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Introduction
	On February 1st, 2023, residents of Billings, Montana, spotted an object in the sky that quickly generated fears of international espionage and potential conflict. It was a weather balloon but floating at an alarmingly low altitude for such a device. The local buzz immediately became an item of national news and hysteria. This weather balloon was a foreign nation’s property crossing over what the United States populace considered their sovereign jurisdiction. One observer linked the surprisingly outsized concern to citizens’ sense of impotence: “As human beings, to look up in the sky and see something we’re powerless over makes us crazy.”[footnoteRef:1] Addressing the concerns of Americans everywhere, the Biden administration reacted to this intrusion by destroying the balloon and reprimanding China, the nation who they presumed had sent the balloon to spy on the North American continent. [1:  Katie Rogers, Look! Up in the Sky! It’s a… Chinese Spy Balloon? (The New York Times. February 4, 2023), https://www.nytimes.com/2023/02/04/us/politics/chinese-spy-balloon-obsession.html] 

	As the incident caused uproar and questioning from the general American populace, it offers an entry point for serious academic inquiry about national boundaries and international agreements to respect them. Terrestrial international boundaries seem clear, but where does a nation end in vertical space? Do the events of early 2023 suggest that vertical boundaries and the breaking of them is tolerable? Or is there a vagueness to their definitions that allows for varied degrees of response when they are violated? History offers useful examples for contextualizing and analyzing the 2023 events. The impact of events link the 1948-49 Berlin Airlift, 1957 Russian launch of Sputnik 1, and 1960 U-2 spy plane debacle can be traced directly to what was, at the time, the breaking of the largest vertical boundary a nation-state: the 1969 Apollo 11 missionU-2. The successful breach of the ultimate vertical boundary by the United States during the Apollo 11 mission cultivated a sense of unparalleled supremacy, which, in turn, contributed to a period of relative peace in its own domestic airspace. No longer were foreign groups as willing to challenge the nation's boundaries, fearing perhaps the unmatched capabilities demonstrated by the only nation to successfully land men on the moon. This is seen by the willingness the U.S.S.R. had originally to cross those lines, and the unwillingness until September 11th for another to do so again. That willingness has happened once more, the eras of peace are shorter between these occurrences and the United States has need to show its dominance once more to prevent further incursions of foreign objects like the Chinese Balloon.

Vertical Definitions
	The continual crossing of airspace as will be seen throughout this paper can be contributed to the lack of definitions agreed upon in the international community. Each nation defines the various sectors of airspace differently. And with each nation defining their own space, they often subject their own views upon others, unhappy when another nation does not agree nor know a nation’s own space. And the United States is nation which wishes for others to adhere to its own views.
	In the early days of aviation, the United States, like other nations, believed in their own sovereignty over the airspace above their ground territory.  This was first articulated in the 1919 Paris Convention, which established in the Convention for the Regulation of Aerial Navigation that each nation had exclusive control over the airspace above its land.[footnoteRef:2] It did not mention an altitudinal limit however, since aviation aircraft at the time was so simple, they were unable to reach the soaring heights of today’s technology. [2:  Convention for the Regulation of Aerial Navigation (The American Journal of International Law, vol. 17, no. 4, 1923), pp. 195-212, JSTOR, https://doi.org/10.2307/2212814.] 

	And as aviation improved countries have yet to clearly define those limits. There is a general feeling expressed by most nations that the verticality of their nation extends to space but very few have put that formally into writing and there is no formal agreement on the international stage. Internally for nations, there often is some clarification. For example, in United States v. Causby, Thomas Lee Causby was a farmer who lived near Lindley Field Airstrip, in North Carolina, who sued the government because their low altitude flying over his property had killed some of his chickens interfering with the production of his farm. This interference resulted in necessary just compensation under the Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment.
	The Supreme Court agreed that a taking had occurred and Causby was due compensation while upholding the idea of navigable airspace being areas wholly public domain.[footnoteRef:3] Navigable airspace at the time was defined as airspace greater than the minimum safety altitudes dictated by the Civil Aeronautics Authority.[footnoteRef:4] This minimum depended on the area but ultimately required the ability of property owners to have such low frequency of disturbances caused by flights to have use and enjoyment of property. [3:  UNITED STATES v. CAUSBY et ux (Legal Information Institute, Cornell Law School), https://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/328/256
]  [4:  U.S. Code § 40102 – Definitions (Legal Information Institute, Cornell Law School), https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/49/40102#a_32
] 

	This means that internally the United States recognizes airspace as public domain at an altitude of 366 feet and above since the flights below this were the ones that had interfered with Causby’s property, according to the Supreme Court.[footnoteRef:5] Although, as will be seen, the United States externally does not appreciate others crossing over into their supposed area. [5:  Causby v. United States, 75 F. Supp. 262 - Court of Claims 1948, https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=18417830911449345480#p263
] 


Berlin Airlift
	Between June of 1948 and May 1949, over 278,000 instances of aerial border crossing highlight that vertical boundary breaking had been tolerated in the past.[footnoteRef:6] On June 24, 1948, the Soviet military blockaded all methods of entry into the Allied-controlled region of Berlin, except one–the sky. Berlin, being in the heart of what had become the Soviet Union’s Easternly controlled half of Germany, had become cut-off from the Allies that were Berliners life-blood. Roads, railways, and water routes leading into Berlin were the Soviet’s and they were willing to test the fortitude of the Allies determination to hold onto Germany. The United States, along with its allies of Britain and France, were not willing to be bullied by the USSR. This was a geopolitical contest and the blockade was the first move. Ignoring it would have shown weakness. But without access to the roads, or waterways, there was only one possible solution, to go vertical.  [6:  Katie Lange, The Berlin Airlift: What It Was, Its Importance in the Cold War (U.S. Department of Defense. June 25, 2018), https://www.defense.gov/News/Inside-DOD/Blog/article/2062719/the-berlin-airlift-what-it-was-its-importance-in-the-cold-war/
] 

	The airlift at its height had planes deliver cargo. Conducted by American, British, and French aircraft, the airlift delivered more than 2.3 million tons of supplies via 278,000 airdrops.[footnoteRef:7] This airlift was title Operation Vittles and was an unprecedented humanitarian airlift resulting in over 92 million miles of aerial travel.[footnoteRef:8]  [7:  Katie Lange, The Berlin Airlift: What It Was, Its Importance in the Cold War (U.S. Department of Defense. June 25, 2018), https://www.defense.gov/News/Inside-DOD/Blog/article/2062719/the-berlin-airlift-what-it-was-its-importance-in-the-cold-war/
]  [8:  Katie Lange, The Berlin Airlift: What It Was, Its Importance in the Cold War (U.S. Department of Defense. June 25, 2018), https://www.defense.gov/News/Inside-DOD/Blog/article/2062719/the-berlin-airlift-what-it-was-its-importance-in-the-cold-war/
] 

But what kind of importance does this event demonstrate concerning the acceptance of vertical boundaries being broken? Somehow, despite a blockade, a constant stream of American Airforce entering and leaving foreign territory, and a palpable sense of fear, war did not begin. And if there is doubt the feeling of fear was present, a telegram from on concerned American citizen, Richard Minasian, to President Harry S. Truman a few months into the Airlift begged President Truman to do something concerning the “Berlin Crisis.” A crisis, an internal feeling of anxiety brought by an outward trigger. Minasian went on to say that “The people of America are looking to you for the answer to the question that is uppermost in there [sic] minds. Does peace or war hinge on what happens in Berlin?”[footnoteRef:9] Intriguingly, this crisis did not result in war.  The result was cooperation. The Berlin Airlift demonstrated that airspace could be a unifying space where nations could work with and tolerate one another, rather than being a location of contention. This event also played a crucial role in demonstrating that vertical boundary crossing was a legitimate and necessary means that a diverse cast of countries could employ since it was not only the United States but France, Great Britain, and the USSR all moving with in East Germany touchdown in Berlin. [9:  Telegram, Richard Minasian to Harry S. Truman (The Berlin Airlift; Official File; National Archives, Harry S. Truman Library & Museum, September 22, 1948), https://www.trumanlibrary.gov/library/research-files/telegram-richard-minasian-harry-s-truman. Punctuation added for clarity
] 


Sputnik
	The Cold War was a game of back and forth with the goal of subjugation without war. Neither side willing to commit fully but wanting the other to bend the knee. When the Berlin Blockade began, the United States found a loophole which the Soviets were not willing to push back on. Sputnik may have been inspired by such a realization that aerial domain had yet to be established.
	On October 4th, 1957, the Soviet Union shocked the world and broke new vertical boundaries by launching Sputnik 1, the world’s first artificial satellite.  This represented a pivotal moment in vertical boundary breaking and challenged notions of what sovereign airspace was, where its boundaries ended, and how international rivals would negotiate airspace that none yet had the technology to effectively control. This moment though did not just inspire questions of global consequence, but also served as a catalyst for international competition for greater and greater verticality. It created the Space Race. And while Sputnik 1 represented a threatening challenge to rival nations, the vertical international competition it accelerated also featured surprising collaboration and tolerance of breaking vertical boundaries to various degrees.
	A simple, relatively small object, at the size of 58 centimeters in diameter and weighing about 84 kilograms, as stated left the world dazed. It orbited at heights that scared people with a signal that went out to those capable of detecting it. What the signal may have said does not truly matter because it was clear what the message really meant; the Americans do not own the skies.
	For the United States, the launch of Sputnik 1, represented a threat by the Soviets. Somehow, the Soviets had just shook the technological supremacy of the USA and the United States was concerned.
	One week after the launch of Sputnik, a confidential evaluation from the Eisenhower administration occurred. It stated that four major effects on world public opinion had occurred. The first was that “Soviet claims of scientific and technological superiority over the West… have won greatly widened acceptance.”[footnoteRef:10] The second was a geopolitical concern that friendly countries to the United States have concerns that the balance of military power had shifted. The third was that the “general credibility of Soviet propaganda has been greatly enhanced.”[footnoteRef:11] And finally that “American prestige” was viewed as having sustained an incredible blow especially because of how the American’s reacted to the event. [10:  Asif Siddiqi, ed., Proposals of First Launches of Artificial Earth Satellites before the Beginning of the International Year of Geophysics [1957] (NASA, 2007), https://history.nasa.gov/sputnik/russ4.html]  [11:  Asif Siddiqi, ed., Proposals of First Launches of Artificial Earth Satellites before the Beginning of the International Year of Geophysics [1957] (NASA, 2007), https://history.nasa.gov/sputnik/russ4.html] 

	The first claim is important in understanding the situation the U.S.S.R. was in. They suspected that the United States was spying on them through aerial devices but had no proof until the later U-2 Crisis of 1960. The Soviets also had to bear the fact that the USA was able to cross back and forth thousands of times during the Berlin Airlift over Soviet territory. To a degree, they were weak when dealing with vertical superiority. They were losing the competition to establish and control vertical boundaries, despite the dominance of which their propaganda boasted.
	The Soviets managed to catch a lucky break with Sputnik 1. A transcribed and translated document signed by the Chief Designer of U.S.S.R. Satellites, Sergey P. Korolev, showed that the Soviets had some very basic intelligence that the United States was planning on launching their own satellite during the upcoming International Geophysical Year. And his proposal, was “for permission to prepare and launch two rockets” that would be upgraded to a new classification of “artificial earth satellites.”[footnoteRef:12]  These upgraded pieces of technology were eventually called Sputnik and Sputnik-2. Now, why would this be a sign of superiority? They simply upgraded existing technology, but it does not show they were better than the United States. Except, that the proposal also discusses how the United States had already attempted their own launching of an artificial satellite and failed.  [12:  Asif Siddiqi, ed., Proposals of First Launches of Artificial Earth Satellites before the Beginning of the International Year of Geophysics [1957] (NASA, 2007), https://history.nasa.gov/sputnik/russ4.html] 

	In September of 1956, about four months prior to the proposal of Sputnik by Sergey Korolev, the United States tried to launch a satellite via Project Vanguard at Patrick Air Force Base in Florida. This attempt and subsequent failure was kept secret. So, by succeeding with Sputnik, the Soviets managed to not only beat the United States in having a satellite launched but did so with the United States already having a head start at trying to. It was clear that the Soviets now had more credibility in their propaganda of scientific and technological superiority.
	The successful launch of Sputnik dealt a serious blow to “American prestige” and the American media ran with the story. With New York Times calling it “The Soviet Union’s Big Surprise” and TIME Magazine calling it the “Red Moon Over the U.S.,” it brought fear to the public.[footnoteRef:13] TIME’s introduction was lurid and striking in its imagery: “Hurtling unseen… As it circled the globe for the first time, traveling at 18,000 m.p.h., the U.S. was blissfully unaware that a new era in history had begun, opening a … grim new chapter in the cold war.”[footnoteRef:14] There was a palpable fear in the cultural air. As Bill Whittle, the host of the popular four-part podcast about the Apollo 11 Moon landing called Apollo 11: What We Saw, stated most appropriately, “there was a Soviet satellite overflying our nice suburban neighborhoods… and the Soviets as everyone in America realized, almost every moment in our lives, had hydrogen bombs.”[footnoteRef:15] The fear of what the Soviets could potentially do left the American public to shape the response to Sputnik, not the government. And with that fear, America’s prestige fell. And it would not be the only time the United States prestige fell in the eyes of the public during these vertical boundary crossings. [13:  The Soviet Union’s Big Surprise (The New York Times, October 5, 1957), https://archive.nytimes.com/www.nytimes.com/partners/aol/special/sputnik/main.html
]  [14:  Red Moon Over the U.S. (TIME: The Weekly Magazine. Vol. LXX No.16. October 14, 1957), https://time.com/vault/issue/1957-10-14/page/29/]  [15:  Bill Whittle, Apollo 11: What We Saw (The Daily Wire, December 21, 2020), https://www.dailywire.com/episode/apollo-11-what-we-saw-part-1-we-choose-to-go-to-the-moon.] 


U-2 Spy Plane Operations
The U-2 spy plane incident, also known as the U-2 Crisis of 1960, serves as another example of American prestige being lost due to the Soviets’ and American’s back and forth nature of breaking each other’s vertical boundaries. It also demonstrates once more the continuance of America to willingly cross others boundaries out of a sense of superiority and necessity despite agreements. During the height of the Cold War, the United States deployed high-altitude Lockheed U-2 reconnaissance planes to gather intel on U.S.S.R. foreign military and governmental actions, including those of the U.S.S.R. and China. This was done covertly by the CIA since the requests for an open-sky policy by President Eisenhower was denied.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  U-2 Overflights and the Capture of Francis Gary Powers, 1960 (United States Department of State, Office of the Historian), https://history.state.gov/milestones/1953-1960/U-2-incident#:~:text=The%20U%2D2%20was%20a,by%20radar%20on%20the%20ground.] 

On July 21st, 1955, President Eisenhower gave a speech where he proposed the necessity for “mutual aerial surveillance.”[footnoteRef:17] Eisenhower attempted to coerce the USSR into such an agreement by evoking the possibility of nuclear war: [17:  Verification Technologies: Cooperative Aerial Surveillance in International Aerial Surveillance in International Agreements, Part 6 of 12 (Princeton University), https://www.princeton.edu/~ota/disk1/1991/9114/911406.PDF] 

I should address myself for a moment principally to the delegate of the Soviet Union, because our two great countries admittedly possess new and terrible weapons in quantities which do give rise in other parts of the world, or reciprocally, to the fears and dangers of surprise attack.[footnoteRef:18] [18: 
 Dwight D. Eisenhower, “Statement on Disarmament Presented at the Geneva Conference,” July 21, 1955 as cited in Dwight D. Eisenhower, Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States 1955, No. 166, p. 715.] 


But despite Eisenhower’s invocation of nuclear war, the Soviet Union did not agree to such plans. And the Eisenhower administration went forward with surveillance, anyway, developing the U-2 planes. These planes were set to operate at a ceiling of 70,000 feet to remain undetected by Soviet equipment, or at least the American’s believed that would be the case. [footnoteRef:19] [19: 
 Christopher Drew, U-2 Spy Plane Evades the Day of Retirement (The New York Times, March 21, 2010), https://www.nytimes.com/2010/03/22/business/22plane.html] 

On May 1, 1960, American C.I.A. operative Francis Gary piloted a U-2 spy-plane over Soviet territory until it was shot down. The plane crashed near the city of Sverdlovsk Oblast in the Ural Mountains and sparked an international crisis. The incident was a major embarrassment for the United States and a propaganda victory for the U.S.S.R. The event exposed the covert surveillance program the United States was operating despite the lack of an open-sky agreement between the two nations and allowed the Russian government and state media to decry American hypocrisy. The U-2 debacle reveals the complexities of vertical boundary breaking during times of heightened geopolitical tension. While the United States sought to gather intelligence through aerial reconnaissance, originally asking for open airways with the Soviets to do so. But the Soviets denied access to such flyovers.[footnoteRef:20] So, the USA decided to gain reconnaissance by violating Soviet airspace, thereby breaching the aerial boundary between the two nations. The Soviet response, in this case, was forceful by shooting down the aircraft, but overall, largely propagandistic. [20:  Michael R. Beschloss, MAYDAY: Eisenhower, Khrushchev and the U-2 Affair (Harper & Row, 1986).] 

The plane might have been left in ruin, but the Soviets felt it necessary to recover what they could. They placed the remnants on public display in Moscow as evidence of America’s willingness to cross boundaries without permission.[footnoteRef:21] This occurred at a critical moment when the U.S.S.R. Premier Nikita Khrushchev and President Eisenhower were set to have peace negotiations at a 1960 Paris Summit. With the camera system intact, Khrushchev managed to reveal that the weather survey story was a cover-up for the C.I.A.’s spy-plane reconnaissance program.[footnoteRef:22]  The incident revealed that American officials were actively pushing others to abide by the aerial boundaries agreed to all the while breaking them themselves. The United States was caught in a lie. The embarrassment and disgrace created a rift during the exact moment peace was to be sought. Although the event strained U.S.-Soviet relations, it did not escalate into a full-blown conflict. Both nations understood the potential consequences of an armed confrontation and ultimately chose other means to resolve the crisis. The 1960 Paris Summit, for example, brought to an abrupt end by the U-2 incident, left the leaders scrambling for other methods than war even with partnership being off the table. But the reality of the situation was clear, the United States felt it acceptable to go wherever they saw fit, regardless of presupposed agreements. To them, the world was their domain and Apollo 11 was merely an example of it. [21: U-2 Overflights and the Capture of Francis Gary Powers, 1960 (United States Department of State, Office of the Historian), https://history.state.gov/milestones/1953-1960/U-2-incident#:~:text=The%20U%2D2%20was%20a,by%20radar%20on%20the%20ground.]  [22:  Cover plan to be used for downed U-2 flight (the U.S. did not know that the Soviets had the captured U.S. pilot), May 2, 1960 (Office of the Staff Secretary, Subject Series, Alphabetical Subseries, Box 15, Intelligence Matter 14, NAID #594364), https://www.eisenhowerlibrary.gov/sites/default/files/research/online-documents/U-2-incident/5-2-60-cover-plan.pdf] 


Apollo 11
	Apollo 11 marked a pivotal moment in humanity's history, as it signaled a shift in the United States domain for over 30 years. The United States demonstrated its mastery of the skies, asserting its position as the preeminent space-faring nation. Throughout history, conquerors have laid claim to territories by planting their flags, a potent symbol of dominance and ownership. This practice can be seen in events such as the raising of the American flag at Iwo Jima or the Whisky War between Canada and Denmark.
Yet, when discussing the crossing of vertical boundaries, why is the planting of flags still relevant? The Whisky War between Canada and Denmark offers a unique glimpse into the complex symbolism of flag planting. In this lighthearted dispute over the tiny Hans Island, both nations alternated in placing their flags, accompanied by bottles of Canadian whisky or Danish schnapps.[footnoteRef:23] [footnoteRef:24]Though the flag planting was done in jest, it highlights the enduring human need for symbolic gestures of dominion and territorial claims. And these gestures were performed during the Apollo 11 mission. [23:  Amber Healy, Why Canada Keeps Leaving Bottles of Whiskey on a Remote Island (INSH, October 14, 2018).
]  [24:  Canada, Denmark agree to resolve dispute over Arctic island (CBC News. September 19, 2005), https://insh.world/geo/canada-keeps-leaving-bottles-whiskey-remote-island/https://www.cbc.ca/news/world/canada-denmark-agree-to-resolve-dispute-over-arctic-island-1.551223] 

Apollo 11's mission, on July 20th, 1969, was a testament to humanity's collective achievement, as Neil Armstrong declared, "That's one small step for a man, one giant leap for mankind."[footnoteRef:25] However, just moments later, he and Buzz Aldrin planted the American flag on the lunar surface. This apparent contradiction raises the question: was the moon landing a global endeavor, or a domestic, nationalistic undertaking? The truth is it was fueled by nationalistic aspirations. Following the launch of Sputnik by the Soviet Union, the United States engaged in an intense space race to assert its dominance in the heavens. The moon landing symbolized American victory in this race. As President John F. Kennedy stated, "This country was conquered by those who moved forward—and so will space."[footnoteRef:26] The conquest of space was deemed crucial for the United States. [25: 
 Neil Armstrong, July 20, 1969: One Giant Leap For Mankind, ed. NASA Administrator (NASA, July 20, 2021), https://www.nasa.gov/mission_pages/apollo/apollo11.html]  [26: 
 John F. Kennedy, Address at Rice University, Houston, Texas, 12 September 1962 (Papers of John F. Kennedy; Presidential Papers, President's Office Files), https://www.jfklibrary.org/asset-viewer/archives/JFKPOF/040/JFKPOF-040-001] 

The distinctly American character of the mission was evident in every detail: from the capsule named Columbia after the discoverer of the Americas, to the lunar module called Eagle, and the prominent display of American flags on their spacesuits.[footnoteRef:27] Despite the rhetoric of unity and common purpose, the moon landing was unmistakably an American endeavor. [27: 
 Command Module, Apollo 11 (Smithsonian National Air and Space Museum), https://www.si.edu/object/command-module-apollo-11%3Anasm_A19700102000#:~:text=The%20Apollo%2011%20Command%20Module,atop%20a%20Saturn%20V%20rocket] 

Kennedy, a master of language, often spoke of transcending national differences in space exploration. He argued that as humans reached beyond Earth, they should leave behind their earthly divisions. Yet, the planting of the American flag on the moon contradicted this sentiment. While sometimes flag planting is done in jest, as in the case of Canada and Denmark, the United States had a more serious intent.
In his speech at Rice University, Kennedy envisioned a future where space would not be governed by a "hostile flag of conquest, but by a banner of freedom and peace."[footnoteRef:28] The planting of the American flag on the moon was a statement to the world of the United States' capabilities and commitment to peace, rather than a militaristic expansion. It served as a reminder of the nation's strength and resolve, and as a symbol of hope for a future where the exploration of space would bring people together rather than drive them apart. [28: 
 John F. Kennedy, Address at Rice University, Houston, Texas, 12 September 1962 (Papers of John F. Kennedy; Presidential Papers, President's Office Files), https://www.jfklibrary.org/asset-viewer/archives/JFKPOF/040/JFKPOF-040-001] 


Post Apollo
	At each boundary crossing moment–the Berlin Airlift, Sputnik, the U-2 spy plane incident, or Apollo 11–the response was never war. It was either ignored like in the Berlin Airlift, brought with hushed whispers or loud cries of fear like with Sputnik, or embarrassment and walking away from peace negotiations as with U-2. But it never cleared any confusion on where nations vertical boundaries ended. Without war, or a clear willingness to enforce specific boundaries, do they even exist? However, after Apollo 11, that changed. First and foremost, there was never a willingness of other groups to create border issues with the United States. Yes, the Vietnam war, Korean War, and Gulf Wars, involved the United States. But those lands were not the United States’ sovereign territory. It was not theirs to begin with nor theirs afterwards. It was simply another point in which the United States felt comfortable crossing other’s airspace but not okay with people doing it to them.
	It took over 30 years before another group was willing to defy the boundaries of America. On September 11, 2001, multiple planes were hijacked by foreign peoples and broke the peace that the United States airspace had held for so long. 2,977 were killed by those hijackers.[footnoteRef:29] Thousands more were injured, with many having long-term health effects because of that day. And what was the United States response? War against the Al-Qaeda, the group which perpetrated the event. It was a new response. It was a different response. There are countless reasons why but there are a few that rise to the surface when looking at it through the lens of aerial boundaries. First, the United States had just held a historic level of peace concerning their aerial borders. The last time someone had crossed them in such a blatant fearful manner was Sputnik. It shocked the American people. [29:  The 9/11 Commision Report: Final Report of the National Commmission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States (National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States. August 21, 2004), https://govinfo.library.unt.edu/911/report/911Report_Exec.html] 

	And it shocked the American people enough to go to war because people had died. Even when the Soviets had closed off the territory of Berlin that the Allies ‘owned, no shots were fired. No war occurred with Sputnik either. Or even with U-2 when a spy plane was shot down in Soviet territory, confirming the United States Military presence in foreign spaces, nobody had died, and no war occurred. The Paris Summit might have resulted with the parties walking away from peace, but they did not march towards war. It took Americans dying horrific deaths for vertical boundary crossing to result in war. 
	These past events thus provide context to the 2023 response of the United States to the Chinese Spy Balloon. Supposing for a moment that the balloon was some form of spy-equipment (like most believe it to be), the Biden administration’s response was well within the norm of the history aerial boundary crossing. President Biden spoke some harsh words to China and shot down the equipment, all while not going to war with them. His response was no different than that of the past. It also reveals a potentially growing international willingness to test American resolve to control its airspace.  The legacy of America putting men on the moon no longer holds the same weight it once did. There is a willingness to cross boundaries again, and America needs to be weary of that future.
	An era of peace where various vertical boundary treaties or projects geared towards cooperation were undertaken, such as the Liability Convention of 1972, the Registration Convention of 1976, the Moon Agreement of 1984, or the creation of the International Space Station seems to have ended. The United States felt confident in its strength and prestige to move forward with plans of cooperation after Apollo 11. But the last twenty years or so and the crossings into American Airspace has taught that the confidence and prestige may no longer exist.

Conclusion
	The boundaries that nation’s hold vertically is still ill-defined. It creates confusion and misunderstanding. But what it really shows is the difference between policy and feelings. Although, not official, the United States feels that all verticality above their land is theirs. Their policy says differently, and the United States also recognizes that Satellites are a necessary tool employed by nations across the world and cannot be prohibited. But as seen as recently by the Chinese Spy Balloon, the United States feels that all the verticality above their land is theirs. And they do this despite the hypocrisy that is evident when they have crossed aerial boundaries themselves.
	Since WWII, the United States has actively crossed others’ borders a multitude of times. Sometimes it is at the request of certain groups and sometimes not. The truth though is that they did it anyway. They crossed the U.S.S.R.’s airspace into Berlin. They crossed into the U.S.S.R.’s airspace again, and again, and again, with the U-2 spy plane operations until finally caught. They do so at other points as well. But going to the moon changed something. It stopped other groups from doing the same to the United States for a very long period. The airplane was first successful on December 17th, 1903. And in its 120 years since mankind has reached the skies, a little over 25% of that was left in peace for the United States’s own vertical boundaries. Going to the moon did that for them. And with more recent world affairs, it might take going somewhere even further to buy the United States some degree of peace again.
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