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1NC Shell

The Aff’s frontierist justification for going into space replicates flawed exceptionalism – the rhetorical frame of the 1AC must be evaluated
Billings 7 (Linda, PhD, Research Associate at SETI Institute, Societal Impact of Space Flight, p. 483-484 http://books.google.com/books?id=W9lRZQTAcuUC&pg=PA483&lpg=PA483&dq
The ideas of frontier pioneering, continual progress, manifest destiny, free enterprise, and rugged individualism have been prominent in the American national narrative, which has constructed and maintained an ideology of "Americanism"—what it means to be American, and what America is meant to be and do. In exploring the history of U.S. spaceflight, it is useful to consider how U.S. space advocacy movements and initiatives have interpreted and deployed the values and beliefs sustained by this national narrative.The aim here is to illuminate the role and function ot ideology and advocacy in the history of spaceflight by examining the rhetoric of spaceflight advocacy.' Starting from the premise that spaceflight has played a role in the American national narrative and that this national narrative has played a role in the history of spaceflight, this paper examines the relationship between spaceflight and this narrative. Examining the history of spaceflight advocacy reveals an ideology of spaceflight that draws deeply on a durable American cultural narrative—a national mythology—of frontier pioneering, continual progress, manifest destiny, free enterprise, rugged individualism, and a right to life without limits. This ideology rests on a number of assumptions, or beliefs, about the role of the United States in the global community, the American national character, and the "right" form of political economy. According to this ideology, the United States is and must remain "Number One" in the world community, playing the role of political, economic, scientific, technological, and moral leader. That is, the United States is and must be exceptional. This ideology constructs Americans as independent, pioneering, resourceful, inventive, and exceptional, and it establishes that liberal democracy and free-market capitalism (or capitalist democracy) constitute the only viable form of political economy." The rhetoric of space advocacy exalts those enduring American values of pioneering, progress, enterprise, freedom, and rugged individualism, and it advances the cause of capitalist democracy. Helving into the language or rhetoric of spaceflight is a productive way of exploring the meanings and motives that are embedded in and conveyed by the ideology and advocacy of spaceflight—the cultural narrative of pioneering the space frontier. According to rhetorical critic Thomas Less], rhetorical analysis can shed some light on . . . |T|he processes of communication that underpin decision making in free societies . . . .Judgments on matters of public policy take their cues from rhetoric, and so an understanding of any society s rhetoric will tell us a lot about its ideas, beliefs, laws, customs and assumptions—especially how and why such social features came into being.1 To begin this, analysis, some definition of key concepts is warranted, starting with culture and communication. Anthropologist Clifford Goertzs definition of culture is operative in tins analysis: [Culture is an| historically transmitted pattern of meanings embedded in symbols, a system of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by means of which men communicate, perpetuate and develop their knowledge about and attitudes toward life. |It is a context within which social action can be] intelligiblv—that is, thickly—described.1 Building on Geertz's conception, communication theorist James Carey has characterized culture as a predominantly rhetorical construction, "a set of practices, a mode of human activity, a process whereby reality is created, maintained and transformed," primarily by means of communication."' Social norms can be constructed.perpetuated,and resisted—and ideologies can be propagated—"through ritualized communication practices." 'When advocates speak of advancing scientific and technological progress by exploring and exploiting the space frontier, they are performing ritual incantations of a national myth, repeating a cultural narrative that affirms what America and Americans are like and are meant to do. For the purposes of this analysis, communication is a ritual, culture is communication, and communication is culture. Standard definitions of ideology and advocacy are operational here. An ideology in .1 belief system (personal, political, social, cultural). Advocacy is the act of arguing in favor of a cause, idea, or policy.

The Impact is exceptionalist racism and the forgetting of atrocities

Spanos 2003, William V. “American Exceptionalism, the Jeremiad, and the Frontier: From the Puritans to the Neo-Con-Men” 
In a conscious response to this national anxiety, President Kennedy identified his campaign and later his administration as “the New Frontier,” now envisioned as global, though the immediate errand was located in the wilderness of Southeast Asia, and he introduced domestic and foreign policies intended to capitalize on the persuasive power of the American exceptionalist myth of the frontier. As John Hellman puts the Kennedy administration’s extension of the regenerative frontier (and its imperative of violence) in American Myth and the Legacy of Vietnam: The New Frontier proclaimed that the western frontier, officially closed in 1890 by the Superintendent of the Census to mark for Turner the ominous end of the first era of American history, could remain in its metaphorical dimensions an open landscape of challenge and possibility. In this symbolic frontier America could regenerate its traditional virtues while serving future progress. Here the individual American could flee the city yet spread the dominion of that city, take forth progress yet bring back natural virtue, and thus resolve in a middle landscape the conflict between contemporary American society and traditional American character and purpose in the same way it had been resolved in American mythic experience since Cooper’s Leatherstocking Tales. . . . [E]very aspect of the New Frontier evoked the ideal found in The Ugly American, the ideal central to the American mythic heritage: that America could preserve the rewards of grace only by a disregard for them in pursuit of its errands.18 A crucial difference separates this epochal contemporary occasion from the earlier history I have invoked. Whereas the benignity of the exceptionalist errand was rarely questioned in the past, no doubt because the logic of exceptionalism was in process but unfulfilled, the errand in the Vietnam wilderness inadvertently produced a counterhistory. In the face of an enemy that refused to be answerable to the military imperatives of the American narrative, America, confident in the righteousness of its transcendentally ordained global errand, pursued the inexorable logical economy of exceptionalism to its self-destructive fulfillment. In the name of saving Vietnam for the “free world,” it unleashed a “war of attrition” that exposed the will to power informing America’s intervention in Vietnam. In undertaking this ruthless intervention in precisely the terms of the discourse and practice of the frontier, it also bore witness to the historical continuity of the murderous violence informing the logic of America’s mission from the Puritan errand in the New England wilderness to the American errand in the wilderness of Vietnam. In sum, America’s brutal conduct of the Vietnam War precipitated the hypothetical self-destruction of the myth of American exceptionalism and the metaphysics that is its source and justification, a self-destruction symbolically epitomized in the closing days of the war by the humiliating global spectacle of the American diplomatic corps, in utter disarray, scrambling to be lifted to safety off the roof of the American Embassy in Saigon as their Vietnamese clients clamored for protection beyond the iron gates. But this memory, which came to be called “the Vietnam Syndrome,” was dimmed down, if not entirely effaced, by the long ideological effort of the dominant culture to “forget Vietnam,” aided by the implosion of the Soviet Union and the “surgical” defeat of Iraq in the first Gulf War. The consequences of this studied amnesiac reaction to the dispersion of the American national identity in the 1960s were revolutionary. One was the decisive emergence at the end of the century of a nationalist neoconservativism, epitomized by a sequence of triumphalist representations of America’s exceptionalist global mission (Fukuyama, Haass, and others), exemplified by the white paper entitled “Rebuilding America’s Defenses,” produced in 2002 by neoconservative members of The Project for the New American Century (PNAC). This paper anticipated the decision of the George W. Bush administration (many of whose members belonged to PNAC) to overthrow Saddam Hussein in the name of the “Pax Americana,” a “unipolar world” dominated by the United States.19 Another equally important result was the precipitation of a virulent, politically reactionary strain of evangelical Christianity remarkably reminiscent in its racist and ethnic prejudices of the theocratic perspective that, despite the constitutional separation of church and state, has always been a powerful political force in America. A third consequence was the election in 2000 of George W. Bush, whose domestic and foreign policies have combined the neoconservatives’ (“defensive”) global imperialism with the religious Right’s Christian exceptionalism. In keeping with the paradoxical logic of the frontier myth, however, this post-Vietnam recuperation of confidence precipitated a new national anxiety in American officialdom: an anxiety, in the face of the demise of the “threat” of international communism, over the absence of a frontier/enemy to instigate the anxiety that has been the sine qua non of the rejuvenating exceptionalist errand. Furthermore, this new anxiety over the threat of peace and the demise of the frontier was exacerbated by the demographic transformation that had occurred in the United States since the Vietnam War and the civil rights movement. I mean the massive influx of immigrants, especially from Latin America, Mexico, and Asia, who, coupled with African Americans and unlike previous generations, have resisted the seductions of assimilation to the Anglo-Protestant core culture. 

Analyzing the framing of the Affirmative is a prior question – the frame of frontierism must be rejected
Neal 6 (Valerie Neal is a curator at the National Air and Space Museum Dr. Valerie Neal earned a Ph.D. in American studies from the University of Minnesota in 1979, following an M.A. in American studies from the University of Southern California, and a B.A. in English and history from Texas Christian University. She has taught at the University of Minnesota, the University of Alabama in Huntsville, and Vanderbilt University. Before joining the Museum, Dr. Neal spent a decade as a writer, editor, and manager for some 50 NASA publications on shuttle and Spacelab missions, the Hubble Space Telescope and other great observatories, the space sciences, and NASA history. She also participated in underwater astronaut-training activities and worked on the mission management support team for four shuttle missions. Framing the Meanings of Spaceflight in the Shuttle Era http://history.nasa.gov/sp4801-chapter5.pdf
To pursue these questions about the meaning of Shuttle-era human spaceflight, it is helpful to apply some concepts, terms, and techniques from the literature of “frame analysis” that has become prominent in social science disciplines, especially in media studies and the study of social movements. 1 in this context human spaceflight can be considered a social movement that has an action agenda, an imperative to muster resources, and a need to mobilize public support in order to carry out its agenda.  NASA is the hub of this social movement, with aerospace companies, space societies, other government entities, and auxiliaries in the advocacy community, including some in the media. to analyze how social movements motivate public support, some scholars focus on framing processes, and they use the term “framing” for the “construction of meaning.” Framing is the packaging of messages that resonate with core values and appeal to supporters. a “collective action frame” is a construct of ideas and meanings based on shared beliefs and values that will motivate support. 2 it is the conceptual analogy to a structural framework or a picture frame. the space race and the space frontier are such conceptual frames. Frames are “the basic frameworks of understanding available in our society for making sense out of events”; they help to render events meaningful, organize experience, guide action, and simplify and condense aspects of the world. 3 they are intended to motivate support and disarm opposition, to inspire adherents, and to legitimize the activities and campaigns of a social movement. Frames provide context for a proposed action or policy. opponents may contest or challenge them with counter-frames. 4 the mobilizing potency of a frame lies in its credibility and resonance. it must be consistent with the facts and goals of the movement, and it must resonate with the beliefs, values, and interests of the targeted support community or constituents. even more broadly, it should have “narrative fidelity” or coherence with cultural assumptions and myths in the public domain. activists use cultural resources— beliefs, values, myths—as a “tool kit” to make their cause appealing and believable, and audiences also use them to gauge resonance. 5 Because framing is an intentional process, frames need not be static. they can evolve as circumstances change, either to account for unexpected events or to better appeal to the target community. To mobilize support, a frame may need to be fairly elastic. 6

2NC Turns Case Args
Turns the aff – ensures money is spent inefficiently

Billings 97 (Linda Billings is a research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. She does communication research for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA’s) astrobiology program in the Science Mission Directorate. She also advises NASA’s Senior Scientist for Mars Exploration and Planetary Protection Officer on communications. Dr. Billings earned her Ph.D. in mass communication from the Indiana University School of Journalism, M.A. in international transactions from George Mason University, and B.A. in social sciences from the State University of New York at Binghamton (now Binghamton University). Dr. Billings was a member of the staff for the National Commission on Space (1985-86), appointed by President Reagan to develop a long-term plan for space exploration. She is a member of Women in Aerospace (WIA) and served as an officer of WIA for 15 years, most recently as president (2003). She received an Outstanding Achievement Award from WIA in 1991. In 2007, she was a Cheetah Conservation Station interpreter at the National Zoo in Washington, D.C. Space Policy “Frontier Days in Space: Are They Over” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/Frontier_and_Space.pdf
But at the end of the 20th century it may be time to abandon, or at least rethink, the frontier metaphor. The social, political, economic and cultural context of the U.S. civil space program has changed radically since the 1960s. NASA’s Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo programs were products of a geopolitical competition that is now, with the end of the Cold War, history. In the post-Cold War world, geoeconomic competition is a prevailing force. Thus, the rationale of national security no longer masks the aerospace industry’s relentless drive for profit. This profit motive threatens to undermine future space exploration efforts, by absorbing most of NASA’s budget into infrastructure projects. With profiteers landing contracts for multibillion-dollar launch systems and orbital facilities and talking of mining the asteroids and building on the moon, space advocates need to reexamine what the frontier metaphor means today.

History is not a matter of destiny – frontier rhetoric ensures the rollback of non-military space uses – co-option

Billings 97 (Linda Billings is a research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. She does communication research for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA’s) astrobiology program in the Science Mission Directorate. She also advises NASA’s Senior Scientist for Mars Exploration and Planetary Protection Officer on communications. Dr. Billings earned her Ph.D. in mass communication from the Indiana University School of Journalism, M.A. in international transactions from George Mason University, and B.A. in social sciences from the State University of New York at Binghamton (now Binghamton University). Dr. Billings was a member of the staff for the National Commission on Space (1985-86), appointed by President Reagan to develop a long-term plan for space exploration. She is a member of Women in Aerospace (WIA) and served as an officer of WIA for 15 years, most recently as president (2003). She received an Outstanding Achievement Award from WIA in 1991. In 2007, she was a Cheetah Conservation Station interpreter at the National Zoo in Washington, D.C. Space Policy “Frontier Days in Space: Are They Over” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/Frontier_and_Space.pdf
This rhetoric is old and tired, even threatening today, and certainly not suited to the current global political environment. Yet it persists among space advocates, supported by a prevailing belief among Americans that the United States remains “Number One” among all the nations of the world. Even President Bill Clinton has described his country as “the world’s only superpower.” The rhetoric of the U.S. space program, a rhetoric conceived by America’s military industrial complex, persistently retains the idea of manifest destiny as a mobilizing concept. As the theory of historical materialism explains, history is not a matter of “destiny” but human-made. Nonetheless, the rhetoric of manifest destiny still permeates public discourses on national identity and national security. And space exploration is still described as pioneering the frontier, conquering the unknown, exploiting space resources. The Cold War rhetoric and today’s rhetoric are virtually the same. This sort of thinking reinforces the idea that conquest and exploitation are reasonable ends for space exploration. American space exploration initiatives today are ostensibly intended to promote global leadership, economic competitiveness, scientific excellence, and technological progress. But the idea of conquest and exploitation for the sake of profit is an insidious threat to achieving any of these ends.
2NC Heg Link
The pursuit of hegemony upholds the “Manifest Destiny” ideology 

Billings 2011, (Linda  “Media, Spiritualities, and Social Change”, New York: Continuum, 2011 IG)

The ideas of frontier pioneering, continual progress, manifest destiny, free enterprise, rugged individualism, and a right to life without limits have been prominent in the cultural narrative that has constructed and maintained an ideology of ‘Americanism’ – what it means to be American, and what America is meant to be, and do.4 According to this ideology, the United States is and must remain ‘Number One’ in the world community, playing the role of political, economic, scientific, technological, and moral leader. From this ideological perspective, liberal democracy and free-market capitalism constitute the only viable form of political economy.5 Official and popular accounts of the U.S. civilian space program place it firmly within this national narrative. Though the contemporary cultural environment is vastly different from that of the Cold-War era, the official U.S. narrative of space exploration today is still intimately intertwined with what feminist critic Susan Faludi (2007) calls security myth and nationalist fantasy, a story of cowboys on the space frontier. Throughout the first 50 years of space exploration, the mass media have helped to perpetuate this national narrative with its themes of conquest and exploitation in their coverage of the U.S. civilian space program. At the same time, the media have also enabled citizens to see Planet Earth from space, an opportunity that has helped to foster the development of environmental consciousness worldwide. 

2NC Colonization Link

The state upholds the colonization of the final frontier and extends the values of capitalist imperialism through space policy 

Billings 2011, (Linda  “Media, Spiritualities, and Social Change”, New York: Continuum, 2011 IG)

Today national policy promotes colonization, but with a different rationale. In the 21st century, national policy advocates ‘the Moon-Mars thing’ as a means of opening up the solar system to private property claims, resource exploitation, and commercial development. President George W. Bush’s White House Office of Science and Technology Policy Director John Marburger (2006) once said that ‘questions about the [President’s] vision [for space exploration] boil down to whether we want to incorporate the Solar System in our economic sphere, or not, [and] for now the question has been decided in the affirmative.’ According to Marburger, ‘the fundamental goal of [the President’s] vision is to advance U.S. scientific, security, and economic interests through a robust space exploration program.’ Proponents of private property claims, resource exploitation, and commercial development in space heard these words as a call to action. A fundamental goal of U.S. space policy is to ‘strengthen the nation’s space leadership,’ and official rhetoric has tended to reinforce the idea of U.S. dominance in space. At a meeting with the Washington space community in April 2005, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin, a Bush political appointee, said that when human civilization reaches the point where more people are living off the Earth than on it, ‘we want their culture to be Western.’ Western civilization, he asserted, is ‘the best we’ve seen so far in human history,’ and the values space-faring people should take with them into space should be Western values.6 Though Griffin later tempered his rhetoric, until he left office in December 2008 he and his deputies continued to describe a human future in space where ‘Americans’ are in charge. Official space rhetoric both conveys the idea that the United States is and must remain Number One in the global space arena and reflects an assumption that the values of materialism, consumerism, and hyper-consumption prevalent today are values worth extending into the solar system. The popular rhetoric of space advocacy reflects these assumptions as well. The conception of outer space advanced by advocates of settlement, colonization, and development embodies the idea of a solar system (and beyond) of wideopen spaces and limitless resources – a space frontier. 

2NC Linear Time Link Stuff
Their portrayal of the frontier is part and parcel with a linear conception of time – that is a dangerously flawed historical understanding

Billings 6 (Linda Billings is a research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. She does communication research for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA’s) astrobiology program in the Science Mission Directorate. She also advises NASA’s Senior Scientist for Mars Exploration and Planetary Protection Officer on communications. Dr. Billings earned her Ph.D. in mass communication from the Indiana University School of Journalism, M.A. in international transactions from George Mason University, and B.A. in social sciences from the State University of New York at Binghamton (now Binghamton University). Dr. Billings was a member of the staff for the National Commission on Space (1985-86), appointed by President Reagan to develop a long-term plan for space exploration. She is a member of Women in Aerospace (WIA) and served as an officer of WIA for 15 years, most recently as president (2003). She received an Outstanding Achievement Award from WIA in 1991. In 2007, she was a Cheetah Conservation Station interpreter at the National Zoo in Washington, D.C “To the Moon, Mars, and Beyond: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space-Faring Societies” February 3 2006 http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf
Historian Stephen Pyne (1988) has explained exploration as a cultural invention that “reinforces and reinterprets…myths, beliefs, and archetypes basic to its originating civilization.” The modern cultural invention of exploration in 15th -century Europe functioned as “a means of knowing, of creating commercial empires, of outmaneuvering political economic, religious, and military competitors – it as war, diplomacy, proselytizing, scholarship, and trade by other means” (Pyne, 2003). The postmodern exploration of space is different, Pyne has observed. “With neither a rambunctious imperialism nor an eager Enlightenment,” the case for space colonization is not compelling. Rationales advanced for space settlement “are historical, culturally bound, and selectively anecdotal: that we need to pioneer to be what we are, that new colonies are a means of renewing civilization….” These rationales do not resonate well with many people outside the space community today. Space advocates continue to conceive of “American history [as] a straight line,” historian Patricia Nelson Limerick (1994) has observed, “a vector of inevitability and manifest destiny linking the westward expansion of Anglo-Americans directly to the exploration and colonization of space. In using this analogy, space advocates have built their plans for the future on the foundation of a deeply flawed understanding of the past, [and] the blinders worn to screen the past have proven to be just as effective at distorting the view of the future.

That notion of time naturalizes capitalism as the culmination of human enterprise
Khatib 10 (Prof. political economy @ FU Berlin.  “The Time of Capital and the Messianicity of Time: Marx with Benjamin “November 22 2010 http://anthropologicalmaterialism.hypotheses.org/844
Taking my cue from Agamben’s plea, I will argue in my paper that it is in Marx himself that we can find grounds for a materialist theory of time. Marx never wrote a chapter on “the time of capital”; however, the concept of time-as-measure is crucial to his entire theory of the value in terms of materialized, “congealed” labour. Distilling from Marx’s ‘mature’ writings on the critique of political economy my paper confronts his implicit theory of the “time of capital’ with Walter Benjamin’s late writings on messianic time as outlined in his famous theses On the Concept of History (1940). Benjamin’s messianic inversion of historical materialism addresses Marxism’s most decisive points of critique: (1) the historicization of capitalism as a socially specific and historically contingent mode of production, and (2) the conceptualization of history as a process of dynamic social forces and their struggles. As we shall see, Benjamin’s criticism of vulgar-Marxist and historicist historiography lays bare the fundamental paradox of any concept of history based upon linearity, succession, and homogeneity. Benjamin’s deeply Marxian question is: how to conceive of a historical presence which, on the one hand, constitutes its own historical horizon (that is to say, a historically specific consciousness of its epoch) and, on the other hand, locates itself within a meta- or trans-historical trajectory extrinsic to this very horizon (that is to say, capitalism itself as one epoch within Weltgeschichte, preceded by Feudalism etc.). Or, to put in different terms: how to historicize capitalism’s own mode of historicization without relying on either a teleological or a meta-historical concept of history.[3]
It is disempowering – the inclusion of such an idea of time ensures the failure of resistance 
Khatib 10 (Prof. political economy @ FU Berlin.  “The Time of Capital and the Messianicity of Time: Marx with Benjamin “November 22 2010 http://anthropologicalmaterialism.hypotheses.org/844
As I will argue, the historical horizon of this “infinite task” is precisely the ‘spuriously infinite’ horizon of capitalist time. Against the latter, Benjamin proposes a messianic politics of urgency that is opposed to neo-Kantian idealism as well as to any secular or religious versions of Social Democracy. Consequently, Benjamin’s take on the messianic idea is neither to be confused with a theological version of Marxism nor with a Marxist adaptation of political theology; rather, he attempts to conceive of a different historical temporality suspending any linear and progressive concepts of futurity. Although Benjamin fully affirms a Marxian secularization of the idea of messianic time, he does not claim “an atheological heritage of the messianic”[10]. Paradoxically, for Benjamin profane history can only be truly historical insofar as it maintains standing in an antithetical, unresolvable, and undecidable relation to the messianic. For “[o]nly the Messiah himself completes all history, in the sense that he alone redeems, completes, creates its relation to the Messianic.” (GS II, 203) This inaccessible relation (or a-relation) is not directed toward a utopian future but accounts for a certain constellation short-circuiting past and present as Now-Time [Jetztzeit]. This a-synchronic actualization of the past corresponds to a “weak messianic power” (GS I, 694) of past generations striving for redemption. Thus, for Benjamin history is not based on the linear, irreversible flow of “homogeneous and empty time” but on a “conception of the present as now-time shot through with [punctuated by] splinters of messianic time.” (GS I, 704)

2NC AT Permutation
Footnoting science in favor of frontier rhetoric ensures a rollback of scientific measures 

Neal 6 (Valerie Neal is a curator at the National Air and Space Museum Dr. Valerie Neal earned a Ph.D. in American studies from the University of Minnesota in 1979, following an M.A. in American studies from the University of Southern California, and a B.A. in English and history from Texas Christian University. She has taught at the University of Minnesota, the University of Alabama in Huntsville, and Vanderbilt University. Before joining the Museum, Dr. Neal spent a decade as a writer, editor, and manager for some 50 NASA publications on shuttle and Spacelab missions, the Hubble Space Telescope and other great observatories, the space sciences, and NASA history. She also participated in underwater astronaut-training activities and worked on the mission management support team for four shuttle missions. Framing the Meanings of Spaceflight in the Shuttle Era http://history.nasa.gov/sp4801-chapter5.pdf
Influential voices outside The New York Times also doubted the value of the space station and the meaning of human spaceflight in scientific research. Space scientist James Van allen was one of the earliest and most earnest critics. he made the point, often repeated in The New York Times, that “the overwhelming majority of scientific and utilitarian achievements in space have come from unmanned, automated and commandable spacecraft.” robotic satellites and planetary probes had advanced the frontiers of knowledge quite successfully and at far less cost than people could. Van allen argued that the space station would seriously diminish, not expand, opportunities for scientific advances. he found the human spaceflight-for-science frame to be disingenuous and the high value placed on piloted light to be excessive. 33 Van allen suggested that the cultural obsession with human spaceflight defied reason when the motive was science, but he granted the power of popular interest in science fiction and the space program’s potential for creating real adventure. arguments of scientific productivity, however, did not derail the space station and, 20 years after Van allen wrote, his critique has been partly vindicated. instead of “the tidal wave of basic science” that naSa had predicted for the space station, a trickle has flowed. 34 circumstances have required crews to spend more time operating and maintaining the international Space Station than exploiting its capabilities for laboratory science. if there have been discoveries from cutting edge experiments aboard the station, they have not been well advertised a reality check of this frame now would likely show it out of alignment with its premises and less resonant with societal values than at its origin.
Mutually exclusive with the property rights aff

Billings 6 (Linda Billings is a research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. She does communication research for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA’s) astrobiology program in the Science Mission Directorate. She also advises NASA’s Senior Scientist for Mars Exploration and Planetary Protection Officer on communications. Dr. Billings earned her Ph.D. in mass communication from the Indiana University School of Journalism, M.A. in international transactions from George Mason University, and B.A. in social sciences from the State University of New York at Binghamton (now Binghamton University). Dr. Billings was a member of the staff for the National Commission on Space (1985-86), appointed by President Reagan to develop a long-term plan for space exploration. She is a member of Women in Aerospace (WIA) and served as an officer of WIA for 15 years, most recently as president (2003). She received an Outstanding Achievement Award from WIA in 1991. In 2007, she was a Cheetah Conservation Station interpreter at the National Zoo in Washington, D.C “To the Moon, Mars, and Beyond: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space-Faring Societies” February 3 2006 http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf
The wilderness metaphor has been suggested as an alternative to the frontier. This metaphor is encompassed in the concept of “astroenvironmentalism,”the idea of applying the values of environmental protection and preservation to space exploration (Miller, 2005, 2001). Treating the solar system like “a space wilderness to protect” rather than a frontier to exploit 9 could keep nuclear weapons, nuclear power, human-made debris, and environmental hazards out of space and prohibit private and sovereign property claims. The point is to “avoid making the same mistakes in space as we have on earth” (Miller, 2001, n.p.)

2NC AT Objectivity/Science
The invocation of apolitical science is a rhetorical ploy - it serves to legitimate state interests

Fernau 9 (Fletcher Fernau is an author.  He frequently writes about space policy  BA American University Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context  How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical  Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy?  May, 2009  http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf
Eisenhower usually discusses space in the context of scientific advancement. A May 14, 1958 statement reiterates support for a civilian agency for scientific reasons. “Science” as a rhetorical commonplace was suited to Eisenhower’s style. His policy was for a measured, rationally planned and, importantly, civilian space program to go forward on the United States terms. Science, as popularly understood, was conceptually linked to such a policy direction. Science was rational, which served both to legitimate the administration’s space policy (“If the scientists say X is necessary we should do it”) as well as to deflect the competitive “space race” mentality that Eisenhower wanted to avoid. Science was supposed to be apolitical, something which divorced it from the rhetoric of the Cold War. Science was a primarily civilian profession, which again helped to avoid militarism and the Cold War.
2NC Impact Cards
Ethnocentrism and Imperialism is deeply ingrained in expansion towards outer space

Marshall ’99 (Alan Marshall, Wollongong, Australia: Science and Technology Studies, University of Wollongong, 1999, Getting a share of the final frontier, http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/TPP/marshall.html IG)

It is debatable whether these people are basing their ideology upon sound premises. It can be argued, for instance, that at best intellectual, humanitarian and technological progress was quite independent of expansion across the Atlantic and across the West and that at worst such expansion only gave rise to and reflected the oppressiveness of European ideas and technology. An entrenched ethnocentrism is contained within the frontierist attitude to space expansion. There are two great modern stories of westward expansion. One is of glorious and civilised Euro-American discovery and settlement and the other is of imperialist victimisation of colonised peoples. It is questionable whether either of these two stories is adequate when dealing with the many local and enormously heterogeneous histories of North American people, but the point is that space frontierists only ever adopt one of these two great stories: that of grand and glorious European expansion. In the many writings of space frontierists there is hardly a sentence acknowledging the plight of colonised peoples in the face of such expansion, except when it comes to rebutting the legitimacy of the alternative story. Space frontierists feel safe in reinvigorating the ideas of frontierism because there are no indigenes on the other planets. Thus imperialism can forevermore be excised from the final frontier because there will be no victims in its pursuit. In this last point, however, they may be grossly mistaken.

Space Fronterism upholds imperialism

Marshall 1995 (Alan Marshall, Institute of Development Studies at Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand, “Development and imperialism in space,” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/026596469593233B  IG)
Frontierism, however, is not so much a social or psychological concept as an economic philosophy. It emerges from the individualism so entrenched in American political and economic thought (which serves to secure the operation of ‘l&w faire-ism’ as sacrosanct). Frontierism involves a belief in the individual to surmount the challenges of a new situation, a new territory or a new environment and carve out an existence. Once the individual has done this they deservedly call that territory or environment their own. By this process the frontier grows larger and carves out an extended base for economic and demographic expansion, so contributing to the wealth of the nation (or more accurately to the wealth of the bourgeoisie) by turning unproductive land into an economic resource. In US history, as in the history of some of the other New World nations, frontierism was an economic policy designed to tame the wilderness and present it in economic terms as soon as possible. In reality frontierism is a more accepted and socially-sensitive word for capitalist imperialism, since (just as in capitalist imperialism) it involves the appropriation of economic resources that are considered previously unowned. Like capitalist imperialism, frontierism perceives nothing of value in the frontier lands except what can be scraped from it economically and converted into capital. In nineteenth-century USA, the value of native peoples and the value of the landscape was arrogantly ignored as the West was made to succumb to the utilitarianism of the imperialistic capitalists. Such is also the outlook of those who advocate pioneering the ‘Final Frontier’. Frontierists views that the planets and moons of the solar system are valueless hunks of rock until acted upon by humans to produce economic value and contribute to capital accumulation. Space frontierists such as Wernher von Braun, Arthur C Clark, Kraft Ehrick, William Hartmann and Gerard O’Neill feel that imperialism can be excised from their frontierism by appealing to the innate curiosity in our personal consciousness. To them, frontierism in space will amply channel the human propensity to explore and expand in a constructive and benevolent way. These rationales for space expansion must, however, stand up for themselves, since they are ultimately separate from the frontierism experienced in history. The fact that there is confusion between these socio-psychological elements and the actual economic nature of fronterism in modern day calls for space development gives credit to the nineteenth century idealogues who so convincingly tied bourgeois economic policy with populist ideology that it continues to fool so many into believing fronterism is a worthy nationalist (even universalist) ideal. 
Space Exploration is deeply imperialist and promotes unsustainable resource extraction
Billings 2011, (Linda  “Media, Spiritualities, and Social Change”, New York: Continuum, 2011 IG)
To sum up, the dominant narrative of U.S. space exploration is deeply embedded in an enduring national narrative of American exceptionalism that justifies unilateral action and the globalization of American capitalist democracy and material progress. But the story of space exploration is also woven into a competing narrative, a vision of ‘utopian ideas of collective progress’ (Penley, 1997, pp. 207-208) and ‘a spiritual humbling of self’ (Rushing, 1986, p. 284). This competing narrative may serve as fodder for broad public dialogue on possible human futures in space, the spiritual as well as political or economic or scientific value of space exploration. ‘What is the space program for?’ asks AlterNet writer and political activist Tad Daley. ‘Why should progressives…care…?’ Daley argues that space exploration does have a purpose: to remind us ‘that we have obligations and responsibilities not just to ourselves…but also to the community.’ He also argues that space exploration ultimately will enable ‘planetary patriotism’ to take the place of ‘national patriotism’ and perhaps ‘engender permanent human peace as well’ (Daley, 2007, n.p.). The dominant cultural narrative of space exploration depicts outer space as a sort of supermarket of resources, open to exploitation by whoever gets there first. A subordinate narrative presents outer space as a pristine wilderness to be studied and appreciated but left unaltered. In public dialogue, other narratives may emerge to explain the human future in space. In the mid-1970s, anthropologist Ashley Montagu told a NASA-sponsored symposium on the subject of ‘life beyond Earth and the mind of man’ that people ‘are no longer humane beings, but sick persons – a sickness induced by the worship of false values.’ Montagu recommended preparing for what he considered to be the eventual discovery of extraterrestrial life ‘by becoming what you ought to be, by realizing your evolutionary destiny, which is to live as if to live and to love were one’ (Berendzen, 1973, p. 26). 
Imperialism in space just enhances economic inequalities. 

Allen Marshal, Alan Marshall is in the Institute of Development Studies at Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand, 2/95, Development and Imperialism in Space, pg 10. 

Returning to extra-orbital space development, many are bound to enquire: ‘what is wrong with imperialism in outer space if there are no indigenous peoples there?’ Apart from the anthropocentrism inherent in this question,‘s what is problematic about extraterrestrial imperialism is that it will increase economic inequalities between the Earth’s nations by giving inequitable access to, what may eventually be, significant amounts of resources. What also has to be noted is that imperialism involves dominion over territory and not just people. The outcome of this dominion being that others who have
legitimate claim
on the resources within those  (extraterrestrial) territories are effectively ex- cluded from using them. 

2NC Alternative
All rejections of the “Frontier Mentality” are key to deconstruction this mentality. The myth on Manifest destiny is built on individuals. 

Coles, 02 (Roberta, PhD, Professor at Marquette University, “Manifest Destiny Adapted for 1990s' War Discourse: Mission and Destiny Intertwined” http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3712300.pdf IG)

Because Manifest Destiny relies on the chosen nation story for its foundation, it is what Bulman (1991) and Paul Tillich (1933) call a "myth of origin." Such narratives call a people back to a sense of their roots, their reason for being and the responsibilities that attend those purposes. They have the ability to paint an identity and define the important features of a people as they give meaning and motivation to their actions. Because the hero in Manifest Destiny is a nation, rather than an individual, and a nation is composed of individuals, every member of the nation can contribute to (or detract from) its superior character and mission. According to Browne (1991), this speaker-hearer collaboration invites the audience in, saying, “Together we can redeem virtue.” By doing so, a rhetorical community is built, the national identity is redefined or its individual members are reminded of the nation’s superior character, and each member can gain some sense of personal significance from being a part of this nation and contributing to its mission. 

2NC Astroenvironmentalism Alt
Alt- Embrace an ethics of Astro-environmentalism
Billings 2006  (Linda, PhD, Research Associate at SETI Institute, “To the Moon, Mars, and Beyond: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space-Faring Societies,” IASTS 21st Annual Conference, February 3-4, 2006, Baltimore, MD, http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf) IG)
One logical extension of the idea of preserving the space environment is the idea of outer space as a wilderness. Thinking about space as a wilderness provides a means of envisioning exploration in a less invasive way than current frontier rhetoric does. Historian Neil Maher has argued that, while the now-iconic ‘Earthrise’ photograph of our planet, taken from space by an Apollo 8 astronaut in 1968, ‘‘helped extend America’s Manifest Destiny into the ultimate wilderness—outer space’’, the equally iconic ‘‘Whole Earth’’ photograph, taken by an Apollo 17 astronaut in 1972, subsequently ‘‘debunk[ed] the frontier narrative suggested in Earthrise’’, by reconfiguring public perception of the home planet as ‘‘an environmentally threatened home’’ [31]. The wilderness metaphor is at the core of the concept of ‘astro-environmentalism’, the idea of applying the values of environmental protection and preservation to space exploration. It has been argued that treating the Solar System like a wilderness to protect rather than a frontier to exploit could help to keep nuclear technology, humanmade debris, and other environmental hazards out of space and prohibit private and sovereign property claims. The point would be to ‘‘avoid making the same mistakes in space as we have on earth’’ [32]. The case has been made that some sort of ethical code for space exploration and development will be necessary to protect the space environment [33]. It has been argued that adoption of a code of ethics for business in space could facilitate the commercial development of space and avoid perpetuation of ‘‘the greed and power models so prevalent today’’ [34]. One proposed code calls for the practice of environmental stewardship, the promotion of honest dealings, the importance of safety, the maintenance of a freemarket economy, and the maximization of wealth. The aim of this code would be ‘‘to always protect outer-space and its celestial bodies, and to engage in space commerce unfettered by government or other barriers’’ [34, p. 6]. It could be argued, however, that these aims may be mutually exclusive. 

Astro- environmentalism ethics allows us to make the most moral decisions, even in consequentialist approaches

Reiman ‘09, (Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289 ) IG) 
From the point of view of environmental virtue ethics it does not make any difference whether we act on Earth or in space - if we act anywhere at all, we can evaluate our actions using the conceptual framework of virtue ethics. If we wish to explore space, the big question is: what kind of explorers will we be? Will our actions be those of a species that is greedy, destructive and short-sighted? Or will they speak of people who are considerate, benevolent and peaceful? The fact that virtue ethics considers rules as rules of thumb that may work in most situations but are not the final word on the issue is not a sign of impracticality. On the contrary, it provides flexibility that is essential for the ethics of an exploratory science. In doing exploratory science it is certain that, sooner or later, something unforeseen will happen. I argue that any account of the ethics of space exploration should be capable of answering this uncertainty at the core of exploratory science. Otherwise, the theory of ethics does not correspond well with the practice of exploration - its intended area of application. In fact, principle-based ethics has already been used in the context of space exploration. Margaret Race and Richard O. Randolph have suggested a set of ethical principles as guidelines in the event of discovery of nonintelligent extraterrestrial life [13] A rule-based ethics relies heavily on predictability: when someone makes a rule, s/he must have a picture of its intended area of application in mind. If something totally unexpected happens, following the rule strictly may not lead to its intended result. Where law is concerned, it is sometimes said that, in tricky cases, the judge should observe the spirit rather than the letter of the law. The ‘spirit of the law’ refers to the principles and virtues that have inspired the law rather than the form in which the law has been explicitly expressed, and a good judge is also aware of what these principles are. Estimating how one’s intended actions realize virtues - for example, evaluating if doing x is courageous or cowardly - can be done more reliably even in unexpected situations because conducting such an estimation does not require detailed knowledge about one’s environment. The properties of the moral agent, not the properties of his/her environment are the key to doing the right thing, and no matter how strange the circumstances an explorer may find himself in, she always has access to knowledge about her own state of mind. Further knowledge can be useful, but it is not crucial to moral decision making in the way it is in consequentialist approaches. An explorer who has a grasp of virtue ethics may find that s/he should learn more about the situation s/he is in, but the capability to make moral decisions is never crippled to a level where making a moral choice is little more than a guess. It is easy to see that not all virtues are compatible with each other. Sometimes a courageous act is not a fair one, sometimes what is careful is not effective. When virtues conflict, a virtue ethicist considers the whole. Then it is possible to reason that human benefit cannot be maximised by submitting to a single virtue but rather by mediating virtues so that excesses and other harm are avoided. In a short article space constraints prevent further description of the virtue approach, but this sketch will suffice for our purposes of evaluating the previously presented arguments. 

2NC AT Doesn’t solve b/c people are jerks
Most human interest in space are driven by political conditions and resources. “We” need more than earth can offer us greedy humans. We should evaluate space in terms of Astro-environmentalism before we pursue any interest in space.

Reiman ‘09, (Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289 ) IG) 
Thus far most discussion of space exploration has been carried out by those with the most obvious interests in it and these interests have become dominant: scientific interests, economic interests, Earth-centred environmental interests, political interests. But humans have diverse interests and which ones are pursued often depends on political conditions and resources. One of the reasons for exploring space is that Earth is not enough for us. We need more living room and resources than our home planet can offer. But who is this ‘we?’ Is spreading out into space a good thing if the human presence there consists of large commercial enterprises, scientists and members of a rich elite? Should we not mark from early on another interest: that of equal freedom. Equal freedom means that the goal of space exploration is to make space accessible to ordinary people who are not particularly rich or influential or particularly professionally involved in it. Satellite services are a good example of how the exploitation of space has also improved the lives of ordinary people. If space is explored in part for the purpose of making human life better, it should mean the life of the ordinary human. Otherwise there is a risk that the gap between the privileged and the poor will expand into something never seen before, with equally unpredictable consequences. The space environment is like the Earth’s environment in the sense that we have diverse interests towards it but physical and social realities set certain limits on the manner and the extent to which we may pursue these interests. Treating space as an environment highlights the need to discern and evaluate our various interests, as well as the need to ask, who ‘we’ includes in a given situation. 

2NC AT Frontier Metaphor Inevitable
Even if the alt doesn’t change the existence of a frontier metaphor per se, we can change it in productive ways.

Billings 97 (Linda Billings is a research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. She does communication research for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA’s) astrobiology program in the Science Mission Directorate. She also advises NASA’s Senior Scientist for Mars Exploration and Planetary Protection Officer on communications. Dr. Billings earned her Ph.D. in mass communication from the Indiana University School of Journalism, M.A. in international transactions from George Mason University, and B.A. in social sciences from the State University of New York at Binghamton (now Binghamton University). Dr. Billings was a member of the staff for the National Commission on Space (1985-86), appointed by President Reagan to develop a long-term plan for space exploration. She is a member of Women in Aerospace (WIA) and served as an officer of WIA for 15 years, most recently as president (2003). She received an Outstanding Achievement Award from WIA in 1991. In 2007, she was a Cheetah Conservation Station interpreter at the National Zoo in Washington, D.C. Space Policy “Frontier Days in Space: Are They Over” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/Frontier_and_Space.pdf
Patricia Nelson Limerick has recommended that the space community abandon the frontier metaphor. But at the same time she acknowledges that it is “an enormously persistent and determining pattern of thought....” Ultimately, it may not be feasible to expunge the frontier metaphor from the public discourse about space exploration. But it certainly is possible, and practical, to reexamine it as a motivating force for space exploration. What is this space f r o n t i e r ? It might be useful to think of the space frontier as a vast and distant sort of Brazilian rainforest, Atacama desert, Antarctic continent -- a great unknown that challenges humans to think creatively and expansively, to push their capabilities to the limits, a wild and beautiful place to be studied and enjoyed but left unsullied. Curiosity is what brought humans out of caves, took them across oceans and continents, compelled them to invent airplanes, and now draws them toward the stars. The broad, deep public value of exploring the universe is the value of discovery, learning, and understanding; thus, the space frontier could be a school for social research, a place where new societies could grow and thrive. This is the space frontier: the vast, perhaps endless, frontier of intellectual and spiritual potential.

It’s not biological – that kind of determinism forecloses effective solutions and predetermines our actions in space
 Marshall 1995 (Alan Marshall, Institute of Development Studies at Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand, “Development and imperialism in space,” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/026596469593233B  IG)
In the fifth chapter of his book, Modes of Imperialism, Charles Reynolds speaks of sociobiological models of imperialism.13 With regard to space development, the expansion of humans into space can be viewed by the sociobiological model, as just another natural progression of an advanced organism extending its ecological range. Or as Grey14 states ‘expansion into space is the next logical extension of our past movements on land, over seas and into the atmosphere of our home planet. And as with all growing organisms this expansion is inevitable’. From this perspective, imperialism is just the manifestation of naturally selected behavior present in humans as in other living beings. Humans moving into space to colonize other planets is essentially the same phenomenon as a coconut falling into an ocean to be transported to a new island or continent on which it shall germinate and instigate colonization. This ‘coconut hypothesis’ evades the central point that extraterrestrial expansion by humans is a social phenomenon and not a biological one. The forces that induce a coconut tree to disperse it’s seeds are quite different to the forces involved in outer space development. A coconut tree acts according to genetically and ecologically prescribed rules which have been arrived at through millions of years of evolution. A nation, or a corporation, are social entities that act according to social, economic and political forces arrived at through the course of social, economic and political history (a process quite different to biological evolution). The coconut hypothesis argues that the expansion of humanity into space is a natural phenomenon, just as it is natural for a coconut to colonize a new land mass. However, a human embryo does not happen to fall into space and begin to colonize another planet. Biological models of human space extension are favorite theories within the space advocacy community since they bypass the need to do social analyses with naturalistic interpretations of imperialism.‘” Sociopsychological models of imperialism attempt to explain imperialistic endeavours by concentrating on the sociopsychological characteristic within an individual or a society that compel it to pursue an expansionist agenda. A common example with reference to space activities is that humans are naturally curious and ‘have a fundamental desire to explore the unknown’.i6 One of the manifestations of the sociopsychological model is the justification of space activities for the benefits it offers for scientific advance. Throughout much of the history of western science such scientific imperialism has been associated with the European expansion into other parts of the world, involving the desire to categorize nature and render its secrets knowable. However, the search for scientific understanding has not been a prime force behind expansionist development by itself, although, from Joseph Banks to Harrison Schmidt, its presence close behind imperialistic endeavours motivated by other rationales is demonstrable. Because the basis of human survival and prosperity is essentially a function of economic welfare it is arguable that the ‘desire to explore’ is not an inherently prime concern for most individuals (except those whose economic wellbeing depends on it). Given this, and given the fact that curiosity about the unknown is a variable trait between different individuals and societies (to the point that some individuals and some societies are unable to comprehend what all the fuss is about with regards to space exploration) the ‘desire to explore’ rationale can also not be considered a prime motivator of outer space development. It is doubtful that many political figures in history have decided on expansionist policies to satiate their own curiosity or that of their subjects. Having said this, though, it is possible that expansionist endeavours in the Solar System based on other rationales (such as the need to find an outlet for surplus capital or the search for new resources) might occur under the cover of sociopsychological ‘desire to explore’ reasons. This is evident in Antarctica, where geopolitical and geostrategic imperialist policies are pursued by a number of nations in the guise of scientific exploration. 

2NC Space Ethics 1st
Space ethics come prior to any decisions and can change our views forever in space 

Reiman ‘09, (Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289 ) IG) 
Space environments are diverse and therefore we should treat ethical questions of space exploration with sensitivity. Some space environments are just as special as terrestrial environments, others have historical value, and some are economically valuable. It would be difficult to formulate an ethics based on listing all the characteristics that can make some areas of space special and then evaluate places based on such a list8; since space has still many surprises in store for us, such a list would probably lack something important. Since humans are moral agents, we can take ourselves as a starting point in the sense that we are already experienced in evaluating whether proposed actions are short-sighted, careful or effective e in light of virtue ethics. Virtue ethics principles are practical and applicable to space exploration. In particular, sustainability deserves special emphasis in the context of space exploration where the costs of research are extremely high and discoveries made can change our world-view forever. The environmental ethics of space will necessarily be different from the environmental ethics of Earth, but can still provide valuable views and philosophical tools for assessing questions related to the exploration and exploitation of space. The ethics of space exploration should be scientific, philosophical ethics. 

2NC AT Frontier reps not central
Even if it does not appear to be central, frontier rhetoric legitimates state interests - empirics

Fernau 9 (Fletcher Fernau is an author.  He frequently writes about space policy  BA American University Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context  How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical  Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy?  May, 2009  http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf
My analysis suggests that in the case of the effort to legitimate the space policy agendas of U.S. policymakers (specifically President John F. Kennedy) the rhetorical commonplaces deployed act as state-building mechanisms. Put another way, statebuilding is an outcome of the space policy legitimation process that is not always entirely explicit in the public rhetoric. As such, the rhetorical commonplace of the frontier functions as a permissive mechanism for state-building. The rhetorical capital of the frontier can be used to harness public support for otherwise prohibitively costly government programs. Historically, the perceived need for territorial expansion, sometimes expressed through the rhetoric of manifest destiny, served to legitimate government sponsored projects to build state capacities. Examples include the purchase of large swathes of western land to be turned over to settlers, railroad land grants and subsidies, the Panama Canal, and the maintenance of a frontier military presence. In the same way, deploying the frontier in public rhetoric has been used to legitimate costly space exploration programs which in turn have led to the expansion of state capacities. To a greater or lesser degree, government investment in space programs fueled scientific and technological innovation, spurred a generation of American students to study science, expanded the state’s military capabilities, and drove globalization. These effects, particularly because so many were largely unforeseen, might not have sufficed to generate public support for the policies that led to them. The rhetorical power of the frontier acted (at least under Kennedy) as a mythic cover for statebuilding through the space program just as it had for America’s western expansion.

2NC Framework/Reps 1st 
The framing of the Space Program is an open-ended process

Neal 6 (Valerie Neal is a curator at the National Air and Space Museum Dr. Valerie Neal earned a Ph.D. in American studies from the University of Minnesota in 1979, following an M.A. in American studies from the University of Southern California, and a B.A. in English and history from Texas Christian University. She has taught at the University of Minnesota, the University of Alabama in Huntsville, and Vanderbilt University. Before joining the Museum, Dr. Neal spent a decade as a writer, editor, and manager for some 50 NASA publications on shuttle and Spacelab missions, the Hubble Space Telescope and other great observatories, the space sciences, and NASA history. She also participated in underwater astronaut-training activities and worked on the mission management support team for four shuttle missions. Framing the Meanings of Spaceflight in the Shuttle Era http://history.nasa.gov/sp4801-chapter5.pdf
Over the past five decades NASA, the media, and interested sectors (aerospace industry, scientific community, political figures, grass-roots groups, and others) plus thoughtful individuals have engaged in an ongoing process of asserting and contesting the value of human spaceflight by advancing a variety of visions or metaphors meant to answer such questions and sway public opinion. the continual effort to define the purpose of human spaceflight and reach a societal consensus on its value can be viewed as an extended exercise in the social construction of meaning. in the Shuttle era, at least five reference frames have been crafted, promoted, critiqued, reined, accepted, rejected, or transformed in the process of shaping and communicating the meaning of human spaceflight. these frames reveal much about what americans hope for—and doubt—in our national ventures into space
Our representations of space in the media have shaped our mentality towards outer space as “an imperialistic grabbing of territory”

Billings 2011, (Linda  “Media, Spiritualities, and Social Change”, New York: Continuum, 2011 IG)

The mass media have played a key role in the history of the U.S. civilian space program, conveying to public audiences the official rhetoric of heroic frontier exploration and the necessity of U.S. dominance in space. Throughout the Cold War, this rhetoric was in tune with the dominant national narrative of American exceptionalism. In the 21st century, the media continue to frame space exploration as a matter of races, threats, and dominance. Communication research has shown how public discourses can, in the process of perpetuating national narratives, also function covertly to legitimate the power of elites (Rushing and Frentz, 1991). While some historians and policy analysts have considered the role of the mass media in the history of the U.S. space program15, few scholars of media and communication have examined this relationship. There has been little collaboration between scholars of space policy and history and experts in media and communication who could enrich understanding of the role of the media in the history and future of space exploration. Critical scholarly analysis of the rhetoric of space exploration – official and popular – and the role of the mass media in its construction and dissemination could advance public understanding of the function and purpose of an $18- billion-a-year public program and stimulate public involvement in mapping its future. Rhetorical critic Janice Hocker Rushing made the case that the post-Apollo-era focus of space exploration on the search for evidence of extraterrestrial life is a product of a widespread understanding that humankind exists in a universe, not only on planet Earth. The narrative of space exploration today might better reflect this understanding by telling a story of ‘a spiritual humbling of self’ rather than ‘an imperialistic grabbing of territory’ (Rushing, 1986, p. 284). Cultural studies scholar Constance Penley (1997, 1992) notes that while ‘the WASP space cowboy version of spaceflight’ has persisted from the Apollo era into the present, at the same time NASA ‘is still the most popular point of reference for utopian ideas of collective progress.’ In the popular imagination, ‘NASA continues to represent…perseverance, cooperation, creativity and vision,’ and these meanings embedded in the narrative of space flight ‘can still be mobilized to rejuvenate the near-moribund idea of a future toward which dedicated people…could work together for the common good’ (Penley, 1992, pp. 207-208). 

***Affirmative Answers***
Permutation
The frontier metaphor is inevitable – the permutation solves best

Billings 97 (Linda Billings is a research professor at the George Washington University School of Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C. She does communication research for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA’s) astrobiology program in the Science Mission Directorate. She also advises NASA’s Senior Scientist for Mars Exploration and Planetary Protection Officer on communications. Dr. Billings earned her Ph.D. in mass communication from the Indiana University School of Journalism, M.A. in international transactions from George Mason University, and B.A. in social sciences from the State University of New York at Binghamton (now Binghamton University). Dr. Billings was a member of the staff for the National Commission on Space (1985-86), appointed by President Reagan to develop a long-term plan for space exploration. She is a member of Women in Aerospace (WIA) and served as an officer of WIA for 15 years, most recently as president (2003). She received an Outstanding Achievement Award from WIA in 1991. In 2007, she was a Cheetah Conservation Station interpreter at the National Zoo in Washington, D.C. Space Policy “Frontier Days in Space: Are They Over” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/Frontier_and_Space.pdf
Patricia Nelson Limerick has recommended that the space community abandon the frontier metaphor. But at the same time she acknowledges that it is “an enormously persistent and determining pattern of thought....” Ultimately, it may not be feasible to expunge the frontier metaphor from the public discourse about space exploration. But it certainly is possible, and practical, to reexamine it as a motivating force for space exploration. What is this space f r o n t i e r ? It might be useful to think of the space frontier as a vast and distant sort of Brazilian rainforest, Atacama desert, Antarctic continent -- a great unknown that challenges humans to think creatively and expansively, to push their capabilities to the limits, a wild and beautiful place to be studied and enjoyed but left unsullied. Curiosity is what brought humans out of caves, took them across oceans and continents, compelled them to invent airplanes, and now draws them toward the stars. The broad, deep public value of exploring the universe is the value of discovery, learning, and understanding; thus, the space frontier could be a school for social research, a place where new societies could grow and thrive. This is the space frontier: the vast, perhaps endless, frontier of intellectual and spiritual potential.
Purely scientific discourse cannot solve the case – incorporating it with the aff’s frontier rhetoric resolves that – Kennedy proves

Fernau 9 (Fletcher Fernau is an author.  He frequently writes about space policy  BA American University Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context  How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical  Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy?  May, 2009  http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf
“Science” as a rhetorical commonplace is also difficult for Americans to relate to. Certainly science was a good thing, something the U.S. should lead in, but it was also the domain of specialists, like Von Braun and the German scientists brought over from Europe. There is little room in such a conceptual framework for the average citizen, besides an exhortation to do well in school. A space program ambitious enough to catch up with and best the Soviets would require tremendous investment, as Kennedy doubtless knew, and such spending required public support science alone could not generate. While assertions of the scientific benefits of space exploration are never absent from Kennedy’s rhetoric on the issue, it is clear that the advancement of science alone did not provide the necessary rhetorical ammunition.

Impact Defense

Frontier rhetoric is unrelated to militarism- history

Fernau 9 (Fletcher Fernau is an author.  He frequently writes about space policy  BA American University Putting U.S. Space Policy in Context  How Have Policymakers Drawn on Existing Rhetorical  Commonplaces to Legitimate U.S. Space Policy?  May, 2009  http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/1961/7793/1/Fernau,%20Fletcher,%202009S.pdf
Were space exploration defined solely as a Cold War struggle, it would also lose its broader appeal to American identity and history. The Cold War, although it had continued for over a decade, was a relatively new phenomenon and existed largely as an intangible battle of ideologies. The frontier, in contrast, drew on a publically accessible narrative deeply embedded in the American consciousness. As a rhetorical commonplace, it allowed Kennedy to point back to history as an example of what he intended his policies to achieve. Kennedy could believably claim to be building the capacities and strength of the country to a domestic audience, in the same manner that past expansions across the frontier had. At the same time, he could push for cooperation and demilitarization at the U.N., because the frontier commonplace did not lock him into militaristic rhetoric. In fact, neither Kennedy nor Eisenhower would reply on the threat of communism as their main argument in space policy. Not until the 1980s and the Reagan era would security rise to prominence over science and the frontier.
***Pearl Harbor Card (useful 2nc link)***

The Pearl Harbor Metaphor is historically false and creates a dangerous distinction between legitimate and illegitimate violence

Wokush 1 (Heather Wokush is an international educator and author “Space Pearl Harbor” May 2001

http://www.heatherwokusch.com/index.php?name=News&file=article&sid=9
As moviegoers throng to Hollywood's politically correct, dumbed-down version of "The Good War," a different kind of Pearl Harbor is being pursued in Bush's "Star Wars" program - and in both, truth is the first casualty. It's easier to focus on good looking actors and grandiose bomb sequences than on painful realities; why risk box office mega-profits by putting Pearl Harbor in its proper context? Acknowledging the 1930 London Naval Treaty, which denied Japan hegemony in its own waters, or the embargo on oil and scrap metal (which one of the judges in the post-war Tokyo War Crimes Tribunal termed "a clear and potent threat to Japan's very existence") is seen as less important than close-ups of Ben Affleck. Why show the internments and atomic bombs that followed, or deal with racism as exemplified by Harry Truman's description of the Japanese as "savages, ruthless, merciless, and fanatic"? The war is much easier to "sell" by toning down the ugliness that led up to and followed Pearl Harbor, and instead pumping up US nationalistic fervor glorifying "the greatest generation" and the military-industrial complex it supported. Isolationism prefers limited context. Fast forward almost 60 years from Pearl Harbor, and the US military-industrial complex is now so firmly entrenched that the foreign policy platform of the current US administration has been written by none other than a top executive of Lockheed Martin, Bruce Jackson. The fact that Lockheed Martin is the world's largest weapons manufacturer and a major beneficiary of US space warfare preparations is not seen as a conflict of interest; neither apparently is the fact that Lynne Cheney, the vice president's wife, was a Lockheed Martin board member right up until January of this year. So it comes as no surprise that the Bush-Cheney administration now plans to arm the heavens, and that 75 corporations (with Lockheed Martin, Aerojet and Boeing at the top of the list) have been chosen to reap obscene profits providing the weapons. The administration's grand plan is laid out in the January 2001 report by the US "Space Commission" ( Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization) and related documents put out by the US Space Command: The overall mission is to dominate "the space dimension of military operations to protect US interests and investments," and since under globalization "the gap between 'have' and 'have-not' nations will widen - creating regional unrest" more creative weaponry is needed to protect US interests. It is interesting that the report frequently refers to this perceived threat as "Space Pearl Harbor."
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