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A. Link - Threats from outer space are a carefully crafted narrative to justify the expansion of sovereign power into space. Nations use these threatening narratives to justify the weaponization of space.
Mellor, '7  [Felicity, Science Communication, Imperial College, 2007  “Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space”, Social Studies of Science, 37 no. 4]
Since the late 1980s, a small group of astronomers and planetary scientists has repeatedly warned of the threat of an asteroid impacting with Earth and causing global destruction. They foretell a large impact causing global fires, the failure of the world’s agriculture and the end of human civilization. But, these scientists assure us, we live at a unique moment in history when we have the technological means to avert disaster. They call for support for dedicated astronomical surveys of near-Earth objects to provide early warning of an impactor and they have regularly met with defence scientists to discuss new technologies to deflect any incoming asteroids.  The scientists who have promoted the asteroid impact threat have done so by invoking narratives of technological salvation – stories which, like the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), promise security through a superweapon in space. The asteroid impact threat can therefore be located within the broader cultural history of fantasies about security and power, which, Bruce Franklin (1988) has argued, is inextricably linked to the century-old idea that a new superweapon could deliver world peace. Howard McCurdy (1997 78–82), in his study of the ways in which the US space programme was shaped by popular culture, has suggested that the promotion of the impact threat can be seen as the completion of Cold War fantasies, which had used a politics of fear to justify space exploration. McCurdy highlights the alignment between the promotion of the impact threat and works of fiction. In this paper, I consider the reconceptualization of asteroid science that this alignment entailed.  It is beyond the scope of this paper to give a complete history of the science of planetary impacts. My focus is on how a group of scientists moved from seeing impacts as significant events in Earth history to seeing them as threatening events in the human future – a move from historical to futurological narratives. Nor is there space to give a full account of the empirical developments that were used to support the construal of asteroids as a threat. Rather, I wish to make the case that these empirical developments were given meaning within a specific narrative context which drew civilian astronomers into contact with defence scientists, especially those working on SDI.  A number of studies (for example, McDougall, 1985; Forman, 1987; Kevles, 1990; DeVorkin, 1992; Leslie, 1993; Dennis, 1994) have revealed the ways in which US research programmes and nominally-civilian scientific institutions originated in military programmes. One aim of this paper is to demonstrate how the boundary between civilian and military science is blurred not just institutionally, but also at a fundamental conceptual level. The civilian scientists discussed here followed different working practices and traded in different forms of expertise than did the defence scientists. They were typically astronomers or planetary scientists who worked for NASA or on NASA-funded research programmes at universities and private institutes. They saw themselves as distinct from the defence scientists who were typically physicists and engineers working on new weapons systems or other technologies of national security at the Los Alamos and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories or at armed services institutions. Yet the two groups came to share an interest in asteroids and with that a set of assumptions about the nature of human society, the role of technology and our place in outer space. As they came into contact, their differing backgrounds meant they disagreed over a number of issues, yet both sides pursued the collaboration despite the tensions.  Many studies of the interaction between military and civilian science have focused on sources of funding and shared technologies. Important as these are, they fail to capture fully the dynamic between the two communities. In particular, a cynical picture of scientists simply pursuing sources of funding on any terms cannot reveal the far-reaching ways in which civilian research can become entrenched in particular patterns of thinking which are supportive of militaristic programmes. For military/civilian collaborations to be sustained, civilian scientists need to share with their counterparts in the defence sector an understanding of the overall trajectory of their research. For shared technologies to be developed, they need first to be imagined. Military/civilian interactions are therefore predicated on, and mediated through, a shared technoscientific imaginary. Despite expressing concerns about the motives and methods of the weapons scientists, the civilian scientists who promoted the asteroid impact threat drew on narratives that configured a human role in space in a similar way to SDI. These narratives helped make asteroids conceivable as a threat, yet they also served to make acceptable, and even necessary, the idea of space-based weaponry.
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Impact - Space militarization exposes the world to a new type of sovereign power where states can expose entire nations to death
Duval and Havercroft, 06 (Professor at the University of Minnesota, Professor at the University of British Columbia) http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/Havercroft_paper.pdf “Taking Sovereignty Out of this World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”, University of Minnesota  NI
Our concern, by contrast, is the constitutive effects of space-based military technologies on world political order, particularly its foundational ontology, sovereignty. In the third section, we engage the constitutive analysis and thereby establish the primary argument of the paper: space weaponization structurally (or logically) constitutes a new type of imperial power through the counteracting forces of centralization of the sovereign power of decision-making and de-territorialization of sovereignty. We build that argument in steps. Specifically, we explore the constitutive effects of each of the three types of space weaponization discussed in section two. We argue that space-based missile defense undermines the cold war defensive logic of mutual assured destruction (MAD) by simultaneously reinscribing the territorial borders of the United States from missile attacks by foreign powers and stripping from all other states their ability to defend themselves against attacks from the United States. Space control, in denying access to space to potential adversaries of the U.S., would privatize the commons of orbital space for (U.S.) commercial and strategic interests, thereby expanding the frontier of American Empire into low-earth orbit, while reinforcing the effects of missile defense in establishing a singularity of effective sovereignty. Finally, force application from space enables a type of global air-superiority, making it possible for the U.S. as sole possessor of such weapons to project lethal force at any target, at any location on Earth, on very short notice. In addition to exploring the constitutive effects of each of these specific modes of space weaponization separately, we consider, most importantly, their conjoint effects in constituting a new, historically unprecedented, type of global political rule, which is simultaneously centralized but deterritorialized sovereignty—empire of the future. I: Theoretic Premises Modes of political killing matter Scholars and practitioners have long recognized that technologies of destruction and economies/cartographies of violence have substantial impact on the form and character of relations within and among political societies.7 A substantial literature on the warinducing/ war-preventing effects of offensive versus defensive military balances provides testimony to that recognition,8 as do arguments commonplace in realist theory that changes in military technology can bring about changes in the distribution of power and, in turn, often violent international systemic change, an argument made especially influentially by Robert Gilpin.9 So, too, does the seemingly unrelated concern with the putatively profoundly destabilizing effects of modes of political killing that intentionally target ‘civilians’ or ‘non-combatants’, one such mode frequently labeled terrorism,10 and another— if carried out by socially legitimate authorities—deemed illegal under the terms of established international humanitarian law.11 All of these lines of thought, and others, rest on the assumption that the dynamics of political interaction and even systemic structure of international relations are causally affected by the availability and use of technologies of violence.12 The significant effects of modes of political killing, however, are not limited to causally shaping social-political relations of stability and instability within and among existing political societies. Effects can be in terms of constitutive processes, as well. That is, technologies of destruction and economies/cartographies of violence are, in part, constitutive of what political society is; modes of political killing are productive of political subjects. Research by Charles Tilly13 and others14 on the development of the modern states-system rests on and expresses this point. In this highly influential interpretation, the modern, territorial state became—it was socially constituted and produced as—the dominant form of political society in relationship to and through newly emerging technologies of destruction and economies/cartographies of violence (in conjunction, of course, with other processes).15 On quite a different register, Alexander Wendt’s argument about teleology and the inevitability of a world state also rests on an assumption of the constitutive effects of modes of political killing on political society. In his view, a world state is inevitable, in part because endogenously changing technologies and economies of violence alter what it means to be a state seeking security in relation to other states.16 The modern state is constituted and produced as subject of global political life— “international relations” and the domestic polis—through and in terms of the institution of sovereignty. To be a modern state is to be socially recognized and legitimated as sovereign, even if incompletely and, in some respects, largely symbolically17 and/or in practice as the “organized hypocrisy” of sustained legal and normative principles that are periodically violated by other sovereigns with greater power.18 Lacking social acknowledgement that it exists as the locus of sovereign authority—that is to say, in the absence of generally accepted normative principles that it has the capacity and the right (the authority) to make law and 4 decide the exceptions to that law—the modern state loses its status as subject of global political life. If the constitutive effects of modes of political killing are to be adequately theorized with respect to the changing subjectivity of the dominant form of political society in the contemporary era, then, a central issue must concern consequences for the constitution of sovereignty. Regrettably, few scholars have addressed that crucially important question. A significant exception is the strand of political realism that Daniel Deudney labeled “nuclear one worldism”.19 That tradition, initiated by Hans Morgenthau and especially John Herz early in the nuclear era, offered an incisive argument about nuclear weapons’ deterritorializing effects on states.20 Herz begins with the assumption that “Throughout history, that unit which affords protection and security to human beings has tended to become the basic political unit; people, in the long run, will recognize that authority, any authority, which possesses the power of protection”.21 In his view, the power of protection, on which the constitution of the sovereign authority of the modern territorial state is founded, is completely eroded by nuclear weapons. The state loses its “hard shell” of defensibility, and with it the foundations of its sovereignty. For Herz, nuclear weapons conjoined with air warfare capabilities mean that “Whatever remained of the impermeability of states seems to have gone for good”,22 because even the possibility of their use “obliterate[s] 
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the very meaning of unit and unity, power and power relations, sovereignty and independence”.23 Succinctly put, and in somewhat tempered terms, “the meaning and function of the basic protective unit, the ‘sovereign’ nation-state itself, have become doubtful”.24 As Deudney points out, this initially influential argument has mostly fallen out of favor with the passage of time, as the horrific potential of nuclear war has receded in political imaginaries, and as a different strand of realist thought emphasizing the stabilizing effect of nuclear deterrence has become widely accepted. According to the latter view, which Deudney labels “deterrence statism,” nuclear war can be, and is, deterred by the assurance of mutual destruction. This deterrent effect serves to re-inscribe the territorial integrity of sovereign state authority. But as Deudney argues The current near consensus among international relations theorists that the state has weathered the nuclear revolution could turn out to be as far off the mark as the widely held view, proclaimed by Zbigniew Brzezinski in 1986, that the US-Soviet rivalry was ‘an effectively permanent feature of world politics.’ In short, the simplest nuclear one world scenario of ‘after the deluge, the covenant’ retains a residual credibility that forbids us from ever completely dismissing it.25 That “residual credibility,” Deudney believes, should and can be given new theoretical life if a more complex appreciation of the forms and effects of military technologies is developed than that provided by the early “nuclear one worldists,” and if a fuller theorization is offered on the constitution of political societies/political subjects. We take up that challenge in subsequent sections of this paper, extending but appreciably modifying the “nuclear one worldist” basic insight, by asking how a crucially important, but mostly ignored, set of developments in technologies of destruction and economies/cartographies of violence—specifically, efforts to militarize/weaponize orbital 5 space—have significant constitutive effects on sovereignty, and accordingly on the sovereign territorial state as subject of global political life. Constitutive analysis of future effects In examining constitutive effects scholars ask how structured social relations and the processes of their (re-)production constitute what a referent object is as a social kind. To engage in constitutive analysis, then, is to investigate the structural determination of the ontology of a social being or social form.26 Our concern, however, is with not-yet-realized social beings and social forms of the future. How does one analyze the social constitution of that which is not yet constituted? The answer, we maintain, lies in examination of the structural logics of their production. Structured social relations entail (often very powerful) reproductive logics, the constitutive implications of which can be discerned even prior to their effectuation. Those constitutive implications are structural tendencies—likelihoods— not determinant products, of course. But to the extent that operative reproductive logics are strong, future constitutive effects can be identified with some degree of confidence. This is precisely the character of the analysis underlying Alexander Wendt’s argument about teleology and the inevitability of a world state,27 as well as Herz’s argument about the loss of the state’s “hard shell”. U.S. singularity Finally, we assume that, if a wholesale and effective project of placing weapons in orbital space is to be achieved, that achievement is likely to be first, and quite possibly solely, by the United States. We emphasize the word, if, because we acknowledge that the feasibility of space weaponization is far from decided. But we also recognize that, on the other hand, there are military strategists who are already designing potential missions for such spacebased weaponry. And, by all publicly available indications, the U.S. is far ahead in leading the implementation of these missions. Consequently, if the U.S. military can overcome the obstacles of cost and launch technology, as many in the security community now believe that it can, then it is quite conceivable that within the next ten to twenty years the U.S. will place weapons in space. If it is successful in doing so, the fact that part of its project is to deny access to orbital space assets to its enemies implies that the U.S. might well establish itself as the sole, or pre-eminent, actor in respect to space weaponization. Accordingly, we focus our analysis in this paper on that situation, ignoring here the possibilities of either a competitively balanced multi-actor arms race in space weapons, or a multi-national collaborative process The placing of weapons in orbital space has an intimate relationship to space exploration, in that the history of the former is embedded in the latter, while the impetus for space exploration, in turn, is embedded in histories of military development. Since the launch of Sputnik, states that have ability to access—and hence to explore—orbital space have sought ways in which that access could improve their military capabilities. Consequently, militaries in general and the U.S. military in particular have had a strong interest in the military uses of 6 space for the last half century. Early on, the military interest in space had two direct expressions: enhancing surveillance; and developing rocketry technologies that could be put to use for earth-based weapons, such as missiles. Militaries also have a vested interest in the “dual-use” technologies that are often developed in space exploration missions. While NASA goes to great lengths in its public relations to stress the benefits to science and the (American) public of its space explorations, it is noteworthy that many of the technologies developed for those missions also have potential military use. The multiple interests that tie together space exploration and space weaponization have been vigorously pursued and now are beginning to be substantially realized by a very small number of militaries, most notably that of the United States. For example, since the 1990 Persian Gulf War, the U.S. military has increasingly relied on assets in space to increase its C4ISR (Command, Control, Communication, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance) functions. Most of these functions are now routed through satellites in orbit. In addition, new precision weapons, such as JDAM bombs, and unmanned drones, such as the Predator, rely on Global Positioning System satellites to help direct them to their targets, and often these weapons communicate with headquarters through satellite uplinks.29 For another instance, NASA’s recently completed Deep Impact mission, which entailed smashing part of a probe into a comet to gather information about the content of comet nuclei, directly served the U.S. military in developing the technology and the logistical capabilities to intercept small objects moving at very fast speeds (approximately 23,000 miles per hour).30 As such, the technologies can be adapted for programs such as missile defense, where a similar problem of intercepting an object moving at a very high speed is confronted. So, in a certain sense, the military colonization of orbital space has already begun to a significant extent—it is no longer a distant future vision, nor an unrealizable fiction. We are not in a position to 
detail all of the technological or strategic manifestations of this important development. Pretending to be able to do so would distract from the purposes of this paper. Our concern, instead, is with the broad forms of space weaponization that are now being actively pursued—again, especially by the U.S.—and/or that are very much alive on the drawing board and in the U.S. military imagination. On the near horizon, three new military uses of orbital space are becoming increasingly possible, and all three seem particularly likely to be carried out by the U.S. The first, which has been an active pursuit since at least the 1980s, is the possibility of using weapons based in space to intercept missile attacks from foreign enemies before these weapons reach their destinations—a space-based missile-defense shield. Second, there is serious discussion in the U.S. military of developing “space control,” which the U.S. Department of Defense defines as “the exploitation of space and the denial of the use of space to adversaries”.31 A third front on which space weaponization is being pursued by the U.S. is through the practice of force application from space. In this instance, weapons of varying types (discussed briefly below) would be placed in orbit, with the ability to attack objects either flying in the Earth’s atmosphere or on or near the Earth’s surface (including even under ground or under water). 
C) Alternative - We need to stop the over-romantic, imperialistic view of outer space and open ourselves to space without an imperialistic view
MacDonald 07 (Fraser, Lecturer in Human Geography School of Anthropology, Geography & Environmental Studies University of Melbourne, , “Anti-Astropolitik: outer space and the orbit of geography” For submission to Progress in Human Geography, http://www.landfood.unimelb.edu.au/rmg/geography/papers/anti-outerspace.pdf) CK

If this undertaking sounds esoteric, then I hope to demonstrate that it is a lacuna in contemporary geographical scholarship that should be addressed with some urgency. Given that outer-Earth has been a sphere of human endeavour for well over fifty years, a critical geography of space is long overdue. Our presence in, and reliance on, space has become one of the enabling conditions for our current mode of everyday life in the West. And yet it lies, for the most part, outside the orbit of geography. I do not want to put at risk a great deal of our abstract thinking about space as an analytic (elegantly manifest, for instance, in Doreen Massey’s For Space) by setting up the cosmos as some great ‘out there’ (Massey, 2005). It is precisely contemporary human geography’s relational understanding of space that makes it a good disciplinary launch pad for considering the meaning and politics of space exploration. And lest anyone think that what follows are the musings of a sci-fi fantasist, let me make clear that I am not really a fan of the genre. My interests are more down-to-earth: I write as an historical geographer who has come to think about outer space through researching test sites for Cold War rocketry (see MacDonald, 2006). The fact that this paper is written from a modest technical and scientific understanding does not, I hope, constrain the discussion of outer space as a sphere of the social. This essay is borne out of a conviction that what is at stake – politically and geopolitically – in the contemporary struggle over outer space is too serious to pass without critical comment. As the future conquest of space represents a potentially unprecedented opportunity to enact politico-military control on Earth, most plausibly by the world’s only superpower, such an awesome concentration of state power demands scrutiny.

Link – Exploration
The exploration of outer space is a new form of American Destiny – it’s a new frontier to export American values. This results securing and militarizing to safeguard the American identity
Raymond Duvall and Jonathan Havercroft 2006 (Professor at the University of Minnesota, Professor at the University of British Columbia “Taking Sovereignty Out of this World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”, University of Minnesota )  http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/Havercroft_paper.pdf  NI

One of the purposes of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty was to keep outer space a commons where all states, regardless of technical ability or economic or military power, could participate in the potential benefits space has to offer. In the years since this treaty was signed, the primary economic use of space has been for commercial communications satellites. This industry has expanded dramatically in the last two decades. Total revenues for commercial space-related industries in 1980 were 2.1 billion dollars; by 2003 this figure had expanded to $91 billion and it was expected to increase at least as rapidly into the foreseeable future.60 On the economic front, space control is about determining who has access to this new economy. Positions in orbit for satellites are a new form of “real estate,” and by controlling access to outer space the U.S. would be forcibly appropriating the orbits around Earth, thereby placing the U.S. in a position to determine which governments and corporations could use space. In effect, orbital slots around earth would be turned into private property. This process of primitive accumulation is of importance to our concerns in two ways. First, the doctrine of space control represents the extension of U.S. sovereignty into outer space. In addition to being a clear violation of international law, it reinforces the constitutive effect identified in the previous section on missile defense, namely to re-inscribe the “hard shell” borders of the U.S., which are now extended to include the “territory” of outer space. This simultaneously constitutes the exclusive sovereignty of the U.S., while displacing the sovereignty of other states. 12 Second, space control bears significantly on the production of political subjectivities. The original Star Trek series would begin with the voice of Captain Kirk describing space as the “final frontier”. While presenting the exploration of space as a largely peaceful enterprise, the TV show was also drawing upon its viewers’ “memories” of the “western frontier” of 19th century U.S. expansion. At least since the writings of Frederick Turner, there has been the notion that the frontier represents the well-spring of U.S. ingenuity, freedom, and creativity. According to Turner, because as they expanded westward settlers in the U.S. had to continually adapt to a new environment, they became increasingly “American”. The theme of the frontier as essential for American identity has had a significant discursive role in U.S. imperialist expansion.61 Although Turner concluded that the American frontier had closed by the late 1890s, he argued that the U.S. could extend it frontier into new countries, such as Latin America. Theodore Roosevelt, influenced by the Turner thesis, concluded that in order to maintain the exceptional American identity new frontiers had to be opened overseas. The notion of frontiers, then, has been integral to the U.S. imperialist project since its outset. The doctrine of space control, seen in this light, is simply an extension of the imperial logic. By expanding into and taking control of the “final frontier” the U.S. is continuing to renew an exceptional—an exclusive—identity by adapting itself to the harsh realities of a new environment. So, the doctrine of space control can be read as extending U.S. sovereignty into orbit. While a clear violation of international law, this de facto expansion of U.S. sovereignty will have two effects. First, it enables a process of primitive accumulation, whereby orbital spaces around earth are removed from the commons initially established by the Outer Space Treaty, and places them under the control of the U.S. for use and perhaps even ownership by businesses sympathetic to U.S. interests. The U.S. becomes even more than it is now the state for global capitalism, the global capitalist state. Second, this doctrine of space control is part of the ongoing re-production of American subjects as “Americans”.  Space weaponization in the form of capacities for direct force application obliterate the meaning of territorial boundaries for defense and for distinguishing an inside from an outside with respect to the scope of policing and law enforcement—that is authorized locus for deciding the exception. States, other than the exceptional “American” state, are reduced to empty shells of sovereignty, sustained, if at all, by convenient fiction—for example, as useful administrative apparatuses for the governing of locals. And their “citizens” are produced as “bare life” subject to the willingness of the global sovereign to let them live.

Link – Exploration

Space presence leads to military dominance.
Dolman 02 (“Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age” 2002, Everett C.Dolman Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) https://www.semperfidelis.ro/request.php?136 ) KEM
Therefore the term Astropolitik is chosen as a constant reminder to those who would read this book, and carefully weigh many of its claims, of the horrible depths to which other geopolitical-based Realpolitik strategies of dominance ultimately degenerated. The German school of Geopolitik, despite the equivocal intentions of its founders, became a racist and utterly unscientific invective about the superiority of the ‘Aryan’ race and its inevitable domination of the world. Geopolitik, too, was a grand strategy, an action plan for conquest. The good intentions of the author of the current work aside, the potential for misuse and abuse of Astropolitik is plain. The theory describes the geopolitical bases for Astropolitik 2 power in outer space, and offers suggestions for dominance of space through military means. 
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Space is the object of military security planning
Raymond Duvall and Jonathan Havercroft 2006 (Professor at the University of Minnesota, Professor at the University of British Columbia “Taking Sovereignty Out of this World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”, University of Minnesota) NI
http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/Havercroft_paper.pdf
Explicitly invoking the frightening image of a “Space Pearl Harbor” as a potential disaster the United States must strive to avoid, the 2001 Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization urged official policy action on “five matters of key importance”.1 First among those recommendations is the “demand that U.S. national security space interests be recognized as a top national security priority”.2 In making this call, the Commission, originally chaired by Donald Rumsfeld, was speaking in terms unfamiliar to neither the national security community, nor even to Congress. Indeed, the mandate of the Commission on its establishment in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 was similarly framed: The commission shall, concerning changes to be implemented over the nearterm, medium term and long-term that would strengthen United States national security, assess the following: (1) The manner in which military space assets may be exploited to provide support for United States military operations. These statements, which are now far from unusual, together with the substantial resources being committed to investment in the militarization of space, indicate clearly that earth’s orbital space is currently very much part of the territorial object of military-security planning.5 The strategic imaginary of several contemporary militaries, most prominently that of the United States, includes securitization of, through, and from outer space under such rubrics as missile defense, space control, and force application from space. Space weapons, then, are no longer just a fantasy, an unrealizable fiction. They are rapidly becoming a very real possibility. The questions that arise are: What is to be made of this development? What are the implications if that possibility were actualized? Specifically, how will the deployment of weapons in orbital space affect the structure and character of modern international relations? We take up those questions in this article. 
US  militarization leads to US-China space race
Krepon 2007 (Target Practice in the Final Frontier, February 4, 2007, Michael Krepon, Co-Founder/Senior Associate for South Asia Space Security, Outlook; B03 , CRASH COURSE Michael Krepon, accessed via LexisNexis, http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.samford.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/? ) KEM


The Air Force's new doctrine and the Bush administration's refusal to discuss, let alone negotiate, anything that could limit U.S. freedom of action in space -- along with the traditional secrecy surrounding military space programs -- has gotten China's attention. Last September, press reports indicated that China had "painted" a U.S. satellite with a laser. It is unclear how often this has occurred, or whether the United States has carried out similar practices against Chinese satellites. (Shining lasers on satellites can be used for space tracking and monitoring, as well as for temporarily blinding a satellite, among other uses.) Now that Beijing has in turn gained Washington's attention, the competition in space is likely to heat up. An old U.S.-Soviet-style space race seems unlikely -- after all, we live in an era of asymmetric warfare -- but it doesn't take an arms race to mess up space, as the PLA just proved. 
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Weaponization of space will spark an arms race 

Raymond Duvall and Jonathan Havercroft 2006 (Professor at the University of Minnesota, Professor at the University of British Columbia “Taking Sovereignty Out of this World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”, University of Minnesota ) http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/Havercroft_paper.pdf NI
 In order to carry out these three forms of space weaponization, the U.S. government—or any other presumptive space power—will need to develop new types of military technologies. To achieve “space control” it will be necessary to pursue anti-satellite technology aimed at attacking the satellites of rivals and protecting one’s own satellites from attack. Missile defense will require the placement of lasers and kinetic-energy interceptors in orbit that will be able to destroy ballistic missiles in the boost phase. The combination of these two forms of space weaponization potentially turns space into a battleground. In addition, these weapon technologies can be adapted and modified in the long term to launch attacks from space against targets on earth, thereby bringing about the third form of space weaponization: force application from outer space, which will require yet additional technologies for placing targetable means of destruction in orbit. Anti-satellite technology already exists to some extent. For instance, any state with ballistic missile technology and a nuclear warhead could launch the warhead into orbit and detonate it near a targeted satellite.32 Current advances in micro-satellite technology and space robotics, however, are making it easier to disable or destroy satellites. For example, in 2005 the U.S. Air Force launched an XSS-11, a satellite the size of a dishwasher weighing only 100 kilograms. This satellite has the ability to meet other satellites in orbit, thereby potentially disabling or destroying them.33 The proliferation of such technologies means that it is becoming increasingly likely that military operations in the future could be carried out against the satellite systems of rivals. Kinetic-energy weapons use the force of a collision to destroy a target, and have two potential uses. The first is to collide with objects either in space or entering space in order to disable or destroy them. The second is as weapons like precision-guided meteorites to destroy targets on Earth. In this instance, the force of gravity would provide the kinetic energy that would enable the destruction of the earth-based target. Such a kinetic-energy system would use two coordinated satellites: one to lock onto targets and communicate with bases on the ground; the other to carry actual weapons, such as a series of 20 foot long tungsten rods that can be dropped on a target from orbit. “The guided rods enter the atmosphere, protected by a thermal coating, traveling at 36,000 feet per second— comparable to the speed of a meteor”.34 The velocity of the rod on impact would lead to the destruction of the target, even if it is under ground. Alternative and complementary to kinetic-energy weapons is a space-based high-energy laser system. While laser technology has existed since the 1960s, only recent technological advances have made it possible to produce sufficiently powerful lasers to be used as weapons. The U.S. Army has successfully demonstrated the ability of a ground-based laser to destroy rocket shells while in flight. In addition, the United States Air Force, as part of the missile defense program, has developed an airborne laser that is mounted on a modified Boeing 747 and is capable to operate at an altitude of 40,000 feet, destroying ballistic missiles while they are still in the boost phase.35 Furthermore, the Air Force and the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization are currently collaborating on a project known as the Integrated Flight Experiment, which plans to launch a space-based laser and attempt to destroy a ballistic missile between 2010 and 2012.36 While the initial purpose of developing a space-based laser is as part of a missile defense plan, once the technology is in place it will be possible to modify space-based lasers so that they can destroy ground-based targets as well. A system of relay mirrors orbiting around the Earth “could overcome horizon limitations and generate alternate line of sight paths to attack targets occluded by clouds or other obstacles”.37 A laser system that places relay mirrors in space could enable the laser itself to be based on the land, sea, air, or in space and attack any point that could be reached by a relay mirror 8 network. In short, this laser system would be capable of nearly instantaneously attacking any point on the Earth. There are major obstacles to the realization of these weapons systems. The most significant obstacle is cost. The demonstrator model alone for a space-based laser will cost between $3.5 and $4 billion,38 with the costs for deploying a constellation of 24 space-based lasers estimated to be around $50 billion.39 A second major obstacle is that the designs for the space-based weapons exceed the size and weight limitations of current launch vehicle technology. An attempt to develop new launch technology capable of overcoming this obstacle is one of the central objectives of President Bush’s recently announced manned mission to Mars, as this program will inject new funds into launch-vehicle technology research.40 Additionally, there is the strategic problem. If the military can find a less expensive way of destroying a target it is not likely to use expensive space-based weapons systems such as the ones discussed here. Since the SDI debates of the 1990s much of the scholarly and policy oriented literature has focused on obstacles and questions of feasibility with regard to space weaponization, largely ignoring consequences if implemented.41 For instance during the 1980 SDI debates the Union of Concerned Scientists published several reports questioning the technological feasibility of Reagan’s proposed “Star Wars” plan.42 In the 1990s opponents of the more limited Missile Defense System proposed by Congress succeeded in derailing the program by pointing out the technical flaws in the proposed system.43 More recently critics have attacked space-weaponization proposals put forward by the Bush administration on several fronts, including, as suggested above, the program’s cost and the technical feasibility of such a project, as well as the likelihood that such a system would spark new arms races, and how such weapons might increase threats to the U.S. 44 Others have pointed out that the placing of weapons in space may have the unintended consequence of making the United States less secure as rival states, such as China and Russia, would respond to space weaponization by building up their own military capabilities.45 Exceptions to this focus on feasibility are arguments about the power-balancing concerns posed by these systems46 and Deudney’s argument that an outer space regime aimed at protecting Earth from potential collisions with large Asteroids could lead a communal approach to planetary security in which states would treat orbital space in a manner similar to Antarctica. 47 Our position is that there is an unfortunate omission in the literature on space weapons. We acknowledge the importance of this policy debate, and that it has not yet been definitively settled. But our concern in this paper is with the constitutive and socially productive effects of such a system, if it were to be successfully established. Specifically, we ask, how would such systems affect the sovereignty of the U.S. and other states?

Link – Space Mil

Space militarization creates a self-fulfilling prophecy – nations will use constructed threats in order to reshape the international order

Orr 04 (Jackie, Department of Sociology at Syracuse University, “The Militarization of Inner Space”, March 2004 http://crs.sagepub.com/content/30/2/451) CK

If the militarization of outer space is an essential component of Full Spectrum Dominance, and if the so-called ‘war against terrorism’ must be situated within broader U.S. ambitions for global empire, it is perhaps useful for today’s civilian-soldier to wonder just how wide and deep is a “full spectrum” of dominance? What borders must be crossed to fully dominate such an inﬁnity of space? Perhaps the domination of outer space in the interests of militarized technologies and intelligence requires the militarization of a somewhat more covert spatial territory – a territory more spectral, less smoothly operationalized but no less necessary to global dominion. What happens in that elusive terrain of ‘inner space’ as outer space becomes an overt ﬁeld for fully militarized command posts? Is the ‘inner’ psychic terrain of today’s U.S. civilian-soldier another battleﬁeld on the way to full spectrum dominance of the globe? What kind of militarized infrastructure is needed ‘inside’ the soldierly civilian called upon to support the establishment of military superiority across the spectrum of spaces ‘outside’? To what extent might Full Spectrum Dominance depend intimately on commanding ‘space power’ in both outer and inner space? The psychology of the civilian-soldier, the networks of everyday emotional and perceptual relations, constitutes an ‘inner space’ that is today, I suggest, one volatile site of attempted military occupation. But the occupying forces I’m concerned with here are not those of an invasive, enemy ‘other.’ Rather, a partial and urgent history of attempts by the U.S. government, media, military, and academy to enlist the psychological life of U.S. citizens as a military asset – this is the embodied story that occupies me here. The militarization of inner space, a complex, discontinuous story that nowhere crystallizes into the clear knot of conspiracy but which leaves its uneven traces throughout the scattered archives of the 20th century United States, is now as it has been before a major concern of those most responsible for the business of war. Militarization, deﬁned by historian Michael Geyer as “the contradictory and tense social process in which civil society organizes itself for the production of violence,” constitutes at its core a border-crossing between military and civilian institutions, activities and aims (1989: 79). The militarization of inner space can be conceived, then, as the psychological organization of civil society for the production of violence, an important feature of a broader – tense and contradictory – social process. It is not my intention to reify ‘psychology’ or psychological processes as if they could be separated from social, historical, or economic contexts. Quite the contrary. By naming the constructed ‘inner space’ of psychological activities as increasingly militarized – with the events of September 11 serving as an accelerator and intensiﬁer of processes that are by no means new – my hope is to deepen a critical sociological commitment to contesting the ‘space’ of psychology as the radically social matter of political struggle, as one radically material weapon of war. Or its refusal. While I refer to this psychological space as ‘inner,’ it of course is not irreducibly individual, and is never conﬁned to a neat interiority. Inner space both produces and is produced by deeply social ways of seeing, profoundly cultural technologies of perception. And though I want to reject any notion of a homogeneous collective psyche, I do want to conjure the dense sociality and historicity of psychology spaces. Psychological life occupies a difﬁcult borderland, a ‘between-space’ where the question and human confusions of what is ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ are repetitiously experienced, and consciously and unconsciously lived. Indeed, the space of psychology is the very site where everyday sensations of what’s ‘inside’ and what’s ‘outside,’ what’s ‘them’ and what’s ‘us,’ what feels safe and what seems fatally frightening are culturally (re)produced or resisted; it is an intensely border-conscious space. The politics of borders – how they’re made and unmade, what they come to mean – is one shifting center of the politics of nationalism, of language, of memory, of race, gender, class, of terror. What has come in the modern West to be called the ‘psychological’ plays a dramatic, power-charged role within each of these entangled political ﬁelds. The militarization of psychological space can be imagined then as a strategic set of psychological border operations aimed at the organization of civil society for the production of violence

Link – Mapping

Link: celestial mapping and over-romanticism of outer space leads to control of this new "frontier"
MacDonald 07 (Fraser, Lecturer in Human Geography School of Anthropology, Geography & Environmental Studies University of Melbourne, , “Anti-Astropolitik: outer space and the orbit of geography” For submission to Progress in Human Geography, http://www.landfood.unimelb.edu.au/rmg/geography/papers/anti-outerspace.pdf) CK

The first and most important point to make here is that the project of this paper is not a search for the new. It is not, I hope, a modish reinvention of geography that trades on the commodious meaning of the word ‘space’. Rather, I want to frame the paper as boldly going back to some of geography’s earlier origins. If outer space is a scale that for the most part feels unfamiliar, such limited disciplinary horizons are, paradoxically, a late modern tendency. Five centuries ago a more expansive geographical imagination was at work. Tracing the intellectual building blocks of geographical knowledge in the sixteenth century, David Livingstone has shown how astronomical enquiry and the study of cosmography aimed to connect the workings of heaven and earth. In figures like the scholar-mathematician John Dee (1527-1608), Livingstone sees an early effort to explore ‘the intimate relationships between human affairs and the celestial forces of the heavenly spheres’ (Livingstone, 1992: 77). Dee’s conception of the universe, informed by natural philosophy as well as religion and magic, held to the principle ‘as above so below’, thereby forging ‘a chain of continuous causation’ between the terrestrial and the celestial (Livingstone, 1992: 78). Writings on astrology were clearly part of geography’s early modern heritage, the movements of the stars being afforded significance in the outcome of worldly affairs. The planetary scale formed the background to much geographical teaching in this period and mapping the heavens was a task of no little importance, an endeavour which has continued to the present day. If the astronomical legacy in geography has waned, the geographical legacy in astronomy has remained strong; indeed, the term ‘celestial mapping’ is still used in contemporary scientific parlance. Astronomical geography, it should be stressed, was not always a specialist knowledge. Leafing through the pages of an old geography book, I recently came across a loose insert (Figure 1) advertising a nineteenth century popular classic: Elijah Burritt’s Geography of the Heavens with accompanying Celestial Atlas (Burritt, 1873). The fact that this book was designed for use not only in schools but also in seminaries perhaps says something about the affective qualities of outer space as a site of religious or cosmological significance. The night sky has, of course, often been charged with a sense of the afterlife. While it would be unwise to glibly conflate the terms ‘space’ and ‘heaven’, there is clearly some interesting work that could be done here, remembering that heaven is no less a geographical imaginary than the Orient or the Occident. Indeed, access to heaven and other seemingly pre-modern eschatological questions are becoming increasingly prominent geopolitical themes, from American evangelicalism to Wahibi Islam .


Link – Exploration

Link: exploration is inherently imperialistic in nature—space exploration is no different

MacDonald 07 (Fraser, Lecturer in Human Geography School of Anthropology, Geography & Environmental Studies University of Melbourne, , “Anti-Astropolitik: outer space and the orbit of geography” For submission to Progress in Human Geography, http://www.landfood.unimelb.edu.au/rmg/geography/papers/anti-outerspace.pdf) CK

My basic claim, then, is that a geographical concern with outer space is an old project not a new one. A closely related argument is that a geography of outer space is a logical extension of earlier geographies of imperial exploration (for instance Driver, 2001; Smith and Godlewska, 1994). Space exploration has used exactly the same discourses, the same rationales, and even the same institutional

frameworks (such as the International Geophysical Year, 1957-1958) as terrestrial exploration. And like its terrestrial counterpart, the move into space has its origins in older imperial enterprises. Marina Benjamin, for instance, argues that for the United States outer space was ‘always a metaphorical extension of the American West’ (Benjamin, 2003: 46). Looking at the imbricated narratives of

colonialism and the Arianne space programme in French Guiana, the anthropologist Peter Redfield makes the case that ‘outer space reflects a practical shadow of empire’ (Redfield, 2002: 795; 2000). And the historian of science Richard Sorrenson, writing about the ship as geography’s scientific instrument in the age of high empire, draws on the work of David DeVorkin to argue that the V-2 missile was its natural successor (Sorrenson, 1996: 228; DeVorkin, 1992). A version of the V-2 – the two-stage ‘Bumper WAC Corporal’ – became the first earthly object to penetrate outer space reaching an altitude of 244 miles on the 24  February 1949 (Army Ballistic Missile Agency, 1961). Moreover, out of this postwar allied V-2 programme came the means by which Britain attempted to re-assert its geopolitical might in the context of its own ailing empire. In 1954, when America sold Britain its first nuclear missile — a refined version of the WAC Corporal — its possession was seen as a shortcut back to the international stage at a time when Britain’s colonial power was waning fast (Clark, 1994; MacDonald, 2006). Even if the political geography literature has scarcely engaged with outer space, the advent of rocketry was basically Cold War (imperial) geopolitics under another name. Space exploration then, from its earliest origins to the present day, has been about familiar terrestrial and ideological struggles here on Earth.
Exploration of space has always been an excuse for further military control
Orr 04 (Jackie, Department of Sociology at Syracuse University, “The Militarization of Inner Space”, March 2004 http://crs.sagepub.com/content/30/2/451) CK

The ‘war against terrorism’ is the repetitiously proffered answer to this last query. But a little bit of history and the website of the U.S. Space Command suggest another story. The U.S. Space Command was established in 1985 as the coordinating military body unifying Army, Navy, and Air Force activities in outer space. “As stewards for military space,” states General Howell M. Estes III, the Space Command’s ex-Commander in Chief, “we must be prepared to exploit the advantages of the space medium.” In Joint Vision 2010, an operational plan for securing and maintaining unchallengeable “space power,” the U.S. Space Command describes how “the medium of space is the fourth medium of warfare – along with land, sea, and air.” The end result of the “emerging synergy of space superiority with land, sea, and air superiority” is the achievement of Full Spectrum Dominance: the capacity of the U.S. military to dominate in any conﬂict, waged in any terrestrial or extraterrestrial medium. Or, in the Space Command’s words, displayed onscreen against the black, star- studded background of empty space: “U.S. Space Command – dominating the space dimension of military operations to protect U.S. interests and investment. Integrating Space Forces into warﬁghting capabilities across the full spectrum of conﬂict. The battles for which the U.S. Space Command is prepared are not futuristic science ﬁction scenarios. As the command center responsible for the protection and proliferation of military and commercial satellites, and for the rejuvenated National Missile Defense program, the Space Command is already a key player in the conduct of U.S. war. Satellite-mediated infotech warfare has arrived. The militarized use of space-based satellites to provide real-time ﬂows of information and imagery debuted in the U.S. invasion of Panama in 1989, developed in the 1990s during the U.S.-led war against Iraq and in the killing ﬁelds of Kosovo, and is today an integral component of U.S. military activity in Afghanistan and Iraq (Gray 1997; Grossman 2001). “Space support to NATO’s operations in Kosovo was a perfect example of how the United States will ﬁght its wars in the future,” the Space Command reported in 2002, “Satellite- guided munitions, communications, navigation, and weather all combined to achieve military objectives in a relatively short amount of time and without the loss of a single U.S. troop.” As home to an increasingly sophisticated and expensive infrastructure of satellites, and to a proposed network of (possibly nuclear-powered) space stations equipped with laser weaponry, ‘outer space’ is now the ﬁnal, fantastic frontier for the U.S. military’s imaginary and material battleﬁelds.


Link – Satellites

Satellites are founded on a military mindset and use military technology.

MacDonald 07 (Fraser, Lecturer in Human Geography School of Anthropology, Geography & Environmental Studies University of Melbourne, , “Anti-Astropolitik: outer space and the orbit of geography” For submission to Progress in Human Geography, http://www.landfood.unimelb.edu.au/rmg/geography/papers/anti-outerspace.pdf) CK

In this discussion so far, I have been drawing attention to geography’s recent failure to engage outer space as a sphere of enquiry and it is important to clarify that this indictment applies more to human than to physical geography. There are, of course, many bio-physical currents of geography that directly draw on satellite technologies for remote sensing. The ability to view the Earth from space, particularly through the Landsat programme, was a singular step forward in understanding all manner of Earth surface processes and biogeographical patterns (see Mack, 1990). The fact that this new tranche of data came largely from military platforms (often under the guise of ‘dual-use’) was rarely considered an obstacle to science. But as the range of geographical applications of satellite imagery have increased to include such diverse activities as urban planning and ice cap measurements, so too has a certain reflexivity about the provenance of the images. It is not enough, some are realising, to say “I just observe and explain desertification and I have nothing to do with the military”; rather scientists need to acknowledge the overall context that gives them access to this data in the first place (Cervino et al, 2003: 236).  One thinks here of the case of Peru, whose US grant funding for agricultural use of Landsat data increased dramatically in the 1980s when the same images were found to be useful in locating insurgent activities of Maoist ‘Shining Path’ guerillas (Schwartz, 1996). More recently, NASA’s civilian Sea-Wide Field Studies (Sea-WiFS) programme was used to identify Taliban forces during the war in Afghanistan (Caracciolo, 2004). The practice of geography, in these cases as with so many others, is bound up with military logics (Smith, 1992); the development of Geographical Information Systems (GIS) being a much cited recent example (Cloud, 2001; 2002; Pickles, 1995; 2004; see Beck 2003 for a case study of GIS in the service of the ‘war on terror’).

Link – Satellites/Economy

Civilian technology, such as GPS, was created through the militarization of space
MacDonald 07 (Fraser, Lecturer in Human Geography School of Anthropology, Geography & Environmental Studies University of Melbourne, , “Anti-Astropolitik: outer space and the orbit of geography” For submission to Progress in Human Geography, http://www.landfood.unimelb.edu.au/rmg/geography/papers/anti-outerspace.pdf)  KEM
To illustrate this discussion, it is worth returning to the example of GNSS (GPS and its new European competitor, Galileo), given the centrality of positioning technologies to the tendencies that Thrift describes. Let us not neglect the significance of these changes (which, to his great credit, Thrift is among the earliest in the social sciences to recognise). We are potentially talking about an end to the ordinary meaning of the question where am I? In a development comparable to the nineteenth-century standardisation of clock time for the measurement of labour, GNSS technology has conquered space; it is becoming part of the computational background to everyday life – ‘an epistemic wallpaper’ – a form which, like clock time, structures social life but is relatively invisible because of its utter familiarity (Thrift, 2004). GNSS represents a standardisation of space in terms of a Euclidean topology or system of co-ordinates – ‘the most absolute of absolute spaces’ (Thrift, 2004: 600) – which, while not new in its conception, has only been fully realised with the advent of satellites and atomic clocks. From now on, every corner of the globe can be given an address to an accuracy of four metres, allowing, as we have already seen, for an unprecedented ability to track people and things. But such technology did not just ‘emerge’. Rather, the example of the American GPS shows how military systems for missile guidance were gradually refined for civilian use as the commercial possibilities for innumerable user-applications have become more evident. The current global standard for position, velocity and timing information, GPS was forged in the Cold War, originating in the science of monitoring the Russian Sputnik. An early version quickly found its principal use determining the exact locations of American submarines in order to accurately deploy the Polaris nuclear missile (Beidleman, 2005: 121). The potential civilian utility of the technology was not widely publicised until 1983 when a Korean passenger aircraft (KAL 007) bound for Seoul, accidentally strayed over Soviet airspace and was shot down by jet interceptors. Outraged by the episode, President Ronald Reagan announced that when the full GPS constellation was operational the data could be used for civil aviation. However, as GPS was a military support system tailored for missile guidance, the US was unwilling to make an accurate signal widely and freely available; to do so, it was thought, could assist an enemy in targeting the US. The civilian GPS signal was therefore deliberately degraded to 100 metres or so, until President Clinton eventually authorized access to the 10–20 metre signal in 2000.

Link – Satellites/Economy

Technology is just an extension of the militarization of space
MacDonald 07 (Fraser, Lecturer in Human Geography School of Anthropology, Geography & Environmental Studies University of Melbourne, , “Anti-Astropolitik: outer space and the orbit of geography” For submission to Progress in Human Geography, http://www.landfood.unimelb.edu.au/rmg/geography/papers/anti-outerspace.pdf) KEM

Although Galileo has been presented as an infrastructural and commercial asset designed ‘specifically for civilian purposes’, another largely unspoken rationale is undoubtedly EU defense (Wilson, 2002: 5). Galileo will surely underpin a future common European defence policy, even if such a development can be currently subsumed under the guise of ‘dual-use’. The European Advisory Group on Aerospace notes that ‘the well being of the [European space] industry depends on twin pillars, namely civil and defence. These are both complimentary and mutually dependent’ (quoted in Cervino et al, 2003: 233). The notion of ‘dual use’ is convenient for governments because it mitigates against declining public defence research budgets. But there are, I think, grounds for concern about it in this case. Investment in what seems to be civilian infrastructure can easily become at the same time, an extension of the militarization and, potentially, the weaponization of space, particularly in an era when warfare is increasingly being couched in ‘humanitarian’ terms. A team of Italian atmospheric scientists have rightly expressed misgivings that the commercial competition in space technology is becoming a de facto arms race that further undermines confidence in UN OST space governance (Cervino et al, 2003).


Link – Space Wars

The US creates a threat of a “Space Pearl Harbor” to justify the militarization of space

MacDonald 07 (Fraser, Lecturer in Human Geography School of Anthropology, Geography & Environmental Studies University of Melbourne, , “Anti-Astropolitik: outer space and the orbit of geography” For submission to Progress in Human Geography, http://www.landfood.unimelb.edu.au/rmg/geography/papers/anti-outerspace.pdf) CK

The most striking aspect of the sociality of outer space is the extent to which it is, and always has been, thoroughly militarized. The 1967 UN Outer Space Treaty banned nuclear weapons in space, on the moon or on other celestial bodies, and contained a directive to use outer space ‘for peaceful purposes’. But its attempt to prohibit the ‘weaponizing’ of space was always interpreted in the loosest possible manner. The signatories to the OST in Washington, London and Moscow were in no doubt that space exploration was primarily about military strategy; that the ability to send a rocket into space was conspicuous evidence of the ability to dispatch a nuclear device to the other side of the world. This association remains strong, as the concern over Iran’s space programme (with its Shahab family of medium range missiles and satellite launch vehicles) makes clear. Several commentators in strategic affairs have noted the expanding geography of war from the two dimensions of land and sea to the air warfare of the twentieth century and more recently to the new strategic challenges of outer space and cyberspace (see for instance Gray, 2005: 154). These latter dimensions are not separate from the battle-‘field’ but rather they fully support the traditional military objectives of killing people and destroying infrastructure. Space itself may hold few human targets but the capture or disruption of satellites could have far-reaching consequences for life on the ground. Strictly speaking, we have not yet seen warfare in space, or even from space, but the advent of such a conflict does appear closer. In post-Cold War unipolar times the strategic rationale for the United States to maintain the prohibition against weaponising space is diminishing (Lambakis, 2003), even if the rest of the world wishes it otherwise. In 2000, a UN General Assembly resolution on the ‘Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space’ was adopted by a majority of 163-0 with 3 abstentions: the United States, Israel and the Federated States of Micronesia (United Nations, 2000). Less than two months later, a US Government committee chaired by Donald Rumsfeld  issued a report warning that the ‘relative dependance of the US on space makes its space systems potentially attractive targets’; the United States thus faced the danger, it argued, of a ‘Space Pearl Harbor’ (Rumsfeld, 2001: viii). As space warfare was, according to the report, a ‘virtual certainty’, the United States must ‘ensure continuing superiority’ (Rumsfeld, 2001: viii). This argument was qualified by obligatory gestures towards ‘the peaceful use of outer space’ but the report left little doubt about the direction of American space policy. Any difficult questions about the further militarisation (and even weaponisation) of space could be easily avoided under the guise of developing ‘dual-use’ (military/civilian) technology and emphasising the role of military applications in ‘peace-keeping’ operations. Through such rhetoric, NATO’s satellite-guided bombing of a Serbian TV station on the 23  April 1999 could have been readily accommodated under the OST rd injunction to use outer space for ‘peaceful purposes’ (Cervino, 2003). Since that time new theatres of operation have been opened up in Afghanistan and Iraq, for further trials of space-enabled warfare that aimed to provide aerial omniscience for the precision delivery of ‘shock and awe’. What Benjamin Lambeth has called the ‘accomplishment’ of air and space power, has since been called into question by the all too apparent limitations of satellite intelligence in the tasks of identifying Iraqi Weapons of Mass Destruction or in stemming the growing number of Allied dead and wounded from modestly-armed urban insurgents (Lambeth, 1999; Graham, 2004; Gregory, 2004: 205). For all its limitations, even this imagery has been shielded from independent scrutiny by the military monopolization of commercial satellite outputs (Livingstone and Robinson, 2003). And yet, far from undermining Allied confidence in satellite imagery or in a ‘cosmic’ view of war (Kaplan, 2006), it is precisely these abstract photo-cartographies of violence – detached from their visceral and bloodied ‘accomplishments’ – that have licenced the destruction of Fallujah (Gregory, 2004: 162; Graham, 2005b). There remains, of course, a great deal more that can be said about the politics of these aerial perspectives than can be discussed here (see, for instance, Gregory, 2004; Kaplan, 2006).


Link – Asteroids

US constructs asteroid threat in “politics of fear”
Mellor 07 (Felicity Mellor, Science Communication—Imperial College, 2007 “Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space”, Social Studies of Science, 37(4), August, p. 499-502 http://sss.sagepub.com/content/37/4/499.full.pdf) KEM

Howard McCurdy in his study of the ways in which the US space programme was shaped by popular culture, has suggested that the promotion of the impact threat can be seen as the completion of Cold War fantasies, which had used a politics of fear to justify space exploration. McCurdy highlights the alignment between the promotion of the impact threat and works of fiction. In this paper, I consider the reconceptualization of asteroid science that this alignment entailed.
Asteroid threat is linked to power-lust and a new superweapon
Mellor 07 (Felicity Mellor, Science Communication—Imperial College, 2007 “Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space”, Social Studies of Science, 37(4), August, p. 499-502 http://sss.sagepub.com/content/37/4/499.full.pdf) KEM


The scientists who have promoted the asteroid impact threat have done so by invoking narratives of technological salvation – stories which, like the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), promise security through a superweapon in space. The asteroid impact threat can therefore be located within the broader cultural history of fantasies about security and power, which, Bruce Franklin (1988) has argued, is inextricably linked to the century-old idea that a new superweapon could deliver world peace. Howard McCurdy (1997:
Asteroid threat construction drives astronomers to militarization of space

Mellor 07 (Felicity Mellor, Science Communication—Imperial College, 2007 “Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space”, Social Studies of Science, 37(4), August, p. 499-502 http://sss.sagepub.com/content/37/4/499.full.pdf) KEM

Over the past 20 years a small group of astronomers and planetary scientists has actively promoted the idea that an asteroid might collide with the Earth and destroy civilization. Despite concerns about placing weapons in space, the asteroid scientists repeatedly met with scientists from the Strategic Defense Initiative to discuss mitigation technologies. This paper examines the narrative context in which asteroids were constructed as a threat and astronomy was reconfigured as an interventionist science. I argue that conceptualizing asteroids through narratives of technological salvation invoked a `narrative imperative' that drew the astronomers towards the militaristic endings that their stories demanded. Impact-threat science thus demonstrates both the ways in which scientific research can be framed by fictional narratives and the ideological ends that such narratives can serve.

Link - Asteroids

Biased scientists control asteroid threat construction

Mellor 08 (Felicity, “Negotiating Uncertainty: Asteroids, Risk and the Media” November 3, 2008 http://pus.sagepub.com/content/19/1/16.full.pdf+html) CK

Over the past two decades, British newspapers have periodically announced the end of the world. Playful headlines such as “The End is Nigh” and “Armageddon Outta Here!” are followed a few days later by reports that there’s no danger after all: “PHEW. The end of the world has been cancelled” (Britten, 1998; Wickham, 2002; Evening Standard, 1998). These stories, and others like them appearing in news media around the world, deal with the possibility that an asteroid or comet may one day collide with the Earth causing global destruction. The threat posed by near-Earth objects (NEOs) has been actively promoted by a group of astronomers and planetary scientists since the late 1980s. Construing asteroids and comets as risky objects, the NEO scientists have lobbied politicians and written popular books calling for dedicated sky surveys to identify potentially hazardous asteroids. Yet despite their own efforts to draw the public’s attention to the issue, the scientists have worried about the way in which the impact threat is reported in the news media, especially in the UK. After each episode of media coverage, they have attempted to find new ways of controlling the representation of asteroids as a risk. At the heart of their concerns has been the question of how they can manage uncertain knowledge about asteroids whilst retaining their authority as scientists. This paper examines the tensions which arise when natural scientists position themselves in the public arena as experts on risk by looking at the ways in which the NEO scientists have constructed asteroids as a risk, their struggles to control the media representation of the issue, and the assumptions on which their evolving communication strategy has been based. Since it was reports in the UK press which most concerned the scientists, it is on these that this paper focuses.


Internal Link – False Threats ( Gov Power

False threats allow governments to expand power
Derian 06 (Derian, James, Predicting the Present, 2006, National Security An Accident Waiting to Happen
http://hir.harvard.edu/predicting-the-present/national-security?page=0,1 ) KEM


It often takes a catastrophe to reveal the illusory beliefs we continue to harbor in national and homeland security. To keep us safe, we place our faith in national borders and guards, bureaucracies and experts, technologies and armies. These and other instruments of national security are empowered and legitimated by the assumption that it falls upon the sovereign country to protect us from the turbulent state of nature and anarchy that permanently lies in wait offshore and over the horizon for the unprepared and inadequately defended. But this parochial fear, posing as a realistic worldview, has recently taken some very hard knocks.

The US constructs threats to create national fear, which in their minds, creates national security

Orr 04 (Jackie, Department of Sociology at Syracuse University, “The Militarization of Inner Space”, March 2004 http://crs.sagepub.com/content/30/2/451) CK

And so the management of fear – avoiding the dangers of its excess (the chaos of panic), or its absence (the unpreparedness of apathy) – becomes a primary aim in constructing the ideal civilian-soldier (Oakes 1994: 62-71). In the Project’s plan for an informed public inoculated against the threat of mass panic, the encouragement of individual and group fear is acknowledged as a necessary strategy. Under conditions of atomic threat, the boundary between national security and national fear is reconﬁgured: national security IS national fear. A nation whose civilians don’t fear their own annihilation is a nation without an effective military defense system.


Internal Link – False Threats ( Gov Power
The politics of fear are used in order to shut off dissent and rally around the flag

Orr 04 (Jackie, Department of Sociology at Syracuse University, “The Militarization of Inner Space”, March 2004 http://crs.sagepub.com/content/30/2/451) CK

But in the current cultural war, what role can really be played by Cold War histories of state-sponsored fear and disoriented publics? What difference does it make to know that once upon a time the U.S. government built and bombed suburban-style houses and their plastic inhabitants, ensuring the fall-out included live T.V. broadcasts from ground zero and social science surveys of public opinion before and after the blast? Does a history of the present cross paths with a theory of politics that would tell us where to go from here, after having once been there? “A military Babel has risen out of nuclear proliferation and generalized terrorism,” writes contemporary theorist and historian of war, Paul Virilio, “we’re disoriented and can no longer ﬁnd our way, not even in our theoretical work” (1999: 97). That was in 1999. The ‘we’ Virilio invokes may not include all of you. But some of us, well before September 11, 2001, lost our way in the proliferation of real and perceived terrors – and in the difﬁculty of conﬁdently deciding the border between them. For me, making histories out of not-so-private memories is one way to be lost without losing my mind. For me, making histories of panic and terror is one way to participate, however crazily, in contemporary cultural wars over whether and how psychic spaces will be militarized. Today, for me, it is not surprising to hear Patricia Williams, a “mad” law professor, describe the U.S. war on terrorism as a “war of the mind, so broadly deﬁned that the enemy becomes anybody who makes us afraid” (2001). I know that war. I’ve been there before. Its casualties are never precisely calculated and the archive of its psychic and political effects is always poorly kept. To historicize, as I try to do here, the call to psychic arms implied in George Bush’s appeal to civilian “soldiers,” to track how the psychology of U.S. civilian populations became an explicit target of the national security state and its civilian institutions, is to incite public memories in the place of privatized terrors. There is no exact historical origin or parallel to the present war of the mind, and no easy causal accumulation of effects between the Cold War manipulations of nuclear terror that I recall here, and the ‘war against terrorism’ today. The widespread anti-war feelings and politics in the U.S. in the ﬁnal years of the Vietnam war, and the uneven attempts to re-militarize civilian psyches after the mostly unspeakable humiliation of that military defeat, are real and relevant to any full accounting of how psychological militarization works, or fails, or tries again. But my task here is both more modest and more urgent: to ﬁnd compelling psychic weapons – in the form of collective memories – with which to ﬁght a militarization of inner spaces today. In the aftermath of the 1991 U.S.-led war against Iraq, Thyrza Goodeve wrote that “[m]aking connections ... thickening the present with future visions and past complexities, forcing edges to rub up against and through their rough boundaries” was one kind of “critical survival strategy” for progressive politics under siege (1992: 53). So what does the present look like when connected to past state and media-sponsored spectacles of terror? On Friday, April 12, 2002, an airplane buzzes McAlester, Oklahoma, covering the city with a ﬁne spray containing pneumonic plague. The simulated bioterrorist attack infects 95 percent of the city’s population. By Saturday afternoon, 120 people are dead. On the ground in McAlester, real doctors begin handing out 10,000 packets of imaginary (jelly bean) medicine, while 700 volunteers administer fake antibiotics around the city. Local Boy Scouts, playing the role of plague-infected civilians, are rushed to the hospital or driven to the morgue. The simulation, I learn from my daily newspaper, is one of “the most complex bioterrorism drills every undertaken,” and will be followed by a staged attack of botulism in Lawton and an outbreak of smallpox in Tulsa. The April 2002 exercises are follow-up to a simulation conducted at Andrews Air Force base in the (pre-September 11) summer of 2001 when ofﬁcials “pretended that Iraqi-ﬁnanced Afghan terrorists were spraying the smallpox virus into shopping centers in Oklahoma City, Philadelphia and Atlanta.” Manipulating the borders of the real and the imaginary, the present and the future – these are not new tactics in the battle to militarize civilian minds. If the militarization of inner space is a strategic set of psychological border operations, then collectively remembering Cold War events like Operation Alert may help us recognize how these borders in particular are once again battleﬁelds inhabited by well-planned theaters of terror and its control, theaters extended by the mass media into the everyday lives of millions of people. Imploding a possibly horriﬁc future into the tremulous present, radically confusing the real with a tightly choreographed imaginary of catastrophe – these forms of state-sponsored spectacle networked through channels of mass communication can be read as domestic psychological warfare. A public memory that such spectacles have been used historically to promote a politically productive fear may offer U.S. civilians one kind of psychological border defense against such mass mediated attacks.


Impacts – War

These threats create the justification for conflict and will lead to a new space "cold-war"
Dolman 02 (“Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age” 2002, Everett C.Dolman Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) https://www.semperfidelis.ro/request.php?136 ) KEM
To accomplish this task, several analyses will be presented. The first will describe the international setting from which the current regime emerged. It should become evident that the cooperative end result was merely the vehicle for consistent foreign policies in a decentralized, decidedly uncooperative international environment of Cold War antagonism. The United States, its dominance in space challenged by the Soviet Union, felt compelled to ensure that no other nation could carve out an empire in space. The highly touted international cooperation that produced the 1967 Outer Space Treaty was not in truth evidence of a newly emerging universalism; rather, it was a reaffirmation of Cold War realism and national rivalry, a slick diplomatic maneuver that both bought time for the United States and checked Soviet expansion. 
Competition cause Cold War II
Dolman 02 (“Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age” 2002, Everett C.Dolman Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) https://www.semperfidelis.ro/request.php?136 ) KEM

Related descriptions will include: the competitive military environment which provided the motivation and technology for space exploration; evidence that the scientific roots of the world’s first satellite endeavors were grounded not in international fraternity but in epistemic conflict and Cold War manipulation; proof that, once the criteria for cooperation were accepted, the very terms of cooperation became points of contention; the air and sea law foundations for negotiation, suggesting the Outer Space Treaty is itself the jumbled consolidation of a body of conflicting precedents; and a chronology of the negotiations for the 1967 Outer Space Treaty that highlight its devolution into a perverse competition of who could outcooperate whom.
Without an Astropolitik-generated future, the Cold War will inevitably be repeated
Scientists promote impact & threats in order to create a superweapon

Mellor 07 (Felicity Mellor, Science Communication—Imperial College, 2007 “Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space”, Social Studies of Science, 37(4), August, p. 499-502 http://sss.sagepub.com/content/37/4/499.full.pdf) KEM

In what follows, I draw on this full range of texts, from technical papers to popularizations, to show that the scientists promoting the impact threat have repeatedly turned to narratives of technological salvation that imagined the ultimate superweapon – a space-based planetary defence system that would protect the Earth from the cosmic enemy. I begin with a brief overview of earlier conceptions of asteroids before outlining the events through which asteroids were promoted as a threat and examining the narrative context in which this occurred. I finish by arguing that the narration of the impact threat entailed a reconceptualization of asteroids, space and astronomy and invoked a ‘narrative imperative’ that helped legitimize the militarization of space.

Impact – Value to Life

Impact: Satellites give governments the power to constantly monitor their subjects – eliminating agency and value to life
 MacDonald 07 (Fraser, Lecturer in Human Geography School of Anthropology, Geography & Environmental Studies University of Melbourne, , “Anti-Astropolitik: outer space and the orbit of geography” For submission to Progress in Human Geography, http://www.landfood.unimelb.edu.au/rmg/geography/papers/anti-outerspace.pdf) CK

The geopolitical effects of reconnaissance from space platforms are by no means confined to particular episodes of military conflict. Like high-altitude spy planes, its Cold War precursor, satellite surveillance also gives strategic and diplomatic powers. Unlike aerial photography, however, satellite imagery is ubiquitous, high-resolution and offers the potential for real-time surveillance. The emerging field of surveillance studies, strongly informed by critical geographical thought, has opened to scrutiny the politics and spaces of electronic observation (see, for instance, the new journal Surveillance and Society). The writings of Foucault, particularly those on panopticism, are an obvious influence on this new work (Foucault, 1977; Wood, 2003), but they have seldom been applied to the realm of outer space. As Foucault pointed out, the power of Jeremy Bentham’s panopticon prison design is enacted through the prisoner–subjects internalising the disciplinary gaze: the presence of the gaoler was immaterial, as the burden of watching was left to the watched. Similarly, the power of panoptic orbital surveillance lies in its normalising geopolitical effects. If the geopolitics of surveillance is particularly evident at the level of the state, it applies also to the organization of the daily activities of its citizens (Molz, 2006). GPS technology is perhaps the most evident incursion of space-enabled military– surveillance systems into everyday life, becoming an indispensable means of monitoring the location of people and things. For instance, the manufacturer Pro Tech, riding the wave of public concern about paedophilia in Britain, has developed systems currently being trialed by the UK Home Office to track the movements of registered sex offenders (see also Monmonier, 2002: 134). Somewhat predictably, given the apparent crisis in the spatialities of childhood (Jones et al, 2003), children are to be the next subjects of satellite surveillance. In December 2005, the company mTrack launched i-Kids, a mobile phone/GPS unit that allows parents track their offspring by PC or on a WAP-enabled mobile phone. Those with pets rather than children might consider the $460 RoamEO GPS system that attaches to your dog’s collar, should walkies ever get out of hand. It will surprise no-one that the same technology gets used for less savoury purposes: a Los Angeles stalker was jailed for 16 months for attaching a GPS device to his ex-girlfriend’s car (Teather, 2004). What is more startling, perhaps, is that one does not need to be a GPS-user to be subject to the surveillant possibilities of this technology. Anyone who leaves their mobile phone unattended for five minutes can be tracked, not just by the security services, but by any individual who has momentary access to enable the phone as a tracking device. For the purposes of a newspaper story, the Guardian journalist Ben Goldacre ‘stalked’ his girlfriend by registering her phone on one of many websites for the commercial tracking of employees and stock (Goldacre, 2006). The exercise revealed how easily everyday technologies like the mobile phone can be reconfigured for very different purposes. Even this modest labour in tracking a mobile phone will become a thing of the past. Phones will be more specifically configured as a tracking device: Nokia is due to release a GPS phone in 2007, while the Finnish company Benefon has already launched its Twig Discovery, a phone that has a ‘finder’ capability that locates and tracks other contacts in your address book. Should the user come within range of another contact, the phone will send a message asking whether you are willing to reveal your location to this contact. If both parties are agreeable, the phones will guide their users to each other. In this way, the gadgetry of space-enabled espionage is being woven into interpersonal as well as interstate and citizen–state relations. If the movements of a car can be tracked by a jealous boyfriend, they can also be tracked by the state for the purposes of taxation: this is surely the future of road tolls in the UK. A British insurance company is already using satellite technology to cut the premiums for young drivers if they stay off the roads between 11pm and 6am, when most accidents occur. Information about the time, duration and route of every single journey made by the driver is recorded and sent back to the company (Bachelor, 2006). The success of geo-technologies will lie in these ordinary reconfigurations of life such as tracking parcels, locating stolen cars, transport guidance or assisting the navigation of the visually-impaired. Some might argue, however, that their impact will be more subtle still. For instance, Nigel Thrift locates the power of new forms of positioning in precognitive sociality and ‘prereflexive practice’, that is to say in ‘various kinds of culturally inculcated corporeal automatisms’ (Thrift, 2004b: 175). In other words, these sociotechnical changes may become so incorporated into our unconscious such that we simply cease to think about our position. Getting lost may become difficult (Thrift, 2004b: 188). Perhaps we are not at that stage yet. But one can easily envisage GPS technologies enhancing existing inequalities in the very near future, such as the device that will warn the cautious urban walker that they are entering a ‘bad neighbourhood’. In keeping with the logic of the panopticon, this is less ‘Big Brother’ than an army of little brothers: the social life of the new space age is already beginning to look quite different. And it is to this incipient militarization of everyday life that the emerging literature on ‘military geographies’ (Woodward, 2004; 2005) must surely turn its attention.

AT: Perm

History proves that once you accept strategic language its impossible to break out of it

Mellor, 7 [Felicity, Science Communication—Imperial College, 2007 
“Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space”, Social Studies of Science, 37 no. 4, August]

The civilian scientists attempted to still their consciences in their dealings with the defence scientists by suggesting that, with the end of the Cold War and the demise of SDI, the latter had lost their traditional role. This argument was naive at best. In fact, as we have seen, the US defence scientists had taken an interest in the impact threat since the early 1980s, from the time that SDI had greatest political support during the defence build-up of the Reagan era. Even at the time of the fractious Interception Workshop, George H.W. Bush was maintaining SDI funding at the same level as it had been during the second Reagan administration. If outwardly the Clinton administration was less supportive when it took office in 1993 and declared that SDI was over, many of those involved in the programme felt that it would actually go on much as before (FitzGerald, 2000: 491). SDI was renamed, and to some extent reconceived, but funding continued and was soon increased when the Republicans gained a majority in Congress.33 After George W. Bush took office in 2001, spending on missile defence research was greatly increased, including programmes to follow on from Brilliant Pebbles (Wall, 2001a; 2001b).

The aff’s permutation is a lie. It’s just an excuse to militarize space.
Dolman 02 (“Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age” 2002, Everett C.Dolman Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) https://www.semperfidelis.ro/request.php?136 ) KEM
 Threats may be implicit or explicit, but the connection between violence and policy is vital to an understanding of grand strategy. While it may seem barbaric in this modern era to continue to assert the primacy of war and violence—‘high politics’ in the realist vernacular—in formulations of state strategy, it would be disingenuous and even reckless to try to deny the continued preeminence of the terrestrial state and the place of military action in the short history and near future of space operations. Even as states publicly denounce the use of violence and force in space operations, all spacefaring states today have military missions, goals, and contingency space-operations plans. A case will be made here that the reality of confrontation in space politics pervades the reality of the ideal of true cooperation and political unity in space which has never been genuine, and in the near term seems unlikely.

AT: Realism Inevitable

Discourse about the inevitability of realism creates a self-fulfilling prophecy

Kraig 02 (Kraig, Robert Alexander, The Tragic Science: The Uses of Jimmy Carter in Foreign Policy Realism, Rhetoric & Public Affairs - Volume 5, Number 1, Spring 2002, pp. 1-30
http://muse.jhu.edu/login?uri=/journals/rhetoric_and_public_affairs/v005/5.1kraig.html) KEM

Since the end of the Cold War, there have been a growing number of attempts to reassess political realism—the dominant paradigm of international relations in the United States since World War II. This article seeks to shed light on the possibility of a paradigm shift by assessing the rhetoric the realists used to head off the last serious challenge to their hegemony over American foreign policy thought and practice—Jimmy Carter's human rights policy. The narrative of Carter's failed foreign policy, as constructed by a wide range of international relations theorists and historians, has the generic constituents of a tragedy. The realist account of Carter reveals the paradigm's rhetorical strength, its resistance to other perspectives, and its stark philosophical implications for the possibility of a more humane world order.
Realism is not inevitable – even its supporters repeatedly violate its central arguments
Kraig, '2 [Robert, Prof of Communication @ UW Milwaukee, “The Tragic Science: The Uses of Jimmy Carter in Foreign Policy Realism”, Rhetoric & Public Affairs, 5 no 1.]
Given the claimed inevitability of realism's description of international politics, one might think that nations need not look to expert guidance because power interests will inevitably determine governmental policy. But the realists, while embracing determinism, simultaneously argue that human nature is repeatedly violated. One traditional claim has been that America, because of its unique history, has been ever in danger of ignoring the dictates of the foreign policy scene. This argument is offered by Henry Kissinger in his avowedly Morgenthauian work Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy. 21 Realists also argue that there are idealists in all human societies who refuse to see the reality of power. As Richard W. Cottam, a trenchant critic of orthodox realism, explained the argument: "Every era has its incorrigible idealists who persist in seeing evil man as good. When they somehow gain power and seek to put their ideas into effect, Machiavellians who understand man's true nature appear and are more than willing and more than capable of exploiting this eternal naivete." 22 Cottam was referring to one of the central ideological constructs of international relations theory—the realist/idealist dichotomy. First explicated in detail by Morgenthau in his Scientific Man vs. Power Politics, 23 this dichotomy is used to discredit leaders who dare to consider transcending or transforming established patterns of global competition. This construct is enriched by the narratives of failed idealists—most prominently Tsar Alexander the First, Woodrow Wilson, Neville Chamberlain, and Jimmy Carter—men who, despite and in fact because of their good intentions, caused untold human suffering. After World War II, realists built their conception of leadership on a negative caricature of Woodrow Wilson. 24 As George Kennan, one of the primary architects of Cold War policy, warned in 1945: "If we insist at this moment in our history in wandering about with our heads in the clouds of Wilsonean idealism . . . we run the risk of losing even that bare minimum of security which would be assured to us by the maintenance of humane, stable, and cooperative forms of society on the immediate European shores of the Atlantic." 25 

AT: Realism Inevitable
Claims of inevitability allow us to rationalize suffering and justify violence
Kraig, '2 [Robert, Prof of Communication @ UW Milwaukee, “The Tragic Science: The Uses of Jimmy Carter in Foreign Policy Realism”, Rhetoric & Public Affairs, 5 no 1.]
What is most revealing about this assessment of human nature is not its negativity but its fatalism. There is little if any place for human moral evolution or perfectibility. Like environmental determinism—most notably the social darwinism of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries—political realism presumes that human social nature, even if ethically deplorable, cannot be significantly improved upon. From the stationary perspective of social scientific realism in its pure form, the fatal environment of human social interaction can be navigated but not conquered. Description, in other words, is fate. All who dare to challenge the order—Carter's transgression—will do much more damage than good. The idealist makes a bad situation much worse by imagining a better world in the face of immutable realities. As one popular saying among foreign policy practitioners goes: "Without vision, men die. With it, more men die." 70 (continued) The implications of this social philosophy are stark. Tremendous human suffering can be rationalized away as the inevitable product of the impersonal international system of power relations. World leaders are actively encouraged by the realists to put aside moral pangs of doubt and play the game of international politics  according to the established rules of political engagement. This deliberate limitation of interest excuses leaders from making hard moral choices. While a moralist Protestant like Jimmy Carter sees history as a progressive moral struggle to realize abstract ideals in the world, the realist believes that it is dangerous to struggle against the inexorable. The moral ambiguities of political and social ethics that have dogged philosophy and statesmanship time out of mind are simply written out of the equation. Since ideals cannot be valid in a social scientific sense, they cannot be objectively true. The greatest barrier to engaging the realists in serious dialogue about their premises is that they deny that these questions can be seriously debated. First, realists teach a moral philosophy that denies itself. There is exceedingly narrow ground, particularly in the technical vocabulary of the social sciences, for discussing the moral potential of humanity or the limitations of human action. 



AT: Realism Inevitable
Their argument is fatalistic – we can change the international arena

Kraig, '2 [Robert, Prof of Communication @ UW Milwaukee, “The Tragic Science: The Uses of Jimmy Carter in Foreign Policy Realism”, Rhetoric & Public Affairs, 5 no 1.]
There is another lesson that can be drawn from the savaging of Carter in international relations scholarship for those who seek to broaden the terms of American foreign policy thought and practice. Those who would challenge the realist orthodoxy face a powerful rhetorical arsenal that will be used to deflect any serious dialogue on the fundamental ethical and strategic assumptions of realism. Careful and balanced academic critiques, although indispensable, are unlikely to be a match for such formidable symbolic ammunition. Post-realism, if it is to make any advance against the realist battlements, must marshal equally powerful symbolic resources. What is needed, in addition to academic critiques aimed at other scholars, is a full-blooded antirealist rhetoric.  It must be said, in the strongest possible terms, that realism engenders an attitude of cynicism and fatalism in those who would otherwise engage the great moral and political questions of our age. 74 History is replete with ideals that, after much time and effort, matured into new social realities. In the not-so-distant past, republican governance on a mass scale and socially active government were empirical impossibilities. However halting and imperfect these historical innovations may be, they suggest the power of ideals and the possibility of human social transformation. On the other hand, fatalism fulfills itself. The surest way to make a situation impossible is to imagine it so. This is a tragic irony we should strive to avoid, no matter how aesthetically fitting it may be.

AT: Perm

Constructing threats and thinking about worst-case scenarios forecloses the ability break the cycle of threat construction

Bruce Schneier 10 (Bruce, Security Technologist, Author, MA in Computer Science – American University, “Worst-Case Thinking”, 3-13, http://www.schneier.com/blog/archives/2010/05/worst-case_thin.html) NI

At a security conference recently, the moderator asked the panel of distinguished cybersecurity leaders what their nightmare scenario was. The answers were the predictable array of large-scale attacks: against our communications infrastructure, against the power grid, against the financial system, in combination with a physical attack. I didn't get to give my answer until the afternoon, which was: "My nightmare scenario is that people keep talking about their nightmare scenarios." There's a certain blindness that comes from worst-case thinking. An extension of theprecautionary principle, it involves imagining the worst possible outcome and then acting as if it were a certainty. It substitutes imagination for thinking, speculation for risk analysis and fear for reason. It fosters powerlessness and vulnerability and magnifies social paralysis. And it makes us more vulnerable to the effects of terrorism. Worst-case thinking means generally bad decision making for several reasons. First, it's only half of the cost-benefit equation. Every decision has costs and benefits, risks and rewards. By speculating about what can possibly go wrong, and then acting as if that is likely to happen, worst-case thinking focuses only on the extreme but improbable risks and does a poor job at assessing outcomes. Second, it's based on flawed logic. It begs the question by assuming that a proponent of an action must prove that the nightmare scenario is impossible. Third, it can be used to support any position or its opposite. If we build a nuclear power plant, it could melt down. If we don't build it, we will run short of power and society will collapse into anarchy. If we allow flights near Iceland's volcanic ash, planes will crash and people will die. If we don't, organs won't arrive in time for transplant operations and people will die. If we don't invade Iraq, Saddam Hussein might use the nuclear weapons he might have. If we do, we might destabilize the Middle East, leading to widespread violence and death. Of course, not all fears are equal. Those that we tend to exaggerate are more easily justified by worst-case thinking. So terrorism fears trump privacy fears, and almost everything else; technology is hard to understand and therefore scary; nuclear weapons are worse than conventional weapons; our children need to be protected at all costs; and annihilating the planet is bad. Basically, any fear that would make a good movie plot is amenable to worst-case thinking. Fourth and finally, worst-case thinking validates ignorance. Instead of focusing on what we know, it focuses on what we don't know -- and what we can imagine. Remember Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld's quote? "Reports that say that something hasn't happened are always interesting to me, because as we know, there are known knowns; there are things we know we know. We also know there are known unknowns; that is to say we know there are some things we do not know. But there are also unknown unknowns -- the ones we don't know we don't know." And this: "the absence of evidence is not evidence of absence." Ignorance isn't a cause for doubt; when you can fill that ignorance with imagination, it can be a call to action. Even worse, it can lead to hasty and dangerous acts. You can't wait for a smoking gun, so you act as if the gun is about to go off. Rather than making us safer, worst-case thinking has the potential to cause dangerous escalation. The new undercurrent in this is that our society no longer has the ability to calculate probabilities. Risk assessment is devalued. Probabilistic thinking is repudiated in favor of "possibilistic thinking": Since we can't know what's likely to go wrong, let's speculate about what can possibly go wrong. Worst-case thinking leads to bad decisions, bad systems design, and bad security. And we all have direct experience with its effects: airline security and the TSA, which we make fun of when we're not appalled that they're harassing 93-year-old women or keeping first-graders off airplanes. You can't be too careful! Actually, you can. You can refuse to fly because of the possibility of plane crashes. You can lock your children in the house because of the possibility of child predators. You can eschew all contact with people because of the possibility of hurt. Steven Hawking wants to avoid trying to communicate with aliens because they might be hostile; does he want to turn off all the planet's television broadcasts because they're radiating into space? It isn't hard to parody worst-case thinking, and at its extreme it's a psychological condition. Frank Furedi, a sociology professor at the University of Kent, writes: "Worst-case thinking encourages society to adopt fear as one of the dominant principles around which the public, the government and institutions should organize their life. It institutionalizes insecurity and fosters a mood of confusion and powerlessness. Through popularizing the belief that worst cases are normal, it incites people to feel defenseless and vulnerable to a wide range of future threats." Even worse, it plays directly into the hands of terrorists, creating a population that is easily terrorized -- even by failed terrorist attacks like the Christmas Day underwear bomber and theTimes Square SUV bomber. When someone is proposing a change, the onus should be on them to justify it over the status quo. But worst case thinking is a way of looking at the world that exaggerates the rare and unusual and gives the rare much more credence than it deserves. It isn't really a principle; it's a cheap trick to justify what you already believe. It lets lazy or biased people make what seem to be cogent arguments without understanding the whole issue. And when people don't need to refute counterarguments, there's no point in listening to them.


Alt – Astropolitik

Exploring space peacefully accordingly to the astropolitical model will lead to positive outcomes.

Dolman 02 (“Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age” 2002, Everett C.Dolman Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) https://www.semperfidelis.ro/request.php?136 ) KEM
Despite a requirement for specific military preparation, however, war is neither necessary nor beneficial to the process of democratization, and so Astropolitik does not project a certain future of applied violence in space. In this manner, the means of both liberals and realists are supported en route to a common goal. This is to be the ultimate contribution of astropolitics and Astropolitik: a full and heuristic understanding of the geopolitical determinants of space, an application of the assumptions of realism to the astropolitical model, and, in the end, an economically robust and peaceful exploration of the cosmos by humanity.

Alt – Democracy

Mutually liberal democracies would stabilize the world, as well as space.
Dolman 02 (“Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age” 2002, Everett C.Dolman Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) https://www.semperfidelis.ro/request.php?136 ) KEM
Although David Singer and Melvin Small first empirically described the phenomenon, it was Michael Doyle who provoked a storm of activity with his attempt to tie the observation to Kant’s claim that liberal-democratic states would be naturally less prone to war. 7 Tests of the hypothesis showed that democratic states appear just as likely to engage in war as any alternative politically organized state. What remained intriguing, and promising, was the empirical evidence and rationale that democratic states do not go to war with each other. 8 Causal explanations tend to cluster around structural and normative factors of government capacities and leadership qualities, and represent some of the most sophisticated international analyses in ongoing political science debates. 9 If mutual liberal democracy is in fact a sufficient precondition for inter-state peace, then democratic peace theory provides both the means and end for a stable and pacific world (and presumably space) order

Alt – Question

We should question every threat and scrutinize the motive behind it.

Burke 07 (Anthony, Senior Lecture—IR-University of South Wales, “Beyond Security, Ethics, and Violence” 2007 p. 3-4 http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=F4ab6EfAwWkC&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=%22Anthony+Burke%22+%22Beyond+Security,+Ethics+and+Violence%22&ots=5nVlqxtf6t&sig=7vXaEW2g_cVhGqM9L-5YXFeAcmI#v=onepage&q&f=false) CK

Hence none of these things—ethics, violence, security or war—are taken for granted, as if we know what they are and how they fit together. Rather this is a book that asks about the kind of violence that war is that we think and allow it to be; that asks about the kind of ethics that relates to security and violence, that by turns condemns, demands or exonerates killing; that asks about the violence that we think enables, defends or threatens security; and that asks about the security that conjures violence from its soul, which pushes kindness or cruelty or murder through its veins like a life-giving fluid. It asks if violence is really as rational, ethical and controllable as we believe; if a security that hinges upon violence is tenable or meaningful, and if it can be refigured; and it asks if ethics can offer us a path beyond violence or is in danger of becoming reduced to it. While a concern with ethics, as both a source of hope and danger, is a central theme of the book, it is not based on an approach that brings ‘ethics,’ as a fully formed and systematic body of principles, to something that lies outside it: ‘security’, ‘war’ or ‘international relations’. Rather it interrogates the very practical and conceptual structure of these processes, along with ethical reasoning itself, in order to understand the ethical outcomes of various approaches to security and violence even when they claim to be governed by the demands of ethics. Nor are ethics, security, and violence the limit of this book’s concerns. It puts significant related ideas under scrutiny: sovereignty, freedom, identity, and power.

***Aff Answers***


Aff Answers - Realism Good/Inevitable

War is inevitable – the history of space proves competition is more powerful than cooperation.
Dolman 02 (“Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age” 2002, Everett C.Dolman Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) https://www.semperfidelis.ro/request.php?136 ) KEM
Moreover, say the peace theorists, when all states are democratic there will be no need to maintain the military forces necessary to prosecute war, and all states will be able, if not compelled by socio-economic necessity, to complete any remaining process of disarmament. For these advocates, astropolitics and Astropolitik will be considered politically and socially reprehensible, if not dangerous. The preferred prescription is that humanity begins its entry into the cosmos without weapons, warriors, or Clauswitzian theorists. If the non-weaponized model is pursued, peaceful coexistence is inevitable. Unfortunately for their utopian position, the short history of space exploration already belies that hope. The militarization and weaponization of space is not only an historical fact, it is an ongoing process.
Space militarization is inevitable- no way of stopping it

Smith, M. V 02. (Director of Space Based Solar Power Study, Visiting Military Fellow at National Defense University “Ten Propositions Regarding Spacepower”. . Maxwell AFB, AL: USAF Air University, October 2002 http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/saas/smith.pdf ).

Robert L. O.Connell suggests that human nature, andnot technology, is at the root of weapons development.206 Covetous motives required early man to develop new ways to kill an opponent. Today’s modern weapons are more lethal than the sticks and stones of ancient days, but their purpose is still to gain an advantage over an adversary. O.Connell suggests that humans will constantly develop new weapons as long as their imagination discovers and exploits timeless and eternal scientific principles such as quantum mechanics and relativistic physics, which may give them an advantage in war.207 Therefore, the very idea of weaponizing space becomes a driving force to do so, like the idea of splitting and fusing the atom, made doing so inevitable. O.Connell states, .Because so much of this is a function of the physical universe and the laws that govern it, the process is, in a very real sense, beyond our control..208 Formulating new and creative ideas for weapons may be inevitable, but man always has a choice whether to develop those weapons or not.Dr. Colin S. Gray cautions that the feasibility of deploying weapons in space does not mean that such weapons are strategically required.or prudent.210 However, we are also warned that once someone begins development, the .technological imperative becomes nearly absolute. Once the initial conditions are set, however, the logic of technology becomes nearly irresistible, at times sweeping us toward destinations never contemplated or desired..211 This suggests the choice to weaponize space may be beyond rational decision-making. If this premise is correct, some actor may weaponize space as a poorly thought-out reaction to some unforeseen security dilemma, or may already be on the slippery slope towards weaponizing space as it seeks to protect its space systems. the two conditions that Watts believes will likely lead to the weaponization of space. The momentum is not likely to stop over the long run.

Aff Answers - Realism Good/Inevitable

Realism is inevitable – any attempt to break free has historically failed

Mearsheimer, 95 [John, Political Science—University of Chicago, 1995 International Security]
The most revealing aspect of Wendt’s discussion is that he did not respond to the two main charge leveled against critical theory in “False Promise.” The first problem with critical theory is that although the theory is deeply concerned with radically changing state behavior, it says little about how change comes about. The theory does not tell us why particular discourses become dominant and other fall by the wayside. Specifically, Wendt does not explain why realism has been the dominant discourse in world politics for well over a thousand years, although I explicitly raised the question in “False Promise” (p. 42). Moreover, he shed no light on why the time is ripe for unseating  realism, nor on why realism is likely to be replaced by a more peaceful, communitarian discourse, although I explicitly raised both questions. Wendt’s failure to answer these questions has important ramifications for his own arguments. For example, he maintains that if it is possible to change international political discourse and alter state behavior, “then it is irresponsible to pursue policies that perpetuate destructive old orders [i.e., realism], especially if we care about the well-being of future generation.” The clear implication here is that realists like me are irresponsible and do not care much about the welfare of future generations. However, even if we change discourses and move beyond realism, a fundamental problem with Wendt’s argument remains: because his theory cannot predict the future, he cannot know whether the discourse that ultimately replaces realism will be more benign than realism. He has no way of knowing whether a fascistic discourse more violent than realism will emerge as the hegemonic discourse. For example, he obviously would like another Gorbachev to come to power in Russia, but a critical theory perspective, defending realism might very well be the more responsible policy choice.    

Aff Answers - Realism Good/Inevitable

Realism cannot be simply rejected – it is a permanent part of the thinking of foreign policy elites 

Guzzini ‘98 (Stefano, Prof – Central European U, Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, p. 22) 
Therefore, in a third step, this chapter also claims that it is impossible just to heap realism onto the dustbin of history and start anew. This is a non-option. Although realism as a strictly causal theory has been a disappointment, various realist assumptions are well alive in the minds of many practitioners and observers of international affairs. Although it does not correspond to a theory which helps us to understand a real world with objective laws, it is a world-view which suggests thoughts about it, and which permeates our daily language for making sense of it. Realism has been a rich, albeit very contestable, reservoir of lessons of the past, of metaphors and historical analogies, which, in the hands of its most gifted representatives, have been proposed, at times imposed, and reproduced as guides to a common understanding of international affairs. Realism is alive in the collective memory and self-understanding of our  (i.e. Western)  foreign policy elite and public, whether educated or not. Hence, we ​cannot but deal with it. For this reason, forgetting realism is also questionable. Of course, academic observers should not bow to the whims of daily politics But staying at distance, or being critical, does not mean that they should lose the capacity to understand the language of those who make significant decisions, not only in government, but also in firms, NGOs, and other institutions. To the contrary this understanding as increasingly varied as it may be, is a prerequisite for their very profession. More particularly, it is a prerequisite for opposing  the more irresponsible claims made in the name, although not always necessarily in the spirit, of realism.

This short-term conflict makes transition to their alternative impossible --– only realism can provide a pragmatic bridge

Murray ‘97 (Alastair J.H, Prof Political Theory, U Edinburgh, Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitian Ethics, p. 194)

Given that, in the absence of a resolution of such difficulties, longer-term objectives are liable to be unachievable, realism would seem to offer a more effective strategy of transition than reflectivism itself. Whereas, in constructivism, such strategies are divorced from an awareness of the immediate problems which obstruct such efforts, and, in critical theoretical perspectives, they are divorced from the current realities of international politics altogether, realism's emphasis on first addressing the immediate obstacles to development ensures that it at least generates strategies which offer us a tangible path to follow. If these strategies perhaps lack the visionary appeal of reflectivist proposals, emphasising simply the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy in order to ameliorate conflicts between states, to foster a degree of mutual understanding in international relations, and, ultimately, to develop a sense of community which might underlie a more comprehensive international society, they at least seek to take advantage of the possibilities of reform in the current international system without jeopardising the possibilities of order. Realism's gradualist reformism, the careful tending of what it regards as an essentially organic process, ultimately suggests the basis for a more sustainable strategy for reform than reflectivist perspectives, however dramatic, can offer. 


Aff Answers - Realism Good/Inevitable

Abandoning security fails - all that will happen is that non-realist will be removed from office

Kavka ‘87 (Gregory S., Prof – UC Irvine, Moral Paradoxes of Nuclear Deterrence, p. 86-87)

The lesson of the kidney case seems to be that one can, at most,  actively impose substantially lesser risks or harms on other innocent people to protect oneself. Can this lesson be applied to national as well as individual self-defense? One might contend that it cannot be, appealing for support to the hallowed ought-implies-can principle. According to that principle agents, including nations, can only be obligated to act in ways they are capable of acting. But, it may be suggested, nations are literally incapable of refraining from taking steps believed to be necessary for national defense, even if these impose horrible risks or harms on outside innocents. For any government that failed to undertake the requisite defensive actions (e.g., any government that abandoned nuclear deterrence) would be quickly ousted and replaced by a government willing to under take them.
Every frontier that can be militarized is militarized eventually 

Spacey, William L. '99 (Major, USAF “Does the United States Need Space-Based Weapons?”. . Maxwell AFB, AL: USAF Air University, September. http://aupress.au.af.mil/digital/pdf/paper/spacy_us_need_space_weapons.pdf)

Another line of argument in favor of space-based weapons, or at least an argument for why they are inevitable, devolves from the fact that every environment accessible to man has eventually become an arena for combat. This line of reasoning was noticeable in then-Secretary of the Air Force Sheila E. Widnall’s address to the National Security Forum in May 1997: “You have, first off, a fundamental question of whether we will place weapons in space. We have a lot of history that tells us that warfare migrates where it can—that nations en gaged in a conflict do what they can, wherever they must. At a very tender age, aviation went from a peaceful sport, to a supporting function, very analogous to what we do today in space—to a combat arm. Our space forces may well follow that same path.”7 This argument holds that the evolution of warfare will inevitably require placing weapons in space in order to fulfill a multitude of military roles. These roles include defending against ballistic missile attack, defending space-based assets (the space control mission), and attacking terrestrial targets (the force application mission). Some take the argument a step further, believing that it is probably too late to head off the weaponization of space. Maj Gen Robert Dickman, the DOD space architect, made this argument in 1997. To hope that there will never be conflict in space is to ignore the past. As space access becomes routine, … as national security becomes a matter of information dominance as well as other military strength, the risk-benefit assessment for interfering with space capabilities will change. Tomorrow, space won’t provide a sanctuary for systems that can provide a decisive edge in combat, any more than the air or the ocean depths do today. Tomorrow, commercial endeavors will look to the government for protection, as they have on land and at sea for over 200 years.8 The main contention of the argument is that space today is analogous to aviation prior to World War I. The transition of aviation from being a support service to being a combat arm will soon be emulated by space systems. Any attempt to thwart this process is not only doomed to fail but will also CADRE PAPER 4 leave the United States vulnerable to attack from nations that aggressively pursue space weaponization.

Aff Answers - Reps Not Key

Representations don’t influence reality

Kocher ‘2K (Robert L, Author and Philosopher, http://freedom.orlingrabbe.com/lfetimes/reality_sanity1.htm)
While it is not possible to establish many proofs in the verbal world, and it is simultaneously possible to make many uninhibited assertions or word equations in the verbal world, it should be considered that reality is more rigid and does not abide by the artificial flexibility and latitude of the verbal world. The world of words and the world of human experience are very imperfectly correlated. That is, saying something doesn't make it true. A verbal statement in the world of words doesn't mean it will occur as such in the world of consistent human experience I call reality. In the event verbal statements or assertions disagree with consistent human experience, what proof is there that the concoctions created in the world of words should take precedence or be assumed a greater truth than the world of human physical experience that I define as reality? In the event following a verbal assertion in the verbal world produces pain or catastrophe in the world of human physical reality or experience, which of the two can and should be changed? Is it wiser to live with the pain and catastrophe, or to change the arbitrary collection of words whose direction produced that pain and catastrophe? Which do you want to live with? What proven reason is there to assume that when doubtfulness that can be constructed in verbal equations conflicts with human physical experience, human physical experience should be considered doubtful? It becomes a matter of choice and pride in intellectual argument. My personal advice is that when verbal contortions lead to chronic confusion and difficulty, better you should stop the verbal contortions rather than continuing to expect the difficulty to change. Again, it's a matter of choice. Does the outcome of the philosophical question of whether reality or proof exists decide whether we should plant crops or wear clothes in cold weather to protect us from freezing? Har! Are you crazy? How many committed deconstructionist philosophers walk about naked in subzero temperatures or don't eat? Try creating and living in an alternative subjective reality where food is not needed and where you can sit naked on icebergs, and find out what happens. I emphatically encourage people to try it with the stipulation that they don't do it around me, that they don't force me to do it with them, or that they don't come to me complaining about the consequences and demanding to conscript me into paying for the cost of treating frostbite or other consequences. (sounds like there is a parallel to irresponsibility and socialism somewhere in here, doesn't it?). I encourage people to live subjective reality. I also ask them to go off far away from me to try it, where I won't be bothered by them or the consequences. For those who haven't guessed, this encouragement is a clever attempt to bait them into going off to some distant place where they will kill themselves off through the process of social Darwinism — because, let's face it, a society of deconstructionists and counterculturalists filled with people debating what, if any, reality exists would have the productive functionality of a field of diseased rutabagas and would never survive the first frost. The attempt to convince people to create and move to such a society never works, however, because they are not as committed or sincere as they claim to be. Consequently, they stay here to work for left wing causes and promote left wing political candidates where there are people who live productive reality who can be fed upon while they continue their arguments. They ain't going to practice what they profess, and they are smart enough not to leave the availability of people to victimize and steal from while they profess what they pretend to believe in.

Aff Answers - Security Discourse Good

Security discourse is necessary to prevent extinction

Noorani ass’t prof near east studies @ U Arizona, Tuscon, 2k5 (Yaseen, “The Rhetoric of Security” The New Centennial Review 5.1 (2005) 13-41 Muse)

The Bush administration perpetually affirms that the war against terrorism declared in response to the attacks of September 2001 is "different from any other war in our history" and will continue "for the foreseeable future."1 This affirmation, and indeed the very declaration of such a war, belongs to a rhetoric of security that predates the Bush administration and which this administration has intensified but not fundamentally altered. Rhetorically speaking, terrorism is the ideal enemy of the United States, more so than any alien civilization and perhaps even more so than the tyrannies of communism and fascism, terrorism's defeated sisters. This is because terrorism is depicted in U.S. rhetoric not as an immoral tactic employed in political struggle, but as an immoral condition that extinguishes the possibility of peaceful political deliberation. This condition is the state of war, in absolute moral opposition to the peaceful condition of civil society. As a state of war, terrorism portends the dissolution of the civil relations obtaining within and among nations, particularly liberal nations, and thus portends the dissolution of civilization itself. [End Page 13] Terrorism is therefore outside the world order, in the sense that it cannot be managed within this order since it is the very absence of civil order. For there to be a world order at all, terrorism must be eradicated.  In prosecuting a world war against the state of war, the United States puts itself outside the world order as well. The Bush administration affirms, like the Clinton administration before it, that because the identity of the United States lies in the values that engender peace (freedom and democracy), the national interests of the United States always coincide with the interests of the world order. The United States is the animus of the world order and the power that sustains it. For this reason, any threat to the existence of the United States is a threat to world peace itself, and anything that the United States does to secure its existence is justified as necessary for the preservation of world peace. In this way, the existence of the United States stands at the center of world peace and liberal values, yet remains outside the purview of these values, since when under threat it is subject only to the extra-moral necessity of self-preservation.  I will argue that the symmetrical externality of the United States and terrorism to the world order lies at the foundation of the rhetoric of security by which the U.S. government justifies its hegemonic actions and policies. This rhetoric depicts a world in which helpless, vulnerable citizens can achieve agency only through the U.S. government, while terrorist individuals and organizations command magnitudes of destructive power previously held only by states. The moral-psychological discourse of agency and fear, freedom and enslavement invoked by this rhetoric is rooted in both classical liberalism and postwar U.S. foreign policy. The war of "freedom" against "fear" is a psychic struggle with no specific military enemies or objectives. It arises from the portrayal of the United States as an autarkic, ideally impermeable collective agent that reshapes the external world in its own image. The war of freedom against fear thereby justifies measures said to increase the defenses and internal security of the United States as well as measures said to spread freedom and democracy over the world. Now that the destructive capacity of warlike individuals can threaten the world order, the power of the United States must be deployed in equal measure to neutralize this threat throughout the world. The world as a [End Page 14] whole now comes within the purview of U.S. disciplinary action. Any manifestation of the state of war, terrorist activity, anywhere in the world, is now a threat to the existence of the United States and to world peace. There is no "clash of civilizations," but the Middle East, as the current site of the state of war, is the primary danger to the world and must be contained, controlled, and reshaped. The symmetrical externality of the United States and terrorism to the world order, then, allows its rhetoric to envision a historic opportunity for mankind—the final elimination of the state of war from human existence, and fear from the political psyche. This will be achieved, however, only by incorporating the world order into the United States for the foreseeable future


Aff Answers – Debate Checks Threat Con

Insecurity and disorder aren’t inevitable, future planning has been effective. Debates amongst citizens are key to assessing probability and effectively planning

Kurasawa 2004 (Constellations Volume 11 Number 4, 2004).

Moreover, keeping in mind the sobering lessons of the past century cannot but make us wary about humankind’s supposedly unlimited ability for problem- solving or discovering solutions in time to avert calamities. In fact, the historical track-record of last-minute, technical ‘quick-fixes’ is hardly reassuring. What’s more, most of the serious perils that we face today (e.g., nuclear waste, climate change, global terrorism, genocide and civil war) demand complex, sustained, long-term strategies of planning, coordination, and execution. On the other hand, an examination of fatalism makes it readily apparent that the idea that humankind is doomed from the outset puts off any attempt to minimize risks for our succes- sors, essentially condemning them to face cataclysms unprepared. An a priori pessimism is also unsustainable given the fact that long-term preventive action has had (and will continue to have) appreciable beneficial effects; the examples of medical research, the welfare state, international humanitarian law, as well as strict environmental regulations in some countries stand out among many others. The evaluative framework proposed above should not be restricted to the cri- tique of misappropriations of farsightedness, since it can equally support public deliberation with a reconstructive intent, that is, democratic discussion and debate about a future that human beings would freely self-determine. Inverting Foucault’s Nietzschean metaphor, we can think of genealogies of the future that could perform a farsighted mapping out of the possible ways of organizing social life. They are, in other words, interventions into the present intended to facilitate global civil society’s participation in shaping the field of possibilities of what is to come. Once competing dystopian visions are filtered out on the basis of their analytical credibility, ethical commitments, and political underpinnings and consequences, groups and individuals can assess the remaining legitimate cata- strophic scenarios through the lens of genealogical mappings of the future. Hence, our first duty consists in addressing the present-day causes of eventual perils, ensuring that the paths we decide upon do not contract the range of options available for our posterity.42 Just as importantly, the practice of genealogically- inspired farsightedness nurtures the project of an autonomous future, one that is socially self-instituting. In so doing, we can acknowledge that the future is a human creation instead of the product of metaphysical and extra-social forces (god, nature, destiny, etc.), and begin to reflect upon and deliberate about the kind of legacy we want to leave for those who will follow us. Participants in global civil society can then take – and in many instances have already taken – a further step by committing themselves to socio-political struggles forging a world order that, aside from not jeopardizing human and environmental survival, is designed to rectify the sources of transnational injustice that will continue to inflict need- less suffering upon future generations if left unchallenged.


Aff Answers – Debate Checks Threat Con

We should study specific solutions to specific problems-the critique of security consigns us to academic irrelevance and makes political change impossible

Walt 1991 (Stephen, International Studies Quarterly, 35)

Yet the opposite tendency may pose an even greater danger. On the whole, security studies have profited from its connection to real-world issues; the main advances of the past four decades have emerged from efforts to solve important practical questions. If security studies succumbs to the tendency for academic disciplines to pursue "the trivial, the formal, the methodological, the purely theoretical, the remotely historical – in short, the political irrelevant" (Morgenthau, 1966:73), its theoretical progress and its practical value will inevitably decline. In short, security studies must steer between the Scylla of political opportunism and Charybdis of academic irrelevance. What does it mean in practice? Among other things, it means that security studies should remain wary of the counterproductive "post-modern" approach of international affairs (Ashley, 1984; Der Derian and Shapiro, 1989, Lapid, 1989). Contrary to their proponents' claims, post-modern approaches have yet to demonstrate much value for comprehending world politics; to date, these works are mostly criticism and not much theory. As Robert Keohane has noted, until these writers "have delineated…a research program and shown … that it can illuminate important world issues in world politics, they will remain on the margins of the field" (Keohane, 1988:392). In particular, issues of war and peace are too important for the field to be diverted into the prolix and self-indulgent discourse that is divorced from the real world. The use of formal models should also be viewed with some caution, though their potential value is greater. Formal methods posses obvious virtues: analytic assumptions tend to be stated more explicitly, gaps in evidence can be handled though systematic sensitivity analysis, and advanced mathematical techniques can identify deductive solutions to previous intractable problems (for examples, see O'Neill, 1989, Downs and Rocke, 1990; Powell, 1990). Formal analysis can also depict a theory's logical structure with precision, generating counterintuitive propositions and identifying inconsistencies. 
Yet despite these strengths, recent formal applications have had relatively little impact on other work in the field. This situation stands in sharp contrast to earlier formal works (Schelling, 1960; Olson and Zeckhauser, 1966), which had a broad and lasting influence. One reason is the tendency for recent works to rely on increasingly heroic assumptions, which render these models both impossible to test and less applicable to important real-world problems. The danger, as Schelling warned, is "the willingness of social scientists to treat the subject [of strategy] as though it were, or should be, a solely a branch of mathematics" (1960:10). Obviously, scholarship in social science need not have immediate "policy relevance." But tolerance for diverse approaches is not a license to pursue a technique regardless of its ultimate payoff; the value of any social science tool lies in what it can tell us about real human behavior. Formal models are useful when they do this, but they should not be viewed as an ends in themselves. Unfortunately, despite the impressive technical firepower displayed in many recent formal works, their ability to illuminate important national security problems has been disappointing. Because scientific disciplines advances through competition, we should not try to impose a single methodological monolith upon the field. To insist that a single method constitutes the only proper approach is like saying that a hammer is the only proper tool for building a house. The above strictures are no more than a warning, therefore; progress will be best served by increased dialogue between different methodological approaches (Downs, 1989).


Aff Answers - Predictions Possible

Predictions are possible – their view of IR is impossible because it lacks explanatory power 

Desch, 98. [Michael C. International Security, Assistant Director and Senior Research Associate at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard University Vol 23:1]

This article assesses this latest wave of cultural theories in security studies by focusing on some of its most prominent examples. There is no question that virtually all cultural theories tell us something about how states behave. The crucial question, however, is whether these new theories merely supplement realist theories or actually threaten to supplant them. I argue that when cultural theories are assessed using evidence from the real world, there is no reason to think that they will relegate realist theories to the dustbin of social science history. The best case that can be made for these new cultural theories is that they are sometimes useful as a supplement to realist theories. The post-Cold War wave of culturalism in security studies is a broad research program with a wide range of research focuses (such as military doctrine, escalation, weapons acquisition, grand strategy, and foreign policy decision making), embracing a diverse range of epistemologies (from the avowedly positivistic to the explicitly antipositivistic) and utilizing a broad array of explanatory variables. Four strands of cultural theorizing dominate the current wave: organizational, political, strategic, and global. For example, Jeffrey Legro holds that militaries have different organizational cultures that will lead them to fight differently.[2] Elizabeth Kier argues that different domestic political cultures will adopt divergent means of controlling their militaries based on domestic political considerations, not external strategic concerns.[3] Similarly, Peter Katzenstein and Noburo Okawara, and Thomas Berger, maintain that domestic political attitudes toward the use of force vary significantly among states similarly situated in the international system.[4] Stephen Rosen argues that societies with different domestic social structures will produce different levels of military power.[5] Iain Johnston suggests that domestic strategic culture, rather than international systemic imperatives, best explains a state's grand strategy.[6] Martha Finnemore argues that global cultural norms, rather than domestic state interests, determine patterns of great power intervention.[7] Likewise, Richard Price and Nina Tannenwald claim that global cultural norms proscribing the use of particular weapons best account for why they are not used.[8] Robert Herman argues that the Soviet Union bowed out of the Cold War because it was attracted to the norms and culture of the West.[9] Thomas Risse-Kappen argues that alliances such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) coalesce around global norms rather than responding to mutual threats.[10] In a similar vein, Michael Barnett maintains that common identity, rather than shared threat, best explains alliance patterns.[11] Finally, Dana Eyre and Mark Suchman argue that all states will acquire similar sorts of high-technology conventional weaponry, not because they need them, but because these weapons epitomize "stateness."[12] These diverse arguments have a common thread: dissatisfaction with realist explanations for state behavior in the realm of national security. As Iain Johnston notes, "All [cultural approaches] take the realist edifice as target, and focus on cases where structural material notions of interest cannot explain a particular strategic choice."[13] Although it is obvious that cultural theories seek to challenge the realist research program, the key question is whether the new strategic culturalism supplants or supplements realist explanations.[14] Some of the new strategic culturalists take an uncompromising position that rejects realism as a first cut at explaining strategic behavior and maintains that material and structural variables are of "secondary importance.[15] Others concede that sometimes structural variables will trump culture, but that most of the time the reverse will be true.[16] All maintain that cultural variables are more than epiphenomena to material factors and often explain outcomes for which realism cannot account.[17] Because no proponent of realism thinks that realist theories explain everything,[18] there will be little argument about culture, or any other variables, supplementing realism. The major debate will concern whether cultural theories can supplant realist theories. To make the case that cultural theories should supplant existing theories, the new culturalists would have to demonstrate that their theories outperform realist theories in "hard cases" for cultural theories. As I show, however, most new culturalists do not employ such cases. 


Aff Answers – predictions possible

Predictions are possible – we just need to strive to use better evidence

Kurasawa 2004 (Constellations Volume 11 Number 4, 2004)
NGOs and social movements active in global civil society have drawn upon the moral imagination in similar ways, introducing dystopian scenarios less as prophecies than as rhetorical devices that act as ‘wake-up calls.’ Dystopias are thrust into public spaces to jolt citizens out of their complacency and awaken their concern for those who will follow them. Such tropes are intended to be controversial, their contested character fostering public deliberation about the potential cataclysms facing humankind, the means of addressing them, and the unintended and unexpected consequences flowing from present-day trends. In helping us to imagine the strengths and weaknesses of different positions towards the future, then, the dystopian imaginary crystallizes many of the great issues of the day. Amplifying and extrapolating what could be the long-term consequences of current tendencies, public discourse can thereby clarify the future’s seeming opaqueness. Likewise, fostering a dystopian moral imagination has a specifically critical function, for the disquiet it provokes about the prospects of later gener- ations is designed to make us radically question the ‘self-evidentness’ of the existing social order.34 If we imagine ourselves in the place of our descendants, the taken- for-granted shortsightedness of our institutionalized ways of thinking and acting becomes problematic. Indifference toward the future is neither necessary nor inevitable, but can be – and indeed ought to be – changed.

Aff Answers – predictions possible

Predictions are be possible – just because we lack certainty does not mean that its impossible to predict anything
Kurasawa 2004 (Constellations Volume 11 Number 4, 2004)

When engaging in the labor of preventive foresight, the first obstacle that one is likely to encounter from some intellectual circles is a deep-seated skepticism about the very value of the exercise. A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional para- digms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrin- sic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indetermin- acy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute cer- tainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsight- edness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure random- ness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors. Combining a sense of analytical contingency toward the future and ethical responsibility for it, the idea of early warning is making its way into preventive action on the global stage. Despite the fact that not all humanitarian, techno- scientific, and environmental disasters can be predicted in advance, the multipli- cation of independent sources of knowledge and detection mechanisms enables us to foresee many of them before it is too late. Indeed, in recent years, global civil society’s capacity for early warning has dramatically increased, in no small part due to the impressive number of NGOs that include catastrophe prevention at the heart of their mandates.17 These organizations are often the first to detect signs of trouble, to dispatch investigative or fact-finding missions, and to warn the inter- national community about impending dangers; to wit, the lead role of environ- mental groups in sounding the alarm about global warming and species depletion or of humanitarian agencies regarding the AIDS crisis in sub-Saharan Africa, fre- quently months or even years before Western governments or multilateral institu- tions followed suit. What has come into being, then, is a loose-knit network of watchdog groups that is acquiring finely tuned antennae to pinpoint indicators of forthcoming or already unfolding crises.

Aff Answers - K Doesn't Take Out Solvency

The K doesn't take out solvency – the empirical basis of the 1AC cannot be ignored because of their general criticism
Yudowsky, Research Fellow and Director – Singularity Institute for Artificial Intelligence, 2006 [Eliezer ,“Cognitive Biases Potentially Affecting Judgment of Global Risks”, Forthcoming in Global Catastrophic Risks, ed. Bostrum, 8-31, http://www.singinst.org/ourresearch/publications/cognitive-biases.pdf]
Every true idea which discomforts you will seem to match the pattern of at least one psychological error. Robert Pirsig said: "The world's biggest fool can say the sun is shining, but that doesn't make it dark out." If you believe someone is guilty of a psychological error, then demonstrate your competence by first demolishing their consequential factual errors. If there are no factual errors, then what matters the psychology? The temptation of psychology is that, knowing a little psychology, we can meddle in arguments where we have no technical expertise - instead sagely analyzing the psychology of the disputants. If someone wrote a novel about an asteroid strike destroying modern civilization, then someone might criticize that novel as extreme, dystopian, apocalyptic; symptomatic of the author's naive inability to deal with a complex technological society. We should recognize this as a literary criticism, not a scientific one; it is about good or bad novels, not good or bad hypotheses. To quantify the annual probability of an asteroid strike in real life, one must study astronomy and the historical record: no amount of literary criticism can put a number on it. Garreau (2005) seems to hold that a scenario of a mind slowly increasing in capability, is more mature and sophisticated than a scenario of extremely rapid intelligence increase. But that's a technical question, not a matter of taste; no amount of psychologizing can tell you the exact slope of that curve. It's harder to abuse heuristics and biases than psychoanalysis. Accusing someone of conjunction fallacy leads naturally into listing the specific details that you think are burdensome and drive down the joint probability. Even so, do not lose track of the real-world facts of primary interest; do not let the argument become about psychology. Despite all dangers and temptations, it is better to know about psychological biases than to not know. Otherwise we will walk directly into the whirling helicopter blades of life. But be very careful not to have too much fun accusing others of biases. That is the road that leads to becoming a sophisticated arguer - someone who, faced with any discomforting argument, finds at once a bias in it. The one whom you must watch above all is yourself. Jerry Cleaver said: "What does you in is not failure to apply some high-level, intricate, complicated technique. It's overlooking the basics. Not keeping your eye on the ball." Analyses should finally center on testable real-world assertions. Do not take your eye off the ball.
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Extinction outweighs – we need to do everything to avoid the death of everyone

Matheny 2007 [Jason, Department of Health Policy and Management, Bloomberg School of Public Health, Johns Hopkins University. “Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction.” Risk Analysis. Vol 27, No 5, http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/website/resources/publications/2007_orig-articles/2007-10-15-reducingrisk.html] 

In this article, I discuss a subset of catastrophic events—those that could extinguish humanity.1 It is only in the last century, with the invention of nuclear weapons, that some of these events can be both caused and prevented by human action. While extinction events may be very improbable, their consequences are so grave that it could be cost effective to prevent them. A search of EconLit and the Social Sciences Citation Index suggests that virtually nothing has been written about the cost effectiveness of reducing human extinction risks.2 Maybe this is because human extinction seems impossible, inevitable, or, in either case, beyond our control; maybe human extinction seems inconsequential compared to the other social issues to which cost-effectiveness analysis has been applied; or maybe the methodological and philosophical problems involved seem insuperable. Certainly, the problems are intimidating. Because human extinction is unprecedented, speculations about how and when it could occur are highly subjective. To efficiently spend resources in reducing extinction risks, one needs to estimate the probabilities of particular extinction events, the expected duration of humanity in an event’s absence, the costs of extinction countermeasures, and the relative value of current and future human lives. Here, I outline how one might begin to address these problems. 2. Humanity’s Life Expectancy We have some influence over how long we can delay human extinction. Cosmology dictates the upper limit but leaves a large field of play. At its lower limit, humanity could be extinguished as soon as this century by succumbing to near-term extinction risks: nuclear detonations, asteroid or comet impacts, or volcanic eruptions could generate enough atmospheric debris to terminate food production; a nearby supernova or gamma ray burst could sterilize Earth with deadly radiation; greenhouse gas emissions could trigger a positive feedback loop, causing a radical change in climate; a genetically engineered microbe could be unleashed, causing a global plague; or a high energy physics experiment could go awry, creating a “true vacuum” or strangelets that destroy the planet (Bostrom, 2002; Bostrom & Cirkovic, 2007; Leslie, 1996; Posner, 2004; Rees, 2003). Farther out in time are risks from technologies that remain theoretical but might be developed in the next century or centuries. For instance, self-replicating nanotechnologies could destroy the ecosystem; and cognitive enhancements or recursively self-improving computers could exceed normal human ingenuity to create uniquely powerful weapons (Bostrom, 2002; Bostrom & Cirkovic, 2007; Ikle, 2006; Joy, 2000; Leslie, 1996; Posner, 2004; Rees, 2003). Farthest out in time are astronomical risks. In one billion years, the sun will begin its red giant stage, increasing terrestrial temperatures above 1,000 degrees, boiling off our atmosphere, and eventually forming a planetary nebula, making Earth inhospitable to life (Sackmann, Boothroyd, & Kraemer, 1993; Ward & Brownlee, 2002). If we colonize other solar systems, we could survive longer than our sun, perhaps another 100 trillion years, when all stars begin burning out (Adams & Laughlin, 1997). We might survive even longer if we exploit nonstellar energy sources. But it is hard to imagine how humanity will survive beyond the decay of nuclear matter expected in 1032 to 1041 years (Adams & Laughlin, 1997).3 Physics seems to support Kafka’s remark that “[t]here is infinite hope, but not for us.” While it may be physically possible for humanity or its descendents to flourish for 1041 years, it seems unlikely that humanity will live so long. Homo sapiens have existed for 200,000 years. Our closest relative, homo erectus, existed for around 1.8 million years (Anton, 2003). The median duration of mammalian species is around 2.2 million years (Avise et al., 1998). A controversial approach to estimating humanity’s life expectancy is to use observation selection theory. The number of homo sapiens who have ever lived is around 100 billion (Haub, 2002). Suppose the number of people who have ever or will ever live is 10 trillion. If I think of myself as a random sample drawn from the set of all human beings who have ever or will ever live, then the probability of my 
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being among the first 100 billion of 10 trillion lives is only 1%. It is more probable that I am randomly drawn from a smaller number of lives. For instance, if only 200 billion people have ever or will ever live, the probability of my being among the first 100 billion lives is 50%. The reasoning behind this line of argument is controversial but has survived a number of theoretical challenges (Leslie, 1996). Using observation selection theory, Gott (1993) estimated that humanity would survive an additional 5,000 to 8 million years, with 95% confidence. 3. Estimating the Near-Term Probability of Extinction It is possible for humanity (or its descendents) to survive a million years or more, but we could succumb to extinction as soon as this century. During the Cuban Missile Crisis, U.S. President Kennedy estimated the probability of a nuclear holocaust as “somewhere between one out of three and even” (Kennedy, 1969, p. 110). John von Neumann, as Chairman of the U.S. Air Force Strategic Missiles Evaluation Committee, predicted that it was “absolutely certain (1) that there would be a nuclear war; and (2) that everyone would die in it” (Leslie, 1996, p. 26). More recent predictions of human extinction are little more optimistic. In their catalogs of extinction risks, Britain’s Astronomer Royal, Sir Martin Rees (2003), gives humanity 50-50 odds on surviving the 21st century; philosopher Nick Bostrom argues that it would be “misguided” to assume that the probability of extinction is less than 25%; and philosopher John Leslie (1996) assigns a 30% probability to extinction during the next five centuries. The “Stern Review” for the U.K. Treasury (2006) assumes that the probability of human extinction during the next century is 10%. And some explanations of the “Fermi Paradox” imply a high probability (close to100%)of extinction among technological civilizations (Pisani, 2006).4 Estimating the probabilities of unprecedented events is subjective, so we should treat these numbers skeptically. Still, even if the probability of extinction is several orders lower, because the stakes are high, it could be wise to invest in extinction countermeasures.


Threat Construction Rare

Threat deflation is more prevalent in society than threat construction

Randall L. Schweller 04 (Associate Professor, The Ohio State University, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical Realist Theory of Underbalancing”, Muse)

Despite the historical frequency of underbalancing, little has been written on the subject. Indeed, Geoffrey Blainey’s memorable observation that for “every thousand pages published on the causes of wars there is less than one page directly on the causes of peace” could have been made with equal veracity about overreactions to threats as opposed to underreactions to them. Library shelves are ªled with books on the causes and dangers of exaggerating threats, ranging from studies of domestic politics to bureaucratic politics, to political psychology, to organization theory. By comparison, there have been few studies at any level of analysis or from any theoretical perspective that directly explain why states have with some, if not equal, regularity underestimated dangers to their survival. There may be some cognitive or normative bias at work here. Consider, for instance, that there is a commonly used word, paranoia, for the unwarranted fear that people are, in some way, “out to get you” or are planning to do one harm. I suspect that just as many people are afflicted with the opposite psychosis: the delusion that everyone loves you when, in fact, they do not even like you. Yet, we do not have a familiar word for this phenomenon. Indeed, I am unaware of any word that describes this pathology (hubris and overconfidence come close, but they plainly differ from something other than what I have described). That noted, international relations theory does have a frequently used phrase for the pathology of states’ underestimation of threats to their survival, the so-called Munich analogy. The term is used, however, in a disparaging way by theorists to ridicule those who employ it. The central claim is that the naïveté associated with Munich and the outbreak of World War II has become an overused and inappropriate analogy because few leaders are as evil and unappeasable as Adolf Hitler. Thus, the analogy either mistakenly causes leaders to adopt hawkish and overly competitive policies or is deliberately used by leaders to justify such policies and mislead the public. A more compelling explanation for the paucity of studies on under reactions to threats, however, is the tendency of theories to reject contemporary issues as well as the desire of theorists and journals to provide society with policy relevant theories that may help resolve or manage urgent security problems. Thus, born in the atomic age with its new balance of terror and an ongoing Cold War, the ªeld of security studies has naturally produced theories of and prescriptions for national security that have had little to say about—and are, in fact, heavily biased against warnings of—the dangers of underreacting to or underestimating threats. After all, the nuclear revolution was not about overkill but, as Thomas Schelling pointed out, speed of kill and mutual kill.93 Given the apocalyptic consequences of miscalculation, accidents, or inadvertent nuclear war, small wonder that theorists were more concerned about overreacting to threats than underresponding to them. At a time when all of humankind could be wiped out in less than twenty-ªve minutes, theorists may be excused for stressing the beneªts of caution under conditions of uncertainty and erring on the side of inferring from ambiguous actions overly benign assessments of the opponent’s intentions. The overwhelming fear was that a crisis “might unleash forces of an essentially military nature that overwhelm the political process and bring on a war that nobody wants. Many important conclusions about the risk of nuclear war, and thus about the political meaning of nuclear forces, rest on this fundamental idea.”94 Now that the Cold War is over, we can begin to redress these biases in the literature. In that spirit, I have offered a domestic politics model to explain why threatened states often fail to adjust in a prudent and coherent way to dangerous changes in their strategic environment. The model ªts nicely with recent realist studies on imperial under- and overstretch. Speciªcally, it is consistent with Fareed Zakaria’s analysis of U.S. foreign policy from 1865 to 1889, when, he claims, the United States had the national power and opportunity to expand but failed to do so because it lacked sufªcient state power not take advantage of opportunities in its environment to expand because it lacked the institutional state strength to harness resources from society that were needed to do so. I am making a similar argument with respect to balancing rather than expansion: incoherent, fragmented states are unwilling and unable to balance against potentially dangerous threats because elites view the domestic risks as too high, and they are unable to mobilize the required resources from a divided society. The arguments presented here also suggest that elite fragmentation and disagreement within a competitive political process, which Jack Snyder cites as an explanation for overexpansionist policies, are more likely to produce underbalancing than overbalancing behavior among threatened incoherent states.96 This is because a balancing strategy carries certain political costs and risks with few, if any, compensating short-term political gains, and because the strategic environment is always somewhat uncertain. Consequently, logrolling among fragmented elites within threatened states is more likely to generate overly cautious responses to threats than overreactions to them. This dynamic captures the underreaction of democratic states to the rise of Nazi Germany during the interwar period.97 In addition to elite fragmentation, I have suggested some basic domestic-level variables that regularly intervene to thwart balance of power predictions.
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