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***1NC SHELL***

Their mode of development does not create a free market utopia – militarism, commodification, and consumerism will define space

Dickens and Ormrod 7 Peter Dickens and James S. Ormrod, Univerity of Essex, 2007, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the Universe” Sociology 2007 41: 609 (British Sociological Association http://soc.sagepub.com/content/41/4/609.abstract)

This article has explored some of the past relationships between humanity’s internal nature and the universe. We have also suggested some of the more troubling ways in which these relationships are developing in contemporary society. One development is the trend toward a cosmic narcissism in the ways in which elites and the affluent middle classes relate to the universe as an object for maintaining imperial dominance and sustaining personal fantasies about omnipotence respectively. However, narcissistic relationships with external nature are intrinsically unsatisfying. Objectifying nature and the cosmos does not actually empower the self, but rather enslaves it. Even the wealthy and the technocratic new middle class who relate to the universe in this way become subjected to the objects of their own narcissistic desire. The other development is a return to a fearful and alienated relationship with the universe, again experienced as a frightening subject controlling Earthly affairs from on high. It is a 21st-century version of the Platonic and Mediaeval universes in which humans are made into repressed objects and thereby brought to heel. This is a relationship experienced by those not in control of the universe: those on the margins of Western society. Commodification, militarization and surveillance by the socially powerful are again making the universe into an entity dominating human society, as are contemporary cosmological theories divorced from most people’s understanding. Once more, socially and politically powerful people (some even claiming to be on a mission from God) are attempting to make the cosmos into a means by which they can control society on Earth. The combination of these two trends is a ‘Wizard of Oz’ effect, in which power is maintained by those with mechanical control of the universe, but hidden by a mask of mysticism that keeps the public in a position of fear and subservience. Society’s relations with the cosmos are now at a tipping point. The cosmos could be explored and used for primarily humanitarian ends and needs. Satellites could continue to be increasingly used to promote environmental sustainability and social justice. They can for example be, and indeed are being, used to track the movements of needy refugees and monitor environmental degradation with a view to its regulation (United Nations, 2003). But if this model of human interaction is to win out over the use of the universe to serve dominant military, political and economic ends then new visionaries of a human relationship with the universe are needed. In philosophical opposition to the majority of pro-space activists (though they rarely clash in reality) are a growing number of social movement organizations and networks established to contest human activity in space, including the military use of space, commercialization of space, the use of nuclear power in space and creation of space debris. Groups like the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space and the Institute for Cooperation in Space are at the centre of this movement. The activities and arguments of these groups, to which we are by and large sympathetic, demonstrate the ways in which our understanding and use of outer space are contested in pivotal times. 

The profit motive is a poor foundation for sustainable space exploration – causes exploitation– other motivations are sufficient.
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
It is undoubtedly possible that space exploration could degenerate into the kind of conquest and exploitation that characterized the West’s domination over what is now called the developing world. Thus, NASA and its partners in space should be vigilant in their efforts to avoid repeating past mistakes. Exploration for the purpose of aiding and abetting conquest and exploitation will not build a sound foundation for humankind’s future in space. Initiatives intended to conquer and exploit, to fence off bits and pieces of the solar system and extend private property rights into space, are not worthy of public funding. Instead of profit, what the space community should be attending to in developing long-term exploration plans are the social, political, ethical, and even spiritual ramifications of extending human presence into space. NASA needs a few good social theorists and moral philosophers to guide the design of a meaningful 21st century space exploration program. Fundamentally, what space exploration is all about is not profit but evolution, revelation, and inspiration. “Explorers...are driven by a desire to discover which transcends the urge to conquer, the pursuit of trade,” writes Robin Hansbury-Tenison. (The Oxford Book of Exploration, Oxford University Press, Oxford and New York, 1993) Apollo 11 astronaut Michael Collins has observed that “exploration produces a mood in people, a widening of interest, a stimulation of the thought process....” (Carrying the Fire: An Astronaut’s Journey, Farrar Straus Giroux, New York, 1974) Such efforts as NASA’s Discovery program -- a series of low-cost missions to study planets, moons, asteroids, and comets -- embody the true spirit of exploration. The search for extraterrestrial intelligence (abandoned by NASA in 1993) and the search for extrasolar planets epitomize the spirit of exploration as well.

The alternative is to embrace cosmic humanism – traveling into the cosmos without needing to own and exploit it solves better 
Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
The Ancient Greek philosopher Diogenes (412-323 BCE) was once asked where he came from. “I am a citizen of the Cosmos,” he replied. All of us are, and should consider ourselves citizens of the cosmos. It belongs to all of us. But this does not necessarily mean our physical presence in the cosmos and travelling vast distances into the solar system, often creating formidable hazards. It means much more: creating an understanding of the cosmos and our place within it. The cosmos is important for human identity. Knowledge of the cosmos can provide humanity with at least provisional answers to some fundamental questions. How did we get here? What is humanity’s place in the cosmos? How is the structure of the universe developing? Is there life elsewhere? In what ways are humans, and other entities, part of the cosmos? What cosmic processes can we actually observe on an everyday basis? There are some important lessons to be learned from debates in the past. Diogenes’ attitude to the cosmos, for example, was taken up in Russia just before the Revolution. This, of course, was another time of great social and economic turmoil. These upheavals helped to spur on attempts to regain a sense of what could be considered certain in an otherwise uncertain world. Before the Revolution, a loose-knit group of people known as Cosmists argued that a form of cosmic humanization was central to developing the next major stage of human evolution. New rocket technology combined with older forms of theosophic philosophy and occult thinking could be used, the Cosmists argued, both to perfect humanity and the cosmos itself. The cosmos would be humanized as a result of cosmic colonization, and at the same time humanity would develop a cosmic consciousness. This was even to apply to dead as well as living people. Penetrating the heavens was a means of finding the “corporeal particles” that had constituted the people who had died. These particles would enable people to be resurrected, using new medical technologies and remade into living beings. These resurrections meant that the massive number of human ancestors could be used to humanize the solar system and beyond. All these ideas then found widespread interest, partly because esoteric and occult philosophy was fashionable in Russia at the time, and partly because the idea of space travel was being made popular by the many journals and societies promoting amateur rocketry.25 It goes without saying that the strategies of space humanization adopted by the Russian Cosmists a century ago now seem wholly implausible. Dabbling in the occult would also now find little support. The Soviet authorities under Lenin consciously suppressed the mystical and occult side of Cosmism. The concept of space travel was used as a means of asserting atheism, since the rejection of religious superstition was a key part of the Soviet’s political project. The first astronaut, Yuri Gagarin, duly confirmed that he had not seen God while circling the earth.26 Lenin and others recognized that the Cosmists were guilty of equating outer space with God and purity, and the earth with chaos and imperfection. This is an insidious and very misleading ideology, one which has, since the days of Plato, filtered down to the present.27 Despite such criticisms of the Cosmists, their underlying idea of humanizing the cosmos to form a new kind of cosmic consciousness remains useful in our own day. Satellites, space-missions, and earth-bound technologies such as telescopes and the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) are certainly capable of improving humanity’s understanding of the cosmos and its evolution. But it is best not to anticipate too much in the way of a science creating absolute certainties. It is often argued, for example, that NASA’s Cosmic Background Explorer (COBE) satellite shows evidence of the Big Bang and the very early universe. The LHC is hoping to determine the condition of the universe shortly after the Big Bang. Yet for a vocal minority of cosmologists, the Big Bang actually never happened and the “evidence” for the Big Bang accumulated by COBE remains highly questionable.28 The most useful long-term contribution that cosmology could make would be to demonstrate that the processes and entities affecting outer space are much the same as those experienced on Earth. The starting point for such a view would not be Plato but alternative, less well-known, ancient Greek philosophers such as Anaxagoras. He argued in the fifth century BCE that there is no fundamental difference between the heavens and the earth. The sun and the stars, he believed, are rocks even bigger than Greece. They are on fire, having been torn loose from Earth by rotary movements. Such a view stemmed directly from observations on Earth, including observation of whirlpools and the heated metals in the blacksmith’s forge.29 Very few modern cosmologies have attempted to create such theories, basing them on readily available observation and making them more amenable to popular experience and knowledge. Hannes Alfven, for example, argued that the universe is alive with a plasma of electrical and magnetic fields. Plasmas of this kind can be reproduced on earth and can even be observed in phenomena as common as the plasmas made for fluorescent lighting. The point is that it is by no means necessary to visit outer space to understand what the cosmos is like. The heavens and Earth are one. To be sure, cosmologists making such arguments find little support from mainstream science and its funding institutions. Yet they offer the kind of “humanized” cosmos that is needed: one that helps people understand and be part of the cosmos without colonizing, owning, or conquering it.
Achievement of the human potential by going into space is not precluded by the alternative- we better do that by focusing on the human rather than the commercial – this is mutually exclusive with the plan action

Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
But humanizing outer space can be for good as well as for ill. It can either, as is now happening, be in a form primarily benefiting those who are already in positions of economic, social, and military power. Or humanization can be something much more positive and socially beneficial. What might this more progressive form of cosmic humanization look like? Most obviously, the technology allowing a human presence in the cosmos would be focused mainly on earthly society. There are many serious crises down here on Earth that have urgent priority when considering the humanization of outer space. First, there is the obvious fact of social inequalities and resources. Is $2 billion and upwards to help the private sector find new forms of space vehicles really a priority for public funding, especially at a time when relative social inequalities and environmental conditions are rapidly worsening? The military-industrial complex might well benefit, but it hardly represents society as a whole. This is not to say, however, that public spending on space should be stopped. Rather, it should be addressed toward ameliorating the many crises that face global society. Satellites, for example, have helped open up phone and Internet communications for marginalized people, especially those not yet connected by cable. Satellites, including satellites manufactured by capitalist companies, can also be useful for monitoring climate change and other forms of environmental crisis such as deforestation and imminent hurricanes. They have proved useful in coordinating humanitarian efforts after natural disasters. Satellites have even been commissioned by the United Nations to track the progress of refugees in Africa and elsewhere So outer space technology can be used for tackling a number of immediate social and political issues. But these strategies do not add up to a philosophy toward outer space and the form humanization should take. Here again, the focus should be on the development of humanity as a whole, rather than sectional interests. First, outer space, its exploration and colonization, should be in the service of some general public good. Toward this end, the original intentions of the 1967 UN Outer Space Treaty should be restored. Outer space should not be owned or controlled by any economic, social, and political vested interest. The cosmos should not, in other words, be treated as an extension of the global environment, one to be owned and exploited. We have seen enough of this attitude and its outcomes to know what the result would be. Spreading private ownership to outer space would only reproduce social and environmental crises on a cosmic scale.

***Extensions***

K first

The alternative’s considerations come first – examination is a pre-requisite to ethical exploration
Tort 5 (Julien Tort is an Assistant Programme Specialist for UNESCO “Exploration and exploitation Lessons learnt from the Renaissance for Space conquest Working paper for the Ethical Working Group on Astrobiology and Planetary Protection of ESA (EWG)” July 28 2005 http://portal.unesco.org/shs/en/files/8462/11223823441ExplorationExploitation.pdf/ExplorationExploitation.pdf 

The importance of the model of the first pioneers in the justification of space exploration should not be neglected, and it seems that claiming to justify space exploration only by its scientific benefits is contrary to the facts. In particular, serious studies about the economic interest of the exploitation of space resources could give an idea of what is really at stake in the exploration of the Moon and Mars. It is indeed necessary to have an idea of what could be expected in the absence of any regulation or guideline if we want to foster an exploration of outer space that would be beneficial to all mankind. If there is any interest –economic or political - in going to Mars and doing something there, then there will be competition between potential interested parties, and any ethical consideration of Mars exploration should take this aspect under consideration. In this perspective, the possible discovery of non-intelligent life on Mars would raise the issue of the possible exploitation of Martian resources and even the issue of the possible exploitation of this lifeform. The consideration of space as a new resource should also be handled with care, for it tends to divert attention from the need to take care of our own planet and its limited resources. It should be recalled that Earth is our natural environment and that the idea that human beings will adapt in space or on another planet is at best hypothetical and in any case an optimistic assumption. More generally, the effect of space conquest on our relationship to our own planet should be taken into account in “space ethics”.
LINKS & PERMUTATION

Only capitalism

The Aff extends the reach of capital – examining their capitalist method allows for a hesitated form of exploration that solves better
Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
Instead of indulging in over-optimistic and fantastic visions, we should take a longer, harder, and more critical look at what is happening and what is likely to happen. We can then begin taking a more measured view of space humanization, and start developing more progressive alternatives. At this point, we must return to the deeper, underlying processes which are at the heart of the capitalist economy and society, and which are generating this demand for expansion into outer space. Although the humanization of the cosmos is clearly a new and exotic development, the social relationships and mechanisms underlying space-humanization are very familiar. In the early twentieth century, Rosa Luxemburg argued that an “outside” to capitalism is important for two main reasons. First, it is needed as a means of creating massive numbers of new customers who would buy the goods made in the capitalist countries.7 As outlined earlier, space technology has extended and deepened this process, allowing an increasing number of people to become integral to the further expansion of global capitalism. Luxemburg’s second reason for imperial expansion is the search for cheap supplies of labor and raw materials. Clearly, space fiction fantasies about aliens aside, expansion into the cosmos offers no benefits to capital in the form of fresh sources of labor power.8 But expansion into the cosmos does offer prospects for exploiting new materials such as those in asteroids, the moon, and perhaps other cosmic entities such as Mars. Neil Smith’s characterization of capital’s relations to nature is useful at this point. The reproduction of material life is wholly dependent on the production and reproduction of surplus value. To this end, capital stalks the Earth in search of material resources; nature becomes a universal means of production in the sense that it not only provides the subjects, objects and instruments of production, but is also in its totality an appendage to the production process…no part of the Earth’s surface, the atmosphere, the oceans, the geological substratum or the biological superstratum are immune from transformation by capital.9
Not just capitalism

Our link is to the plan – re-interpreting the OST to allow private property rights causes exploitation and unfair competition
Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
Given the increased emphasis on the commercialization of outer space, it comes as no surprise to find the question of private property in outer space opened up for debate. If capital is to undertake a space program and commodify nearby parts of the solar system, it needs reassurance that its investments will be protected by law. The issue is now being highlighted by an argument over the geostationary orbit (GEO). This is the 30 km-wide strip 35,786 km above the equator, one in which satellites can orbit at the same speed as the ground below them. With only three satellites in the GEO, a media conglomerate, a communications company, or a government surveillance agency can cover the whole world. No wonder it has been called “space’s most valuable real estate.”15 This raises the urgent question, one still not adequately resolved, of who actually owns this area of outer space. Is it owned by the equatorial countries such as Colombia, Indonesia, and Kenya under this strip? Or is it jointly owned and managed by all states? The debate over the GEO is a microcosm of that concerning outer space as a whole. The present position is one in which the moon and other celestial bodies cannot be legally owned. Under Article II of the 1967 United Nations Outer Space Treaty, the whole of outer space “is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means.”16 It seems clear that the intention here was to prevent ownership and commodification of outer space. But this is now being challenged. Mirroring the perspective of the Space Renaissance Initiative, lawyers promoting the extension of the private sector into outer space argue that the framers of the UN Outer Space Treaty “were deliberately ambiguous about private property as opposed to nationally owned property.”17 “Besides helping to ensure the survival of mankind,” these lawyers argue, “the settling of space—including the establishment of permanent settlements on the Moon and Mars—will bring incalculable economic and social benefits to all nations.”18 Sufficient profits must be guaranteed, and this can only be done by ensuring property rights in space. Future outer space treaties should, according to one group of space lawyers, allow private ownership of a circle of land about 437 miles around an initial base. This means the reward for ensuring the future of humankind would be about six hundred thousand square miles of cosmic real estate, approximately the size of Alaska.

Including sovereign property rights prevents effective critique
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.)

Frontier

Space exploration uses the “frontier rhetoric” which justifies viewing the Solar System as a grocery store at their hands to exploit

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
Meanwhile, encouraged by Bush’s “vision,” advocates of private property rights in space and other exploitation-oriented agenda items have been advancing their cause in various venues, including NASA, the White House, and the U.S. Congress. The National Space Society (NSS, n.d.), a space advocacy group based in Washington, D.C., promotes a vision of largescale human settlement and exploitation of space. The society’s rationale for promoting space settlement is “survival of the human species.” Its vision of space exploration and development embodies conflicting values and beliefs, among them “prosperity-unlimited resources,” “growth-unlimited room for expansion,” individual rights, unrestricted access to space, personal property rights, free-market economics, democratic values, enhancement of Earth’s ecology, and protection of new environments.8 The Space Frontier Foundation (n.d.), a California-based advocacy group with a similar vision, claims it is “dedicated to opening the Space Frontier to human settlement as rapidly as possible” (p. 3). The foundation’s goals include protecting the Earth’s fragile biosphere and creating a freer and more prosperous life for each generation by using the unlimited energy and material resources of space. Our purpose is to unleash the power of free enterprise and lead a united humanity permanently into the Solar System. (¶ 2)9 High Frontier, Inc., a conservative aerospace “think tank,” also advocates private property rights and resource exploitation in space. This group recommends application of the principles of 19th-century U.S. homesteading law and the colonial Jamestown settlement model to commercial development of the Moon.10,11 Space Law and Ethics for the 21st Century and Beyond Although the social, political, economic, and cultural context for the U.S. civil space program has changed since the 1960s, the rhetoric, and, arguably, the substance, of space policy making has not. The space program and many of its advocates appear to be stuck in the 20th century in some important respects. In the 21st century, politicians and other space enthusiasts have been promoting “the Moon-Mars thing” as exploration for the sake of exploring and also as a means of opening up the solar system to private property claims, resource exploitation, and commercial development. In the words of one space advocate, “The solar system is like a giant grocery store. It has everything we could possibly want.”12 This analogy has its weaknesses: for example, in a grocery store one must, of course, pay for what one wants. And in this vision, those with the means to get to the store first get all the goods; those who get there late may get nothing—a system more in the spirit of imperialism than of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty. The rhetoric of space advocacy highlighted herein reflects an assumption that the values of materialism, consumerism, and hyperconsumption prevalent today are values worth extending into the solar system. The conception of outer space advanced by these advocates embodies the idea of a solar system (and beyond) of wide-open spaces and limitless resources—a space frontier. This frontier rhetoric, with its images of pioneering, homesteading, claim staking, and conquest, has been persistent in American history, and the frontier metaphor has been, and still is, a dominant metaphor in rhetoric about space exploration (see, e.g., National Commission, 1986).  Space frontier means different things to different people, and it is worth thinking about meanings invoked by the metaphor in considering what values are or might be embodied in the human endeavor of space exploration. American historian Frederick Jackson Turner’s (1994) turn-of-the-century essay, “The significance of the frontier in American history,” is perhaps the bestknown articulation of the metaphor. Later historians of the American West have deemed the idea of the frontier a “myth,” embodying a worldview in which the United States is “a wide-open land of unlimited opportunity for the strong, ambitious self-reliant individual to thrust his way to the top” (Slotkin, 1973, p. 5; also see Slotkin, 1985, 1990). Historian Patricia Nelson Limerick (1994) observed that space advocates have tended to cling to the frontier metaphor, continuing to conceive of “American history [as] a straight line, a vector of inevitability and manifest destiny linking the westward expansion of Anglo-Americans directly to the exploration and colonization of space” (p. 13). Critiquing this vision of a space frontier, Limerick observed: 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. (p. 13; also see Limerick, 1999) 

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. 

A/T Entrepreneurialism Good

The companies that benefit are forming monopolies now – flips the Aff’s entrepreneurialism 
Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
But, at the same time, restructuring within the space industry is following some very familiar lines. Close links and mergers are taking place between large monopolistic companies and the smaller enterprises celebrated by the Space Renaissance Initiative. For example, Northrop-Grumman, one of the leading U.S. defense manufacturers, has recently bought Scaled Composites, the latter having pioneered lightweight materials used for space tourism vehicles. Northrop-Grumman has for many years designed and constructed satellite-guided drones used in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere. This merger raises the prospect of skills and technologies originally designed to take wealthy people into outer space being developed to observe and eliminate warlords—and others—back on earth. Space-X is another relatively small space tourism company. It was founded in 2002 by Elon Musk, a cofounder of PayPal. But this small enterprise is now rapidly growing as a result of a number of contracts from the American Airforce. Launch services provided to the USAF by Space-X are resulting in contracts worth up to $1 billion. Other links, this time between big and small capital, are also developing. Bob Bigelow, for example, has long been an important but small-scale contender in the outer space tourism business. His proposals have included hotels on the moon and in other parts of outer space. He has already constructed 1:3-scale working models of these projects. Now, his company is in close partnership with Boeing, the exceptionally large aerospace company. Together, they will supply the space taxis outlined by President Obama. They will take astronauts and scientists to the International Space Station. Bigelow declares himself very enthusiastic as “part of the Boeing team”: “We’re very excited about this program and the Boeing partnership in general. Boeing brings with it unparalleled experience and expertise in human spaceflight systems, which will be combined with Bigelow’s Aerospace’s entrepreneurial spirit and cost conscious practices.”14 But another, more downbeat, assessment is that the individualistic, entrepreneurial spirit endorsed by the Space Renaissance Initiative is, in practice, being co-opted into the military-industrial complex.

Impact Work & Turns Case 

Benefits of the Aff will inevitably promotes a neo-imperialistic method favoring only the few elite space capable nations.

Marshall 99 (Alan Marshall 1999, "Gaining a share of the final frontier", with a commentary by Robert Zubrin and a response by the author, in Brian Martin (ed.), Technology and Public Participation pg. proquest)

According to international agreement between the space faring nations of the world the bodies of the solar system are labelled the province of humankind and are made off-limits to annexation. Because of these agreements it might be thought that extraterrestrial space exploration and exploitation must be undertaken for the benefit of all nations. Unfortunately those charged with interpreting these international agreements tend to do so in a way that generally discourages equitable distribution of space resources and promotes a neo-imperialistic attitude to the development and settlement of space. This by itself may only be seen as a predictable development in light of the present state of international relations between the First and Third Worlds but given the grand rhetoric emerging from the space advocacy community--where we are told all humanity will share in the final frontier--it can also be seen as a betrayal of the humanitarian ideals of spaceflight. Touted as the final frontier, space expansion has been expressed as the next large scale exploration and settlement project for modern humanity. From such expansion it is supposed that vast resources will be opened up for the general benefit of humankind. If this is so, then it is appropriate to enquire about the participatory mechanisms involved in such a grand project. With respect to this, two particular questions are raised: (1) What sort of participation exists in the formulation of solar system resource exploitation policy? (2) What sort of participation in the distribution of solar system resources can be expected? After examining the avenues for such participation it is concluded that--despite the universalist visions of space developers--advanced space development will only be enacted by a few elite space-capable nations for the near exclusive material benefit of aerospace and mining companies from those nations. 

The fix of the affirmative is temporary – they lead to co-option and space war
Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
Since Luxemburg wrote, an increasing number of political economists have argued that the importance of a capitalist “outside” is not so much that of creating a new pool of customers or of finding new resources.10 Rather, an outside is needed as a zone into which surplus capital can be invested. Economic and social crisis stems less from the problem of finding new consumers, and more from that of finding, making, and exploiting zones of profitability for surplus capital. Developing “outsides” in this way is also a product of recurring crises, particularly those of declining economic profitability. These crises are followed by attempted “fixes” in distinct geographic regions. The word “fix” is used here both literally and figuratively. On the one hand, capital is being physically invested in new regions. On the other hand, the attempt is to fix capitalism’s crises. Regarding the latter, however, there are, of course, no absolute guarantees that such fixes will really correct an essentially unstable social and economic system. At best, they are short-term solutions. The kind of theory mentioned above also has clear implications for the humanization of the cosmos. Projects for the colonization of outer space should be seen as the attempt to make new types of “spatial fix,” again in response to economic, social, and environmental crises on earth. Outer space will be “globalized,” i.e., appended to Earth, with new parts of the cosmos being invested in by competing nations and companies. Military power will inevitably be made an integral part of this process, governments protecting the zones for which they are responsible. Some influential commentators argue that the current problem for capitalism is that there is now no “outside.”11 Capitalism is everywhere. Similarly, resistance to capitalism is either everywhere or nowhere. But, as suggested above, the humanization of the cosmos seriously questions these assertions. New “spatial fixes” are due to be opened up in the cosmos, capitalism’s emergent outside. At first, these will include artificial fixes such as satellites, space stations, and space hotels. But during the next twenty years or so, existing outsides, such as the moon and Mars, will begin attracting investments. The stage would then be set for wars in outer space between nations and companies attempting to make their own cosmic “fixes.”

The Aff’s development is unsustainable – their mode is short term profit acquisition – accidents, space junk and militarism prevent solvency

Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
But even if it were desirable, the success of a galactic colonialism is by no means guaranteed. This is because the very venture of space colonization brings new risks. The fifteenth-century Renaissance and the Enlightenment placed great faith in science as a means of bringing “progress.” Now such progress is regularly challenged. Furthermore, much scientific intervention today stems from the crises stemming from earlier intervention, or what some social scientists have called “manufactured risk.”19 This kind of risk, for which no one agency or individual is usually culpable, is readily recognizable in space-humanization progress. Note, for example, that there are now around fourteen thousand tracked objects circling around the earth, known as “space debris” or “space junk.” Improved tracking systems will increase the number of smaller, observable tracked objects to around thirty thousand, many of these causing potential damage. Even whole satellites may collide. Such collisions are estimated at millions or even billions to one. But on February 10, 2009, such a collision actually happened. A defunct Russian satellite crashed into an American commercial satellite, generating thousands of pieces of orbiting debris.20 Space junk poses a serious threat to the whole enterprise of space colonization, and plans are now afoot to launch even more satellites, designed to drag older satellites out of orbit in order to avoid collisions.21 Space colonization brings a number of other manufactured risks. The farther space vehicles penetrate the solar system, the more likely it is that they will be powered by nuclear, rather than solar, energy. It is not widely appreciated, for example, that the 1997 Cassini Mission to Saturn’s moons (via Jupiter and Venus) was powered by plutonium. One estimate is that if something had gone wrong while Cassini was still circling the earth, some thirty to forty million deaths could have occurred.22 No plans were in place for such an eventuality. Yet, as early as 1964, a plutonium-powered generator fell to earth, having failed to achieve orbit. Dr. John Gofman, professor of medical physics at the University of California, Berkeley, then argued that there was probably a direct link between that crash and an increase of lung cancer on Earth. Both President Obama and the Russian authorities are now arguing for generating electricity with plutonium in space, and building nuclear-propelled rockets for missions to Mars.23  Some of the wilder plans for space colonization also entail major risk. These include proposals for “planetary engineering,” whereby the climates of other planets would be changed in such a way as to support life. Dyes, artificial dust clouds, genetically engineered bacteria, and the redirecting of sunlight by satellite mirrors are all being advanced as means of “terraforming,” or making parts of the cosmos more like earth. This and the Cassini example further demonstrate the nature of “manufactured risk.” Science and technology, far from creating Renaissance or Enlightenment-style optimism and certainty, are creating new problems that are unforeseen and extremely difficult to cope with.

Alternative 

Local resistance movements are effective – we allow a more human use of space
Ormrod and Dickens 8 (James Ormrod is a Senior Lecturer in International Relations.  Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. Who Really Won the Space Race? 2008, Volume 59, Issue 09 (February) http://monthlyreview.org/2008/02/01/who-really-won-the-space-race
So it is once more the economically and politically powerful that have so far won the space race and it is the powerless who so far are losing out. Yet this is not necessarily the end of the story. The exercise of power inevitably breeds resistance. One form of resistance consists of localized social movements that are now internationalizing—in part via the satellite-based Internet. An excellent example is the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space. This organization does not accept that the humanization of outer space in its present form is inevitable. The network aims not just to prevent the arms race from moving into space but to demonstrate the link between this process and the protection and enhancement of private property on earth. Domination of outer space is seen by them as no more and no less than domination of global society by a bloc of already dominant class interests. The central implication of the Global Network is that humanization of outer space is not necessarily of itself a bad thing. The question is who is doing the humanizing, and what kind of society is being reproduced on earth and in the cosmos. The impressive technologies developed for exploring and understanding the universe do not have to be used by the powerful to further strengthen their economic, military, and cultural authority. Humanizing the cosmos could be a means by which humanity enhances itself through the acquisition of new knowledge. Such knowledge could be used not to make the powerful even more powerful but to understand the cosmos, its evolution, and our place within it.

The plan only benefits the powers that be – the alternative solves a more equitable distribution

Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
Society is increasingly humanizing the cosmos. Satellites have for some time been central to the flow of information, to surveillance, and to the conduct of warfare. As these examples suggest, however, the humanization of the cosmos is primarily benefiting the powerful. These include major economic and military institutions. Furthermore, the forthcoming commodification and colonization of the cosmos is again likely to enhance the interests of the powerful, the major aerospace companies in particular. The time has come to consider alternative forms of cosmic humanization. These would enhance the prospects of the socially marginalized. They would also allow humanity to develop a better understanding of the cosmos and our relationship to it.1
Framework
The plan does not happen in a vacuum – evaluating space policy as a discrete series of events willfully ignores divisions and historical co-option – they oversimplify
Dickens 10 ( Peter Dickens is an Affiliated Lecturer in the Department of Sociology, Faculty of Politics, Psychology, Sociology and International Studies , University of Cambridge. He is also Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex. Originally trained as an architect at the University of Cambridge, he was Lecturer then Senior Lecturer and Reader in Sociology at the University of Sussex between 1973 and 1999. He returned to Cambridge in 1999 as Fellow and Director of Studies in Social and Political Sciences at Fitzwilliam College. D.Phil Cambridge. The Humanization of the Cosmos—To What End?  Published in The Monthly Review 2010, Volume 62, Issue 06 (November)   http://monthlyreview.org/2010/11/01/the-humanization-of-the-cosmos-to-what-end
The general point is that the vision of the Space Renaissance Initiative, with its prime focus on the power of the supposedly autonomous and inventive individual, systematically omits questions of social, economic, and military power. Similarly, the Initiative’s focus on the apparently universal benefits of space humanization ignores some obvious questions. What will ploughing large amounts of capital into outer space colonization really do for stopping the exploitation of people and resources back here on earth? The “solution” seems to be simultaneously exacerbating social problems while jetting away from them. Consumer-led industrial capitalism necessarily creates huge social divisions and increasing degradation of the environment. Why should a galactic capitalism do otherwise? The Space Renaissance Initiative argues that space-humanization is necessarily a good thing for the environment by introducing new space-based technologies such as massive arrays of solar panels. But such “solutions” are again imaginary. Cheap electricity is most likely to increase levels of production and consumption back on earth. Environmental degradation will be exacerbated rather than diminished by this technological fix. A simplistic and idealistic view of history, technology, and human agency therefore underpins the starting point of the Space Renaissance Initiative. Humanization in this shape—one now finding favor in official government circles—raises all kinds of highly problematic issues for society and the environment.

Linear-Historic Time
The assumption that corporate reach into space is the logical next step of humanity is flawed – it conflates temporal progress with societal progress
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)
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