [*365]  extent in the initial space law negotiations. Nearly three decades later, in 1988, Jiri Malenovsky noted that although the Antarctic is geographically identical to outer space in terms of accessibility and natural resources, there are historical, political, doctrinal, and legal similarities as well which are wholly applicable in the further development of space law. n167 However, by then, with five space treaties in hand, the Antarctic analogy had lost its charm; it was eclipsed by the law of the sea analogy.

In the 1960s and 1970s, the law of the sea was of interest to the space lawyers if for no other reason than the geographical similarities between outer space and the high seas including the seabed. However, with the successful conclusion of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) in 1982, space lawyers paid more serious attention to the sea-space analogy. Guyla Gal emphasized the new logic of analogies in the special session Comparison between Sea and Space in the Exploration and Exploitation Activities of the Twenty Eighth Colloquium in 1985. 
Law of the Sea explicitly informs space treaty law
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 J.D. Candidate, 1998, University of Missouri- Kansas City School of Law, B.S., Public Admin istration, Southwest Missouri State University, 1994. 

 65 UMKC L. Rev. 589 

 SPACE LAW: LEGAL RESTRAINTS ON COMMERCIALIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF OUTER SPACE 

 This notion, where the state has no jurisdiction or control over the area surrounding its vehicle, but retains jurisdiction over the vehicle and its personnel, is analogous to other types of law governing Antarctica and maritime law. The principles and articles of the Treaty are similar to this excerpt from the High Seas Convention, Article II, which states:

The high seas being open to all nations, no State may validly purport to subject any part of them to its sovereignty. . . . These [four enumerated] freedoms and others which are recognized by the general principles of international law shall be exercised by all States with reasonable regard to the interests of other States in their exercise of the freedom of the high seas. n27

Hence, space and maritime law adhere and seek to promote the principles that space and the oceans are "free for exploration and use by all States on a basis of equality and in accordance with international law, and [are] not subject to national appropriation . . . ." n28 However, some qualifications must be established with some exclusive jurisdiction and control. n29 The legal conception of Antarctica is also analogous to space law because the use of mineral resources and the desire to promote scientific exploration are goals of their respective treaties. n30

 [*595] 

The resemblance between space law and the law governing Antarctica and the high seas is analogous not only in principle, but also the wording of the 1967 Space Treaty was borrowed from them. n31 The Antarctic Treaty's text contributed to the "Space Treaty's important substantive provisions" and the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty n32 "contributed to its formal and final clauses." n33 The remaining and majority of the treaty was formed from earlier similar U.N. resolutions from the early 1960s. n34 

Law of the sea consensus metaphor
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 Debate in the United Nations (UN) General Assembly's First Committee in 1958 revealed that the high seas analogy had wider support among governments, including those of neutrals and nonaligned countries. Most were persuaded that the similarity of space being above earth was more than canceled by the ever-shifting geographical relations between portions of space and portions of earth.44 High seas analogies were also highly available in diplomats' memories because the (First) UN Conference on the Law of the Sea had just proposed four new multilateral treaties concerning activity on the oceans. Though coastal state jurisdiction was to be expanded somewhat and both continental shelf doctrines and twelve-mile exclusive fishing zones were to be accepted, the treaties as a whole reinforced the traditional rules treating the high seas as a commons open to all.45 Air law had been codified in the mid-i940s and air issues confined to the level of disputes about specific application of the rules.46 
 Debate about whether to use air or high seas analogies ended in 1961, when the Soviet government accepted General Assembly Resolution 1721A. It expressed preliminary agreement on two key propositions: (a) International law, including the Charter of the United Nations, applies to outer space and celestial bodies (b) Outer space and celestial bodies are free for exploration and use by all States in conformity with international law and are not subject to national appropriation.47 The Soviets then waged a brief campaign to have all reconnaissance declared illegal, but shifted position further in 1963 by arguing that types and levels of reconnais- sance specifically included in arms control treaties would be exempt from unilateral countermeasures.48 The Soviet decision to stop opposing all satellite reconassiance had strong practical roots easily comprehended with realist theory. Increasing tensions with the Chinese had led the Soviets to end aid programs and withdraw technicians from China in mid-1960. Since the Chinese also maintained a tightly closed political system, the withdrawal of technicians denied the Soviets much information about Chinese plans and activities and increased their interest in remote reconnaissance systems.49 The Soviets launched their first reconnaissance satellite in April or October 1962 and shifted their position in UN debates soon afterward.50 A superficial glance at the timing encourages drawing the wider conclusion that the same practical concerns also led the Soviets to abandon the air analogy. However, that wider conclusion requires ignoring the fact that most Soviet legal specialists were criticizing the use of an air analogy even before the row with China became acute. There is evidence supporting the conclusion that the Soviet government was persuaded to abandon the air analogy through logical argument. Though boycotting the Ad Hoc Committee on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space in 1959 and 1960 to protest what they regarded as a too heavily Western-oriented membership, Soviet delegates participated in many of the UN debates and were aware that most other governments found air analogies unpersuasive.51 A few Soviet and several Eastern European specialists participated in the transnational discussions among international lawyers, but all were aware of the direction of Western and Third World opinion from their reading of foreign publications.52 The shift of opinion among Soviet international  lawyers became more pronounced after January 1959, when Evgenii Korovin, one of the most senior Soviet legal specialists, joined the discussion on the side of those criticizing air analogies.53 Though some still pointed to the limits of high seas analogies, none advocated using air law as a source of inspiration in 1961. 
Historically the best

Englehart 8

Law student note]]\
 17 Pac. Rim L. & Pol'y J. 133 
COMMON GROUND IN THE SKY: EXTENDING THE 1967 OUTER SPACE TREATY TO RECONCILE U.S. AND CHINESE SECURITY INTERESTS
 The development of space law is analogous to the growth of the law of the sea from the Mare Clausum ideas of the 17th century, through the  [*146]  "freedom of the seas" of the 19th century, to the 1982 UNCLOS III treaty. n107 Mare Clausum, or "closed seas," involved the idea that each country had the right to claim as much of the ocean for itself as it could--the more powerful the navy, the wider the sovereignty. n108 This worked reasonably well for 200 years, but with the coming of the industrial revolution, the dominant sea power--Great Britain--found that its interests would be much better served by "freedom of the seas." n109 Britain would be better off if it could sail the globe unhindered by the territorial claims of other nations, even if this meant that it had to give up its own territorial claims to parts of the oceans where it had the ability to exert control by brute force. n110 Britain was still the dominant sea power for another century after "freedom of the seas" supplanted Mare Clausum, and even though it did have to give up its claims to actual sovereignty at sea, its navy was as strong as ever and it prospered greatly during this period. n111 Eventually, however, "freedom of the seas" itself became obsolete and unmanageable as more and more nations began to assert themselves at sea and interfere, directly or indirectly, with the freedom of other nations. n112 The solution was international law, as embodied in the UNCLOS III treaty. n113 
Comparison to law of the sea is great
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 c) High seas analogy. Traditionally, politicians and legal scholars have compared space to the high seas. n61 The law of the high seas preserves the ocean as a common resource for all to use. No country can exclude another's use. n62 In space, the law would allow unlimited use of space by any country so long as the use did not interfere with another's usage rights.

 [*694]  Arguably, the Moon and Outer Space Treaties already create a regime based on the law of the high seas. For example, the Outer Space Treaty provides that "[o]uter space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be free for exploration and use by all States . . . on a basis of equality." n63 Moreover, except on celestial bodies, it neither restricts the right of countries to engage in military maneuvers and appear to allow the storage of non-nuclear weapons. n64

The high seas analogy has several benefits. First, by treating space as a public good, it provides all countries an equal opportunity to use space. Second, it does not encourage countries to develop space technologies only for military purposes. In a space legal regime governed under the high seas analogy, countries would allocate resources to nonmilitary as well military commitments. Third, states appear to endorse the high seas analogy, at least implicitly. Countries have developed and launched both commercial and military satellites, and other countries have not attempted to shoot them down. 

 Although this view is traditionally accepted, it is not necessarily correct because countries have not acted to support it to the exclusion of other possible analogies. Thus, it is not a governing custom. For the most part, only the US and Russia have explored space to any significant extent. The law of the high seas requires that all countries have equal access to the medium at hand. But if another ten countries suddenly possessed technology to explore space to the extent of the US or Russia, it is not clear that the countries acquiring space technology would permit equal access. Overall, however, the high seas analogy remains plausible. 

Law of the sea is the best analogy for space law
Zullo 2

J.D., Georgetown University Law Center, 2002. This note was prepared for the Space Law Seminar taught by Paul B. Larsen

 90 Geo. L.J. 2413 
 The Need to Clarify the Status of Property Rights in International Space Law 

 At the 2001 session of the U.N. COPUOS Legal Subcommittee, "some delegations expressed the view that the time had come for the Subcommittee to discuss the appropriateness and desirability of drafting a universal comprehensive convention on space law, as had been done in the case of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea." n215 Although the United States has not yet ratified the LOS Convention, the United States has signed the Convention and expressed satisfaction with its terms. n216

 [*2442]  Under the LOS Convention, the International Seabed Authority governs the activities conducted in the sea beyond territorial jurisdiction. n217 The Authority is governed by the Assembly, which is comprised of one representative from each state party to the LOS Convention. n218 The executive organ of the Assembly is the Council, which consists of thirty-six members chosen by a formula that ensures inclusion of nations with developed economies and those with the most significant interests in the exploitation of the sea. n219 In this way, all nations are able to have a voice concerning the law of the sea, but those that have actually invested in sea exploration are able to exert a strong influence. As the enormous costs and risks of the development and utilization of space exploration technology are being borne by a relatively small number of nations, the revised space law framework needs a similar mechanism to provide these space-faring nations with adequate influence over the use and exploitation of space.

The law of the sea offers a close, though not perfect, analogy to space. Outside the territorial jurisdiction of coastal states, the sea is 'free to all and belonging to none,' n220 just as is space. The LOS Convention was established to handle issues including navigational rights, conservation and management of limited resources, protection of the environment, and dispute settlement measures. n221 The international space regime must deal with these same issues.

A. CONSERVING AND MANAGING LIMITED RESOURCES

The oceans are beyond national boundaries and are limited resources. To the best of our knowledge, space is infinite, but certain parts of space are limited, including positions in geostationary orbit, the Moon, the planets and the asteroids nearest the Earth. To the extent that every resource is limited to some degree, these resources should be managed responsibly. The international regime should allow extensive private commercial use of space, restricting only actions that significantly threaten the use and access of these resources by others.

B. LICENSING SPACE VENTURES

While ultimately space is limited, there is plenty of room for commercial exploration. Renewable licenses should be granted liberally unless the proposed activity would conflict with an existing project, or the proposed activity would cause an unacceptable degree of harm to the Earth or outer space environment. An unacceptable degree of harm may include ventures that would leave excessive debris, produce harmful radioactive waste, or some other demonstrable damage.

 [*2443]  C. ENSURING THE SAFE PASSAGE OF SPACECRAFT

Just as the sea and straits are and must remain free for maritime transportation, the routes between the Earth and outer space, as well as between celestial bodies, must remain free for efficient space exploration. Earth's orbit must be kept reasonably free of debris to provide a safe exit and return for spacecraft. n222 The free passage of spacecraft should not be restricted, except to the degree necessary to avoid collisions or similar problems.

D. PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENTS OF EARTH AND OUTER SPACE

Private and public ventures on Earth are regulated to minimize the harm to the environment. On Earth, each nation establishes its own standards of environmental protection within its own territory, but the LOS Convention provides a uniform, high level of protection for the common area of the seas. Responsible management of outer space resources requires universal adherence to a high degree of environmental protection. 
sea analogy bad

Comparison to international sea law destroys predictability
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 Yet the material calculations that supported conflict avoidance could not supply the positive foundation necessary for developing stable rules for activity or for persuading third governments to accept them. High seas analogies were not helpful here. The moon and other celestial bodies looked too much like land: they were solid, and at least some of them appeared to be places where astronauts could park their craft, disembark, and set up fixed camps. Interpreting the physical facts with high seas analogies would encourage the syllogism, high seas are to islands as outer space is to celestial bodies, which would entail treating the first as a common highway and the second as open to national claim. This was so obviously counterproductive to superpower and other states' purposes that the period of relying solely on models suggested by high seas analogies was very brief 

terra nullius analogy good

Terra nullius is the best analogy
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 Unclaimed land analogy, or the law of terra nullius. Under the doctrine of terra nullius, countries compete for sovereignty over certain lands. Countries can claim and protect territory based on the occupation of a given territory. n65 In The Island of Palmas Case, the US and the Netherlands maintained competing claims to a previously unclaimed island off the Philippine coast. n66 The US based its claim on preexisting occupation of the Philippines; the Netherlands grounded its argument in the fact that it exercised authority and policed the island. Ultimately, the Permanent Court of Arbitration held that the Netherlands held title to the island because of its "peaceful and continuous" display of authority over the island. n67 The ICJ reaffirmed the claim and occupation principle in The Minquiers  [*695]  and Ecrehos Case, n68 in which the Court affirmed UK possession over an island group after the UK established forms of governance over the islands. n69 The law of unclaimed territory thus takes the law of the high seas a step further. Instead of reserving space for all of mankind, it allows countries to take possession of it and to exclude it from the use of others.

Terra nullius law has a number of advantages. First, it would reward countries with technological superiority and encourage those lagging behind to further develop their own technology. On Earth, if countries wanted pieces of unclaimed territory, they had to develop their economies to compete against others. Space-based terra nullius law might encourage more countries to improve their technologies in order to challenge Chinese, Russian, and US dominance in space.

Second, terra nullius law would avoid the enforcement problems that threaten the current space regime. In seeking unclaimed territory, the prevailing law depended not on coordination but economic prowess. In The Minquiers and Ecrehos Case, the UK won possession of an otherwise unclaimed island because of its ability to monitor the area with customs houses and census data collection. n70 International law rewards the ability to enforce unclaimed territories with sovereignty, a function of its economic strength. By implication, weaker countries cannot govern the area effectively and thus lack claims. In space, instead of countries equivocating about their rights in space or depending on vague treaty enforcement provisions, the more powerful countries would define the laws of space.

Third, the law of terra nullius would deal well with the problems of technology and politics that trouble the current space law regime. In contrast to the airspace analogy and obsolete Moon and Outer Space Treaties, new technological developments do not decrease the applicability of terra nullius law. Actually, new technology helps it--the more advanced a country's technology is over its competitors', the better that country can defend its new territory. Unlike the modern space treaty regime, moreover, political conflicts do not endanger the law's usefulness. Instead, they encourage countries to assert their rights to the otherwise unclaimed territories. Countries rush to claim unused lands for their own benefit.

 [*696]  The three virtues of terra nullius law--encouragement of innovation, establishment of enforcement mechanisms, and adaptability to changing circumstances--render it a potentially ideal law for the extraterrestrial frontier. 
antarctica analogy bad

Antarctic analogy fails
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 Antarctica analogy. One potential analog to space rights arises from world treatment of Antarctica. Based on treatment of the world's only uninhabited continent, the Antarctica analogy would treat space as a nonmilitarized no man's land. n55 In some ways, the Antarctica analogy works well because the Moon and Outer Space Treaties support this analogy; the current laws governing outer space and Antarctica both reserve their respective jurisdictions for "peaceful purposes" only. n56 This makes the Antarctic analogy especially well-suited to governing the moon. However, the Antarctica analogy fails to apply to nonmoon space for two primary reasons. First, the Outer Space Treaty prohibits, in space not consisting of celestial bodies, only weapons of mass destruction. n57 Second, while the Moon Treaty explicitly bans all military uses, it  [*693]  does so only on the moon and other celestial bodies. n58 Taken together, the Moon and Outer Space Treaties suggest that while celestial bodies must remain demilitarized, the space between them generally remains open to military use. Incongruities between Antarctica and outer space therefore prevent the former's laws from applying to the latter. 

airspace analogy bad

Airspace analogy fatally flawed
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 Airspace analogy. The airspace analogy would take a less peaceful, more sovereignty-based view of space. In modern airspace law, states maintain exclusive control over airspace directly above their territories--they have the right to attack foreign aircraft in their airspace. n59 Unlike the Antarctica analogy, the airspace analogy allows for military strikes for self-defense purposes when a foreign state threatens to breach a given area. In addition, it implicitly allows military buildup within a given region in order to deter potential military strikes from others. The space treaties also allow for limited military buildup by specifically prohibiting military presence only on celestial bodies. n60 The airspace analogy thus appears better suited than the Antarctica analogy as a basis for a customary international law of space.

The airspace analogy nonetheless suffers fatal flaws. For example, the airspace analogy allows strikes against airspace over a given territory. If this were to apply to space, then anytime an American satellite flew over China or Russia, those countries would have the right to shoot it down. As recent US anxiety over China's deployment of its antisatellite system suggests, however, countries probably would not accept a state shooting down a foreign satellite merely because it orbits within that state's airspace. Moreover, enforcing the airspace laws in space is highly impractical. Unlike aircraft within Earth's atmosphere, satellites and other orbitals generally do not remain over a given country only. Since the global economy greatly depends on sovereignty-ignoring orbital satellites, it is unlikely international custom would favor a law that allows countries to shoot them down. 
***Substantial baseline
numerical baseline

Baseline for increased space exploration is existing budget

 PRESIDENT’S COMMISSION ON IMPLEMENTATION OF UNITED STATES SPACE EXPLORATION POLICY 4
http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/60736main_M2M_report_small.pdf
 Instead, the President proposes to implement this space strategy in a series of incremental steps. Each is funded from a baseline defined by the current level of funding for our existing civil space initiatives. He proposes not one mission, but a progressively complex series of missions. Each builds on the shoulders of its predecessor “with measurable milestones” and each is “executed on the basis of available resources, accumulated experience, and technology readiness.”2  

***AND/OR 

AFF: one or other or both

One or the other or both
Words and Phrases 7
 (3A W&P, p. 220)

C.A.1 (Mass.) 1981. Words “and/or,” for contract purposes, commonly mean the one or the other or both.—Local Division 589, Amalgameted Transit Union, AFL-CIO, CLC v. Com. Of Mass., 666 F.2d 618, certiorari denied Local Div. 589, Amalgamated Transit Union AFL-CIO v. Massachusetts, 102 S.Ct. 2928, 457 U.S. 1117, 73 L.Ed.2d 1329.—Contracts 159.

And/or means one or the other or both
Pullum 8 

(Geoffrey K., Professor of General Linguistics – University of Edinburgh, “And/or: "and AND or", or "and OR or"?”, Language Log, 4-14, http://languagelog.ldc.upenn.edu/nll/?p=35)

Does and/or mean "and and or", or "and or or"? That is, if I say I am interested in A and/or B, do I mean I'm interested in A and B and I'm interested in A or B, or do I mean that I'm interested in A and B or I'm interested in A or B? (You may want to say that it means I'm interested in A and B and/or I'm interested in A or B; but in that case I repeat my question.) Having reflected on it for a little while, I am convinced that the answer has to be that A and/or B must mean "A and B or A or B". That is, if an entity A is claimed to have the property of being F and/or G, the claim amounts to saying that either (i) A has the property of being both F and G or (ii) A has the property of being either F or G. And to claim that F is a property of entities A and/or B is to claim that either (i) F holds for A and B or (ii) F holds for A or B. However, in that case and/or is effectively identical in meaning with or, so it is at first rather hard to see why and/or exists at all. But I do have a guess. The right theory of what or means in English is that it is in general inclusive but that sometimes the exclusive special case is conveyed as a conversational implicature. I'm going to study linguistics at either York or Edinburgh would often be taken to have the exclusive sense: since you typically go to a single university to take a single degree, and during the degree course you have no time to study elsewhere, a decision to choose York would normally exclude choosing Edinburgh as well. The exclusive sense is thus conveyed: one or the other of York and Edinburgh will be chosen, and if it is York it will not be Edinburgh, and if it is Edinburgh it will not be York. But of course if you think about it, someone who says she is choosing between those two universities does not commit herself for life to never studying at the other. When the two alternatives exclude each other, then the exclusive meaning is the only one that makes sense. If you are asked whether you want to sit in the stalls or in the balcony, it's one or the other but not both, because you can only be in one place at one time. When they don't exclude each other, it's always understood that or allows for both: obviously someone whose ambition is to win either an Oscar or an Olympic medal wouldn't feel a failure if they won both. Winning both would satisfy the ambition in spades. So my guess would be that and/or is a way of underlining the point that the or is to be understood in its inclusive sense rather than its exclusive sense. Sometimes you want to explicitly indicate "or more than one of the above", and and/or does that. Take the first example of and/or in the Wall Street Journal corpus of 1987-1989 (a 44-million-word collection of random articles that linguists often use as a source for real-life examples because the Linguistic Data Consortium — the host for the giant Language Log servers — made it available in 1993 nice and cheap). The example (which actually happens to be a quotation from the Washington Post) is this: Too many of his attitudes, claims and complaints are careless, conflicting, dubious, inaccurate, mean, petty, simplistic, superficial, uninformed and/or pointlessly biased. I take it as obvious that if one hundred percent of the hapless man's attitudes, claims and complaints had all ten properties — every single one was careless and conflicting and dubious and inaccurate and mean and petty and simplistic and superficial and uninformed and pointlessly biased — then the quoted claim would be regarded as true, not false. An or would have done the job here, but the and/or injects a (logically redundant) reminder that it may well be the case that more than one of the list of ten properties applies to the miserable individual in question.

X or Y or both
Wood 1 

(Diane P., Circuit Judge – United States Court of Appeals, “Susan E. Hess, Plaintiff-Appellee, v. Hartford Life & Accident Insurance Company”, 12-13, http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.pl?court=7th&navby=case&no=002043)

Having determined that Hess's 1996 employment contract is properly a part of the administrative record the district court was entitled to consider, we must next decide whether Hartford could reasonably have determined that Hess's benefits as of April 19, 1996, should have been based only on her 1995 draw amount. Like the district court, we cannot read the contract that way. Hess's 1996 contract clearly states that the draw system was to be phased out as of April 5. The contract also specifies that her benefits, including long-term disability benefits, would be calculated based on her "base salary and/or draw." (We note in passing that the phrase "and/or" has its critics. Bryan A. Garner reports in A Dictionary of Modern Legal Usage 56 (2d ed. 1995), that "and/or has been vilified for most of its life-- and rightly so." He goes on to say, however, that the expression, while "undeniably clumsy, does have a specific meaning (x and/or y = x or y or both)." Id.) Here, this would mean that Hess could have her benefits calculated on the basis of her base salary, or her draw, or both. In the context of Fleet's transition away from a draw system, the only reasonable interpretation of this provision was that the benefits would be based on the draw while it was in effect and on the base salary thereafter. As of April 5, Hess was thus contractually entitled to a benefits package based on her base salary--that is, based on the average of her previous two years' commissions. The fact that Fleet may have breached the contract (or been slow in implementing its details) by failing to move from the draw system to the base salary system until June 1 does not change the package of compensation and benefits to which Hess was contractually entitled. Nor could the fact that Fleet failed to inform Hartford about the date the change-over was to have occurred affect Hess's benefit amount. The Hartford policy states that "[i]f [Fleet] gives The Hartford any incorrect information, the relevant facts will be determined" to establish the correct benefit amount. Once informed by Hess's attorney that Hess believed the information Fleet provided Hartford was incorrect, it was incumbent on the examiner to refer to Hess's employment contract to determine her actual regular monthly pay. Had he done so, he would have seen that Hess became entitled to the higher level of benefits on April 5, two weeks before her disability. The district court therefore did not err when it concluded that Hartford's failure to consider the contract was arbitrary and capricious. 
Neg Module: and/or means or
“And/or” means or – claiming both makes them non-topical
Words and Phrases 7 

(3A W&P, p. 224)

Or. 1942. As used in the constitutional amendment and statue relating to the creation of public utility districts, the hybrid phrase “and/or” may be construed as meaning “or”.—Ollilo v. Clatskanie People’s Utility Dist., 132 P.2d 416, 170 Or. 173. 

Since it can mean both, defer to best INTERPRETATION
Words and Phrases 7
 (3A W&P, p. 224)

N.D. 1964. “And/or” as used in contract may mean either “and” or “or”, and interpretation should be one which will best effect purpose of parties as determined in light of equities of the case.—Hummel v. Kranz, 126 N.W.2d 786—Contracts 159.

That’s us – interpreting as “or” forces the aff to CHOOSE, making debates more focused.  It’s a precondition to 2NR’s actually defending a meaningful limit instead of fighting the hydra
