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Nationalism is ingrained in the very basis of space policy

Crooks 9 (Heather R Crooks is an air force captain. She  received a bachelor's degree in 2000 from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, and earned a master's degree in 2003 from the Air Force Institute of Technology TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION June 2009  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501117&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
As previously mentioned, the most recent U.S. National Space Policy states that “in order to increase knowledge, discovery, economic prosperity, and to enhance the national security, the United States must have robust, effective, and efficient space capabilities.” 59 The 2006 space policy greatly differs in one area from the previous policy in 1996; while still mentioning international cooperation in the 2006 policy, it focuses much more heavily on national security. In that vein, the U.S. government has lain out seven principles to achieve the aforementioned goals; among these principles, the U.S. is committed to “the exploration and use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes, and for the benefit of all humanity.”60 In addition, the principles call for the rejection of any claim over space by a nation and the deterrence of nations that may impede others from developing space capabilities. In the realm of national defense, the principles call for the denial of space capabilities if a nation threatens U.S. interests. 61 The U.S.’s unilateralism and nationalism are evident in these principles. Along these lines, the following goals set forth by the space policy also have a nationalistic flavor in terms of both attitude and self-determination: Strengthen the nation’s space leadership and ensure that space capabilities are available in time to further U.S. national security, homeland security, and foreign policy objectives; enable unhindered U.S. operations in and through space to defend our interests there; enable a dynamic, globally competitive domestic commercial space sector in order to promote innovation, strengthen U.S. leadership, and protect national, homeland, and economic security; and enable a robust science and technology base supporting national security, homeland security, and civil space activities. 62 

National identity prevents an effective response to global problems – only articulating a shared identity can prevent extinction

Smith ‘3 -- Professor of Political Science at University of Pennsylvania and PhD Harvard University (Rogers, 2003, “Stories Of Peoplehood, The Politics and Morals of Political Membership”, p. 166-169,)

It is certainly important to oppose such evolutionary doctrines by all intellectually credible means. But many have already been widely discred​ited; and today it may well prove salutary, even indispensable, to heighten awareness of human identity as shared membership in a species engaged in an ages-long process of adapting to often dangerous and unforgiving natural and man-made environments.20 When we see ourselves in the light of general evolutionary patterns, we become aware that it is gen​uinely possible for a species such as ourselves to suffer massive setbacks or even to become extinct if we pursue certain dangerous courses of ac​tion. That outcome does not seem to be in any human's interest. And when we reflect on the state of our species today, we see or should see at least five major challenges to our collective survival, much less our col​lective nourishing, that are in some respects truly unprecedented. These are all challenges of our own making, however, and so they can all be met through suitably cooperative human efforts. The first is our ongoing vulnerability to the extraordinary weapons of mass destruction that we have been building during the last half century. The tense anticipations of imminent conflagration that characterized the Cold War at its worst are now behind us, but the nuclear arsenals that were so threatening are largely still with us, and indeed the governments and, perhaps, terrorist groups possessed of some nuclear weaponry have continued to proliferate. The second great threat is some sort of environmental disaster, brought on by the by-products of our efforts to achieve ever-accelerating industrial and post-industrial production and distribution of an incredible range of good and services. Whether it is global warming, the spread of toxic wastes, biospheric disruptions due to new agricultural techniques, or some combination of these and other consequences of human interfer​ence with the air, water, climate, and plant and animal species that sustain us, any major environmental disaster can affect all of humanity. Third, as our economic and technological systems have become ever more interconnected, the danger that major economic or technological failures in one part of the world might trigger global catastrophes may well increase. Such interdependencies can, to be sure, be a source of strength as well as weakness, as American and European responses to the East Asian and Mexican economic crises of the 1990s indicated. Still, if global capitalism were to collapse or a technological disaster comparable to the imagined Y2K doomsday scenario were to occur, the consequences today would be more far-reaching than they would have been for comparable developments in previous centuries. Fourth, as advances in food production, medical care, and other tech​nologies have contributed to higher infant survival rates and longer lives, the world's population has been rapidly increasing, placing intensifying pressures on our physical and social environments in a great variety of ways. These demographic trends, necessarily involving all of humanity, threaten to exacerbate all the preceding problems, generating political and military conflicts, spawning chronic and acute environmental damages, and straining the capacities of economic systems. The final major challenge we face as a species is a more novel one, and it is one that may bring consciousness of our shared "species in​terests" even more to the fore. In the upcoming century, human be​ings will increasingly be able to affect their own genetic endowment, in ways that might potentially alter the very sort of organic species that we are. Here as with modern weapons, economic processes, and pop​ulation growth, we face risks that our efforts to improve our condition may go disastrously wrong, potentially endangering the entire human race. Yet the appeal of endowing our children with greater gifts is suffi​ciently powerful that organized efforts to create such genetic technologies capable of "redesigning humans" are already burgeoning, both among reputable academic researchers and less restrained, but well-endowed, fringe groups.21 To be sure, an awareness of these as well as other potential dangers affecting all human beings is not enough by itself to foster moral outlooks that reject narrow and invidious particularistic conceptions of human identity. It is perfectly possible for leaders to feel that to save the species, policies that run roughshod over the claims of their rivals are not simply justified but morally demanded. Indeed, like the writers I have exam​ined here, my own more egalitarian and cosmopolitan moral leanings probably stem originally from religious and Kantian philosophical influ​ences, not from any consciousness of the common "species interests" of human beings. But the ethically constitutive story which contends that we have such interests, and that we can see them as moral interests, seems quite realistic, which is of some advantage in any such account. And under the circumstances just sketched, it is likely that more and more people will become persuaded that today, those shared species in​terests face more profound challenges than they have in most of human history. If so, then stressing our shared identity as members of an evolving species may serve as a highly credible ethically constitutive story that can challenge particularistic accounts and foster support for novel political arrangements. Many more people may come to feel that it is no longer safe to conduct their political lives absorbed in their traditional communi​ties, with disregard for outsiders, without active concern about the issues that affect the whole species and without practical collaborative efforts to confront those issues. That consciousness of shared interests has the potential to promote stronger and much more inclusive senses of trust, as people come to realize that the dangers and challenges they face in com​mon matter more than the differences that will doubtless persist. I think this sort of awareness of a shared "species interests" also can support senses of personal and collective worth, though I acknowledge that this is not obviously the case. Many people find the spectacle of the human species struggling for survival amidst rival life forms and an unfeeling material world a bleak and dispiriting one. Many may still feel the need to combine acceptance of an evolutionary constitutive story with reli​gious or philosophical accounts that supply some stronger sense of moral purpose to human and cosmic existence.  But if people are so inclined, then nothing I am advocating here stands in the way of such combinations. Many persons, moreover, may well find a sustaining sense of moral worth in a conception of themselves as con​tributors to a species that has developed unique capacities to deliberate and to act responsibly in regard to questions no other known species can yet conceive: how should we live? What relationships should we have, individually and collectively, to other people, other life forms, and the broader universe? In time, I hope that many more people may come to agree that humanity has shared responsibilities of stewardship for the animate and physical worlds around us as well as ourselves, ultimately seeking to promote the flourishing of all insofar as we are capable and the finitude of existence permits. But even short of such a grand sense of species vocation, the idea that we are part of humanity's endeavor to strive and thrive across ever-greater expanses of space and time may be one that can inspire a deep sense of worth in many if not most human beings. Hence it does not seem unrealistic to hope that we can encourage in​creased acceptance of a universalistic sense of human peoplehood that may help rein in popular impulses to get swept up in more parochial tales of their identities and interests. In the years ahead, this ethical sen​sibility might foster acceptance of various sorts of transnational political arrangements to deal with problems like exploitative and wildly fluctuat​ing international financial and labor markets, destructive environmental and agricultural practices, population control, and the momentous issue of human genetic modifications. These are, after all, problems that appear to need to be dealt with on a near-global scale if they are to be dealt with satisfactorily. Greater acceptance of such arrangements would necessar​ily entail increased willingness to view existing governments at all levels as at best only "semi-sovereign," authoritative over some issues and not others, in the manner that acceptance of multiple particularistic constitu​tive stories would also reinforce. In the resulting political climate, it might become easier to construct the sorts of systems of interwoven democratic international, regional, state and local governments that theorists of "cos​mopolitan democracy," "liberal multicultural nationalism," and "differ​entiated democracy" like David Held, Will Kymlicka, Iris Young, William Connolly, and Jurgen Habermas all envision.

Nationalism prevents effective space co-operation– public engagement over the question of “why space” solves

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
Facing an opportunity to envision a new, 21st century era of spacefaring, the aerospace community has chosen to go back to the future, leaning on outdated – and, arguably, dangerous – rhetoric of frontier conquest and manifest destiny to justify mining the Moon and creating human colonies in space. Should the U.S. space program go retro, favoring unilateral decision making, advocating exploitation, and sidestepping international law when it appears to be in the way? Taking this direction would not be productive. Today China, Europe, India, Japan, and Russia have their own space launch capabilities, including human space flight capability in China and Russia. China may land people on the Moon before NASA astronauts can get back there, and Russia is getting back into the game, too. All of these parties are entering bilateral and multilateral agreements to pursue various space flight projects, ranging from robotic planetary exploration missions to human space flight, and many of these agreements do not include the United States. 12 Now is the time to start thinking about space exploration as a global human enterprise.  Much work remains to be done to fulfill President Bush’s so-called vision (Gugliotta, 2006). The good news is that large-scale human exploration and settlement of the solar system is further off than the aerospace community would like the world to think. The bad news is that the loudest voices in the public dialogue on our future in space sound like advocates of frontier-style exploitation. NASA and the broader space community have not seriously considered questions of space law, ethics, and culture as they relate to extending human presence into space. Nor have they seriously considered whether legal and ethical issues relating to future space exploration should be addressed in public dialogue or debated only among experts. The space community’s preferred mode of communication about science and technology is one-way, expert to non-expert (that is, the cognitive deficit model). A mode that can accommodate public participation – two-way, dialogic, between experts and non-experts – would better serve the public interest. NASA appears to give more lip service than commitment to dialogue; the agency has not solicited public participation in its planning and decision making since 1992. 13 Former NASA Administrator Daniel Goldin used to say that NASA was good at addressing how to proceed with space exploration, but not why…. The space community still struggles with “why”…. This community is not inclined to reflect on what and where the cultural institution of space exploration is in postmodern civilization. The question of how space exploration serves society and culture deserves deeper thought. Members of the space community might ask themselves: does space exploration need reinvention to meet social needs? The Society for Social Studies of Science, in its recent “visions” committee report, proposed that social scientists consider broadening their engagement with scientists and engineers and playing a larger role in policy making. The space program provides an opportunity for us to broaden the public dialogue on whether, where, how, and, perhaps most importantly, why we should be going into space

***Links***

Borders 

Rigid borders are a poor way of explaining space

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
This new postcolonial vision of space exploration is as much part of the fabric of space history as the more well-known American and Soviet models grounded in the cold war.30 These multiple perspectives on space travel suggest that our view of the long history of spaceflight may benefit from a standpoint that no longer privileges borders—demarcations that create rigid analytical categories such as ownership, indigeneity, and proliferation. The Indian space program was at the intersection of multiple flows of knowledge from a variety of sources, including, of course, local expertise. Likewise, the history of spaceflight has been part of a consistent flow of knowledge and technology across (geographical) space and time—among Germans, Soviets, Americans, British, French, Chinese, Japanese, Indians, Israelis, Brazilians, and so on. By rethinking the relationship between modernity and the postcolonial state, postcolonial thought challenges us to rethink the connection between modernity and spaceflight, and, ultimately, to replace the “national” with the “global” when thinking of space exploration, an exercise that has become doubly important as dozens of developing countries in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East are now spending money on space exploration.

Science/Competitiveness 

Their competitiveness advantage replicates nationalism – technology is inseparable from national identity

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
Essential to this tension between the more specific narrative and the universal claim in the case of the space program is the perceived importance of technological prowess in the construction of a national identity. While the notion that scientific prowess is a constitutive element of national identity goes back to at least the seventeenth century, the Enlightenment strongly reinforced this relationship in the European context. By the late nineteenth century, with the fruits of the Industrial Revolution evident and the appearance of a distinct category of technology, many of the rationales used in favor of science were even more persistently applied to technology and its essential role in the enterprise of nation-building.2 And, as the European colonial project reached its peak, the discussion over modern technology became inseparable from empire-building; technology, in effect, became a dominant metric of modernity—Michael Adas’s “measure of men.”3 By the early twentieth century, and especially in the light of experiences during World War I, technology assumed a fundamental role in the projection of national prowess, a role that was now further complicated by the specter of international competition for global dominance—through science, technology, war, and imperial holdings. In his study of the relationship between technology and modernity in early-twentieth-century Britain and Germany, Bernhard Rieger notes that “[t]echnological innovations not only underpinned the competitiveness of national economies as well as both countries’ military might; a large range of artifacts also became national symbols and prestige objects that signaled international leadership in a variety of engineering disciplines.”4
Frontier 

It’s a dangerously nationalist myth

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
Even if Turner’s history may be faulted, the true significance of his work is in its value as a myth. The importance of a rhetorical commonplace is its place in the collective imagination of the group being addressed, not its historical accuracy. What matters is not how the frontier actually was, but how the story of the frontier is remembered. A. Craven, a Turner defender, perceived that, “Turner’s strength, as well as his weakness. . . can be understood, in part at least, only by the fact that his work was an expression of the American mind and spirit at ‘the turn of the century.’” 31 It is an expression of the mind and spirit that persists. Even as they criticize its utopian tendencies, Launius and McCurdy acknowledge that: “Despite frequent criticism, the Frontier Thesis and its utopian companion possess a lasting appeal, in no small measure because they tell Americans how perfect they have become and how this might have occurred. Frontier and utopias are two of the oldest and most characteristic American ideologies. Among the public as a whole, largely unschooled in the details of academic history, the Frontier Thesis in particular remains a powerful idea with easy applicability to space exploration. 3

That particular rhetoric invigorates nationalism

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
As Launius and McCurdy note, tapping into the frontier analogy gives space exploration advocates access to a “vein of rich ideological power, easily understandable to people caught up in the American experience.” 33 The use of the frontier as a rhetorical commonplace is a means of associating and explaining a new phenomenon (space exploration) with preexisting concepts of American identity in the public consciousness. Again, Launius and McCurdy put it well: “The frontier ideal has always carried with it the ideals of optimism, democracy, productivity, heroism, honor, duty, and a host of other positive traits.” Some make a negative analogy between the space program and the American West. Launius and McCurdy cite Mazlish’s work comparing the railroad to the space program in terms of government waste and corruption. 34 The argument, for example, that the railroad was supported by government largesse past its usefulness has some validity. However, such arguments leave out the wider picture. Government support of the railroads and other western projects, larded with graft though they may have been, were an integral part of developing those states, and by extension the country as a whole. This is the role of the frontier as a rhetorical commonplace, distinct from the frontier as history.

AT Frontier = Universal

Even if the frontier metaphor is not inherently nationalist, it is historically deployed as such

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
As Launius has shown, influential space activists of the past fifty years deployed rhetoric and rationale to support space exploration that simultaneously invoked romanticized notions of the American frontier—Frederick Jackson Turner’s “frontier thesis” was ubiquitous—with emphatic language that underscored that what was at stake with space exploration was not about Americans but the entire human race. Commentators as varied as Wernher von Braun, Gerard K. O’Neill, and Robert Zubrin all couched their arguments with a distinctly American spin—ingenuity, frontier, freedom—in their search to create the opportunity for global survival in the form of human colonization of the cosmos.17 Here, the American becomes the normative for space travel for the species.

2NC Permutation

Cosmopolitanism can only emerge in opposition to nationalism – our ev is specific to space

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
Space exploration’s link with national identity partly overlapped with its claims to a larger idea that appealed to a global, even universal, vision of humanity. Counterintuitively, these ideas emerged from ideas deeply embedded in national contexts. Roger Launius has noted that nations have historically justified space exploration by appealing to one (or a combination) of five different rationales: human destiny, geopolitics, national security, economic competitiveness, and scientific discovery.15 The latter four stem from national and nationalist requirements; the first, human destiny, appeals to the idea of survival of the species. In the American context, this universal rationale of human destiny combines older traditions of technological utopianism and an updated version of “manifest destiny.” Technological utopianism, i.e., a notion that conflates “progress” (qualified technologically) with “progress” (unqualified), has been an essential part of popular discourse since the late nineteenth century, and if the crisis of modernity and the Great War made Western Europeans less enamored of the panacea promised by technology, Americans continued to embrace more fully the idea of technological utopianism than most other societies.16
2NC Alt

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
Resisting the Aff’s methodological nationalism allows for the existence of a global generation

Beck and Gernsheim 8 (Professor Ulrich Beck is Professor for Sociology at the University of Munich, and has been the British Journal of Sociology LSE Centennial Professor in the Department of Sociology since 1997.  He has received Honorary Doctorates from several European universities. Professor Beck is editor of Soziale Welt, editor of the Edition Second Modernity at Suhrkamp. He is founding director of the research centre at the University of Munich (in cooperation with three other universities in the area), Sonderforschungsbereich - Reflexive Modernisation financed since 1999 by the DFG (German Research Society).  Elisabeth Beck-Gernsheim is a German sociologist, psychologist, and philosopher. She holds a professorship at the University of Erlangen-Nuremberg.[1]  “Global Generations and the Trap of Methodological Nationalism For a Cosmopolitan Turn in the Sociology of Youth and Generation” European Sociological Review VOLUME 25 NUMBER 1 2009 25–36 25 DOI:10.1093/esr/jcn032, available online at Online publication 23 November 2008 http://www.ulrichbeck.net-build.net/uploads/european+sociological+review.pdf
This paradigm shift from a nation state frame to a cosmopolitan one—which has still to be developed methodologically—is necessary, in order to satisfy sociology’s scholarly claim to engage with reality. Because social reality today is increasingly the reality of globalized modernity, characterized by the globalized freedom of movement of capital, the spread of communications and transport technologies, the establishment of global civil society movements, the emergence of global terrorist networks, etc. In the sum of these developments—and not least also through the shock of global risks and crises which are now becoming visible (Beck, 2008)—a profound break has occurred, one that also marks the relationship between the generations: the core of the selfconception of First Modernity has been affected, its fundamental premises of border, security, and rationality have become questionable. Consequently, according to our thesis, the idea of generations isolated within national boundaries is historically out of date. What we need, is a concept of ‘global generations’ (Edmunds and Turner, 2005). In order to come closer to this aim, it is useful to distinguish between two levels: first the level of the social scientific observer, who researches generations in a global frame of reference (observer perspective); second the level of the active subjects, the members of the global generations, who see themselves in a global frame of reference (actor’s perspective). Our present text is one written from the social scientific observer perspective, basically containing a methodological message—that what in a national context appears as a nationally determined break between generations, can only be properly deciphered in a cosmopolitan perspective. But that does not mean, that a selfconscious ‘global generation’ exists as yet, developing a cross-border view of life and of itself, with its own symbolism and language, goals, and forms of activity.

2NC A/T Nationalism Inev

The inevitability of divisions is irrelevant – rethinking this nationalism allows for a better understanding of space policy

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
I am not suggesting that we should ignore nations, national identity, or vital indigenous innovation. But I believe that nation-centered approaches, useful and instructive as they were, occlude from view important phenomena in the history of space exploration. My hope is that by deemphasizing ownership and national borders, the invisible connections and transitions of technology transfer and knowledge production will be become clear in an abundantly new way. Such an approach would inform a project encompassing the entire history of modern rocketry and space exploration, from the late nineteenth century to the present, focusing on Europe, America, Russia, and Asia. Most important, a global history of rocketry and space exploration would avoid the pitfalls of the “discursive battles” between nation-centered histories and open up the possibility to revisit older debates in the historiography of space exploration in entirely new ways. Taking a global history approach, one that favors decentering the conventional narrative, would allow historians to redirect their attentions in three ways: we can shift our gaze from nations to communities, from “identification” to identities, and from moments to processes. These three strategies, in one way or another, are inspired by the problems posed by historicizing the ambitions and achievements of emerging space powers, which operate in a postcolonial context where categories such as indigenous, modern, and national are problematic. I offer some brief examples of each below.

The inevitability of the nation state is irrelevant

Beck and Szaider 6 (Professor Ulrich Beck is Professor for Sociology at the University of Munich, and has been the British Journal of Sociology LSE Centennial Professor in the Department of Sociology since 1997.  He has received Honorary Doctorates from several European universities. Professor Beck is editor of Soziale Welt, editor of the Edition Second Modernity at Suhrkamp. He is founding director of the research centre at the University of Munich. Natan Sznaider is a  Professor at The Academic College of Tel Aviv Yaffo “Unpacking cosmopolitanism for the social sciences: a research agenda” The British Journal of Sociology 2006 Volume 57 Issue 1 http://www.promusica.se/Library/Electronic%20texts/Beck_Sznaider2006.pdf
The critique of methodological nationalism should not be confused with the thesis that the end of the nation-state has arrived. One does not criticize methodological individualism by proclaiming the end of the individual. Nation-states (as all the research shows – see also the different contributions in this volume) will continue to thrive or will be transformed into transnational states. What, then, is the main point of the critique of methodological nationalism? It adopts categories of practice as categories of analysis. The decisive point is that national organization as a structuring principle of societal and political action can no longer serve as the orienting reference point for the social scientiﬁc observer. One cannot even understand the re-nationalization or reethniﬁcation trend in Western or Eastern Europe without a cosmopolitan perspective. In this sense, the social sciences can only respond adequately to the challenge of globalization if they manage to overcome methodological nationalism and to raise empirically and theoretically fundamental questions within specialized ﬁelds of research, and thereby elaborate the foundations of a newly formulated cosmopolitan social science

2NC A/T Realism/Determinism

States are imperfect measures – insistence on their rigidity glosses over the history of space policy

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
In the space imagination, nations typically represent airtight constituencies despite evidence to the contrary that communities cutting across borders and cultures—national, institutional, and disciplinary—represent important actors and actions. The most obvious example here, of course, is the German engineers who formed the core of the Army Ballistic Missile Agency in the United States in the 1950s and who later directed the development of the Saturn V rocket that put Americans on the surface of the Moon. Wernher von Braun’s team represented a unique mix of Germans and Americans who worked together with several different communities, from Boeing, North American Aviation (including its separate Space and Rocketdyne divisions), Douglas Aircraft Company, and International Business Machines. These communities represented scientists and engineers, the government and private industry, and customers and contractors. In the rush to draw up airtight national narratives, we inevitably tend to gloss over the ambiguities and flows among each of these communities.

Determinism cannot explain space policy - conclusive

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
The notion that external events affected the actions of Soviet and American policymakers and led them to adopt specific decisions explains processes at a very broad level but fails as a tool to fully understand innovation at mid-levels—such as why space program managers adopted particular technologies and why scientists and engineers focused on specific paths of development. Indeed, few managerial, technological, and institutional changes on both sides follow parallel and proportional paths of development as one would expect if the space race were truly deterministic. For example, neither the “late” Soviet decision to adopt liquid hydrogen as propellant nor its selection of the lunar orbit rendezvous option for a Moon landing follow the expected pattern of response to American imperatives (or even perceptions of American imperatives). These paths were taken principally because of a mix of other factors: local industrial capacity, competition among Soviet designers, and perceived tradeoffs between payload weight and mission requirements. Here, American efforts to develop a liquid hydrogen engine (in the form of the Centaur upper stage) becomes one of many forces that affected Soviet decision making.42 Strictly deterministic approaches also fail to explain events in the later era of the space age—for example, the development of a vibrant Indian space program and the lack of any such program in Pakistan. Both nations had substantive intellectual and industrial foundations to embark on space research and engaged in comparable investments in sounding rocket developments in the 1960s, but only India opted to develop a domestic satellite launch capability. Pakistan never responded to the Indian space challenge.
Realism/Determinism can only explain space policy in terms of nationalism – we have impact turned that

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book is The Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
Frameworks where the relationship between space and broader society is couched in terms that are unidirectional and/or deterministic have endured for two principal reasons: the heightened importance of nationalist narratives in the history of space exploration, and the general reluctance among historians to see space technologies as part of broader social and cultural concerns. A decentered perspective—focusing on flows rather than borders—would lead historians to avoid both these pitfalls. For example, the Soviet decision to develop liquid hydrogen can be explained more fully by integrating a number of different concerns: cold-war action-reaction determinisms, the social and cultural construction of technologies, and flows of knowledge across borders and time. The latter can be traced through genealogies of knowledge going back decades, discerned in Soviet scientists’ perception of Western media accounts of NASA’s liquid hydrogen development, and seen in exchanges between indigenous but different Soviet communities that had a vested interest in either supporting or opposing this new technology. A problem previously seen as a relatively simple action-reaction dynamic is now seen as a much more complex and contested process. In other words, interpretive approaches derived from the idea of a global history of spaceflight may have much utility also for those periods which we tend to assume had no global(ized) component, the era of the cold-war space race.
K First/FW

Frame Analysis is a prior question for Space Policy – it is the success-determining factor

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

The differences between Russian and American space narratives prove that national identity is a constitutive lens through which space policy should be evaluated

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
Ask historians of technology from the United States to name the most important event in the history of space exploration, and they will cite the Apollo Moon landing in 1969. Pose the same question to their Russian counterparts and they will recall the flight of Yuri Gagarin in 1961. American historians of spaceflight (or indeed, historians of technology) would be surprised to learn that few beyond the United States remember or care about Apollo, while Russians find it startling that few Americans have even heard of Gagarin. Two nations that have engaged in essentially the same endeavor—to take leave of this planet—have fundamentally dissimilar perspectives on the same set of events. That history is told differently in different places by different people is hardly surprising. The same historical episode, seen from two different national cultures, can engender entirely different national claims, assertions that are contingent on a complex matrix of deeply ingrained cultural assumptions. What is unique about the received history of spaceflight is that its claims—such as those for Gagarin or Apollo—have been imbued with a certain universal, even anthropological, significance. In each nation’s canon of space history, Gagarin’s flight and Neil Armstrong’s first step have been compared with the evolutionary movement of life from water to land. This simultaneous invocation of national aspirations and universal significance is what distinguishes the conflicting national narratives of space history from other more common Rashomon-like views of history.

2NC AT Nationalism is over

It’s not just a cold war thing

Crooks 9 (Heather R Crooks is an air force captain. She  received a bachelor's degree in 2000 from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, and earned a master's degree in 2003 from the Air Force Institute of Technology TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION June 2009  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501117&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
According to Lieven, post-9/11, the U.S. reverted back to its old pattern of nationalism, which in turn “alienated the United States from some of its closest allies in Europe.”54 Additionally, Lieven concludes that Europe has overcome its Eurocentric way of thinking and embraced the idea of international cooperation, as opposed to traditional nationalism.55 This, however, is not entirely accurate in the area of space cooperation, be it within ESA itself or between ESA and other nation-states. This section will research nationalism in space cooperation and correlate the activities and policies of the U.S. and European governments, and their respective space agencies, to nationalism.  

2NC AT Nationalism Reps aren’t central to the Aff

It is central – it’s just taken for granted by your 1AC authors

Beck and Szaider 6 (Professor Ulrich Beck is Professor for Sociology at the University of Munich, and has been the British Journal of Sociology LSE Centennial Professor in the Department of Sociology since 1997.  He has received Honorary Doctorates from several European universities. Professor Beck is editor of Soziale Welt, editor of the Edition Second Modernity at Suhrkamp. He is founding director of the research centre at the University of Munich. Natan Sznaider is a  Professor at The Academic College of Tel Aviv Yaffo “Unpacking cosmopolitanism for the social sciences: a research agenda” The British Journal of Sociology 2006 Volume 57 Issue 1 http://www.promusica.se/Library/Electronic%20texts/Beck_Sznaider2006.pdf
First, the shared critique of methodological nationalism which blinds conventional sociology to the multi-dimensional process of change that has irreversibly transformed the very nature of the social world and the place of states within that world. Methodological nationalism does not mean (as the term ‘methodological individualism’ suggests) that one or many sociologists have consciously created an explicit methodology (theory) based on an explicit nationalism. The argument rather goes that social scientists in doing research or theorizing take it for granted that society is equated with national society, as Durkheim does when he reﬂects on the integration of society. He, of course, has in mind the integration of the national society (France) without even mentioning, naming or thinking about it. In fact, not using the adjective ‘national’ as a universal language does not falsify but might sometimes even prove methodological nationalism. That is the case when the practice of the argument or the research presupposes that the unit of analysis is the national society or the national state or the combination of both. The concept of methodological nationalism is not a concept of methodology but of the sociology of sociology or the sociology of social theory.

2NC AT Empirics

The empirical research they cite uses flawed indicators – the K solves

Beck and Szaider 6 (Professor Ulrich Beck is Professor for Sociology at the University of Munich, and has been the British Journal of Sociology LSE Centennial Professor in the Department of Sociology since 1997.  He has received Honorary Doctorates from several European universities. Professor Beck is editor of Soziale Welt, editor of the Edition Second Modernity at Suhrkamp. He is founding director of the research centre at the University of Munich. Natan Sznaider is a  Professor at The Academic College of Tel Aviv Yaffo “Unpacking cosmopolitanism for the social sciences: a research agenda” The British Journal of Sociology 2006 Volume 57 Issue 1 http://www.promusica.se/Library/Electronic%20texts/Beck_Sznaider2006.pdf
These premises also structure empirical research, for example, in the choice of statistical indicators, which are almost always exclusively national. A refutation of methodological nationalism from a strictly empirical viewpoint is therefore difﬁcult, indeed, almost impossible, because so many statistical categories and research procedures are based on it. It is therefore of historical importance for the future development of the social sciences that this methodological nationalism, as well as the related categories of perception and disciplinary organization, be theoretically, empirically, and organizationally re-assessed and reformed

2NC Racism/Bad Stuff Impact

It’s a search for who represents the ideal human –culminates in racism

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
Both the United States and the Soviet Union, then, the two earliest spacefaring nations, produced narratives on space exploration that were deeply grounded in domestic cultural discourses that simultaneously couched their achievements as if they had universal import. This dichotomy runs through most of the historiography on both the Soviet and American space programs. The grand narratives of each nation—frequently utopian in nature—rely on the assumption that each is the normative history of space exploration. This is not a trivial issue, since how we remember and write history bequeaths to future generations how they will remember and memorialize human efforts to explore space. But who will write a history that reflects a global consensus? Is it even possible to propose such a thing?
***2NC Turns X***

Co-operation in General

Nationalism renders sustainable co-operation is impossible – interest divergence

Crooks 9 (Heather R Crooks is an air force captain. She  received a bachelor's degree in 2000 from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, and earned a master's degree in 2003 from the Air Force Institute of Technology TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION June 2009  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501117&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
However, U.S. policy is very clear on its intention to pursue international cooperation if and only if it is consistent with national security interests. The policy states that international cooperation could occur in space exploration, Earth observation, and “providing space surveillance information consistent with security requirements and U.S. national security and foreign policy interests.”71 The policy goes on to say that the U.S. will encourage the use of its systems by friends and allies.72 Almost the entire section on international cooperation is based on U.S. national security interests and the promotion of its own systems. The U.S.’s concern for national security is evident throughout the entire document. One principle mentions that the U.S. supports the peaceful use of outer space by all nations; however, the next principle states that the U.S. “rejects any limitations on the fundamental right of the United States to operate in and acquire data from space.” 73 Note that the principle discusses the fundamental right of the United States, not all countries as mentioned in the previous principle. In addition, treaty obligations are not mentioned in the 2006 document, as was mentioned in 1996. Instead, the 2006 policy states that “arms control agreements or restrictions must not impair the rights of the United States to conduct research, development, testing, and operations or other activities in space for U.S. national interests.” 74

India Relations/co-op

Turns india relations – nationalism prevents a thorough understanding of India’s space program – makes co-operation unsustainable

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/
Postcolonial thought makes possible a provocative rethinking of both the Indian space program and the history of space exploration in general. Western evaluations of the Indian space program have reflexively been grounded in assumptions about the marriage of poverty and high technology, i.e., a rhetorical question mark about why a nation so poor should have a space program at all. Because the project of space exploration has been a normatively Western idea, non-Western space programs such as the Indian one are understood in relation to aspirations for a Western modernity. But the Indian space program, as manifested in its technology, its goals, and its architects, represents a kind of modernity that is neither completely Western nor fully postcolonial—it is a vision of modernity that is decentered, constantly mutating, often contradictory, and globalized.28 We see these processes in India in the 1960s as an influential domestic constituency invested in space exploration “sold” their goals of self-reliance and social benefit to consecutive governments. This was not easy, given the significant amounts of international collaboration as well as domestic opposition from local advocacy groups who believed that India had more pressing concerns.29 By rhetorically linking the “modern” space program with the alleviation of poverty, the architects of the space program not only overcame local opposition but created a new vision of space exploration that could exist in the postcolonial context. If previously the question had been “Why should India have a space program when it is so poor?” the answer was now “India should have a space program precisely because it is poor.”

US-Europe Co-op

Nationalism is the cause of tensions between the US and ESA

Crooks 9 (Heather R Crooks is an air force captain. She  received a bachelor's degree in 2000 from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, and earned a master's degree in 2003 from the Air Force Institute of Technology TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION June 2009  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501117&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
This thesis investigates the hypothesis that nationalism has been the major driver within ESA, as well as between ESA and NASA, that hampers multinational cooperation. As mentioned previously, conflicts have and continue to arise between the U.S. and Europe concerning joint space initiatives. In March of 2005, British Aerospace Systems (BAE) Chief Executive Officer Michael Turner threatened to back out of the JSF program if it did not receive the technology transfer rights that BAE requested. 6 In March 2008, U.S. aerospace giant Boeing protested when the Northrop Grumman/EADS team was awarded the USAF’s contract for replacement aerial refuelers. 7 While the U.S. and Europe have a notion of partnership, not competition, it is such bidding wars that turn a friendly relationship into an adversarial one. Adversarial relationships are also due to growing commercial turbulence, as well as greater interdependence and collaboration in a globalized world.

The ISS

Nationalism precludes a full commitment to the ISS

Crooks 9 (Heather R Crooks is an air force captain. She  received a bachelor's degree in 2000 from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, and earned a master's degree in 2003 from the Air Force Institute of Technology TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION June 2009  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501117&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
As concerns space systems, the aforementioned ISS problem is at the forefront. In 2005, NASA alluded to intentions to leave the ISS by 2015; this announcement resulted in conflict between NASA and ESA, as well as within ESA itself. Yet another source of contention was the Ulysses program, which was an ESA-produced spacecraft launched aboard a NASA space shuttle. This program dealt with almost seven years of delays from both sides before being launched. Galileo, Europe’s precision navigation system that will be compatible with the U.S.’s Global Positioning System (GPS) and Russia’s Global'naya Navigatsionnaya Sputnikovaya Sistema (GLONASS), is another program that has seen its share of conflict not only between ESA and NASA, but between ESA and Russia, as well as within ESA itself.   

Satellites

Nationalist restrictions turn satellite capability

Crooks 9 (Heather R Crooks is an air force captain. She  received a bachelor's degree in 2000 from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, and earned a master's degree in 2003 from the Air Force Institute of Technology TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION June 2009  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501117&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Suzuki’s Policy Logics and Institutions of European Space Collaboration includes a study of INTELSAT. As previously mentioned, the U.S. had the majority of satellite contracts; Suzuki notes that “the lack of technological capability and expertise for application satellites seriously disadvantaged the position of European governments in the Intelsat negotiations, and therefore, they were urged to form a group under CETS [Conférence Européenne des Télécommunications par Satellite].” 25 He goes to report that the Europeans were resigned to rely on the U.S. to launch their telecommunications satellites; however, the U.S. agreed to allow the usage of their launcher technology if and only if it was not used to improve communication satellite capability (among other stipulations). 26 This clearly was not the solution the Europeans were seeking and led to competition with the U.S. instead of cooperation. Johnson-Freese also investigates the INTELSAT case and notes that the U.S.’s decision not to launch European satellites was purely economic. 27 In her book, she states that “the idea of the United States imposing such restrictions on Europe was the ammunition France needed to convince the other European spacefaring nations that Europe needed its own launch capability. The result was the Ariane launcher.” 28 These two authors highlight how nationalism hindered U.S.-European space cooperation; this thesis will draw upon this case to support the hypothesis that nationalism plays a role in hampering multinational space cooperation.   

***AFF***

Technological determinism is a good explanation of space policy

Siddiqi 7 (Dr. Asif A. Siddiqi is assistant professor of history at Fordham University. His most recent book isThe Red Rockets’ Glare: Spaceflight and the Soviet Imagination, 1857–1957 (2010). His current projects include a book on the phenomena of prison science in the Stalinist Soviet Union and a book on the birth of rocketry and space exploration in India. The material in this essay is based on work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. 0623056, SHOT Fiftieth Anniversary Workshop, Washington, D.C., October 2007. Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration.  http://etc.technologyandculture.net/2010/06/siddiqi/ 

No interpretive strategy has been more ubiquitous and dominant in the narrative of space history than technological determinism. Although it has lost much if not all its resonance in many other subfields of the history of technology, it still retains a strong appeal as a powerful and plausible explanatory model for the space race.40Determinism has played out in two ways in the literature: first, as a tool to explain the unique trajectory of the space programs of the Soviet Union and the United States, particularly their reactive relationship to each other during the cold war; and second, as a framework to suggest that space achievements such as Sputnik and Apollo profoundly “affected” society in a unidirectional manner. For space historians, “the dilemma of technological determinism” has not been about its explanatory power but rather about the degree to which some events were more deterministic than others. Newly available evidence in the post-cold-war era from opened archives on both sides would seem to reinforce older claims about a “race” that depended on an appreciation of parallel actions by each side, which were often erroneous in nature—a kind of “determinism of perception.” There are any number of examples on both sides of the equation, especially events from 1957 to 1969, that sugge,ost at least a weak form of this connection between the two space programs. One side developed a certain capability in spaceflight, often in reaction to the other which had developed a similar ability—a dynamic that was especially true for military and human spaceflight, the two most dominant directions of space activity of that period.41
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