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Letter From The Editor
Worthwhile topic research is a hefty task for the experienced debaters and coaches—this is why many debate organizations have consolidated topic research in the form of briefs. However, debate briefs cost hundreds of dollars over the course of a year of topics, which can add up quickly, especially for smaller programs just starting off. Some of the best debaters in the country often spend thousands of dollars on debate briefs and private coaches who have competed and coached debate for decades that will strategize and research for them. This is a stark comparison to a small school, which sometimes will not even have a full-time debate coach. Debate is expensive enough without trying to outcompete the best and brightest minds money can buy.
Money should never be the reason why someone’s debate career is not successful. Kankee Briefs hopes to eliminate those financial inequities as much as possible by removing the research gap between those who can afford private coaching, and those who can’t. For the past six years, we’ve released debate briefs for every NSDA topic, at no charge to debaters.
Every two months during the school year, the most recent Kankee Brief can be sent directly to your email inbox if you sign up for our email list by filling out the Google Form linked here with your name and email.
Kankee Briefs will always remain free for everyone, but we have a small favor to ask. If you found any value in what we do, please support us via Patreon. Your support helps free up our time for higher quality evidence and topic analyses where we otherwise would put hours at the office. Your support is entirely optional, but is still exceptionally appreciated by our volunteers. You can also be recognized by name in every new Kankee Brief release in the list of our supporters.
Please email us at karkingkankee@gmail.com if you have any questions or comments.
Other 2026-2027 Kankee Briefs
November-December: Forthcoming
January-February: Forthcoming
March-April: Forthcoming
NCFL Nationals: Forthcoming
NSDA Nationals: Forthcoming
All briefs from previous briefs can be found in our opensource Google Drive at the link here.
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AT: Affirmative
AT: Terrestrial Solar Bad (Kankee)
The solar revolution is dying – new stats are mostly China, which is backing off, and the biggest candidates are poor countries that can’t afford it
[bookmark: _Hlk241782680]Rathi 8-10 [Akshat Rathi, senior reporter for climate at Bloomberg, 8-10-2026, "The world crossed a major solar milestone. No one noticed", Fortune, https://fortune.com/2026/08/10/solar-energy-china-milestone/]/Kankee
The rapid deployment of solar power is one of the greatest stories of the 21st century. After crossing the 100-gigawatt mark in 2012, it took the world 10 years to deploy 1 terawatt of solar power. An additional 1 terawatt, enough to meet all of US power demand at its peak, took less than three years to build. Not even two years later in 2026 — the precise timing is subject to debate among analysts — the 3-terawatt threshold was reached. No one really noticed. That makes sense. For most people, the increased deployment of solar isn’t perceived in figures, but in other ways. “Take a train anywhere, say in the UK, and you’re likely to spot solar panels,” said Lara Hayim, head of solar research at BloombergNEF. The visual signal is only going to get stronger. Forecasters are so bullish about solar that, in just a few years, the 3-terawatt milestone will seem almost insignificant. BNEF expects the world to deploy more than 9 terawatts of solar by 2036. But dig in a little deeper and you’ll find interesting stories. The first terawatt was mostly rich countries subsidizing the installation of solar, with China and poor countries still finding photovoltaics too expensive. That story changed going into the second and third terawatt, with China taking the baton from rich countries. The result is that, even as the world has added solar power at an accelerated pace, the share of deployment going to poor countries has largely stalled since 2020. China has clearly been the main driver of the global story, said Hayim. But disaggregate the numbers, and “you can now see solar booms in other countries too.” In the past few years, countries like Pakistan, Nigeria and the Philippines have seen an extraordinary increase in the amount of solar power installed on rooftops. Some smaller markets, such as Cuba and Lebanon, have also seen rapid uptakes. It’s why the number of countries with at least 1 gigawatt of solar installed has grown to as many as 74 last year, up from 42 in 2020. China’s solar deployment has been faster than the buildout of supporting infrastructure, such as transmission and batteries. That’s leading to more curtailment of solar production during peak hours, and thus a waste of resources. So analysts expect deployment in China to slow down. In its latest five-year plan, the country announced a series of measures to increase renewables consumption, rather than production, by more than 50%. BloombergNEF expects that poor countries’ share of solar deployment will start growing again from this year onward. Most developing countries are starting with very low amounts of solar penetration in the grid and won’t hit the limits that China and other big adopters are facing now. By 2036, more than a quarter of all solar deployed will be in developing countries, with rich countries’ share falling to about 20%. The boom in solar power has happened as countries have overcome local issues, from a lack of skilled workers to challenges of managing a grid with intermittent renewables. Still, Hayim says the main constraint for developing countries continues to be the lack of accessible financing. There is, however, a theoretical upper limit to how much solar can be added to the grid. That’s because, once solar power meets all the demand during the daytime, adding more is of no value. Countries such as Australia and regions like California, which have among the highest solar penetration, regularly set negative electricity prices during the daytime, signaling there’s too much solar power on the grid. Lithium-ion batteries can help extend the solar boom for some time, absorbing excess power in the day and releasing it later in the evening. That’s what Australian policymakers have helped encourage through subsidies for home batteries. It’s also what’s starting to happen, regardless of policy support, in developing countries like Pakistan and the Philippines, where a battery boom is following a solar boom. Without battery energy storage, the solar revolution is unlikely to continue. “Without enough energy storage, you cannot maximize solar’s potential,” said Hayim. 
AT: Indian Space Research Organization
India won’t colonize space – it violates sacrosanct beliefs in some Eastern religions
Dasgupta 09-25 [Upasana Dasgupta, Assistant Professor at OP Jindal Global University, 09-25-2026, “Governing Space colonization - Lessons from the past for the future of Earth-Space Governance,” SSRN, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=7524060]/Kankee 
5.4 Apathy to the environment and dispossession of others to establish claim Actions of the large space corporations also demonstrate apathy to the environment on Earth and in outer space. In the 2024 COPUOS plenary meeting, States expressed views that there was a need to preserve outer space from the “harmful methods of exploitation promoted by humanity throughout history” and that regulation of space resource activities and Moon and deep space missions by non-governmental entities should be strengthened to ensure effective implementation of the Outer Space Treaty.205 Yet, it seems that military subjugation, colonization, and ecological despoilation of colonial history are being repeated in the new frontier Scholars supporting space colonization have pointed out that there is a significant difference between human settlement in celestial bodies and European colonial history because there are no indigenous communities in space and hence space is non-sentient.206 Therefore, setting up colonies in celestial bodies is not imperialistic and unethical. In addition, these scholars assume that outer space is clearly disconnected from the Earth. According to these scholars, activities in outer space do not have an effect on Earth and vice versa. Such beliefs fuel proposals to terraform Mars and engineer an atmosphere habitable to humans in order to establish human settlements in space. However, changing the in situ environment of celestial bodies disrupts the religious and cultural practices of many, particularly the non-Western population, and depletion of resources on celestial bodies replicates the colonial relationships in the past. There are many different ways by which humans have relationships with outer space and the celestial bodies. Philosophers such as John Dee (1527-1608) noted the intimate relationship between the terrestrial and the celestial, and how they are linked by a chain of continuous causation.207 Further, the night sky, with its stars and the moon, has long been thought of as a site of religious significance and imbued with a sense of the afterlife. Many communities consider the Moon to be a divine being, an ancestor or relative.208 Installing multiple space habitats in Earth’s orbit or terraforming celestial bodies would likely affect the view of the night sky from Earth. Considering the cultural and religious significance of the Moon and the stars, imposition of property rights or destruction of the night sky may be inappropriate without taking into views of all. In fact, scholars have pointed out that Christianity portrayed an imperialistic trend when it transformed pre-Christian understanding of nature from persons to nature as objects, and thus conceptual transformation was a prerequisite for imposing property rights and establishing capitalist society.209 Moreover, astronomers, navigators, and animals use the Moon as a source of natural night light and for navigation. Creation of multiple habitats on Earth’s orbit will create light pollution, imposing significant hurdles to astronomers, navigators and animals.210 In modern daily life, space technology is profoundly implicated in the ordinary workings of Earth's economy and society, such as the use of space technology for sustainable development of Earth,211 adverse effects of human space activities on the ozone layer and Earth’s environment, and accidents on Earth due to space debris.212 Transforming space into territory not only violates the principle of non-appropriation of outer space but also destroys the relationships humans have historically developed with the celestial bodies. It also de-recognizes the relationship with outer space and celestial bodies that indigenous communities and non-Western people may have. Humans should not seek to explore and use outer space simply to establish a new home for humanity outside the Earth, irrespective of the cost to local surroundings. Preserving outer space through community spirit is thus important. Additionally, humans have often carried their terrestrial and ideological struggles on Earth to outer space, and we have often witnessed such space activities being carried out in brazen self- interest. Thus, when corporations establish settlements in space, the States should be mindful that, under the pretext of establishing self-governing regimes, they do not replicate the history of terrestrial colonialism, and do not create an army of indentured labourers who are highly dependent on the corporations for basic survival infrastructure such as breathable air. 6. Conclusion 
India won’t colonize space – their historical legacy means they won’t engage in colonial acts. Even if they do colonize, treat the reasons they won’t colonize as independent offense against the aff
Dasgupta 09-25 [Upasana Dasgupta, Assistant Professor at OP Jindal Global University, 09-25-2026, “Governing Space colonization - Lessons from the past for the future of Earth-Space Governance,” SSRN, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=7524060]/Kankee 
1. Introduction Colonization of outer space no longer belongs to science fiction. Private companies of several billionaires globally are endeavoring to make space colonization a reality, supported by their respective governments, through government contracts and conducive domestic legal frameworks.1 The ideology behind space colonization is similar to the ideology behind colonialism by European powers in the early modern era, as scholars such as Alina Utrata,2 Fraser MacDonald,3 and Bawaka Country et al have proposed.4 Yet, popular perception imagines space colonization as unprecedented, driven by technological innovation, and distinct from terrestrial colonization. An argument particularly advanced is that as no intelligent life has yet been found outside Earth, outer space, including the celestial bodies, is presumed to be an empty frontier. Therefore, concepts like conquest, domination, or displacement cannot apply to outer space. In this paper, I argue that continual State supervision of private space activities is the key to ensuring that humanity does not repeat the mistakes of its colonial past while using and exploring outer space. Though several powers established colonies between the 15th and mid-20th century, in this paper, I explore the British East India Company’s (EIC) colonization in India because of its large-scale exploitation and for undertaking its activities in its colony in India for more than 250 years. The British Crown granted the EIC exclusive trading rights to the East Indies through the first Charter dated 31 December 1600. EIC continued to exercise its power in India till 1858, when it was transferred to the British Crown following the First War of Indian Independence in 1857, and the British Crown continued to rule India till 1947. EIC landed in Indian territory as traders in 1608 and did not formally rule the territory till the Battle of Plassey in 1757. As I discuss in this article, archival primary documents provide evidence of the incremental increase of EIC’s power in India, and even before 1757, it had exploited Indian resources while acting in disregard of the internal affairs of its colony in India in order to serve EIC and British interests. The British Crown and Parliament, for a long time, did not interfere in the affairs of the EIC and only regulated aspects that concerned people in Britain. Later, in 1773, in light of lower-than-anticipated inflow of revenue to Britain due to corrupt practices of EIC officials, the British Parliament enacted the Regulating Act. Through the 1773 Regulating Act, the British Parliament formally began to supervise EIC rule in India. In this article, to substantiate my argument, I rely upon the Charters that the British Crown granted to the EIC between1600 and 1773, i.e., the period before the British Parliament formally began to supervise EIC’s actions. These Charters evidence the EIC’s exercise of military and political dominance in India, its sheer disregard for the local people in India and the local economy, and the resultant ecological despoilation, while its activities were either actively endorsed or tacitly permitted by the British Crown and Parliament. I supplemented these findings with selected letters exchanged between EIC officials in Great Britain and India, discussions amongst EIC shareholders or directors, and deliberations in the British Parliament regarding renewal of the Charters.5 In this article, I draw a parallel between EIC’s activities in India and space colonization endeavours by private companies of billionaires involved in space business (herein referred to as “space corporate sovereigns”) and demonstrate how State encouragement and negligible supervision can lead to overexploitation of a colony. Travelling from Earth to Mars with humans is predicted to take about 6 months, which is comparable to the terrestrial colonial history in the early modern period when one-way travel between Europe and Asia took about five months.6 Further, akin to the private corporations which enjoyed exclusive rights to trade in faraway lands, private space actors are also actively supported by national governments through the grant of several rights and privileges. Additionally, similar to former private corporations that carried out commerce and conquest in colonies without direct government finance or control, the space corporate sovereigns also plan to colonize celestial bodies by setting up self-sustaining human settlements there.7 While there is some excellent literature on the adverse impacts of space colonization8 as well as some on the role of corporate sovereigns in space colonization,9 none of these compare space colonialism with terrestrial colonialism by examining official primary documents. In this paper, I examine the Charters of the EIC, discussions around the granting of the Charters and letters between EIC officials in England and India, and compare them with national laws granting property rights in outer space, like the 2015 US Commercial Space Launch Competitiveness Act and 2020 US Executive Order on Encouraging International Support for the Recovery and Use of Space Resources. I argue that the current phase of space colonization is analogous to the initial phase of EIC between 1600 and 1608, when legal instruments were introduced to enable and support private monopolies, making the earliest colonization attempts. Historically, the next stage witnessed only minimal State governance of the private monopoly, and the State became the benefactor of colonial expansion. It is therefore imperative to consciously avoid repeating the missteps of the British Crown and Parliament in the early days of EIC’s settlement in India between arrival in India in 1608 and the passing of the Regulating Act of 1773 by the British Parliament to control EIC administration in India. If the trajectory of EIC’s colonization of India is repeated in outer space, humanity risks replicating the old exploitative patterns that once jeopardized civilizations, endangering both humanity and the cosmos. The question that arises is: how much “continuing supervision” should States exercise over space corporate sovereigns appropriating outer space, so that they do not become unbridled private monopolies and comply with international space laws? To substantiate my argument, I begin firstly by analyzing the role of States in supervising private space activities under international space law. Secondly, I study the concept of terra nullius in international law and how outer space is increasingly treated as terra nullius, though space exploration and use “for the benefit and in the interests of all countries”10 is a cardinal principle of international space law. Thirdly, I rely upon archival primary documents related to the EIC between 1600 and 1773 to identify how the British Crown and Parliament supervised the EIC’s activities in India and facilitated the EIC’s overexploitation of the colony. Fourthly, I examine the similarities between space colonization and the history of terrestrial colonization by inquiring how private companies like the British East India Company (EIC)11 were precursors of today’s multinationals and corporate sovereigns, while being aided and encouraged by their respective States. Based on the similarities between the EIC’s colonization of India and space colonization contemplated by the private actors, I argue that the historical failures of State supervision can repeat in the context of outer space unless alternative mechanisms for State authorization and supervision of corporate sovereigns are adopted. 2. Obligation of States to continually supervise space corporate sovereigns The Outer Space Treaty not only provides that States are internationally directly responsible for national space activities carried on by their governmental agencies or by non-governmental entities, but also that the appropriate States are obligated to authorize and continually supervise activities of their non-governmental entities in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies.12 Thus, under the Outer Space Treaty, appropriate States are responsible to authorize and continually supervise space activities of private actors operating under their jurisdiction.13 Failure by an appropriate State14 to subject its non-governmental national space activities to authorization and continuing supervision constitutes an “independent and separate cause of responsibility”.15 States are also obligated to assure that their national space activities are carried out in compliance with the Outer Space Treaty. Considering the possible ill-effects of human settlements by private actors on the Moon and Mars, States should be diligent in discharging their responsibility to authorise and continually supervise space activities. Moreover, the Outer Space Treaty provides that the freedom of exploration and use of outer space is subject to the condition that “exploration and use of outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interests of all countries, irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific development.”16 It further provides that States should conduct their space activities in “due regard to the corresponding interests” of all other States Parties to the treaty.17 Technologies may appear to be neutral; there exists a less visible logic of power, authority, and control that permeates technologies from their inception to their everyday usage.18 Contrary to the development of many emerging technologies, the development of space technology is extensively shaped by State intervention as well as the freedom and facilitation that private actors enjoy under each national jurisdiction.19 During the last decade, a few billionaires, mainly from one region of the world, have been aggressively embarking upon utilizing outer space through their private companies. These ambitious ventures often began with the extensive economic and regulatory support of their respective governments, and later became space corporate sovereigns that are difficult to be restrained by their governments. Once these space corporate sovereigns establish settlements on celestial bodies, continuing governmental supervision of their space activities will prove more difficult. Plans for settlements on the Moon and Mars by space corporate sovereigns are reminiscent of the European colonies established in the early modern era in continents away from Europe. Supervising human activities on the Moon and Mars from the Earth has communication challenges due to the huge distance between the Earth and these celestial bodies. This is akin to the challenges that the European powers faced in the early modern era in supervising activities in their colonies that were located at a vast distance from Europe. The ultimate objective of colonization was to serve the colonizer or settler and their respective countries, with utter disregard for the colonies whose resources were carelessly depleted. The objective of space colonization also seems to be aimed primarily at protecting the interests of humankind on Earth. Schemes such as terraforming Mars, which propose to radically change the environment in other celestial bodies to make Earth a better place, sound suspiciously like the colonialism that the world witnessed from the 16th to mid-20th century. Human settlement on the Moon and Mars by private actors today may result in biological contamination, loss of vital information on how life emerged, ruin the potential for indigenous life forms on these celestial bodies, and adversely affect prospects of future exploration by others.20 EIC, a trading company with a monopoly to trade and traffick in the territories in the East with power granted by British Crown, began behaving like a rogue State - waging war, administering justice, minting coin, and collecting revenue over Indian territory.21 Similar to how expensive establishing space settlements on the Moon and Mars today is, the costs for establishing trade in India by the EIC were astronomically high. The commodities that EIC wished to buy from India were extremely expensive. Transporting these commodities between India and Britain in ships with large crews was expensive. Such transportation also required protection by artillery masters and professional musket-men. Even when everything went according to plan in transporting goods despite the challenges, there would be no return on investment for several years. Similarly, resource extraction in celestial bodies, as well as transporting resources, materials, and equipment to and from the Earth to the Moon and Mars, is still very risky and prohibitively high, with insufficient promise of return on investment in the near future.22 EIC had the unique advantage of being a government-backed monopoly in trading and trafficking in India. Unlike the EIC, space corporate sovereigns planning to establish human space settlements may not be granted a monopoly by their respective governments. Yet, practically speaking, only a few private companies in the Global North have capability to develop and retain technology, expertise, and financial resources required to travel to the Moon and Mars, resulting in de facto oligopolies. The space oligopolies, like SpaceX and Blue Origin, also wield a disproportionate power as space corporate sovereigns, facilitated by their parent States. As the space companies incrementally gain more power and start behaving like sovereigns, national regulators are finding it challenging to control their activities through authorization and continuing supervision. USA, for example, notes the challenges that novel space activities, like establishing human space settlements, pose in the United States Novel Space Activities Authorization and Supervision Framework (American Novel Space Framework), 2023. It states that “[e]nsuring appropriate supervision is in our national interest…However, our system was not designed with today’s volume and diversity of private activities in mind – innovation that benefits Americans and the entire world, now and in the future. This system must be matured to create an agile framework that can respond to changing needs...”23 Yet, to comply with the Outer Space Treaty, the appropriate State is obligated to ensure that all its private space activities, including resource extraction and human settlement in space, undergo national regulatory clearance and continue to meet license conditions. 3. Outer Space - terra nullius or res communis?


India won’t colonize – no tech, they’re internationally anti-appropriation, and they’re focused on satellites, not space flight
Garretson and Goswami 17 [Peter Garretson, Senior Fellow in Defense Studies at the American Foreign Policy Council, and Namrata Goswami, Senior Analyst with Wikistrat and Auburn University Futures Lab and a Senior Fellow at the U.S. Institute of Peace, 10-2-2017, "The Space Review: Is India looking towards space-based resources?", The Space Review, https://www.thespacereview.com/article/3338/1]/Kankee
First, despite India’s history regarding the non-aligned movement and its closeness to the USSR during the Cold War, India today is unlikely to challenge the US position on outer space resources. India is in a very different position than immediately post-independence when a classic weak power strategy of legally restraining those ahead made sense. Today India sees a future where it will be among the largest economies with one of the most vibrant tech bases. India is keenly aware of “clubs” and tech denial regimes, and knows it very much prefers to be in such clubs. India as a spacefaring power perceives that it would be one of the states that is most likely to benefit from a future of space resource exploitation. As a result, it sees little interest in attempting to restrain other space powers blazing the trail, and is unwilling to foreclose its own options. Second, however, Indian space policy is not postured at present to enable India to take leadership regarding space-based resources. Unlike China who has established the fundamental research for SBSP as well as identified asteroid exploration as an area of priority in their 2016 white paper, and have identified the settlement of the Earth-Moon space as sustaining the great rejuvenation of the Chinese nation, such a cogent articulation of space ambitions is missing from the Indian national discourse. Third, with regard to law, our assessment is that India is significantly behind UAE and Luxembourg in their national legislation regarding exploitation of space resources. We wanted to examine India’s responses to the 2015 US Commercial Space Launch Competitive Act, especially its Title IV on Space, Resource Exploitation and Utilization. For instance, in our interviews in China in November 2016, Chinese space lawyers and space experts stated that China is working towards establishing a similar national legislation. We enquired as to whether India is crafting its own space legislation to regulate activity in outer space regarding space-based resources. Several interviews with space lawyers and experts revealed that while India has drafted a law to regulate its private industries’ relationship with ISRO, the law is not ambitious enough to encourage private players to invest in exploiting space-based resources. The current space national draft does not address space resources, and we did not see any sense or urgency to establish a similar national legislation. Most conversations suggested that the world is unlikely to see an Indian space law of any kind sooner than five years from now, or 2023. A similar time prognosis was given for the creation of the rumored aerospace command apparently also under consideration. Fourth, however, to the extent that lunar and asteroid mining becomes profitable, India will bandwagon for purposes of profit. Most conversations stressed the contingent view of the topic—that it would deserve serious attention if and when it was demonstrated, and did not at present require a competitive or proactive response. In the event it did, our conversations suggested that India would have a solid desire to compete should such activities become clear and present. Fifth, the Indian civil space program is focused on satellite services for national development, and associated launch vehicles to support these satellite services. India is making initial attempts to commercialize both satellite production and satellite launch. At present, a human spaceflight program is not a priority right now. ISRO is interested in and working on reusable launch vehicles but its efforts are unlikely to bear fruit till the mid-late 2020s. A minority of India’s civil space resources are directed toward traditional science and exploration space goals. However, near-term activities toward which India has committed include a second Mars mission and a mission to Venus, as well as Chandrayan 2 to the Moon and Aditya, a mission to study the Sun. Despite these and high-profile accomplishments such as the record of the highest number of satellites launched on a single rocket (104), the Indian space program is not focused on or justified as prestige-seeking. Motivations for exploration and science missions appear to be different at the national level versus internal to ISRO. At the national level, showcasing India’s capacity is definitely conceptualized with regard to national standing. Internal to ISRO, motivations appear to be based upon science and an opportunity for ISRO scientist to showcase their capabilities. 


Indian space program insiders publicly affirm that India won’t colonize
Kariappa 25 [Prince Kariappa, Features Content Writer at Entrepreneur India, 07-02-2025, "India Must Build Space Tech Muscle to Avoid New-Age Colonization: Former ISRO Chief AS Kiran", Entrepreneur India, https://india.entrepreneur.com/news-and-trends/india-must-build-space-tech-muscle-to-avoid-new-age/494140]/Kankee
India should start enabling its competence, both for survival and being one among the equals in the modern space race, to not get into another “colonization” situation, said AS Kiran Kumar, Former chairperson of the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO), speaking to Entrepreneur India. “Space is a new frontier, and human systems always look at any new capability to take advantage of that and dominate and impose themselves. So if you don’t want to get imposed and get into another type of colonization, there is no option but to build your competence. And India has shown that it is capable of doing so. As these resources and your economic strength continue to increase, if you stay behind, you’ll run into another kind of colonization,” said Kumar. The country is now home to more than 100 space-tech startups, most of which were founded in the last 5 years. The global space technology startup stage experienced a slowdown, while the Indian counterparts enjoyed a healthy upward funding trend.
AT: African Space Agency (AfSA)
The AfSA hasn’t even sent 1 person to space yet
Space In Africa 21 [Space In Africa, African Space Industry data analytics consulting agency, 1-22-2021, "Africa's crewed spaceflights: challenges and solutions", Space in Africa, https://spaceinafrica.com/2021/01/22/africa-crewed-spaceflight/]/Kankee
One noticeable factor of Africa’s space program is its obvious lack of crewed spaceflight operations. Even though Africa has launched 41 satellites in the past two decades, with plans to launch, even more, it has still been unable to launch a manned spaceflight (a spaceflight is technically any flight above 100 kilometres, according to the Fédération Aéronautique Internationale). The lack of Africans in space means that Africa’s various space programs are unable to get involved in key researches in various areas that could help life on earth and advance research for deep space travel. The inability to have manned spaceflights is regardless of the fact that many African space agencies have promised to launch astronauts to space. In 2016, the Nigerian National Space Research and Development Agency (NASRDA) through the Minister of Science and Technology at the time, Dr Ogbonnaya Onu announced that it would deliver Nigerian astronauts to space by 2030, but a follow up shows a lack of serious commitment to this pledge as Nigeria is still yet to start the training of astronauts. Egypt also pledged to deliver Africa’s first astronaut to space. The head of the Egyptian Space Agency, Mohamed al-Qousy revealed this to the public in early January 2020. This project seems to still be in the works, though. While African nations are in various stages of establishing space programs that will see the first African launched to space, the closest Africa has come to having a human presence in space was with the launch of Canonical CEO Mark Shuttleworth aboard the Soyuz TM 34 in 2002 as a “space tourist”. In fact, many African nations don’t even have a launch system and depend on foreign rockets to launch satellites into space. Many people blame the issue of Africa’s lack of human space presence on the underdeveloped state of Africa’s various space programs, corruption, and lack of trained professionals. Africa’s lack of human presence in space, while a tad frustrating to African space agencies, is not for lack of trying. It is in fact very tasking to launch humans into space, and it requires years of research, development, engineering and innovation. It also is extremely expensive. At the moment, most African space agencies do not have the resources to adequately pull this off, particularly with how the funding of space projects has been abysmally low when compared to other space programs globally. The establishment of the African Space Agency could combat this issue, though, as it will present African nations with the opportunity to lessen the individual burden by helping build a collective body with a common goal not unlike the European Space Agency. One other key issue that presents itself is the lack of qualified professionals. But Africa’s lack of astronauts and other space-related professions is a bit more complex when looked at closely. The space industry in itself is one of the most specialized and exclusive of all fields, and training for those fields are extremely difficult and take years. For example, the NASA astronaut program requires having a master’s degree in a STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and Math) course, at least two years of professional experience, intensive physical and anthropometric tests, and of course, an America citizenship, and astronaut pilot applicants are required to have at least a thousand hours of pilot-in-command jet aircraft time. Evidently, Africa does not have the resources and particularly not the personnel to adequately train proficient professionals in these very exclusive fields. Solving this is very possible, and certain national science programs have already taken steps to deal with this problem. Already, many STEM courses are being infused into tertiary institutions in many states. To deal with a deficiency in certain fields, Africans are being trained at a world-standard level in foreign institutions and agencies to a point where they could become proficient enough to practice and train others upon return (this system has been particularly effective in other fields of academia, and could work just as well). In doing this, Africa must also increase the fervour to get Africans to take up STEM courses, and establish more world-standard space and science-related courses in universities and colleges. Scholarship programs and subsidized costs of education in these courses will also certainly be a positive factor. Another issue that must be discussed, especially if astronauts are to be launched through the African Space Agency, is the issue of inclusion and diversity. Africa is quite diverse and has a wide spectrum of people from different cultures and walks of life. If there is to be continental cooperation — and even if African nations decide to launch citizens to space by themselves — there must be the inclusion of all stakeholders. Socio-political issues should not disrupt the launch plans in any way, and there should be a diverse composition of people from different tribes, races, religion and sexes. Research has done — particularly if achieved by the ASA — should be readily available to member states and should not be politicized. International cooperation is yet another factor that could help Africa’s plans to launch astronauts to space. Already, African space agencies rely heavily on foreign technology to help develop and execute different space-related programs. In establishing a spaceflight-worthy project, technology and human resources from these countries will be quite essential in building a system that works efficiently. It is assumed that the international space community would be enthusiastic to help positively promote African space programs. Conclusively, Africa might not be on the verge of launching an astronaut (/astronauts) at the present moment, but its chances of doing this are not so remote that they are undoable. Africa may not be on top of its game in the race to having crewed spaceflights, and a little competition would definitely help (it worked for the USA and the USSR). Hopefully, this decade will see the rapid development of Africa’s spaceflight programs, and perhaps an African finally on the ISS.


AfSA barely exists, doesn’t have money, and won’t even launch anything. 
Gorman 07-28 [Douglas Gorman, writer at Payload with a master’s degree from NYU, 7-28-2026, "New Report Maps Potential Futures for Africa’s Space Ecosystem", Payload, https://payloadspace.com/new-report-maps-potential-futures-for-africas-space-ecosystem/]/Kankee
Africa is jockeying to become one of the next world space powers. The continent, once dominated by a few national space agencies and reliance on international space infrastructure, is quickly building a space ecosystem of its own. What lies ahead, according to researchers at The Aerospace Corporation’s Center for Space Policy and Strategy (CSPS), will be largely dependent on how the African Union’s newly inaugurated African Space Agency (AfSA) manages its rollout. The Aerospace Corporation released a report today diving into the progress the AfSA has made in its first year of operations, and charting possibilities for what might lie ahead. History lesson: Founded in 2025, AfSA was given a mandate to coordinate the expansion of the continent’s space activities, and to ensure African countries have their interests aligned for the future. AfSA is planning to become fully operational by 2029. In the meantime, the agency is focused on establishing facilities and kicking off programs. AfSA’s access to infrastructure, funding, and tech is markedly lower than ESA, the report notes, because the European organization can more efficiently pool resources for regional space systems due to what the report terms “economic cohesion.” While AfSA’s long-term ambitions include coordinating regional space projects in a similar way to ESA—though, not apples for apples—its current power is restrained to a supporting role. “The structure right now is entirely about coordination…support, endorsement, facilitation for African space activities at the national level,” Michelle Herman, senior policy analyst for strategic foresight at CSPS, told Payload. “[The agency is] not running any satellite systems; they’re not building anything…their budget is just about setting them up as an organization.” Good, bad, and ugly: Africa’s future is rife with opportunities, however. The report outlined a few scenarios, each largely associated with how well AfSA can foster its influence across the region: The highest-influence scenario allows AfSA to orchestrate continental space projects, pool resources, and promote the adaptation of foreign technologies to create domestic capabilities. In this scenario, AfSA doesn’t morph into a central planner—à la ESA—but serves as a coordinator for sharing space assets and data, with operations of space assets remaining with national powers. The lowest-influence scenario is largely where Africa was 10 years ago. If AfSA fails to grow its influence, the result will feature disconnected national space agencies, imported systems functioning without regional input, and a workforce that cannot support multi-year projects. The road ahead: While Herman cautioned that the future of AfSA will likely fall between these two extremes, the stakes are extremely high, and the continent isn’t starting from Square 1.


African space programs are too underdeveloped
Jaiyeola 21 [Olaoluwa Jaiyeola, law student at the University of Ilorin, 1-11-2021, "Space Debris Cleanup: We’ve polluted the Earth, now space too?", Space in Africa, https://spaceinafrica.com/2021/01/11/space-debris-african-space-agency/
How is African cleaning up its space debris? In all of these, what is Africa’s position in dealing with this problem? And how does the continent plans and decisions affect the rest of the world, if at all? Noting that Africa has one of the most underdeveloped continental space programmes. With a population of over 1.2 billion, Africa has launched 41 satellites since 1999. There is also a pan-African effort of space exploration with the establishment of African Space Agency (ASA) in 2017. The African space industry is worth over $7 billion. As more rockets, satellites and space exploration are done, it would inevitably face more challenges including space debris. However, since it is still in its infancy, Africa can innovate efficient, cost-effective ways to deal with the challenge of space debris. Globally, very little is being done to clean up the junk in space. Even big corporation and space agencies don’t have a solid system for eliminating debris. Currently, much of space cleaning is done by the Earth’s gravity which drags in debris close to it. This debris is then disintegrated upon reentry into the atmosphere. The problem with this tactic is: A lot of debris is far from Earth’s gravity. And they could remain in the orbit for many years. The increasing space debris menace is necessarily not as a result of negligence. According to the United Nations, satellites should be brought back to the earth after 25 years in the orbit. But there are no space missions dedicated to removing junks from space. Most of the options currently available are only as effective as blowing up debris in the space with rockets. Although it is effective for removing satellite, it is not a smart idea. There are a few plausible ideas for cleaning space debris, albeit expensive. Many of them are still being worked on and have not been successfully executed even on a small scale. The feasibility of these plans is an important part of the conversation, too. Price is also important, particularly for African space agencies who have limited funding. Cleaning up space junk is difficult One of the few ideas that is easy to execute and cost-efficient is the use of nets. Now, this might sound odd. But nets can be launched to drag space debris into the Earth’s atmosphere. The United States Defense Advanced Research Project Agency is investing in a space vehicle that would deploy nets to grab debris and push them towards the Earth. The vehicle is called the Electrodynamic Debris Eliminator (EDDE) and it’s equipped with 200 nets. Another idea that seems to show promise is the use of lasers. Now, this is pretty cool. And as a bonus we could pretend to be Starfleet from Star Trek shooting down alien threats. The use of lasers to heat pieces of space debris is practicable and would not require the invention of new technology. But it would still take a considerable amount of time to effectively tailor laser technology for this purpose. This idea also loses its appeal when it comes down to cost — it is extremely expensive. Other ideas for cleaning up space debris include the use of water walls, pods that collect debris and bring them back to the Earth, and even the use of the hazardous tungsten dust. There are, of course, a host of other ideas and room for further innovation in addressing the problem of space debris. It would be interesting to know what ideas African space programmes apply. Another issue that should be discussed regarding cleaning up of space debris is international cooperation to develop a working system. As previously stated, Africa has a budding sense of unity when it comes to developing space programmes and projects. With the newly-established ASA, African countries can contribute resources, talent and technology to improve space-targeted programmes on the continent. But the differences among African nations could be a hinderance. This problem could be solved by drafting legislation that would adequately ensure national interests don’t affect the collective interest of space agencies. International cooperation from outside the continent is also needed. Ideas and help from agencies like the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and the European Space Agency (ESA) would be of great help to the growing ASA. While Africa’s space programmes are relatively young, having effective, low-cost space debris cleaning solutions developed and executed by it isn’t outlandish. It may take a while, but with Africa’s determination to develop, and effort and research of global space programmes Africa could match global standards in the race to remove debris from space.
AT: European Space Agency
Increased ESA spending angers European populists and causes massive public backlash in light of austerity
Simmonds-Upton 19 [Joshua Simmonds-Upton, Security Consultant with a MSc in Global Security, IR, and Strategic/Security Studies from the University of Glasgow, 08-07-2019, "Is Colonising the Moon on the Cards for Europe?", My Country? Europe., https://mycountryeurope.com/politics/colonising-moon-europe/]/Kankee
Practical Considerations Perhaps surprisingly, the practical obstacles to European Lunar expansion are in fact the weakest. The technology to reach the moon has been around for over half a century, and the technology for establishing a permanent base in hostile non-terrestrial environments has been operating since 2000. No serious claims remain that humanity does not have the capability for long term lunar colonisation, as we have had the capability for decades. How much would it cost to return to the moon and establish a permanent base? Far less than you would expect. Projections based on current technology estimate that it would cost as little as €8.8 billion. To put that in perspective, it’s just over the standing European Space Agency’s operational budget for two years, or less than the budget surplus of Germany for one year. This, remember, is a projection based on existing technology. Therefore, with a budget of €10 billion (to round out the edges a little) Europe, via the ESA or a different body, could begin a mission to establish a permanent lunar outpost and realistically aim to complete it before the end of the 20s. Establishing a permanent settlement, not just a moon base, would obviously require an intense increase in both monetary backing and material support. Estimations of the budgetary expansion to realise this vary between €22 and €44 billion, and that is assuming there are no setbacks or disasters in the process. The benefits of a colony on the Moon For Europe to have anything more than a passing influence on humanity’s future on the moon, this transition from permanent outpost to fully fledged settlement is necessary, and this large increase in budget appears to pose a threat to the plan, but this need not be the case. This larger budget would be spread out over a much larger expanse of time, and it would therefore be possible to ramp up spending much slower than the initial investment of ~€10 billion required to get the project off the ground (pardon the pun). Additionally, these estimations don’t take into account the possibility of moon-based industries growing to take over the majority of the burden of construction and expansion. The moon would be able to meet its own energy requirements easily, a longer exposure to sunlight and an absence of atmosphere to dilute the suns energy would provide a Lunar colony with ample power. What’s more, the resources for construction are plentiful on the moon; its mineral composition is very similar to Earth’s, owing to their historical nature as one single celestial body. With power and material resources aplenty, a lunar colony could begin its own expansion with minimal additional input. Therefore, it is very possible to affordably fund the development of not only a permanent moon base, fit for research and staging, but also a self-sufficient lunar colony within the next few decades. The practical opportunities this would afford not only Europe, but mankind generally, are astounding. Due to the moons near insignificant gravity (compared to Earth), a lunar settlement would be the perfect staging ground for further expansion into the solar system. Ships could be constructed and launched from the moon with far greater ease than from the surface of the Earth. Moon based materials could be broken down into fuel for these ships, further minimising the cost as fuel won’t need to be shipped from earth, and less will be expended leaving the gravity well of the moon. This ease of departure will also make viable the future exploitation of the moon’s resources for transport to Earth. In conclusion then, the cost and practical capabilities barriers to a European Lunar base or even fully-fledged colony are realistically surmountable; and the possible advantages innumerable. For a manageable initial and scaling further investment, Europe could be the first power to truly establish a presence on the moon, but it must act quickly if that is to be the case. Why then have no plans to that effect been put in motion? For an answer, one must look to the two other barriers to lunar colonisation, the legal and the socio-political. Legal Considerations Whether Europe practically can make it to the moon and establish a presence there and whether it legally can are very different issues. While eminently possible practically, there are legal obstacles. The first is the question of if it is legally possible for a State, or a group of States, to claim territory on the moon. Unfortunately, the law in this area is contested, and the answer depends on the recognition of treaty law. Established space law is centred around the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, or Outer Space Treaty for short. 109 nations are party to the Outer Space Treaty, including all major space operating nations and members of the ESA, and it is binding international treaty law. Its central obligations prohibit the use, development, or deployment of Weapons of Mass Destruction, such as nuclear weapons, in Space. Regarding the moon, Article IV ensures that States make use of it and other celestial bodies only for peaceful purposes, and prohibits weapons testing, establishing military facilities or defences, or conducting military exercises. So far so simple, Europe can establish a territorial claim on the moon for colonisation, it just can’t turn it into an orbiting battle station or nuclear-armed Death Star, right? No, this is where it gets a bit muddier. There is another essential international treaty that relates directly to the use and ownership of the moon, known eloquently as the Moon Treaty, verbosely as the Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. This treaty prohibits any State from making claims of sovereignty upon the surface of the moon or any other celestial body and establishes international jurisdiction over them. This does not mean that the EU or ESA could not make territorial claims however. The Moon treaty may be law, but it is failed law. Only 18 states are party to it – none of them major powers with a history of unilateral space launches or manned space missions, nor are the majority of ESA members party to it. This does not mean, however, that European Lunar plans can simply disregard the treaty. The Netherlands, Austria, and Belgium are parties to the treaty, and France and Romania are signatories. How can a European mission lay claim to lunar territory when a quarter of ESA members support the Moon Treaty’s prohibition of such claims, and the ESA’s primary launch facility is in French territory? Claiming lunar territory would also doubtless spur other space powers to do the same, and encourage a scramble for lunar territory. What could be a way around this is the construction of facilities without claiming the territory upon which the facilities stand. The treaties only prevent individuals or corporate entities from owning property on celestial bodies, not States or intergovernmental organisations. By claiming ownership of the facility itself, of the rooms, landing pads, launch facilities, or even the oxygen-nitrogen mix that fills its corridors, Europe would not be in violation of treaties against territorial claims. If Europe were the first entity to truly throw its weight into the lunar colonisation effort, then a European colony would no doubt be an essential staging point for minor powers or companies that intend to establish a presence on the moon. The profit from leasing out access to European built Lunar facilities could be an invaluable way of helping fund European colonisation efforts. The Moon Treaty’s prohibition of exclusive exploitation of celestial bodies by individual states could be circumvented this way too. Minerals from the Moon used to construct a base that is open for use by all would not be in contravention of the Common Heritage of Mankind Principle, which holds that extra-terrestrial advances should be for all of humanity, not just for national gain. In this way, Europe can establish itself on the Moon, begin exploration, research and local construction, all without alienating members of the ESA, violating any international law, or exacerbating tensions with rival space powers. All that is left then, is to establish the political will to make this step. Socio-Political Considerations Spending money isn’t that popular right now, in fact it’s very much frowned upon. As Europeans struggle to feed their families or find jobs, investing tens of billions of euros into extra-terrestrial colonisation may seem a waste of money, and an out-of-touch political move. This is one of the main reasons why space programmes have been scaled back everywhere in the world: a lack of public appetite. It is this same lack of appetite that is one of the largest obstacles to European lunar colonisation. The public don’t always appreciate long-term investments for the boons they are, and politicians tend not to like spending vast sums on political projects when they or their party might not be in power to oversee their completion. This lack of ability to plan long term is one of the advantages that autocratic regimes such as China have over Europe in this regard, they can just power ahead regardless of public support or lack thereof. Therefore, if Europe is serious about actualising its extra-terrestrial ambitions, there must be a concerted effort made to unite the people of Europe behind such a move. Public information campaigns about the long-term benefits, monetary and otherwise, must be launched. Schoolchildren must be taught of the benefits and curriculums must in part be space-oriented and future-considering. Perhaps even more so, the move to the stars should be utilised to create pan-European sentiment, and a pride in concrete achievements in the present rather than claims to glory in the past. If this is not done, then few politicians would ever bother championing such a cause, and national or left-populist politicians could claim that lunar colonisation is nothing more than a vainglorious vanity project of EU officials, and a waste of money that should go to either their people or “the” people – a situation that would be dangerous to more than just European lunar ambitions. Geopolitical Considerations 


ESA’s illegal lunar colonization causes war to prevent a new era of European colonialism
Simmonds-Upton 19 [Joshua Simmonds-Upton, Security Consultant with a MSc in Global Security, IR, and Strategic/Security Studies from the University of Glasgow, 08-07-2019, "Is Colonising the Moon on the Cards for Europe?", My Country? Europe., https://mycountryeurope.com/politics/colonising-moon-europe/]/Kankee
Geopolitical Considerations One cannot ignore the inevitable geopolitical considerations that come with this move too. European expansion on the moon beyond a small scientific outpost would doubtless lead to tensions with other aspirant extra-terrestrial coloniser States or groups, and this would be especially true if the European lunar effort were to make illegal territorial claims on its surface. While no major independently spacefaring States support the Moon Treaty and its prohibition of territorial claims on the Moon, were they to be beaten to the punch in the race to colonise the Moon they would be highly incentivised to sign and ratify it to impede European headway. Colonial tensions arising from competing claims on the Moon could spill over into trade conflict or diplomatic disputes on Earth as well; there is ample historical evidence for the argument that colonial competition elsewhere can cause conflict even war at home. Wanting to avoid such a series of conflicts, be they diplomatic, legal, economic, or military, could lead European leaders to put Lunar ambitions on hold indefinitely. This is an issue that could be avoided by following the idea presented earlier to forego territorial claims in favour of establishing an outpost on land held in common for all humanity. Rival colonial powers would have little incentive to act against European actions if they were able to take advantage of European facilities, and would have no legitimacy in their contesting of European action. Europe therefore could maintain high legal standards, and keep other space-powers on side, reducing political reluctance to begin colonial expansion. Finally, and not at all least, there is also the sting of the word ‘colonisation’, and Europe’s, to put it gently, unfortunate history with it. Every Western European country had a colonial enterprise of one size or another, and grave atrocities were committed in the name of European colonialism. While there are no Lunar natives that would be killed or exploited, there are still ethical issues around how it is we would conduct ourselves beyond Earth. Some have critiqued for-profit colonisation of the Moon or Mars, or opposed extra-terrestrial colonisation entirely, arguing that colonisation could perpetuate humanity’s worst traits of exploitation of colonial labour, destruction of natural environment, and result in, with time, large numbers of disenfranchised, democratically unrepresented colonial people. However, this cautionary attitude should be seen as a boon not an obstacle. Mindful of our collective previous shame, we Europeans can ensure that we hold ourselves to a higher standard. Colonists would not be sent off to die in the hopes that enough survive long enough for the colony to stick, they would be cared for and supported in recognition of the momentous task and sacrifice they have undertaken. Democratic rights could be granted to colonial entities from the very outset, either enfranchising them back on Earth or establishing power-holding democratic organs in the colony. By learning from our previous mistakes, a European colonisation effort could in fact be a model for good governance, respect for rights, and democracy. A bastion of Europe not only physically, but morally and ideologically too. The Shortish Answer


The ESA doesn’t even have a human spaceflight program – most recent evidence
Parsonson 05-19 [Andrew Parsonson, contributor to SpaceNews, 5-19-2026, "“Autonomous Human Spaceflight is Not a Luxury,” Says ESA Chief", European Spaceflight, https://europeanspaceflight.com/autonomous-human-spaceflight-is-not-a-luxury-says-esa-chief/]/Kankee
In an 18 May opinion piece, European Space Agency (ESA) Director General Josef Aschbacher argued that Europe must develop an independent human spaceflight capability. Prior to 2022, ESA astronauts were transported to the International Space Station (ISS) aboard Russian Soyuz and US Dragon spacecraft. Following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, ESA suspended its cooperation with Russia. This left the agency reliant on its barter arrangements with NASA to secure seats for its astronauts. In his 18 May opinion piece, Director General Josef Aschbacher explained that recent changes to the Artemis architecture by the United States “signal a rapidly shifting landscape in human space exploration,” adding that “Europe has become too exposed to decisions beyond its control.” Against this backdrop, Aschbacher argued that “autonomous human spaceflight is not a luxury” but “a necessary anchor for Europe to secure its freedom to unlock the scientific, economic, strategic and geopolitical benefits of space and to inspire a new generation to shape Europe’s future.” 


ESA cyberattack thumps
Pultarova 01-15 [Tereza Pultarova, science and technology journalist, 1-15-2026, "Cyberthieves hit European Space Agency, stealing hundreds of gigabytes of data", Space, https://www.space.com/space-exploration/esa-email-credentials-on-dark-web]/Kankee
The European Space Agency (ESA) is recovering from a string of cyberattacks that leaked hundreds of gigabytes of potentially sensitive data onto dark web forums. The agency responded by launching a criminal investigation against the unknown hackers. But a leading space cybersecurity researcher warns that many such attacks have previously gone unnoticed and that sensitive data including email credentials of ESA, and also NASA, employees are frequently offered for sale on dark web forums. ESA got some coal in its stocking this past Christmas. On Boxing Day, reports emerged of a trove of data containing the agency's proprietary software, authorization credentials, access tokens and sensitive project documentation being publicly accessible online. A hacker operating under the code name 888 dumped his cyber loot of more than 200 gigabytes on a dark web forum. ESA quickly minimized the breach, saying its impact was "limited." But only a week after that statement was made, The Register revealed that a cybercrime group known as Scattered Lapsus$ Hunters stole another 500 gigabytes of data from the agency, claiming the security hole was still unpatched. That batch of data included operational procedures, spacecraft and mission details, subsystems documentation, and proprietary contractor data from ESA partners including SpaceX, Airbus Group, and Thales Alenia Space, according to The Register. Despite the agency's initially tepid response, ESA representatives said in a press briefing held online on Jan. 8 that the incidents prompted a criminal investigation, which is currently underway. "ESA is fully cooperating with the authorities," Eric Morel de Westgaver, ESA's director of European, legal and international matters, said in the briefing. "These authorities will manage the communication regarding the case, as those authorities will be in charge of the criminal proceedings." Cybersecurity researcher Clémence Poirier, of the Center for Security Studies at ETH Zurich, told Space.com that cyberattacks against space agencies are not isolated incidents. In fact, she said that during her research she frequently encounters email credentials of ESA employees as well as other space agencies being sold online on dark web forums. "It may be due to a lack of cyber hygiene from ESA staff," Poirier told Space.com. "Threat actors may have obtained credentials through infostealer malware, which can harvest web-browser-stored data, which includes credentials, session cookies, [multi-factor authentication] data, saved credit cards, etc." Infostealers are an insidious type of malware that can evade detection by anti-virus software. These computer viruses often spread through malicious ads embedded in popular websites or infected links in YouTube video descriptions, according to SpyCloud.


The ESA is broke because EU politicians won’t fund it – this is both a no solvency argument and a link to the populism turn
Pultarova 25 [Tereza Pultarova, science and technology journalist, 07-22-2025, "Opinion: Isn't ESA Supposed to Build its Own Human Spaceflight Program?", Supercluster, https://www.supercluster.com/editorial/opinion-isnt-esa-supposed-to-build-its-own-human-spaceflight-program]/Kankee
Europe, in both space and warfare, wants to be self-reliant community. A Ukraine-led Eastern European defense initiative has recently introduced an ambition to build a dedicated Earth-observing constellation that would cover regions along the Russian border from as far north as Finland to as far south as Bulgaria. The project, an emerging cooperation of Eastern and Northern European states, would comprise 70 satellites and is currently seeking funding of about 100 million euros. ESA itself is in a near constant need to plug budget holes, its Director General, Josef Aschbacher, making frequent pleas for increased funding. In the past five years, ESA has taken a series of budget blows. First, it had to persuade its member states to find some 360 million euros to rescue the agency’s flagship ExoMars mission when it had to withdraw from a partnership with ROSCOSMOS after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. Russia was to provide a launcher and built a landing platform for the life-seeking space robot. It also provided a few other mission-critical components that Europe doesn’t have. ExoMars, Europe’s first ever attempt to place a rover on the surface of the Red Planet, is in a crisis again, as NASA, which stepped in to help after the Russian fiasco, may be forced to withdraw as well. ExoMars is one of a multitude of NASA-co-funded space science projects intended for a chop in the Trump administration’s controversial budget proposal. If ESA were to go it alone and place the beleaguered rover on the Red Planet as per the current launch plan, it would likely have to find another few hundred million euros to build those missing components. NASA, as the plan stands, is to provide a launcher, braking retrorockets to slow down the lander during descent and radio-isotope heaters to protect it against the biting cold of the Martian night. None of these technologies is currently available in Europe in a space-ready form. China has already beaten Europe to Mars and India is targeting the early 2030s for its own Mars lander launch. As Supercluster reported earlier, Europe has been ostentatiously missing from the renewed moon race too. It hasn’t placed a satellite into the moon’s orbit since 2006 and has never attempted a lunar landing. In the meantime, ambitious upstarts including countries such as India, Japan and a bunch of fledgling commercial providers have kept the space around the moon busier than it had been since the end of the Apollo era. But back to the ESA patch on Uznanski’s chest, and what it actually means in this current climate. Post-communist countries such as Poland and Czechia, indeed, do have a right to purchase Axiom space flights if they feel so inclined. In fact, among Uznanski’s crew mates is a fellow Eastern European — Hungary’s Tibor Kapu. Hungary, although an ESA member state like Poland, announced plans to launch its national to the ISS in 2022 without the ESA. Kapu was selected in a domestic selection process and his spacesuit is only adorned by the patch of his HUNOR mission. ESA’s involvement in the Polish, Swedish and other Axiom Space missions raises questions whether (even if indirectly) facilitating the sale of services of two American entities is what a European taxpayer-funded institution tasked with developing the European space tech scene should be doing. This, of course, is merely this author’s opinion.
AT: Astrobotany/Agtech
Astrobotany is small-scale experiments in space with terrestrial follow-up, meaning current small-scale planting on the ISS solves. Independently, space plants are highly unpractical
Toennisson 22 [Aurora Toennisson, Postdoctoral Research Scholar who was finishing up their PhD in Plant Science from North Carolina State University at time of publication, 8-9-2022, "Doing Astrobotany Research is Nothing Like "The Martian" ... Except When It Is", North Carolina Space Grant, https://ncspacegrant.ncsu.edu/2022/08/09/astrobotany-research-nothing-like-the-martian/]/Kankee
Astrobotany research isn’t all in space Unlike Mark Watney, all of my research is done on terra firma. In fact, most astrobotany research is done on Earth. Sending plants to space is expensive, and there’s little room on the ISS for experiments. Only a few experiments can be done at a time, and they can only be done with a handful of large plants or a few dozen tiny seedlings. Before anything is sent up to space, new plant-growing hardware is tested and retested on earth. Before approval for launch, experiments are run and rerun on earth to check that everything works. After samples get back, tons of follow up work happens on the ground. Astrobotanists have a few tricks up their sleeves to make Earth-bound plants “think” they’re in space. For example, my first NC Space Grant fellowship project focused on looking at what genes in plants get “turned on” in microgravity. The foundation of my project were experiments previously done on the ISS, but my follow up work needed to be done on the ground. I used slowly-rotating platforms called clinostats to trick my plants into thinking they were floating in space. The rotation of the clinostat kept the plants from being able to consistently sense the pull of gravity. We also can change the environmental conditions of the plants to make them more spaceflight-like. Most astrobiology experiments on earth take place in growth chambers. The ones in my lab look like refrigerators filled with lights. Growth chambers allow us to adjust the lighting, humidity and temperature to mimic that on the space station. Some growth chambers even allow for altering the carbon dioxide levels of the atmosphere inside, which can simulate the high carbon dioxide levels on the ISS. I plan to run experiments under elevated carbon dioxide for part of my second-year project to see if it affects how plants and microbes interact. My lab growth chamber is about to be full of tons of plants for my current NC Space Grant project. Growing plants in space is HARD In The Martian, Mark solves his dilemma of running low on food by using his botanical knowledge to grow potatoes in Martian soil, aka “regolith”. He is fortunate enough to get record-breaking yields the first time around. This quick success is clearly fiction. Regolith on the moon and Mars is low in key plant nutrients, has terrible water absorption properties and is often contaminated with heavy metals or toxic compounds. Since real regolith is hard to come by, astrobotanists get around this by making “regolith simulants” from crushed volcanic rock. Even in the fake stuff, plants don’t grow too well, and plant growth in actual lunar soil was even worse than in regolith simulant. In short, we’re a long way away from mounds of tasty potatoes. Here are seedlings growing in lunar regolith simulant for one of my early experiments. The red, stunted ones were fertilized with low-phosphorus fertilizer. The green, happy ones had fertilizer with the nutrients they need. Growing plants on spacecraft poses a different set of challenges. Water behaves differently in microgravity, which makes watering plants tricky. You’ve probably seen videos of astronauts playing with balls of water or squeezing out washcloths in space. The water doesn’t flow “down,” but sticks to itself in a blob. The same thing can happen in growing media for plants. Water can blob up away from roots and the plants wilt, or too much water can blob right next to the roots and keep them from getting oxygen. (Yes, plant roots need water AND oxygen to live). Engineers and astrobotanists work hard on Earth to overcome these challenges, but the real test doesn’t happen until the plants are in orbit, sometimes with unexpected outcomes. When the fan stopped working in the Veggie unit, these zinnia’s ended up sitting in too much water, and got sick. Photo credit: NASA On top of all these challenges is the ever-present elevated levels of radiation in space, especially when spacecraft leave low-earth orbit. Plants have a higher tolerance for radiation than humans, but long-term exposure to radiation is usually bad for any living thing. NASA is actively undertaking research on the long-term effects of space-like radiation on plants. Microbes may help solve these problems On Earth, bacteria and fungi are the unsung heroes of the world. They can colonize plant roots and enable plants to be more resilient when faced with the stresses of low nutrients, drought, heavy metals, and flooding. Beneficial microbes help plants resist disease, and can even help alert plants that their neighbors are under attack. In The Martian, Mark Watney’s key to success growing potatoes was the introduction of beneficial microbes that could help extract nutrients from the Mars regolith. This is factual — microbes will be an important part of cultivating plants in space, just like they are on Earth. Petri dishes hold microbes for my experiments arriving from NASA. For my project, I picked microbes isolated from plants grown on the ISS, because they already demonstrated that they were good at colonizing plants on spacecraft and have already undergone experiments that indicate they might be good at releasing plant nutrients from the soil. I will see if these microbes actually improve plant growth on low-nutrient artificial media and in lunar regolith simulant. Since regolith is a lot like rock on Earth, there’s a chance these microbes might also help plants get nutrients from rocks on terrestrial farms, which would reduce the amount of fertilizer farmers need to apply. Even though I and my research are stuck on the ground, I am still using microbes to solve problems in space … just like Mark Watney.
AT: Negative
AT: OST Space War DA
The OST is meaningless in international law
Sandler 02-23 [Ely Sandler, Research Fellow at the Belfer Center with a PhD from Oxford, 2-23-2026, "Updating Cold War-era Outer Space Treaty long overdue— Harvard Gazette", Harvard Gazette, https://news.harvard.edu/gazette/story/2026/02/updating-cold-war-era-outer-space-treaty-long-overdue-but-big-hurdles-loom/]/Kankee
There is widespread agreement the Outer Space Treaty needs updating, but it won’t be easy given the current state of international political division. Ely Sandler has an idea. The international accord, which governs activities in space, was first established under the auspices of the U.N. in January 1967. Back then, few nations had ventured into space. “Star Trek” had just debuted on TV, and the Apollo 11 moon landing was still two years away. Since then, military and exploratory activity by the U.S., China, the European Union, Russia, India, and Japan has surged. Private U.S. firms, like SpaceX and Blue Origin of the U.S. and China’s Orienspace, have launched rockets and satellites. Technologies have evolved, but the treaty has not kept up. Sandler, a Belfer Center research fellow at Harvard Kennedy School, recently published an analysis of the dilemma. In this edited conversation, he details his proposal to advance discussions on space by adopting an approach being used to work on contentious climate change issues. How is space governed currently? At the international level, space is essentially not governed. There’s one treaty that covers all of outer space — that’s the Outer Space Treaty. It was signed in 1967, at the height of the Cold War, and came out of arms control to try to stop the buildup of nuclear weapons in space. It has a few general principles about how you should behave in space. For example, you’re supposed to give something called “due regard” to other spacecraft; you’re supposed to rescue other astronauts if they’re in distress. But those terms were never defined. At the moment, almost all space law is domestic. If you want to launch a satellite from the U.S., you comply with domestic U.S. legislation. Same goes for Russia; same goes for China; same goes for the European Union. Theoretically, the Outer Space Treaty has protocols for liability. If your object hits someone else’s object, it has a very theoretical standard for how you could resolve that dispute. But this treaty was never built upon. We didn’t have secondary legislation; we didn’t have common law; we didn’t have regulations. There are no standards for what you are and are not supposed to do. So, in essence, there is no protocol for adjudicating disputes in space. What are the most urgent issues? Very short-term, I think the most pressing issue, together with space debris and space traffic management, is space situational awareness. We need to make sure that we put stuff in space that 1) doesn’t hit anything else, and 2) it comes down and doesn’t stay in space and create more debris. That is the issue we want to solve just based on the fact that we’re putting more satellites in space. Looking out into the future, we’re going to have to figure out how to circumnavigate the lunar surface. Within the next five years, you’re going to have at the very least Russia, China, the U.S., and India all back on the moon with semi-permanent presences. That’s going to start to be crunch time for figuring out how we interact with each other. When you land on the moon, it spews up loads and loads of lunar regolith, the dust, rock, and other loose material on the surface. And so, you need rules of the road. This is also going to apply to Mars and further celestial exploration. Where is the Outer Space Treaty, and the smaller accords that followed, falling short? I think there’s two main problems. One is that they were not designed for the current era of space-faring which is driven by commercial companies. They were not designed to be regulating private companies. Technically speaking, what they say is that private organizations, if they were to launch satellites or spacecraft, would be governed by the launching state. But that was thought to be an impossibility — private space flight. That meant also, because space was so much less used, they didn’t anticipate things like orbital debris. There is no international protocol for space situational awareness — making sure you know where your items are in space. The other main one is space debris — making sure that we don’t accidentally have collisions that then create more collisions and eventually, there’s so much debris in space that we can’t, for example, use low Earth orbit. Right now, there are about 14,000, maybe 15,000 satellites in orbit, but there are about 1.4 million objects larger than an inch that are floating around the Earth. The debris is little pieces of former satellites, stuff that’s come from spacecraft, that’s going many, many, many times faster than a bullet. And so, if it hits a space station or if it hits a person, it’s deadly. There are many, many more things happening in space that we need to think about: The Outer Space Treaty doesn’t ensure safe circumnavigation of the moon, which is now a big deal. It’s unclear on whether or not you can use the resources you find in space. But maybe the bigger problem is, even those issues which it set out to solve, there are so many undefined terms that it renders them essentially legally meaningless. It’s not just that it was not written for the current context, it’s that we never added meat to the bones of the treaty, and so it’s rendered it, in practice, empty of any binding constraints. You say drafting a new treaty to address these things would be impossible and instead, propose establishing a Conference of the Parties, or COP, to create a set of definitions and protocols that guide everyone. How might that work and what are the benefits?
See our brief on the 2022 Jan-Feb space appropriation topic for arguments for and against space appropriation in the context of the Outer Space Treaty


AT: Space Disease (Back Contamination)
COSPAR solves – we already have a UN organization to solve the DA
Hedman et al. 02-12 [Niklas Hedman, Athena Coustenis, Peter Doran, Jean-Claude Worms, Omar Al Shehhi, Eleonora Ammannito, Masaki Fujimoto, Olivier Grasset, Timothy Haltigen, Alex Hayes, Viacheslav Ilyin, Christian Mustin, Karen Olsson-Francis, Jing Peng, Kumar Praveen, Olga Prieto-Ballesteros, Francois Raulin, Petra Rettberg, Elaine Seasly, Mark Sephton, Silvio Sinibaldi, Yohey Suzuki, Jeremy Teo, Lyle Whyte, Kanyan Xu, and Maxim Zaitsev, 02-12-2026, “The COSPAR Panel on Planetary Protection and the COSPAR Policy on Planetary Protection: an overview of governance and activities,” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A, https://royalsocietypublishing.org/rsta/article/384/2314/20240429/480246/The-COSPAR-Panel-on-Planetary-Protection-and-the]/Kankee
3. The COSPAR Panel on Planetary Protection A special case among the Commissions and Panels in the COSPAR structure is the Panel on Planetary Protection, which was established in 1999 [13], building upon its predecessors the Panel on Standards for Space Probe Sterilization and the Panel on Planetary Quarantine, and which serves an important function for space agencies pursuing planetary exploration. Planetary protection aims to guide compliance with the Outer Space Treaty to protect against the harmful effects of forward and backward contamination by planetary missions. The primary objective of the Panel is to develop, maintain and promote the COSPAR Policy on Planetary Protection and associated guidelines for the reference of spacefaring nations (e.g. [5]). The Panel is currently composed of 26 international members with 12 members appointed by space agencies and another 14 independent members that have scientific and engineering expertise. The space agencies represented in the Panel are ASI (Italy), CNES (France), CNSA (China), CSA (Canada), DLR (Germany), ISRO (India), JAXA (Japan), NASA (USA), ROSCOSMOS (Russian Federation), UAE Space Agency (United Arab Emirates), UKSA (UK) and ESA (European Space Agency). The Panel has also ex-officio members, including the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering and Medicine of the United States (NASEM) and the COSPAR Committee on Industry Relations. Representatives from industry and the private sector are routinely invited to contribute to its proceedings, for example Airbus Defence and Space, Blue Origin, Lockheed Martin, SpaceX, and Thales Alenia Space. The primary aims of the Panel are to develop guidelines to avoid: possible effects of contamination of planets other than the Earth, and of planetary satellites within the Solar System by terrestrial organisms (forward contamination); and contamination of the Earth by materials returned from outer space carrying potential extraterrestrial organisms (backward contamination). This will ensure that scientific investigations of possible extraterrestrial life forms, precursors and remnants will not be jeopardized and similarly the Earth will be protected from the potential hazard posed by extraterrestrial matter carried by a spacecraft returning from an interplanetary mission. The Panel develops, maintains and provides a delineated Policy (see §4a for detail) that provides specific requirements as to the standards that must be achieved to protect against the harmful effects of contamination. The requirements are based upon the most current, peer-reviewed scientific knowledge to enable the exploration of the Solar System [5,14,15]. It is not the purpose of the Panel to specify how to adhere to the COSPAR Policy on Planetary Protection and associated guidelines; this is reserved to the engineering judgement of the entities responsible for the missions. 4. The COSPAR Policy on Planetary Protection and the governance of outer space activities


New NASA planetary protection facility solves
Showstack 23 [Randy Showstack, science journalist, 3-17-2023, "Planetary Protection: Enabling Space Exploration While Safeguarding Against Biological Contamination", OUP Academic, https://academic.oup.com/bioscience/article/73/3/161/7079590]/Kankee
Referring to the Apollo 11 astro- nauts after the spacecraft splashed down in the Pacific, Rummel added, “Having a bunch of guys put on bio- logical isolation garments in the mid- dle of the Pacific Ocean and having chlorine bleach sprayed on them as they get into the raft and [are] then taken by the helicopter up into the aircraft carrier—well, that's all well and good, but it wouldn't have stopped most microbes that we know about as extremophiles today.” The highest pri- ority in Apollo planetary quarantine, he noted, was the safety of the crew. There have been other return mis- sions, such as JAXA's Hayabusa 2 spacecraft, which, in 2010, brought to Earth pristine gases from an asteroid. More return missions are planned, including a joint NASA and ESA Mars sample-return mission that could bring Mars samples to Earth in the mid-2030s. An effort is underway to construct a state-of-the-art, high- containment sample-receiving facility, NASA's Mars sample curator Andrea Harrington said at CoPP's November meeting. Although Mars has a very low likelihood of hosting active biol- ogy or biomolecules, she explained, the potential for adverse effects cannot be excluded, and NASA and the ESA have a “safety first” approach for the facility. Adhering to the outer space treaty


Even private actors have strong anti-contamination policies – they want to avoid lawsuits
Showstack 23 [Randy Showstack, science journalist, 3-17-2023, "Planetary Protection: Enabling Space Exploration While Safeguarding Against Biological Contamination", OUP Academic, https://academic.oup.com/bioscience/article/73/3/161/7079590]/Kankee
Another hubbub was about NASA's Curiosity rover, which started operating on Mars in 2012 as part of the Mars Science Laboratory. Prior to launch, a previously sterilized drill bit was placed in the rover's drill, rather than being put back into containment, until landing. A December 2012 NASA “lessons learned” document said this was “a clear violation of the [planetary protection] requirements.” Despite earlier slip-ups and less than optimal practices in the past, such as with the Apollo 11 return, planetary protection measures have evolved from earlier missions. Experts suggest that most missions, agencies, and commercial entities are trying to do the right thing regarding planetary protection. The main actors, including those in the private sector, are taking planetary protection seriously and exercising responsibilities that are also in their own best interests, said Hedman. They make enormous investments, and mistakes can hamper the revenue of those investments, he noted. If there were to be backward contamination, for instance, it could result in enormous liabilities and demands for compensation. Planetary protection measures to limit the potential for forward and backward contamination have made significant strides and are a work in progress. The measures are informed by new scientific insights about solar system bodies and propelled by the growing number of missions to these targets, as well as the increasing number of spacefaring nations and the involvement of commercial entities. Scientists are endeavoring to protect solar system bodies that are astrobiologically interesting while simultaneously not hampering exploration and discovery. It's a fine balance but one that scientists feel confident about achieving and that spacefaring nations and companies appear to be in line with.


History proves scientists’ space contamination prevention efforts are rigorous
Rummel 1 [John D Rummel, Senior Scientist with the SETI Institute, former Professor of Biology at East Carolina University, and former Senior Scientist for Astrobiology for NASA, 2001, "Planetary exploration in the time of astrobiology: Protecting against biological contamination", PubMed Central (PMC), https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC33387/]/Kankee
Two Examples The prevention of forward and backward contamination is the goal of planetary protection as stated in the NASA policy,† which focuses on the protection of science and the Earth. The prevention of backward contamination has been of practical concern only once during the history of the U.S. space program—during the initial Apollo missions to the Moon. At that time, the implementation of steps to avoid back contamination was handled by the manned-spaceflight organization, separately from the activities of the nascent Planetary Quarantine Office, which was concerned chiefly with robotic missions. A recent review of this activity is given by Allton et al. (19). Although many scientists at the time had come to the conclusion that the Moon was a very unlikely place to encounter extraterrestrial life, NASA determined to be cautious and to provide for a quarantine of the returning samples and astronauts. One of the most obvious lessons of this activity, however, was the difficulty of ensuring the protection of Earth from an unknown and low-probability threat while ensuring the safety of three very real and at-risk astronauts during the process. This juxtaposition inevitably led to compromises that were considered by some to have reduced the effectiveness of the lunar quarantine. Nonetheless, the astronauts from both Apollo 11 and 12 were quarantined for 30 days after their return to Earth, and the samples were subjected to an extensive life-detection and biohazard protocol (20). These analyses, however, detected nothing alive in materials returned by the early Apollo missions (19), and the quarantine was not continued for Apollos 14–17 (Apollo 13 did not land on the lunar surface). Under current policy, the Moon is considered to be effectively a part of the Earth. Given the pervasive nature of life on Earth, it has been easier to envision the tradeoffs inherent in implementing forward contamination controls, and the arguments against these controls have been judged within a less-charged (if not always certain) framework. Under NASA's planetary-protection policy, the prevention of forward contamination has been practiced on all outgoing spacecraft but has been most notable when applied to spacecraft traveling to solar-system bodies of interest to the study of chemical evolution and the origin of life and where Earth life might survive. To date, Mars has been the only such body on which the United States has landed spacecraft. The first landings on Mars by the Viking missions, mentioned earlier, involved extensive design and implementation procedures intended to reduce greatly the biological load carried by the two Viking landers. In what was a heroic effort, each aspect of spacecraft assembly and test was focused on allowing the most stringent precautions to be used. In the process, each of the Viking landers were cleaned thoroughly and then heat treated—baked in an oven for 30 h after the coldest contaminated point reached a temperature of at least 110°C—both to protect Mars and to safeguard the spacecraft's biology package from contamination by Earth organisms. Results from Viking have indicated that most of the surface of Mars is less likely to support Earth life than once was thought (21). With the Space Studies Board's recommendation and COSPAR affirmation, these results have allowed for the deletion of the heat-treatment step for subsequent Mars landers (such as 1996's Pathfinder mission) that do not seek to detect life on Mars. Nonetheless, the Viking cleaning procedures still are considered to be the standard preparation for landings on Mars (Fig. 1), whereas missions seeking to detect life (e.g., by cultivation techniques) are subject still to full heat-treatment procedures or their equivalent. Future Planetary-Protection Challenges
AT: Corporate Authoritarianism DA
Techno-oligarchs don’t need outer space to privatize authoritarian governance – Network State efforts in Latin America, the ocean, charter cities, freedom cities, Greenland, Palestine, and San Fransico prove
Jutel 25 [Olivier Jutel, Media, Film and Communication at the University of Otago, 9-11-2025, "The Network State, Exit, and the Political Economy of Venture Capital", Wiley Online Library, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/anti.70069]/Kankee
Abstract This article focuses on the Network State movement as embodying the venture capital (VC) logic of exit. Exit constitutes both a strategy for lucrative returns and an ideology seeking out new territories for financial and technological speculation. This movement has emerged around Balaji Srinivasan and the technologies of Web3 that encode the imperatives of exit. In the construction of liberated zones for the Network State, VC operates through a territorial logic, under the leadership of the founder-philosopher and with the affordances of the American state. These logics evince the discursive power at the heart of the political economy of VC. The desires of the VC class shape “future social necessity” (Howard 2024; Finance and Society 10) and are “imprinted” (Cooiman 2024; Environment and Planning A 56) upon the social and technological networks of the Network State. The valorisation through exit seeks to produce “hyperstitious” (Lynch and Muñoz-Viso 2023; Progress in Human Geography 48) value creation in which VC is the fount of civilisation. Introduction This paper will examine the relationship between the technologies of Web3, the political economy of venture capitalism, and the Network State movement. Venture capitalists, founders and techno-optimists have coalesced around the idea of the Network State as embodying the fantasy of self-governance and blockchain-enabled exit. Exit denotes both a strategy and ideology. As a financial strategy, exit is how investors realise value through liquidating an equity stake. Ideologically, it is the libertarian ideal of exiting the state to settle new territories as a digital nomad. The de facto leader of this movement is Balaji Srinavasan, an angel investor, former a16z general partner and author of the book The Network State. He assumes the role of an investor-philosopher-influencer as he fuses culture war grievance and Web3 governance. The Network State expands upon venture capital (VC) led investment in developing world crypto (Jutel 2021) and the charter cities movement (Ebner and Peck 2022; Lynch and Muñoz-Viso 2023). This movement has relied upon a techno-colonial imaginary, bifurcated between frontier self-determination and the more countercultural tones of digital nomadism. These fantasies are played out both in the virtual territories of Web3, the nomad footholds of special economic zones (SEZs), and in the streets of San Francisco. The Network State is not merely the latest quixotic phase of cryptocurrency but a convergence of the technological, financial, and territorial power of VC. As a critical study of the Network State, this article helps bridge the fields of critical geography (Crandall 2019, 2023, 2025; Ebner and Peck 2022; Jeffrey and Dyson 2021; Lynch and Muñoz-Viso 2023; Simpson 2021), legal studies (Allen 2024; Lee 2022; Omarova 2019), and political economy (Cooiman 2024; Harvey 2003; Hellman 2022; Howard 2024; Kampmann 2024; Slobodian 2023). What the Network State's notion of exit articulates is the interconnection of territorial affordances, ideological performance, and tech-fetishism in valorising VC. In other words, discourse is vital to the social production of new value for VC. It is the intention of this article to think of VC on a broader social scale as figures like Srinivasan attempt “to make everyone a venture capitalist in miniature” (Hellman 2022:444). The performances of venture capitalists as techno-philosophers and online cultural warriors, the promotion of retail financial products like Web3 and cryptocurrencies evinces a power beyond just financialisation. The multidisciplinary theoretical framing of this article allows for the identification of the VC logics of territory, ideology, and political economy that culminate in the Network State as an articulation of Silicon Valley power. In mapping its contours, we may track its successes, even as it presents itself as through the absurd fantasies and musings of tech-bro caricatures. The theoretical portion of this article begins by identifying the logics, that is, the combination of discourse, technology, and material relations that seek to bring the VC fantasy of the Network State into being. The territorial power of the Network State is built upon the prefigurative and performative enmeshing of Web3 metaphors with material digital nomad footholds. The concept of “Burning Man urbanism” (Ebner and Peck 2022) captures the poles of the movement, between a counter-cultural communalism and the neocolonial use of SEZs. These urban and Web3 experiments create the VC fantasy of blue oceans and new frontier territories from which to monopolise value. The ideology of exit is born of the particularities of Silicon Valley. The density of founders and funders in Silicon Valley remains an immutable urban ideal thwarted by its culture war antagonists. The Network State borrows heavily from Nick Land and Curtis Yarvin with a politics of unbridled reaction that positions VC and founders as revolutionary agents able to create value through a “hyperstitious” magic (Lynch and Muñoz-Viso 2023). This fantasy of value creation is key to disavowing the contradictions at the heart of the political economy of VC. Behind the mythology of VC-led abundance is the state easing the path to exit and sources of crowdfunding that popularise the VC fantasy for retail investors. This gives VC the power to plan “future social necessity” (Howard 2024) and normalises the logic of “imprinting” (Cooiman 2024) upon venture capitalists as techno-philosophers and revolutionaries. This article takes as its object of study the 2023 Network State Conference in Amsterdam, which effectively launched the movement as an ascendent faction within tech-capitalism. The conference proceedings are unpacked through a “discourse theory” (Glynos and Howarth 2007; Howarth 2005; Nicholls 2024) approach which allows the various performances to be understood as the production of collective meaning and value for the Network State. This ranges from the prefigurative and communitarian experiments of digital nomads, to the use of charter cities as hyperstitious zones and the exit philosophers that fuse technology and culture war. What these different instantiations of the movement articulate is the primacy of exit and VC as civilisational values. This is manifest in the gentrification of San Francisco for VC and founders, the creation of a city-state around Western concepts of beauty, or the transformation of the academy into startup incubators. The frontier and blue oceans metaphors of the Network State serve to construct the future social necessity of AI tutors, life extension therapies, and blockchain markets for urban spatial traits. All of this revolves around the VC fetish of the techno-capital machine as the engine of history wielded by the likes of Srinivasan, Peter Thiel, and Marc Andreessen. This faction of capital which is charged with funding innovation is adrift in fantasies of exit that produce cultish insularity as urban, political, and financial logics. Territories of the Network State The Network State is a movement of VCs, founders, and crypto-enthusiasts who have staked their futures on, or invested capital in, the technologies that fall under the rubric of blockchain. It has been given form by Balaji Srinivasan in his self-published book The Network State and through conferences, bootcamps, and startups aligned with the movement. It is not a traditional social movement but a politically ascendant faction of tech-capitalism. However, its use of social media and Web3 financial products give a social base to these venture capitalists and founders, who are increasingly influential in the new Trump administration. Trump's memecoin, Greenland ambition, and pledge to create “Freedom Cities” (Haskins and Elliot 2025) are empowering this class as a core of his powerbase. In the ongoing genocide in Gaza, the so-called Trump plan for a “Riveria in the Middle East” has deployed Network State ideas such as blockchain real estate tokenisation (Foley 2025). The intention of this article is not to survey the quixotic or genocidal beliefs of Network State partisans, but to demonstrate how the techno-fetishist (Harvey 2003; Kampmann 2024) and exit ideologies (Howson et al. 2024; Lynch and Muñoz-Viso 2023; Smith and Burrows 2021) that define it are a structural feature of VC. This discursive power is not simply ideological; it mobilises resources, investors, and partisans for a future VC will monopolise. The theoretical portion of this paper will outline the interconnected territorial, ideological, and political-economic logics of the movement which “imprint” (Cooiman 2024) the values of VC across the hybrid territories of the Network State. Blockchain technology has been at the heart of this movement, enabling experimentation in the grey zones and peripheries of global finance for the benefit of Silicon Valley. In broad terms, blockchain can be defined by a fetishistic belief in digital encryption as the key to unlock a decentralised world, both in physical and Web3 spaces. The distinctions between different cryptocurrencies, smart contracts, and distributed autonomous organisations is less important than the function of blockchain in undermining the state's role in consumer financial protection (Omarova 2019). Cryptocurrencies and Web3 have been promoted as means for democratising finance for the Global South. The reality has been highly leveraged and speculative peer-to-peer finance benefitting the Global North (Jutel 2023). Venture capitalists, angel investors, and founders such as Jack Dorsey have been aggressively evangelising blockchain in order to create neocolonial geographies of experimentation and value extraction (Crandall 2023; Jutel 2021, 2023; Rosales et al. 2024). Crypto and the global offshore economy afford Silicon Valley a new scale for regulatory arbitrage and wealth protection (Kunz 2024). As an investment strategy, they also appeal to VC ideals of “blue oceans” (Howard 2024:97); that is, new markets in which to establish monopoly. As Balaji Srinivasan (2022:237) puts it, blockchain, Web3, and crypto have “reopened the frontier”. The Network State is a hybrid territory with blockchain imagined as a mobile legal and financial governance infrastructure (Howson et al. 2024). These affordances create a prefigurative geography of “protected spaces where counter futures can be further developed” (Jeffrey and Dyson 2021:645). There is a substantial literature on the prefigurative practices of crypto-nomads. Seasteaders off the coast of Thailand have performed spectacles of freedom, that while defeated by the sovereign, signalled the “possibility of individual ownership of the future” (Simpson 2021:80). The movement of crypto-nomads into resort towns, enclaves, and SEZs in the Global South enacts this possessive neocolonialist logic of the Network State. For Crandall (2025), this mobility gives form to the crypto cities imagined in accelerationist manifestos and the blockchain tokenisation of future value. This “plot work” (Crandall 2025) advances even in failure as means to organise spatio-social relations and hybrid economies. Slobodian's (2023) history of free market zones demonstrates how these speculative spaces are at the centre of revolutions in finance and law. He identifies the Network State within a genealogy of American Empire that relies upon both the infrastructure of the Washington Consensus and the performative logic of LARPing. Srinivasan's (2022:204) belief in the power of a “collective LARP” is one that he shares with the Friedman neoliberal dynasty. The patriarch Milton serves as a symbol of unbounded freedom and techno-liberty for the Network State, while his son David has espoused the power of LARPing and participating in a “joint fantasy” (Slobodian 2023:214). The grandson Patri is a key figure in coalescing this performative logic within financial and political networks. Friedman heads Pronomos Capital, a VC fund which backs charter cities and Network State projects across Latin America, Africa, and the Asia Pacific region. Among his ventures are projects backed by other VCs, including Peter Thiel, Joe Lonsdale, Tim Draper, and Srinivasan. What is distinctive about the Network State's territorial logic is a fusing of a performative and new urbanist style within the confines of a neocolonial project. Patri Friedman cites as his inspiration Paul Romer, the economist who was drawn to Milton Friedman's adulation for Hong Kong as a free-market success story. The development panacea for Romer and the charter cities movement is new terrain for free market experimentation and “Burning Man urbanisation” (Ebner and Peck 2022). The principal theory of the state and urban life is a terra nullius for entrepreneurs and digital nomads. This colonial politics has been masked by invocations of robust legal frameworks, competition, and property registries. With blockchain, these charter city legal principles become folded into one platform and augmented by wild speculation around life-extension therapy, AI healthcare, and nano-tech (Lynch and Muñoz-Viso 2023:74). Romer's invocation of both Milton Friedmann and Burning Man captures the performative range of the network state movement. The creator of the Ethereum blockchain, Vitalik Buterin, represents the faction of the movement that leans into the iconography of the new communalists and the Californian Ideology (Brody et al. 2023) as opposed to Bitcoin's harder libertarian rhetoric. It is here that Seasteading, Ayn Rand, and New Urbanism meet through the emphasis on communitarian experiments and collaborative planning (Steinberg et al. 2012). Buterin has created “Zuzalu”1 as a network nation that included a month-long resort pop-up for blockchain nomads and “tribes” to tease out the Network State's ideals (Buterin 2023). As Ethereum hosts decentralised autonomous organisations (DAOs), initial coin offerings (ICOs), and smart contracts it is at the heart of blockchain financial exit strategies. Buterin (2022) has expressed some critiques of Srinivasan's Network State as privileging the wealthy and containing democratic deficits while still identifying himself as a partisan of the movement. It is a remarkably sanguine critique considering just how openly Srinivasan and Peter Thiel, Buterin's original benefactor, are aligned with a far-right exit ideology and a techno-imperial chauvinism. Silicon Valley's Exit Ideology The ideology of the Network State is indelibly shaped by Silicon Valley as an imperial core. It is the techno-financial centre of VC and the startup economy where exit is doubly inscribed as an ideal of both lucrative profit and freedom from the state. The territorial logics of the Network State reflect the particularities of Silicon Valley as the convergence point of American technology and the frontier. Malcolm Harris (2023) writes that Stanford University is a particular locus of American historical, technological, and settler colonial forces. It is a university forged by railroad oligarchy, extractive industries, and at the forefront of eugenics, or the study of “genius”. Its legacy of technological innovation owes to its status as “the exemplary Cold War university” (Harris 2023) backed by Pentagon funding. It has created the urban ideal of tech campuses, networked clusters of innovation, and the Palo Alto suburban garage. Network Staters like Thiel, Patri Friedman, Lonsdale, Draper, and Srinivasan all leverage their Stanford pedigree. The Stanford network fuses class and cultural power as startups founded by Stanford alum enjoy the largest share of pre-seed and seed funding (Glasner 2023). This milieu matters in terms of accessing financial backing, but also as an ideological project that cannot reconcile the fixity of Silicon Valley with the desire for frontier exits. As the last frontier of the American West, Silicon Valley has fostered the “blue oceans” dream of venture capitalists who have played an outsized role in the urban and state politics of California. In 2014, Rebecca Solnit identified the early contours of the Network State ideology in the techno-secessionism of Stanford alumni Friedman, Thiel, Draper, and Srinivasan. These efforts included the Seasteading Institute, Draper's “Six Californias” ballot initiative (Solnit 2014), and Srinivasan's (2013) call for “Silicon Valley's Ultimate Exit”. Srinivasan's (2013) speech at Y Combinator crystallised the currents of exit and called for startups to “show what a society run by Silicon Valley would look like”. Designating the old world of government, academia, and media as the “paper belt”, he invoked the Godfather in calling for “a horse's head in all their beds” (Srinivasan 2013). However, San Francisco, Stanford, and the Valley remain an imperial core for this techno-geography of exit. Srinivasan himself retains a grievance politics towards San Francisco and its perceived woke excesses. Alongside Lonsdale, Srinivasan has discussed “ethnically cleansing” San Francisco of political progressivism by co-opting the police through crypto (Duran 2024b). The core tenet of exit ideology is a remaking of the state, the city, and the frontier through the financial imperatives of VC and founders. Blockchain is the ur-technology of the Network State as it fuses financialisation, technology, and a “dark enlightenment” radicalism that is ascendent in the VC milieu. What links the different strains of the Network State, from open fascism to a Burning Man LARP, are the “quasi-occultic” practices of VC that Nick Land terms “hyperstition” (Lynch and Muñoz-Viso 2023:77). Land is the pre-eminent philosopher of the neo-reaction and dark enlightenment thought espoused by Peter Thiel, his acolyte Curtis Yarvin, and Marc Andreessen, co-founder of a16z. Land's hyperstition articulates a religious belief in capital and technology to “bring about their own reality” (Carstens 2009). In this way venture capitalists and founders perform the role of techno-philosophers and alchemists wielding Land's “Techno-Capital Machine” (Andreessen 2023b). Andreessen himself embodies this logic as a self-professed “effective accelerationist” (e/acc) religiously committed to artificial general intelligence (Gebru and Torres 2024). VC and founders openly adopt the logic of cults and mysticism outlined by Land. Notoriously Thiel (2014) espoused that “you should run your startup like a cult”. Tech-critic Ed Zitron (2023) labelled a16z a “financial cult” incapable of dealing with the world as it exists and perceiving any accountability as a form of big government tyranny. The incoherence and infeasibility of Andreessen's or Srinivasan's futurist musings matter little when the economic and ideological incentives are paired as a form of faith in VC. Srinivasan's leadership of the Network State movement relies upon hyperstition, hyper-financialisation, and the performative embodiment of exit. He is a stand-in for the “nouveaux riches” (Hellman 2022:456) in VC and angel investing that have harnessed crowdsourcing and social media to evince a new financial and social power. As an online leader,2 he performs the hybrid role of right-wing cultural warrior and philosopher rallying followers behind his alliance of VC and founders. His book is a dark enlightenment cri de coeur against the “paper belt” and the “left authoritarian network” led by the New York Times, academia, and systems of government fiat. He expounds the far-right manosphere “Right Cycle” as an axiom of history: “strong men create good times, good times create weak men, weak men create hard times, hard times create strong men” (Srinivasan 2022:112). Replete with crank political scales and graphs, he describes a global tripolar balance between (woke capital) the New York Times, (communist capital) the Chinese Communist Party, and (crypto capital) Bitcoin. All three poles are described as networks and technologies of truth, whether “paper (NYT), party (CCP), or protocol (BTC)” (Srinivasan 2022:145). Srinivasan's Network State combines right-wing culture war gripes with a fantasy of a post-political society based on Bitcoin. The immutability of blockchain is said to function as “the most rigorous form of history yet known to man” (Srinivasan 2022:32), allowing Network State partisans to reclaim history from the paper belt. This record of history will create a Leviathan network effect in which “network-worshipping crypto tribes” (Srinivasan 2022:48–49) will resist the ability of the woke to control networks. The contradictions of Srinivasan's thought neatly demonstrate the techno-fetishism of the VC class. Exit functions as the guiding ideology of the movement, as it places venture capitalists and founders as the decisive revolutionary agents of civilisational change. Srinivasan (2022:100) tautologically promises to overcome politics through pure math and computation, while identifying founders as the leaders of “new political movements” (Srinivasan 2022:104). This VC techno-politics creates the germ of the network state as “a highly aligned online community with a capacity for collective action” (Srinivasan 2022:9). The formation of these new states is analogous to VC moulding a startup and founder in an investor's image. The rationale for a Network State should be synthesised like an investor pitch in what Srinivasan calls his “one commandment”: One new moral premise. Just one specific issue where the history and science has convinced you that the establishment is wanting. And where you feel confident making your case in articles, videos, books, and presentations. These presentations are similar to startup pitch decks. But as the founder of a startup society, you aren't a technology entrepreneur telling investors why this new innovation is better, faster, and cheaper. You are a moral entrepreneur telling potential future citizens about a better way of life… (Srinivasan 2022:134) Srinivasan's own examples of this principle include a DAO that would provide insurance against being cancelled by the woke and “Keto Kosher, the sugar-free society”. The gap between utopian promise of the network state and this petty imaginary is illustrative of the social dynamics of VC that structure this politics of exit. The Political Economy of Exit The network state movement is not simply the vision of dark enlightenment eccentrics; it embodies the political economic logic of VC and hyper-financialisation. Its ideals of governance, the state, and the urban reflect the imperatives of VC and exit. Exit—whether forking a protocol or liquidating shares—is “the only constitutional right” (Smith and Burrows 2021:156) envisioned. The ideological power of this vision derives from the outsized role of VC and Silicon Valley solutionism on the global economy. The successes of venture-backed startups like Facebook serve as miraculous tales of value creation and abundance which can be transposed onto the formation of network states (Afropolitan 2022). The realisation of value through financial exit depends upon what Howard (2024:91) describes as the rapid growth, monopolisation, and “accumulation of future social necessity”. In other words, the ideological techno-philosopher VC occupies a structural role in the valorisation of capital by charting horizons for accumulation and organising networks of specialised labour. Startups and founders shape or “imprint” (Cooiman 2024) themselves around these discursive constructions of social necessity and technology, in the hopes of monopolising this futurity. The attraction to software like Web3 derives from these ideological and economic imperatives. The pretence to create new states, financial and legal systems captures the fantasy and fetishistic belief in their own powers of value creation as existing outside of labour, the state, and real productive processes (Harvey 2003; Kampmann 2024). It is the alignment of territorial affordances, ideological performance, and future necessity that puts VC logics at the centre of this movement. The rise of this VC fantasy is a product of the American government championing startups and exit in policy settings. Financial deregulation has significantly shifted the role of technological innovation away from public research and in-house corporate R&D to VC-backed startups. Reductions in capital gains tax, the rise of stock option compensation for executives, and the ability of pension funds to invest in VC amount to a subsidisation of the industry (Lee 2022:629–630). The emergence of the platform and gig economy was enabled by Obama policies of a $2 billion matching capital fund for VC-backed startups and the Jumpstart Our Business Startups Act which legalised modern crowdfunding and “eased startups’ pathway to IPOs” (Lee 2022:631). The JOBS Act also opened up early-stage and angel investing to a non-elite market organised through social networks like AngelList (Hellman 2022). In terms of monetary policy, the low-interest rate environment created by quantitative easing made the high yield seeking behaviour of VC more attractive to investors and created the incentives for the before-profit model that define the platform economy.3 The emergence of this unchecked cultural and economic power has been harmful overall to innovation and financial stability (Allen 2024; Lee 2022). Omarova (2019:771) defines the function of crypto and fintech as arbitrage tech attacking securities law and representing a “fundamental continuity” with prevailing modes of hyper-financialisation. Crypto and Web3 have been fixations for VC as issuing tokens and coins offers workarounds to securities law, public reporting requirements, and enables self-dealing. The lack of utility or a business case for crypto and Web3 startups is immaterial to this process so long as the requisite hype exists to pump coins and tokens in an ICO, analogous to an IPO. In the startup economy, irrational exuberance and delusional optimism are “structural, and not just a matter of group think” (Allen 2024:15) with attendant “naturally occurring ponzi schemes” (Allen 2024:20). a16z is the key VC fund backing this economy with over $7.6 billion invested in Web3 under the leadership of Chris Dixon. Dixon, like Srinivasan, is an author and techno-philosopher who has sought to disavow the crypto crash of 2022 through the spurious distinction between “casino” and “computer” crypto (a16z Crypto 2023). Blockchain infrastructure is said to foster the creation of DAOs and Decentralised Applications (DApps) that will hardcode the maxim “don't be evil” as immutable protocol (a16z Crypto 2023). a16z's portfolio includes over 100 startups that range from digital identity management, Ethereum-based social networking platforms, API development, crypto index funds, and Web3 games, among others. a16z also led a $314 million investment round in Solana through an ICO and token offering (Khatri 2021). Solana is the blockchain now synonymous with so-called “shitcoins” due to its low transaction costs. It has also sought to use the territorial affordances of jurisdictions such as Palau (Zmudzinski 2024) as a form of legal arbitrage. Solana is thus exemplary of an expansive Web3 vision that allows crypto founders the ability to raise capital while VCs hold discounted coins and a high concentration of governance tokens that can be easily liquidated. The call to exit and supplant the existing state is a class project that imagines new capitalist territories in which VC, founders, and crypto-nomads replace the public. It takes up the premise of the crowdsourcing paradigm “to make everyone a venture capitalist in miniature” (Hellman 2022:444). Network state partisans share a collective investment in the technological fetish of value creation through coins and tokens created on the blockchain and imbued with this vision. Crypto and Web3 are the perfect fetishistic platforms as they conflate an alternative governance infrastructure with irrational expectations of value and the fantasy of trustless politics. The myopia of the Network State vision is a function of VC and the social dynamic of “imprinting” (Cooiman 2024). The roles of Srinivasan, Thiel, or Andreessen within this paradigm are not simply as funders but gatekeepers who “imprint” their networks, structures, and priorities on startups. Thiel, in particular, is known for his aggressive monopoly strategy and reluctance to invest in anything that does not have the potential to return his entire fund (Cooiman 2024). In this way, VC and founders can be characterised by herd behaviour (Allen 2024; Lee 2022), particularly as they seek to replicate the manoeuvres and business cultures of early investor icons. There is also a geographic principle at work as Silicon Valley looks to map its notion of exit onto other territories.4 Venture capitalists imbricate startups into their “tribes”; that is, “exclusive networks that push each other's investments and exclude outsiders” (Cooiman 2024:593). Innovation in this sense comes to resemble networks of self-selecting enclaves that wish to be free of any encumbrance. The Network State Conference 2023 At the heart of the Network State movement are self-declared practices of social alignment, LARPing, and a hyperstitious performativity. These are discursive phenomena at the heart of the political economy of VC. Properly embodying these logics is what will allow access into VC tribes and enable exit as a financial reality. I turn to the 2023 Network State Conference in Amsterdam as a high-water mark for this new movement. My central object of study is the eight-hour YouTube stream of the conference which is given a discourse theory analysis in order to provide “thick descriptions of individual and collective meanings” (Glynos and Howarth 2007:3) within the movement. Discourse theory is not concerned with coding texts as data but in ontology; that is, “the constitution and dissolution of political identities, the process of hegemonic construction, [and] the structuring of social spaces” (Howarth 2005:317). The Network State is made material through performing investor pitches as a prelude to exit. I have referred in the previous section to the logics of the Network State: territory, ideology, and political economy. The conference is the discursive practice of articulating these logics which “fixes meaning … [through] inclusion and exclusion” and in reifying a collective fantasy of exit (Nicholls 2024:919). In performing this LARP, many of the speakers veer into ludicrous techno-optimist caricature. The declaration of liberated territory allows for fantasies of life extension and the end of wokeness through AI. These discursive elements and emerging urban practices are more important than the technological protocols of blockchain as they sediment the logics of the Network State. Thus, from a methodological perspective, description, evaluation, and critique are tools for identifying what these discursive logics are attempting to build. The startups and founders selected for this conference by Srinivasan define the contours and logics of the Network State as a hybrid and contingent territory. They are the most visible of 98 different projects listed on the “Network State Dashboard” as either a “digital society”, “physical society”, “pre-launch”, or “not a community” (The Network State 2024). The Network State Conference crucially stages a range of performances and identities behind the singular principle of exit. Founders have a means to invite participants to imprint upon their discursive articulation of the Network State. The conference begins with the Burning Man wing of the movement performing experiments in communitarian alignment in Nomad Territories. The chief contradiction is between a fetishised notion of Silicon Valley urbanity and the backlash that Srinivasan has championed in San Francisco politics. The territorial logic of the Network State is torn between new urbanism in the imperial core and the blue oceans of Charter Cities. Here VC and founders are unrestrained in constructing future social necessity on the frontier. It is the moment where the Network State is simultaneously the most material and fetishistic, enabling hyperstitious performances of life extension. The failures and the contradictions of exit are cast on to their antagonists from the paper belt that must be overcome. Thus, ideological exit requires culture war and the construction of alternative institutions in which VC serves as a universal logic. Nomad Territories The conference begins by striking new communalist tones with invocations of “unconferencing” and the creative hacker ethos of networked clusters of innovation. The founders of Cabin, The Neighborhood, Nomad, Fractal, Culdesac, Yayem, Metacartel, Cover, Spectra, and Vibecamp offer up their startups as experiments in social alignment and prefiguration for the network state. Cabin describes itself as a network city that is mobile, with housing, education, and social services migrating through cabin memberships that allow access to 23 communalist footholds. Some of the communities featured include a California commune with geodesic domes and drum circles, spartan workers’ quarters in a Honduran SEZ known as “Bootstrap City”, or a former poultry factory in Portugal (Cabin 2024). These nomad enclaves are loaded with the contradictions and geographic contingencies, conflating the frontier and the suburban invoking “neighbourhoods where you'd want to grow up” to bring together “like-minded individuals” with access to nature (Cabin 2024). Despite the new communalist aesthetics, there is no pretence to any “post-capitalist commons” (Dallyn and Frenzel 2021). In imprinting upon Srinivasan's injunction of social alignment, these nomads stumble into the problem of loneliness. For Cabin, this is overcome through sponsored supper clubs; as the tech-lead Grin puts it, “If you are serious about network states … then a local dinner is the best way to get started” (Grintsvayg 2023). Vibecamp describes the Twitter algorithm as the means to “find your tribe” (Bowman 2023) for Burning Man style meetups and social experiments. Metacartel is a DAO and Web3 subculture that prizes “rage quitting” as a core governance principle, while funding DApps, adventure retreats, and meetups in nomad zones like Costa Rica (Mewn 2023). Nomad and Yayem strike more corporate and elitist tones, rejecting the “hammock hopping digital nomad” lifestyle for “curated experiences [and] enchanting spaces” (Elkin 2023) via subscription. The nomadic pledge to “go where culture, nature and governments treat us well” (Milburn 2023) is in tension with the unshakeable urban ideal of San Francisco and the Valley. The Neighborhood is a vehicle for gentrification and resettling San Francisco with hacker houses, accelerators, and co-living/co-working spaces. Under a creative New Urbanist guise the neighbourhoods of Haight-Ashbury, Pacific Heights, Japantown, and the Castro are rebranded as “Cerebral Valley” and imagined as one giant tech campus (Benn 2024). The Neighborhood has a real estate arm that is based on referral marketing and the digital ringfencing of this desired real estate. While already strongholds for tech executives and workers, Benn offers a vision of venture and founder comingling as a totalising spatial, urban principle. It is a countercultural version of Srinivasan's avowedly fascist “tech Zionism” in which he would reverse San Francisco's “ethnic cleansing” at the hands of progressives5 (Duran 2024b). What connects the Burning Man contingent and the would-be ethnic cleansers is the belief in fetishistic powers of venture-led technology to engineer a social organicism and alignment. Benn describes The Neighborhood as a “repeatable machine that creates communities that are both very well curated and very densely connected” (Benn 2023). This machine creates an urban network effect through the protocol of “unconferencing”, a concept made popular by web evangelist Tim O'Reilly and integrated into Silicon Valley corporate culture (Levy 2012). Unconferencing might be thought of as ideational Burning Man with creativity and “self-correcting networks” flourishing in communal spaces where residents might be “building tentacle robots or hacking Afghanistan” (Benn 2023). It is not surprising that founders whose key outputs are pitch decks think of conferences and “getting in the right room” as an urban principle. Benn's machine organises unconferencing meetups by sorting residents through a “dashboard”, using generative AI to pair participants through a “preferences matrix” and balancing the ratio of VCs (15%) and founders (54%) (Benn 2023). One of the most notable exemplars for The Neighborhood and Cerebral Valley is the exclusive hacker house HF0. Touted as a residency programme for repeat unicorn founders, “community” is analogous to being around VCs and other founders “who are going to run the world” (Font 2024). Finding your tribe or your creative self in the campus environment conforms to the logic of imprinting upon VC and devising financial exits. These nomadic articulations of the Network State are exemplary of the liminality between what Sadowski and Beegle (2023) term the “expansive” and “extractive” networks of Web3. They are expansive in imagining new social relations and governance ideals while ultimately redounding to extractive hyper-financialised platforms. Spectra is featured as an expansive network with urban design gamified as a form of online communal creation. Its prefigurative experimentation of “practicing the virtual to physical process” (Rzepecki 2023) has resulted in a resort and conference centre in Puerto Rico, the original site of crypto-colonial extraction (Crandall 2019). Modular home designer Cover follows Spectra as an urban spatial solution that will allow new cities to be “built at a speed never before seen” (Rivas 2023). The modular grid will allow “valued spatial traits such as views, privacy and light” to be turned into tradeable property rights on the blockchain (Rivas 2023). Thus, expansive networks inevitably become tokenised or steered towards the Solana blockchain which touts itself as offering “every possible thing you can have in finance” at the micro or macro scale (Yakovenko 2023). Political Economy of Hyperstition These social experiments and networks are the prefigurative basis for something material. The charter cities movement is the foothold “from online to on-land” (Brimen 2023). It leverages histories of colonialism and power imbalances between the developing world and western capitalism to access land for the frontiers of exit. The charter city projects of Prospera, Praxis, Pronomos, and Vitalia are, in one sense, the most material exemplars of the Network State movement and the most hyperstitious, relying upon leaps of faith and magical thinking. And when that fails, there is the power of global right-wing networks, the American state, and trade treaties to impose upon the developing world. These are the foundational contradictions of the political economy of VC; it must disavow the affordances of state power through the VC value fetish. Prospera is a key node for the network state. Based in the Honduran SEZ or ZEDE of Roatan, it offers itself as a “governance platform for parallel societies” (Brimen 2023). Exiting legacy systems is what will allow the “best of us in society; the entrepreneurs, the inventors, the innovators” to have “flying cars” or to “live to 200” (Brimen 2023). For exit-utopians, the promise of charter cities is the development of privatised “government as a service” (Brimen 2023). In practice, this has meant benefiting from the coup-installed Honduran government radically expanding the autonomy of ZEDEs. Prospera has defended itself from threats by the new centre-left government to repeal ZEDE laws through the International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes, a key supranational legal arm of neoliberal world trade (Long and Main 2024). The US State Department, in response to the local pushback against Prospera, has voiced concerns that investor protections and international trade agreements were not being honoured (Long and Main 2024). Thus, the exit fantasy remains within the auspices of the Washington Consensus and its power to create frontiers for capital. The role of Patri Friedman is crucial in imparting money and political connections upon the movement. His Pronomos Capital investment fund is backed by crypto wealth through Srinivasan, Andreessen, Lonsdale, Thiel, and others (Friedman 2023). He also connects the movement to right-wing NGOs like the Free Cities Foundation, the Charter Cities Institute, and the Atlas Network. His familial lineage evokes a multi-generational mission for freedom and exit that has now become real through access to SEZs and his Network State portfolio, including zones in Nigeria, Malawi, and Palau. Friedman uses the techno-metaphors of blockchain to characterise SEZs as open-source legal systems and a “software library” for exit (Friedman 2023). He describes Dubai as a progenitor realising that “homegrown Sharia law was not supportive tech … Dubai forked London's code base” (Friedman 2023). With the creation of Bitcoin, the promise of these charter city zones has gotten “real”. Friedman is excited to present videos of greenfield sites in the developing world that purport to demonstrate these principles. His talk culminates with the declaration “this is so real that this week I am going to Prospera to get my genes edited with a treatment only available there. Like that is real! Really real” (Friedman 2023). The generic elements of Friedman's libertarian triumphalist presentation do not evince proof of concept for the network state; however, performing “exit” upon his body represents the spectacles of freedom that have been key to coalescing the movement (Simpson 2021). His pleas that Prospera is “real” might rightly be viewed as snake oil to outsiders or a demonstration of the collective hyperstitious belief that exists within this movement. The founders of the charter and startup cities are among the more risible members of the Network State movement of eccentrics, utopians, and cranks. Dryden Brown, the founder of Praxis, had the ignominy of being profiled in the New York Times with the headline “Who Would Give This Guy Millions to Build His Own Utopia?” (Bernstein 2023). The answer is: VC Network Staters like Srinivasan, Joe Lonsdale, Shervin Pishevar, and the Winklevoss twins. Brown is in equal parts unimpressive and self-aggrandising as a Network State thought leader. He claims as a home-schooled surf prodigy to have studied charter cities from their inception (Brown 2023). Brown touts Praxis as a community that has “made memes, messed around on the internet” and is now looking for their future city state. Praxis’ emphasis on beauty and Western civilisation places it squarely within an alt-right and openly racist subculture6 that is popular among moneyed “New York scenesters” (Breland 2023). While Brown's 2023 presentation is evasive as to Praxis’ ultimate destination, he has since seized on Trump's7 Greenland gambit, stating in a viral post “I went to Greenland to try to buy it” (Brown 2024a). Not simply content with a network state, Brown (2024b) has pledged to build a Network Empire, as “Empires dream. Empires build”. In an overwrought ceremony at the Praxis World Congress in the Dominican Republic, Brown pledged to “create entirely new forms of human civilization” (ibid.). Brown's triumphalist invocation of civilisational greatness for what remains an online community of edgelords is a discursive performance that veers from LARP to delusion.


Non-unique – techno-authoritarian capitalism and privatized governance happens with or without space
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4. Zones and the globalization of economic rights That network states will not provide the freedom that Srinivasan (2022) claims they will is clear. Yet, it is a mistake to see the network state as just another unrealistic exit project (Craib, 2022, Dávila, 2023, Ross, 2017, Slobodian, 2023) given the extent to which the property relations that the book is arguing for are reflective of the defining feature of our age: the shifting of the rights of capital and the authority over those rights away from the nation-state (Garrod, 2017). It is notable, for instance, that all the zones covered by Slobodian (2023)—enclaves “carved out of a nation and freed from ordinary forms of regulation” (p. 2)—are creatures of the neoliberal project beginning in the 1970s, a reflection of the “political requirements of capital internationalized, highly centralized, and global in perspective” (Teeple, 2000, p. 81). Whether expressed in the deregulation of national financial systems, free trade agreements, special economic zones, tax havens, dark pools, shadow banking, or temporary foreign worker programs, each involves a highly specific reorientation of national property relations that demarcates a particular territory or space in which economic activities are free from nation-state regulations or interventions (Cutler, 2024, Deneault, 2018, Gill and Cutler, 2014, Gilman, 2014, Pistor, 2019; Neveling, 2015; Nichols, 2018; Sassen, 2014; Slobodian, 2023). As many scholars note, this process not only perverts the competitive party system at the heart of liberal democracy, turning it “into a sham of competition with more or less the same agenda” (Teeple, 2007, p. 141), but increasingly turns nation-states into transnational states, “authors of a regime which defines and guarantees, through international treaties with constitutional effect, the global and domestic rights of capital” (Panitch, 1994, p. 64). The overall goal of this project, as Gill (2014) notes, “is to secure uncontested and extended protection for private property rights and investor freedoms on a world scale, locked in by basic laws, constitutions, and treaties” (p. 37). This is why today’s authoritarians are also neoliberals, offering no substantive shifts in economic policy. While it is common to view these transformations as part of the neoliberal project (Brown, 2015, Harvey, 2005, Kiely, 2017, Slobodian, 2018, Slobodian, 2023), I see them more broadly as a result of the dynamics of the ongoing centralization and concentration of capital, as indicators of an emerging global property regime in the making, which denationalizes specific elements of the nation-state in the process (Sassen, 2006, Garrod, 2017). Slobodian (2023) is thus right to place the network state as part of the larger phenomenon of zones. But his failure to periodize capitalism, treating it “as a constant, relentless force” (Dean, 2023, para. 16; see also, Gane, 2023) means that we are left with the simple conclusion that “zones are tools of the state” (Slobodian, 2023, p. 236), rather than an understanding of the wider transformation of the property relations of capitalism that the proliferation of zones reflects. Likewise, where Dean (2023) suggests that zones are emblematic of an emerging neofeudalism, reflecting the same sort of parcelization of sovereignty that characterized the feudal epoch, they fail to register the novelty of this dynamic.13 If there is anything to be taken from the historical comparison to feudalism, it is that our period shares more similarities with the period of absolutism: a period in which new property relations were emerging within the shell of older state structures, transforming them in the process, providing substance to claims that globalization represents a second bourgeois revolution (Teeple, 2000). It is not a coincidence, for instance, that Srinivasan’s argument is strikingly similar to Scottish political economist Sir James Steuart, who, writing in 1767 just prior to the French and American revolutions argued that new forms of mobile private property, such as the bill of exchange, were “less liable to seizure and to other forms of arbitrary dispossession” (Poggi, 2013, p. 146) and that rulers who attempted to do so were likely to see that wealth disappear from their territories.14 Central to the emergence of capitalism were increasing calls for “clear constitutional constraints on the power of the state to violate the private space of the individual or to commandeer [their] property” (Heilbroner, 1986, p. 89). If, as Pollard (1974) notes, “the demand for the independent nation state became closely associated with the demand for the freedom of capital” (pp. 111–112), do we not see similar demands being made in the calls for global forms of decentralized money and political organization outside the control of nation-states? If the early days of capitalism consisted of stretching private property rights across pre-existing medieval jurisdictions, transforming the role of political institutions in the process, it does not take a leap of faith to treat the extension of the rights of capital today as the basis for a similar transformation. In the same way that the bourgeois revolutions extended the rights constitutive of feudal towns and fairs to the entire sovereign territory,15 so too are new global assemblages of territory, authority, and rights (Sassen, 2006) being created deep within national territories to facilitate the use of blockchain technology for transnational accumulation activities. US Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) Commissioner Hester M. Peirce (2020), for instance, has argued that crypto firms using initial coin offerings (ICO) to fund their platforms should be given a three-year zone of autonomy in which existing securities regulations do not apply. Similarly, the State of Nevada recently considered legislation allowing firms specializing in “blockchain, autonomous technology, the Internet of Things, robotics, artificial intelligence, wireless, biometrics and renewable resource technology” (AP News, 2021, para. 8) to locate in specific ‘Innovation Zones’ in which they would possess the right “to form governments carrying the same authority as counties, including the ability to impose taxes, form school districts and courts and provide government services” (para. 3). The State of Wyoming has gone the furthest in this regard, recognizing decentralized autonomous organizations (DAOs)—managerless, nationless, firms mediated by the blockchain whose workers come from all over the world (Chow, 2022)—as Limited Liability Corporations (LLCs) (Farmer & Cahill, 2022). As the current chair of the SEC, Gary Gensler (2022), notes: “when a new technology comes along, our existing laws don’t just go away” (“Tokens”, para. 2). Where Slobodian (2021) sees state involvement with blockchain technology as evidence of its failure to escape the state, I see it instead as the means by which new forms of global private property are legitimated within the old order, redirecting the role of the state toward the enforcement of transnational property relations, transforming it in the process. In this respect, The Network State, like the Dark Enlightenment or the Seasteading Institute, can be read as a hyperstitional project to generalize the global economic rights already possessed by transnational corporations (TNCs). It is not a state for you and I, but one for a globalizing capital coming into its own. 5. Conclusion Although it is typical for commentators to dismiss Srinivasan, treating him as a clown, as Duran (2024) notes, “Donald Trump taught us that clowns can be dangerous” (para. 18). In treating The Network State as just another unrealistic right-wing fantasy that ignores historical and material realities, we fail to locate it as a deeper reflection of our neoliberalized, financialized, and globalized age, the political embodiment of a period constituted by the democratization of making money off assets (Adkins et al., 2020, p. 84). As part of a global dynamic of accumulation that is attempting to extend private property rights outwards across national territories and inward into new domains, The Network State is a politico-ideological reflection of a movement already under way, working to normalize the view that the only safe and orderly future is a global, blockchain-mediated capitalism without democracy, serving up the cause of the current crisis as the solution. To conclude, we might consider why Srinivasan, like the NRx, goes to all this trouble just to twist the basic facts. In an age where the failures of neoliberalism are on full display,16 The Network State reflects the broader goal, as seen in the rise of right-wing ideology to prevent “contemporary crisis from inducing a systemic transformation away from neoliberal globalization and the capitalist mode of production” (Stewart, 2020, p. 1217; see also Patnaik, 2021). Fascism, as Walter Benjamin (1936) once pointed out, gives the masses “expression while preserving property” (“Epilogue,” para. 1). It is a means of securing capitalist property relations when confronted by alternative forces. When this occurs, as Draper (1977) notes: The film of bourgeois development unwinds in a reverse direction: the freedoms that the liberal bourgeoisie once demanded are cut back; popular institutions are doctored so as to interpose a maximum of impediments between the institutions and popular pressures from below (p. 311; see also Herer, 2020, pp. 48–58). This is why—recalling Marx’s (1852)/(1978) famous phrase from The Eighteenth Brumaire, that history repeats itself: “first time as tragedy, the second as farce” (p. 594)—we now see attempted coups by former reality TV stars, and attempts to staff key government positions with people that don’t believe in the state and its institutions: Thiel, as part of Trump’s transition team, for instance, tried to get Srinivasan placed as the head of the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to shut it down (Cortez & Edney, 2017).17 In a recent podcast, Srinivasan (2023, 3:37) makes the links to fascism even clearer, suggesting that citizens loyal to tech companies wear gray t-shirts to identify themselves, fund weekly police banquets, and test police loyalty by asking them: “did you want to take the sign off Elon’s building” (3:40).18 If they answer correctly, Srinivasan suggests rewarding their entire family with jobs at tech companies (3:42). While the imagery is a little on the nose in terms of fascist esthetics, it serves to channel popular frustrations with the incapacity of the liberal democratic state to deal with crisis or serve as a site of social reform. Torn between “the need to promote transnational capital accumulation in their territories and their need to achieve political legitimacy” (Robinson, 2018, p. 848), the center cannot hold, and everywhere trust in liberal democratic institutions is in decline (The Economist, 2024). In the face of climate change, and the crisis of humanity before us, I am reminded of Fitting’s (1991) prescient warning about all right-wing utopias: These works should serve to remind us that even the modest liberal gains that have been made over the past few decades are under attack. Perhaps we should read them as we read the dystopia, as warnings of what the future holds if we fail to resist (p. 108). Whether private property is enforced as a decentralized form of rule, the concentration and centralization of capital necessarily concentrates and centralizes power, and without political or social rights to mitigate this power there is only increased domination. The ‘Gov-Corps’ that they are attempting to bring into fruition already exists in the science fiction of Octavia Butler’s (1993)/(2023) Parable of the Sower, or Marge Piercy’s (1991)/(2010) He, She, It, but they are not treated as an escape from a tyrannous state; rather, they are a place that one chooses to go under duress, accepting the loss of rights as a necessary exchange for safety and security in the wasteland. Let us continue to resist the making of right-wing utopias into right-wing realities.
AT: Genetic Enhancement Eugenics DA
Genetic engineering isn’t required – natural evolution solves without normalizing individual modifications to DNA like with designer babies
Solomon 02-17 [Scott Solomon, Teaching Professor of BioSciences at Rice University with a Ph.D. in Ecology, Evolution, and Behavior from the University of Texas at Austin, 02-17-2026, "Will Life on Mars Require a Genetic Rewrite?", MIT Press Reader, https://thereader.mitpress.mit.edu/will-life-on-mars-require-a-genetic-rewrite/]/Kankee
Mason is a professor of physiology and biophysics at Weill Cornell Medicine. At least that’s his official title. He seems to be working on a hundred different projects all at once, ranging from tracking changes in the virus that causes COVID-19 to helping corals adapt to climate change. The previous day, I had visited his research group on the Upper East Side. The Mason Lab occupied four separate laboratories across three buildings and was still growing. Although they were pursuing a wide range of projects, a major focus of their work was on how the human genome and microbiome are affected by spaceflight. What Mason and his researchers know for sure is that settlement of space will lead to major changes to our biology, one way or another. If we let these changes unfold naturally, evolution will take its course, and people on Mars will gradually become better adapted to the conditions there through mutation and natural selection. Founder effects and genetic drift will cause random changes in Martians and reduce their genetic diversity. Enforced quarantines due to the risk of spreading infectious diseases could accelerate the speciation process. But these natural evolutionary processes will be relatively slow and, to put it mildly, quite unpleasant. What if we could accelerate the process of adaptation and minimize the human suffering that it would otherwise entail? Mason thought that we could — and he laid out his argument in detail. “One possibility is we simply allow evolution to gradually select for characteristics required to survive on these new planets,” he wrote in his book, “The Next 500 Years.” “This is basically the ‘sink or swim’ approach to life’s survival, except with no lifeguards and bricks tied to your feet.” However, there is an alternative: “Our second option to enable Earth’s life to live on other planets is to preemptively direct this genetic process, so that the life we send is already capable of surviving in its new home. More complex, yes — but also more humane.”


Non-genetic human enhancement solves
Solomon 02-17 [Scott Solomon, Teaching Professor of BioSciences at Rice University with a Ph.D. in Ecology, Evolution, and Behavior from the University of Texas at Austin, 02-17-2026, "Will Life on Mars Require a Genetic Rewrite?", MIT Press Reader, https://thereader.mitpress.mit.edu/will-life-on-mars-require-a-genetic-rewrite/]/Kankee
This raises the possibility that future humans with additional synthetic chromosomes may be genetically incompatible with people without them. If used for space settlement, this could be yet another force driving a wedge between humans from Earth and humans living elsewhere. Adapting to life in space may require genetic engineering, but engineering people for space might also contribute to a split in humanity. At some point, people may have to choose between prioritizing adaptation for life on other planets and maintaining human beings as a single species. It might not be possible to achieve both. Other ideas for how to use technology to help people adapt to life beyond Earth include enhancing our bodies with mechanical, electronic, or robotic components. We are already accustomed to wearing glasses, using hearing aids, prosthetic limbs, artificial hearts, and many other devices to improve human health and well-being. Brain–computer interfaces can be added to the list. Numerous private companies working on brain–computer interfaces have recently emerged, suggesting the technology is maturing. In 2024, Neuralink — a company owned by Elon Musk — implanted its first experimental device in a human patient. As the technology improves, brain–computer interfaces will allow better control of artificial limbs and exoskeletons as well as other devices such as vehicles, robots, and more. These technologies could certainly be helpful for life on other planets. Connecting the brain to devices that enhance the senses could give people the ability to see or hear in ways that our eyes and ears cannot do on their own. Imagine a Mars rover, with all of its sophisticated tools and machinery, controlled entirely by the human mind. Now imagine that you are the rover. Humans with these enhanced abilities could become the most capable and best-adapted Martians. If humans — in one form or another — are going to ever leave our solar system, Mars will be an important stepping stone. On Mars, humanity will learn to create and sustain new settlements. Chris Mason thinks of this first, cautious step in humanity’s lifetime as being like going to college. “Leaving the house you grew up in, traveling just out of the reach of your parent’s ability to instantly help you, and testing your limits, boundaries, and potential — all while having fun, learning a lot, and likely getting into trouble,” he wrote about our first settlements on Mars.

AT: Rockets Bad (Ozone/Nitrous Oxides)
[bookmark: pmd-heading-fc548704-93e5-41ac-b4fa-4e0d]The plan doesn't need excess rockets, manufacturing can be done in space
Cain 19 [Frasier Cain, publisher of Universe Today, 08-23-2019, "A Spacecraft Is Going To Assemble Its Own Solar Panels In Space: Archinaut One," Universe Today, https://www.universetoday.com/articles/a-spacecraft-is-going-to-assemble-its-own-solar-panels-in-space-archinaut-one]/Kankee
As I've mentioned in several episodes now, humanity is in a bit of a transition period, a time when it makes sense to launch material up and out of Earth's gravity well into orbit, and beyond. But it's really expensive, costing up to $10,000 per pound you want in orbit, and 10 times if you want it on the Moon. But over the coming decades, more and more of our space-based infrastructure will be built in space, manufactured out of materials that were mined in space. The only thing that'll actually need to leave the Earth's clingy gravity well will be us, the humans, the tourists, wanting to visit all that space infrastructure. Of course, in order to achieve that space future, engineers and mission planners will need to design and construct the technology that will make this possible. That means testing out new prototypes, technologies and methodologies for mining and space-based manufacturing. This is an example of the kind of telecommunications satellite that's regularly launched into space. The size and shape of its solar panels are dependent on the reality that Earth's gravity… sucks. Any spacecraft built needs to be able to handle the full gravity down here on Earth, throughout the testing phase. Then it needs to be able to handle the brutal acceleration, shaking and other forces of launch. Once it reaches orbit, it needs to unfold its solar panels into a configuration that can generate power for the spacecraft. As always, I just need to say the words, James Webb Space Telescope, to put you into a state of panic and dread, imagining the complexity and origami precision that needs to happen more than a million kilometers from Earth, in a place that can't be serviced. Now, take a look at this artist's illustration of a satellite whose solar panels were built entirely in orbit, never experiencing the rigors of Earth gravity. They're comically, hilariously large. And as it turns out, efficient and cost effective. Imagine the International Space Station with solar panels that were three times longer, but still perfectly strong and stable in the microgravity environment of low-Earth orbit. This is the technology that Made in Space's Archinaut One will be testing out as early as 2022, bringing us one step closer to that space-based manufacturing that I keep going on about. In July, 2019, NASA announced that had awarded $73.7 million dollars to Made In Space, a 3D manufacturing company based in Mountain View, California. This contract will help fund the construction and launch of the company's Archinaut One spacecraft, which will then demonstrate the manufacturing and assembly of spacecraft components in space. They're going to build a spacecraft that'll assemble its own power system. In space. If all goes well, Archinaut One will head off to space on board a Rocket Lab Electron rocket from New Zealand as early as 2022. Once it reaches orbit, the spacecraft will construct two ten-meter solar arrays, enough to power an industry standard 200-kg satellite. The kind of satellite that serves as a secondary payload on larger launches. Generally they're underpowered, with only a few hundred watts of power available to them. Archinaut One will 3D-print the support beams, and then unfurl the solar panels on either side of the spacecraft. By manufacturing the entire array in space, the smaller satellite will have the power capabilities of a much larger spacecraft - 5 times the power - able to power more science instruments, communication instruments, etc. This makes sense here in Earth orbit, but it makes even more sense deeper into the Solar System, where the amount of solar power available to a spacecraft drops away. NASA’s Juno spacecraft is currently visiting Jupiter, the 4-tonne spacecraft has three 9-meter solar arrays containing 18,698 solar cells. Here at Earth, they're capable of generating 14 kilowatts of electricity. But out at the orbit of Jupiter, the solar cells get just 1/25th amount of sunlight to work with. NASA has been investing into several technologies which it calls " tipping points ". These are technologies which are too risky or complicated for aerospace firms to profitably develop. But if NASA can reduce the risks, they could benefit commercial space exploration. This was the second contact awarded to Made in Space for the Archinaut program. The first contract, awarded back in 2016, was for a ground-based test of Archinaut. It was put into Northrop Grumman's thermal vacuum testing environment, which can mimic the temperature extremes and low pressure of the near-vacuum of space. Inside the chamber, Archinaut was able to manufacture and assemble various structures. It demonstrated that it could assemble pre-fabricated components like nodes and trusses completely autonomously, as well as various repair operations. With this test out of the way, the next stage will be to test out the technology in space, with the launch of Archinaut One ideally by 2022. In addition to the Archinaut program, NASA has been working with Made in Space for several years now. The most famous of this partnership is the Additive Manufacturing Facility (or AMF), currently on board the International Space Station, which arrived in March 2016, providing an upgrade to the station's previous printer. Over the last few years, this printer has crafted dozens of objects in the microgravity environment of orbit out of polyethylene. But the AMF is able to print with different materials such as metals and composites. The partnership with Made in Space allows NASA to craft replacement parts, and repair broken pieces of the station in orbit. But it also allows Made in Space to test out their more ambitious plans for full space-based manufacturing. In 2018, NASA awarded them a Phase 2 Small Business Innovation Research award for their Vulcan manufacturing system. This is a space-based manufacturing system that can work with 30 different feedstock materials, like aluminum, titanium or plastic composites to print 3D items. Vulcan will also be able to subtract material, machining parts down to their final shapes. And it'll all be done robotically. The goal is to build high-strength, high-precision polymer and metallic components in orbit to the same level of quality as the stuff you can buy down here on Earth. Made in Space is also testing out the technology to manufacture optical fibers in space. These fibers transmit a tremendous amount of data, but the signal needs to be boosted across longer transmission distances. There's a special kind of crystal called ZBLAN which could have a tenth or even a hundredth the signal loss of traditional fibers, but it's hard to manufacture in Earth-gravity. A recent experiment delivered to the International Space Station will manufacture these ZBLAN fibers in space, hopefully producing up to 50 km at a time. As launch costs are reduced, it might even make economical sense to manufacture fiber optic cables in space and then bring them back to Earth. But it also makes a lot of sense to keep them in space, to make more sophisticated satellite hardware that's never known Earth-gravity. Made in Space is also working on technology that will recycle polyethylene back into new 3D printed items. When it's so expensive to fly cargo into orbit, it makes recycle what you've already sent to space, and save it from getting dumped overboard to burn up in orbit. These are all just pieces of a much larger technology strategy that Made in Space is working towards - the goal of a full space-based manufacturing and assembly system. In the future, satellites, telescopes and other space-based hardware will be designed down here on Earth. Then the raw materials will be launched to space with an Archinaut manufacturing system. Archinaut will manufacture all the component parts using its 3D printer, and then they'll be assembled together in space. Made in Space has two flavors of Archinaut they're proposing right now. The DILO system looks like an octagonal canister surrounded by solar panels with a robotic arm poking out the top. Inside the canister are all the raw materials for a space-based communications antenna. The arm takes folded reflector panels and then assembles them. It uses 3D printing to attach the panels, and then they're unfolded into a communications dish. The spacecraft then uses a 3D printer to manufacture and extrude a communications boom from its center. The more advanced version is called ULISSES. It's a version of Archinaut with three robotic arms surrounding a 3D printer. The spacecraft manufactures various trusses and nodes and then uses its arms to assemble them into larger and larger structures. With this technology, they're really only limited by the amount of raw materials the spacecraft has to work with. It could build space telescopes dozens or even hundreds of meters across. The pieces are coming together for true space-based manufacturing and assembly. As early as 2022, we'll see a spacecraft assemble its own solar panels in space, creating a structure that never needs to experience Earth gravity. And in the coming years, we'll see larger and larger spacecraft built almost entirely in orbit. And eventually, I hope, they'll be made out of material harvested from the Solar System. Some day, we'll see the launch of the last cargo rocket. The last time we bothered carrying anything out of Earth's massive gravity well and out into space. From then on, it'll only be tourists. 
[bookmark: pmd-heading-6b6a214b-4647-4807-ad6f-ac08]

New studies prove - SBSP materials are manufactured through lunar stations, solving for rocket usage and mining
Macrobbie et al. 26 [Connor MacRobbie, Department of Mechanical and Mechatronics Engineering, University of Waterloo, 200 University Ave W, Waterloo N2L3G1, Ontario, Canada, Madelyn MacRobbie, Health Sciences and Technology, Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Harvard Medical School, 77 Massachusetts Ave, Cambridge 02139, MA, United States, Mark Sun, Department of Mechanical and Mechatronics Engineering, University of Waterloo, 200 University Ave W, Waterloo N2L3G1, Ontario, Canada, John Wen, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Canada, 05-ND-2026, "Integration of space based solar power into a scaling lunar ISRU based infrastructure and economy," Science Direct, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2590174526001753]/Kankee
The presented work compares the viability of four space based solar power architectures that have the potential to support a sustainable future lunar economy. The architectures cover solar panels manufactured on the Earth or Moon and used in lunar orbit or on the surface. Key performance parameters such as the levelized cost of energy, the power generation capacity, and the present cost of the solar power architectures are calculated in a Monte Carlo simulation. The mean simulation values, along with 5% and 95% confidence intervals demonstrate the range of potential outputs based on the simulation. It is shown that depending on the goals of the agencies or companies implementing space based solar power, lunar made solar cells could be a viable technology to enable a sustainable ISRU based lunar economy that expands lunar surface exploration capabilities and uses thousands of tonnes of in-situ material each year. Levelized cost of energy values are calculated to range from $1.24/kWh for Earth made panels on the lunar surface to $387.25/kWh for lunar made panels operating in lunar orbit, beaming power to the surface. The sensitivity of model inputs on the architecture performance parameters are quantified and discussed. The sensitivity of ISRU scaling rate and magnitude on the performance is also quantified to demonstrate that significant cost savings can be made with rapid scaling of space based solar power. 1. Introduction Lunar in-situ resource utilization (ISRU) uses material available on the Moon to generate essential mission consumables like power, water, propellant, and building materials [1], [2]. ISRU systems will be critical enabling technologies for a long-term presence on the Moon, driven by associated reductions in the number of launches required to restock consumables, operational flexibility, and ability to adapt in emergency situations [3]. A detailed economic assessment of the systems architecture needed for an evolvable lunar economy revealed that ISRU operations, specifically propellant production, by a commercial lunar base has the potential to offset the cost of economic development of the Moon [4]. Previous studies have explored the commercial viability of using lunar ISRU to produce propellant, demonstrating that maximizing the scale of the ISRU plants can make propellant cost lower than delivery from Earth [5]. Power systems will be one component of a lunar economy, designed to meet the power demands of habitation, science, mining, and other industry components [6]. All surface infrastructure and operations will require large inputs of power, including the generation of other ISRU-based commodities. For example4, the projected ISRU-based water and oxygen generation to maintain crew habitation systems reaches a peak of almost 80 kW for a crew of 4 [7]. Lunar propellant production also requires large energy inputs for each step in the ISRU process, with mining requiring around 100 kW and the subsequent regolith processing systems in the range of 10–100 kW [8], [9]. There is an anticipated long-term need for MW levels of power on the lunar surface for ISRU systems, science and exploration, and crew habitation, with early estimates projecting power requirements exceeding 8 MW for ISRU alone [10]. Power systems therefore are candidates for the use of ISRU to support and enable all activities on the lunar surface. Two major energy solutions that are broadly used in space applications are solar and radioisotope power systems. NASA’s primary power system technology selection is nuclear fission power, with the Artemis program supporting the development of a 40 kWe surface reactor [11], [12], [13], [14]. Larger fission power reactors are in development for on-Earth use [15], [16]. Nuclear power systems have some advantages over other energy solutions in terms of low maintenance requirements, ability to produce energy regardless of location, and demonstrated reliability in the space environment [17], [18], [19], [20]. However, the limited availability and geopolitical tensions associated with nuclear power sources raise concerns with the reliance on nuclear power in lunar exploration [21]. Moreso, the radiation exposure to crew and equipment in the vicinity of a surface reactor is a significant consideration for the longevity of a lunar base, given the high-radiation lunar environment and existing crew lifetime radiation exposure limits [22], [23], [24], [25]. Space-based solar power (SBSP) relies on line-of-sight between the solar panel and the Sun for energy generation; this limits the utility of solar power on the lunar surface to areas that are exposed to sunlight, which reduces access to permanently shadowed regions on the Moon [26], [27]. A key benefit of solar systems is power generation without increasing radiation exposure to crew. Additionally, materials like silicon and aluminum oxides that are needed to produce solar panels are widely available on the lunar surface [28]. The feasibility of producing solar panels via ISRU has been established [29], [30], [31], [32], [33], [34]. ISRU-based energy storage and transmission has also been evaluated [35]. Together, this indicates an ability to increase power production without relying on delivery of new Earth-based nuclear power sources. Evaluations of lunar base power system requirements indicate that a combination of nuclear and solar power supply provides system-level reliability through dissimilar redundancy, reduced radiation exposure in crewed systems, and possible reductions in the launched mass of the overall power system [36], [37], [38], [39]. Lunar SBSP can refer to several configurations including solar panels on the lunar surface or onboard satellites in orbit, with power beaming to surface receivers. Surface solar power systems are commonly discussed which often use vertically deployed solar panels to mitigate dust accumulation and increase light exposure [40], [41]. Lunar ISRU architectures to produce surface solar power systems target scalability and sustainability in long-term lunar habitation [42]. Others propose the use of lunar ISRU-based SBSP to power habitation, manufacturing, and exploration on the Moon via satellites in lunar orbit [43], [44], [45]. Architectures have also been proposed that utilize lunar-derived ISRU to provide power generation and distribution to the Earth via SBSP satellites in Earth orbit [46], [47], [48]. Several studies evaluate SBSP architectures for feasibility of establishing an economically viable lunar power industry [49], [50], [51]. However, these studies limit their analysis to Earth-derived SBSP systems in lunar orbit. While many system concepts have been proposed to provide power to the Earth and lunar surfaces via solar power satellites, few have quantified parameters that allow for significant evaluation compared to other traditional energy generation methods, such as the cost per amount of energy of the system. Previous studies for Earth power generation demonstrate that predicted costs for power beamed from GEO to the Earth’s surface via SBSP will be approximately 0.04–4 $/kWh based on proposed systems and models, with the lower range requiring significant technology development with favorable future outcomes [45], [52], [53]. One study approximates that at this time SBSP could have a cost of 7.78 $/kWh [54]. These values are significantly higher than terrestrial power sources which range from 0.02 to 0.05 $/kWh, which has resulted in little development and investment in SBSP technologies for Earth applications [52]. Considering lunar applications, one previous study has modeled that an Earth made solar energy system orbiting the moon with operation starting in 2035 and continuing for 15 years could result in an LCOE of $112.03/kWh [55]. However, this work does not consider the lunar ISRU production of solar cells, only the Earth derived case. Overall, there is a significant gap in literature involving the quantification of architecture outputs parameters for lunar space solar power generation, and specifically those related to ISRU derived lunar solar cells. In this work, the costs associated with Earth- and lunar-derived SBSP for use on the Moon are modeled, with panels located either on the lunar surface or in orbit. Unlike previous work, this model includes an integrated analysis of the availability of lunar materials and the mining, processing, and manufacturing subsystems required to create and deploy solar panels. This work evaluates the role of ISRU in large-scale lunar infrastructure requirements through investigation of the economic feasibility of ISRU-based SBSP systems, and determines whether space solar power can be a leader in building the lunar economy.
AT: Exploration Word PIC
[bookmark: pmd-heading-3b558d18-fa80-4ecd-9205-17c3]Exploration is colonization
Zhu 21 [Alice Zhu, Technology/Innovation journalist, 2021, "The social, environmental, and economic impacts of space colonization", Starfish Canada, https://thestarfish.ca/journal/2021/11/the-social-environmental-and-economic-impacts-of-space-colonization]/Kankee
The permanent loss of Earth’s resources to the assembly of space-bound objects not only has environmental implications because it is energy-intensive and removes useful materials from Earth irreplaceably, but it also poses safety concerns for astronauts and manned spacecraft alike. Space “colonization” is colonization Space exploration is often used interchangeably with the term “space colonization”, and unfortunately this is the case. Space exploration is in fact a form of colonization. Today, space is being explored by the ultra-rich, which bears resemblance to the exploration, conquering, settling, and exploitation of many parts of the world by European explorers beginning in the 16th century. The Outer Space Treaty – a treaty that entered into force in 1967 that governs activities surrounding the exploration and use of outer space – states that “outer space shall be free for exploration and use by all States” or by all countries. However, policies have not caught up with today’s new age of space travel – it is clear that space is at risk of being monopolized by billionaires and their companies. Elon Musk and SpaceX, and Richard Branson and Virgin Galactic are just a few examples of potential colonizers who might treat outer space as their playground because they are the first ones to get there.
AT: Wipeout
Aliens stop false vacuum
Vinding 24 [Magnus Vinding, philosopher with a degree in mathematics from the University of Copenhagen, 6-21-2024, "Why UFOs matter", Effective Altruist Forum, https://forum.effectivealtruism.org/posts/6Kjcr7pBAoKpocYoL/why-ufos-matter]/Kankee
6.3.3 Relevance to the ethics of extinction The scenario explored here would also be relevant to the ethics of extinction in various ways. For example, it would imply that the extinction of humanity would be a lot less consequential (for better or worse), since humanity would not control much of the universe’s future in any case. As a result, human extinction would plausibly be less important to focus on (from an impartial perspective). Relatedly, human extinction might not mark the end of humanity’s influence on the future, since human decisions could have a marginal impact on the long-term future even when there are no longer any humans or human descendants around (through the kind of limited relative impact alluded to above: a marginal long-term impact on the advanced foreign intelligence). Indeed, under this kind of scenario, the vast majority of humanity's moral impact might not materialize until long after humanity and its descendants have gone extinct. The scenario would also have significant implications when it comes to ideas about vacuum phase transitions and the like that might unleash destruction on a cosmic scale (see e.g. Bostrom, 2002). In particular, under this kind of scenario, we should update strongly toward thinking that such events of cosmic destruction cannot realistically be unleashed by humanity or any group of humans. After all, an ultra-powerful intelligence that has not already unleashed such an event itself is unlikely to allow any real risk of such events to be posed by others. 6.3.4 UFOs themselves might matter morally
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