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***TOP-LEVEL***
2NC/1NR AT: “Evaluate Topicality through Reasonability”

You should reject reasonability-
1. It’s arbitrary – what I consider to be reasonable is different from what everyone else considers to be reasonable which means that there is no coherent way to evaluate the debate – this guts fairness and predictability.

2. Reasonability inevitably boils down to competing interpretations because the affirmative still has to prove that they are reasonable in order to win.

3. They are not reasonable – our argument is that the affirmative is horrible for debate – this is proven by our limits arguments.

Even if reasonability is good in some instances, you should still prefer competing interpretations – 

1. This is necessary to set a precedent because rejecting them in this one instance serves to discourage them from doing all the abusive things that they allow for.

2. The only objective way to evaluate the debate because it allows the debaters to establish a bright line for how debates should be decided.

2NC/1NR AT: “You Over-limit”

1. Over-limiting is better than under-limiting 
A. College courts topic also proves that even if there are only two affirmatives there are still educational and in-depth debates to be had.
B. Forces affirmative innovation and research where they have knowledge of every aspect of their affirmative – the alternative is breaking new affirmatives frequently which teaches teams to be more squirrely than prepared – this enforces bad decision-making skills which is a portable impact to debate.

2. There is no impact to this argument – even if we do limit out some affirmatives there is no reason that these affirmatives are uniquely valuable to debate.
3. Studies prove – depth is better than breadth.

Arrington, UVA Today, ‘9 (Rebecca, UVA Today, “Study Finds That Students Benefit From Depth, Rather Than Breadth, in High School Science Courses” March 4)

A recent study reports that high school students who study fewer science topics, but study them in greater depth, have an advantage in college science classes over their peers who study more topics and spend less time on each. Robert Tai, associate professor at the University of Virginia's Curry School of Education, worked with Marc S. Schwartz of the University of Texas at Arlington and Philip M. Sadler and Gerhard Sonnert of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics to conduct the study and produce the report. "Depth Versus Breadth: How Content Coverage in High School Courses Relates to Later Success in College Science Coursework" relates the amount of content covered on a particular topic in high school classes with students' performance in college-level science classes. The study will appear in the July 2009 print edition of Science Education and is currently available as an online pre-print from the journal. "As a former high school teacher, I always worried about whether it was better to teach less in greater depth or more with no real depth. This study offers evidence that teaching fewer topics in greater depth is a better way to prepare students for success in college science," Tai said. "These results are based on the performance of thousands of college science students from across the United States." The 8,310 students in the study were enrolled in introductory biology, chemistry or physics in randomly selected four-year colleges and universities. Those who spent one month or more studying one major topic in-depth in high school earned higher grades in college science than their peers who studied more topics in the same period of time. The study revealed that students in courses that focused on mastering a particular topic were impacted twice as much as those in courses that touched on every major topic.

2NC/1NR – Depth Outweighs Breadth

The most qualified studies prove that depth outweighs breadth – it’s the only real world impact
Science Daily, ‘9 (Science Daily, “Students Benefit From Depth, Rather Than Breadth, In High School Science Courses”, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/03/090305131814.htm)


A recent study reports that high school students who study fewer science topics, but study them in greater depth, have an advantage in college science classes over their peers who study more topics and spend less time on each.

Robert Tai, associate professor at the University of Virginia's Curry School of Education, worked with Marc S. Schwartz of the University of Texas at Arlington and Philip M. Sadler and Gerhard Sonnert of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics to conduct the study and produce the report.

The study relates the amount of content covered on a particular topic in high school classes with students' performance in college-level science classes.

"As a former high school teacher, I always worried about whether it was better to teach less in greater depth or more with no real depth. This study offers evidence that teaching fewer topics in greater depth is a better way to prepare students for success in college science," Tai said. "These results are based on the performance of thousands of college science students from across the United States."

The 8,310 students in the study were enrolled in introductory biology, chemistry or physics in randomly selected four-year colleges and universities. Those who spent one month or more studying one major topic in-depth in high school earned higher grades in college science than their peers who studied more topics in the same period of time.

The study revealed that students in courses that focused on mastering a particular topic were impacted twice as much as those in courses that touched on every major topic.

The study explored differences between science disciplines, teacher decisions about classroom activities, and out-of-class projects and homework. The researchers carefully controlled for differences in student backgrounds.

The study also points out that standardized testing, which seeks to measure overall knowledge in an entire discipline, may not capture a student's high level of mastery in a few key science topics. Teachers who "teach to the test" may not be optimizing their students' chance of success in college science courses, Tai noted.

"President Obama has challenged the nation to become the most educated in the world by having the largest proportion of college graduates among its citizens in the coming decade," Tai said. "To meet this challenge, it is imperative that we use the research to inform our educational practice."

The study was part of the Factors Influencing College Science Success study, funded by the National Science Foundation.
2NC/1NR Impact Calculus – Limits
Limits outweigh – broad topics destroy participation which link turns all their standards
Rowland ‘84 (Robert C., Baylor U., “Topic Selection in Debate,” American Forensics in Perspective. Ed. Parson, p. 53-4)

The first major problem identified by the work group as relating to topic selection is the decline in participation in the National Debate Tournament (NDT) policy debate. As Boman notes: There is a growing dissatisfaction with academic debate that utilizes a policy proposition. Programs which are oriented toward debating the national policy debate proposition, so-called “NDT” programs, are diminishing both in scope and size. This decline in policy debate is tied, many in the work group believe, to excessively broad topics. The most obvious characteristic of some recent policy debate topics is extreme breadth. A resolution calling for regulation of land use literally and figuratively covers a lot of ground. National debate topics have not always been so broad. Before the late 1960s the topic often specified a particular policy change. The move from narrow to broad topics has had, according to some, the effect of limiting the number of students who participate in policy debate. First, the breadth of topics has all but destroyed novice debate. Paul Gaske argues that because the stock issues of policy debate are clearly defined, it is superior to value debate as a means of introducing students to the debate process. Despite this advantage of policy debate, Gaske believes that NDT debate is not the best vehicle for teaching beginners. The problem is that broad topics terrify novice debaters, especially those who lack high school debate experience. They are unable to cope with the breath of the topic and experience “negophobia,” the fear of debating negative. As a consequence, the educational advantages associated with teaching novice through policy debate are lost: “Yet all of these benefits fly out the window as rookies in their formative stage quickly experience humiliation at being caught without evidence or substantive awareness of the issues that confront them at a tournament.” The ultimate result is that fewer novices participate in NDT, thus lessening the educational value of the activity and limiting the number of debaters who eventually participate in more advanced divisions of policy debate. In addition to noting the effect on novices, participants argued that broad topics also discourage experienced debaters from continued participation in policy debate. Here, the claim is that it takes so much time and effort to be competitive on a broad topic that students who are concerned with doing more than just debate are forced out of the activity. Gaske notes, that “broad topics discourage participation because of insufficient time to do requisite research.” The final effect may be that entire programs wither cease functioning or shift to value debate as a way to avoid unreasonable research burdens. Boman supports this point: “It is this expanding necessity of evidence, and thereby research, which has created a competitive imbalance between institutions that participate in academic debate.” In this view, it is the competitive imbalance resulting from the use of broad topics that has led some small schools to cancel their programs.

Limits are uniquely important on this topic – NASA conducts tons of missions
NASA 10 [National Aeronautics and Space Administration, “About NASA” http://www.nasa.gov/about/highlights/what_does_nasa_do.html, 2/1/10]
NASA Today NASA conducts its work in four principal organizations, called mission directorates: Aeronautics: pioneers and proves new flight technologies that improve our ability to explore and which have practical applications on Earth. Exploration Systems: creates capabilities for sustainable human and robotic exploration. Science: explores the Earth, solar system and universe beyond; charts the best route of discovery; and reaps the benefits of Earth and space exploration for society. Space Operations: provides critical enabling technologies for much of the rest of NASA through the space shuttle, the International Space Station and flight support. In the early 21st century, NASA's reach spans the universe. Spirit and Opportunity, the Mars Exploration Rovers, are still studying Mars after arriving in 2004. Cassini is in orbit around Saturn. The restored Hubble Space Telescope continues to explore the deepest reaches of the cosmos. Closer to home, the latest crew of the International Space Station is extending the permanent human presence in space. Earth Science satellites are sending back unprecedented data on Earth's oceans, climate and other features. NASA's aeronautics team is working with other government organizations, universities, and industry to fundamentally improve the air transportation experience and retain our nation's leadership in global aviation. The Future NASA is making significant and sustained investments in: Transformative technology development and demonstrations to pursue new approaches to space exploration, including heavy-lift technologies; Robotic precursor missions to multiple destinations in the solar system; U.S. commercial spaceflight capabilities; Extensions and increased utilization of the International Space Station; Cross-cutting technology development in a new Space Technology Program; Climate change research and observations; NextGen and green aviation; and Education, including focus on Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM). 

***T-“Its”***

1NC: T-"its" (v. Cooperation Affirmative)

A. Interpretation - “its” means belonging to
Encarta, 9 (Encarta World English Dictionary, http://encarta.msn.com/encnet/features/dictionary/DictionaryResults.aspx?refid=1861622735)

its [ its ] 
adjective  Definition:   indicating possession: used to indicate that something belongs or relates to something
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The park changed its policy.

B. The Affirmative violates this by increasing the space exploration through a different government from the United States.

C. Vote Negative because this explodes the topic by allowing for affs to enter space through over 180 governments as well as international bodies. This makes neg debate impossible which destroys fairness and clash because we do not discuss the merits of going into space through the United States Government.
2NC Overview: T-“its”
Our interpretation is that the affirmative must increase space exploration and/or development of the US alone, that’s Encarta

Prefer this definition -

1. This best preserves limits because it allows us to debate US space policy and the effect of the material and political background of space missions which is what the topic was meant to discuss. There are over 180 nations plus international bodies which the affirmative could discuss in the context of space policy which shifts the discussion away from topic analysis and destroys fairness for the neg in debate.
2. We allow for a good number of great affirmatives – this includes manned space flight, unmanned space probes, and scientific endeavors, civilian and commercial space flight.
3. Under our interpretation, a topical version of the affirmative would simply explore mars exclusively through the United States – the aff should be allowed to have an advantage that says that china wants to help with a mission to mars, not an entire affirmative centered around cooperation.
4. At worst, they are extra-topical because the discussion of the condition of the plan on Chinese cooperation allows the affirmative to claim advantages based on a mandate that is external to the United States increasing mission into space. This is an independent voting issue for fairness and education because it forces the negative to research extraneous planks for counterplans that do not test the central question of the resolution.

2NC AT: “We Meet” (China Cooperation Affirmative)
They don’t meet – 
1. Easy litmus test – if the United States is not the only nation mentioned in the plan then the discussion of the aff is not restricted solely to the space policy of America.
2. The affirmative’s internal links to their China advantage prove that the affirmative aims to increase China’s exploration of space which does not belong to the US. You should not always look at the plan text in a vacuum because debate centers around the justifications for the plan which is what enforces decision making skills.
2NC AT: C/I – “its” = Related to
This interpretation unlimits the topic – anything can be considered “related to” the United States Government. A state government or an ally of the United States is “related” to the United States but is not an important actor to be discussed in the context of our space policy
No offense – there’s no reason why the affirmative has the right to cooperation affirmatives because they do not exclusively discuss US space policy. Even if the US has cooperated with other nations over space policy in the past – there is no historical background for cooperation with China over space travel which means that it’s not a relevant to broader topic education.

They don’t meet their own counter-interpretation – even if they work with China on space travel, the condition in the plan results in an increase in China’s space missions which relate to China more than the United States.
2NC AT: “Cooperation is Inevitable”
1. Not inevitable – the US does plenty of unilateral missions to space – this is true for almost every space mission from Gemini to Endeavor.
2. Even if it is inevitable – cooperation with China isn’t grounded in historical literature which means there’s no unique reason we should learn about it. 
1NC: T-"space" (v. colonization affirmative)

A. Our interpretation is that “Space” is the region between celestial bodies

Thefreedictionary.com, no date (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/space, 6/23/11,)

 7. (Astronomy)

a.  the region beyond the earth's atmosphere occurring between the celestial bodies of the universe. The density is normally negligible although cosmic rays, meteorites, gas clouds, etc., can occur. It can be divided into cislunar space (between the earth and moon), interplanetary space, interstellar space, and intergalactic space 

B. The affirmative violates this because they colonize on a celestial body which is not space.
C. Vote neg – allowing the affirmative to colonize celestial bodies explodes the topic because there are thousands of known celestial bodies that we can’t be prepared for which makes negative debate as well as productive education impossible.
2NC Overview: T-“Space”
Our interpretation is that “space” is the region between celestial bodies – that’s Free Dictionary
Prefer it-

1. It limits out the thousands of celestial bodies which the affirmative could “develop” – we can never be prepared to debate all these affirmatives because off the massive research burden required in researching such plans. This destroys education because an exploded topic is one where debaters don’t focus on important issues of space policy, instead debaters learn poor decision making skills by attempting to be squirrely rather than strategic – this outweighs because it is a portable impact that is applicable when we’re done with debate.
2. We allow for a good number of great affirmatives such as solar-powered satellites, lunar missions, space militarization, surveillance satellites, 
3. We allow for a topical versions of the affirmative that has similar advantages – the affirmative can simply fund the mars science laboratory for purposes of research rather than colonization or they can mandate a limited mission to mars – they still gets a colonization advantage but they shouldn’t have an entire affirmative centered around the subject because it doesn’t discuss the development of space overall.
[If Time] There are hundreds of celestial bodies—its just the beginning

Cessna 9 Abby Cessna, Writer for Universe Today, 7/12/2009, “Number of Planets” http://www.universetoday.com/34642/number-of-planets/.
According to official terms, at least for now, there are eight planets in our Solar System, but what about other solar systems? Astronomers can only estimate how many planets are out there, but they are discovering more planets in different solar systems as technology becomes more advanced. So far, they have found several hundred planets orbiting almost three hundred stars, but that is just the beginning of the search. Whether the number of our Solar System’s planets changes again, astronomers are learning more and more about the planets of this Solar System and others every day.

2NC AT: “We Meet” (Colonization Affirmative)

They don’t meet-

1. Gut check – if you are on a planet you are not between planets.
2. Colonizing a planet means permanent presence – this precludes developing space overall.

3. At worst they are effects-topical because they colonize mars in order to develop space – this is an independent voter because it circumvents direct topic education.
1NC: T-“Substantial” (Military Space Missions)

A. Our interpretation is that a substantial increase in Military Space Research and Development is 13%

AAAS 2K [American Association for the Advancement of Science, “ DOD Basic Research Rises 13 Percent; Congress Allocates $9.4 Billion for S&T”, http://www.aaas.org/spp/rd/dod01c.htm, July 19th, 2000]

Congress is ready to send to President Clinton a final FY 2001 Defense appropriations bill providing substantial increases for Department of Defense (DOD) R&D. On July 17, a House-Senate conference committee released a conference report (final version) of the Defense appropriations bill (HR 4576) reconciling differences between the House and Senate versions of the bill. The final Defense bill adds even more money to the substantial increases contained in the House and Senate bills for most DOD R&D programs, in contrast to the cuts requested by the Pentagon and the Clinton Administration. Assuming that the Senate approves and the President signs the bill, both of which are likely, DOD's R&D in FY 2001 will total $41.9 billion, $3.4 billion more than the President's request and $2.6 billion or 6.6 percent more than FY 2000 (see Tables A and B). [The Senate approved the conference report on July 27, and President Clinton signed the bill into law on August 9.] The final Defense bill boosts DOD funding of basic research ("6.1") by $152 million or 13.1 percent to $1.3 billion. The final increase is above the House proposed increase of 11.5 percent and the Senate proposal of 10.5 percent. Applied research ("6.2") also increases substantially by 7.9 percent to $3.7 billion. Including DOD's medical research programs, DOD S&T (["6.1" through "6.3" programs, representing DOD's investment in basic and applied research and technology development, plus medical research contained in other accounts]) will increase by 8.3 percent to $9.4 billion, considerably more than the requested level of $7.6 billion. 

B. The affirmative violates this by increasing commercial space programs by less than 13%.

C. Vote Negative – 
1. They explode the topic by allowing for an infinite number of tiny affs that increase NASA’s budget by a couple dollars, send miniature satellites into space, or transport a miniscule amount of debris into space. This makes debate impossible because we can’t be prepared to respond to every minute detail of US space policy.
2. It destroys negative ground because the affirmative can simply spike out of our disadvantage links by claiming that the affirmative is “too small” – this is a voting issue for fairness and the lack of common ground makes the affirmative presumptively false.
1NC: T-“Substantial” (Civilian Space Missions)

A. Our interpretation is that a substantial increase in NASA’s budget is 7%

Alexander, ‘7 [Amir Alexander, Writer for the Planetary Society, “ NASA Mars Program Threatened by Senate Funding Bill” http://planetary.org/news/2007/0703_NASA_Mars_Program_Threatened_by_Senate.html July 3rd, 2007 
Note: I had to do math for the percentage]  

The Senate bill proposes these severe cuts to the Mars program despite the fact that overall it provides for a substantial increase in NASA funding. If approved, the bill will allocate NASA a total of $17.46 billion, $1.2 billion more than the agency’s 2007 budget, and $150 million more than the administration’s request for 2008. The proposal was crafted by the Senate Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, and Science, and cleared the Senate Appropriations Committee on June 28, 2007. 

B. The affirmative violates this by increasing commercial space programs by less than 7%.

C. Vote Negative – 
1. They explode the topic by allowing for an infinite number of tiny affs that increase NASA’s budget by a couple dollars, send miniature satellites into space, or transport a miniscule amount of debris into space. This makes debate impossible because we can’t be prepared to respond to every minute detail of US space policy.
2. It destroys negative ground because the affirmative can simply spike out of our disadvantage links by claiming that the affirmative is “too small” – this is a voting issue for fairness and the lack of common ground makes the affirmative presumptively false.
1NC: T-“Substantial” (Commercial Space Missions)

A. Our interpretation is that a substantial increase in Department of Commerce space programs is 28% (28.9%)

AAAS 2K [American Association for the Advancement of Science, “ R&D in Selected Agencies” http://www.aaas.org/spp/rd/chap14.htm 2000]

Department of Commerce would see its R&D budget increase by 7.0 percent to $1.1 billion in FY 2001 due to an expanded intramural research program at the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), a substantial increase for the Advanced Technology Program (ATP), and a new Institute for Information Infrastructure Protection (IIIP). There would also be a substantial increase in Technology Opportunity Grants aimed at developing new technologies to improve public access to information technologies (see Table II-14). · R&D in the Department of the Interior would increase by 2.9 percent to $590 million in FY 2001. Interior's lead science agency, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), would receive 7.3 percent more for its R&D programs for a total of $539 million. USGS would place a high priority on geographic and biological research (see Table II-16). The Department of Transportation's (DOT) R&D in FY 2001 would increase substantially by $172 million or 28.3 percent to $778 million (see Table II-15) for aviation, highway, and traffic safety R&D. The budget proposes to finance much of the increase with additional highway trust fund revenues, but a similar proposed increase was rejected by Congress last year. The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) R&D budget would increase 4.0 percent to $673 million (see Table II-17). Research on clean air, ecosystems, risk assessment, and emerging risk issues would be high priorities in the request. Department of Commerce The FY 2001 R&D request for the Department of Commerce totals $1.1 billion, a $75 million or 7.0 percent increase over FY 2000 (see Table II-14). Most of the increase is due to three R&D programs in the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST): the Measurement and Standards Laboratories (MSL), the Advanced Technology Program (ATP), and a new Institute for Information Infrastructure Protection. The MSL program funds NIST's intramural R&D at its Colorado and Maryland laboratories. NIST's labs provide U.S. industry with industrial standards and measurement technologies, and aim to bridge the gap between industrial R&D in company laboratories and the more basic research conducted in university and government labs. After several years of small requested increases, MSL R&D would jump by $33 million or 14.0 percent to $269 million. The increases would go toward the areas of manufacturing engineering, chemical sciences, physics, computer sciences, and applied mathematics to assist the semiconductor and electronics industries; to support expanded use of e-commerce by U.S. businesses; and to contribute to the Administration's nanotechnology initiative. The ATP would receive $148 million for its R&D activities in FY 2001, a 28.9 percent increase. ATP provides cost-shared, precompetitive research grants to industrial firms for developing promising new technologies with commercial potential. The Administration regularly requests substantial increases for this program, but Congress has usually cut the budget or given only a small increase. 

B. The affirmative violates this by increasing commercial space programs by less than 28%.

C. Vote Negative – they explode the topic by allowing for an infinite number of tiny affs that send one miniature satellite, one monkey, or one rock into space as debris – double that to include both development and exploration missions. This makes debate impossible because we can’t be prepared to respond to every minute detail of US space policy.

2NC Overview: T-“Substantial”

Our interpretation is that the affirmative must increase [funding/r&D] for space missions by ___%, that’s ________ (author)
This is best for debate – it is physically impossible for us to research every minute detail of our space policy. We can never be prepared to debate the merits of every individual miniature satellite, space debris, or single-manned mission to space.
2NC AT: “Substantially is Arbitrary”

1. Not arbitrary – our evidence is in the context of the specific type of space endeavor that the affirmative attempts into engage in which means that our interpretation is grounded in predictable literature.
2. Gut check. Draw a line even if it’s uncomfortable – otherwise substantial loses all meaning – key to limit an already huge topic.
3. Substantially must be given meaning even if arbitrary – contextual uses are key

Devinsky ‘2 (Paul, IP UPDATE, VOLUME 5, NO. 11, NOVEMBER 2002, “Is Claim "Substantially" Definite?  Ask Person of Skill in the Art”, http://www.mwe.com/index.cfm/fuseaction/publications.nldetail/object_id/c2c73bdb-9b1a-42bf-a2b7-075812dc0e2d.cfm)

In reversing a summary judgment of invalidity, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit found that the district court, by failing to look beyond the intrinsic claim construction evidence to consider what a person of skill in the art would understand in a "technologic context," erroneously concluded the term "substantially" made a claim fatally indefinite.  Verve, LLC v. Crane Cams, Inc., Case No. 01-1417 (Fed. Cir. November 14, 2002). The patent in suit related to an improved push rod for an internal combustion engine.  The patent claims a hollow push rod whose overall diameter is larger at the middle than at the ends and has "substantially constant wall thickness" throughout the rod and rounded seats at the tips.  The district court found that the expression "substantially constant wall thickness" was not supported in the specification and prosecution history by a sufficiently clear definition of "substantially" and was, therefore, indefinite.  The district court recognized that the use of the term "substantially" may be definite in some cases but ruled that in this case it was indefinite because it was not further defined. The Federal Circuit reversed, concluding that the district court erred in requiring that the meaning of the term "substantially" in a particular "technologic context" be found solely in intrinsic evidence:  "While reference to intrinsic evidence is primary in interpreting claims, the criterion is the meaning of words as they would be understood by persons in the field of the invention."  Thus, the Federal Circuit instructed that "resolution of any ambiguity arising from the claims and specification may be aided by extrinsic evidence of usage and meaning of a term in the context of the invention."  The Federal Circuit remanded the case to the district court with instruction that "[t]he question is not whether the word 'substantially' has a fixed meaning as applied to 'constant wall thickness,' but how the phrase would be understood by persons experienced in this field of mechanics, upon reading the patent documents."

2NC AT: “Ground Shift”
1. The affirmative does not reserve the right to small affirmatives even if they are interesting because that does not make them topical.
2. This isn’t the social services topic – increasing topic limits isn’t going to destroy all affirmative ground.

3. Over-limiting is better than under-limiting – 

A. College courts topic also proves that even if there are only two affirmatives there are still educational and in-depth debates to be had.

B. Forces affirmative innovation and research where they have knowledge of every aspect of their affirmative – the alternative is breaking new affirmatives frequently which teaches teams to be more squirrely than prepared – this enforces bad decision-making skills which is a portable impact to debate.

1NC: T-"Development" (v. Lasers/militarization affirmative)
A. The word “development” is limited to research and development and activities to increase exploration

SDPA 2005 
(Space Development Promotion Act of the Republic of Korea, Journal of Space Law, 33, 5-31, http://www.spacelaw.olemiss.edu/library/space/Korea/Laws/33jsl175.pdf)

Article 2 (Definitions) 

Definitions of terms used in this Act are as follows: 

(a) The term “space development” means one of the following: 

(i) Research and technology development activities related to design, production, launch, operation, etc. of space objects;   

(ii) Use and exploration of outer space and activities to facilitate them; 

(b)  The term “space development project” means a project to promote space development or a project to pursue  the development of education, technology, information,  industry, etc. related to space development; 

(c)  The term “space object” means an object designed and  manufactured for use in outer space, including a launch  vehicle, a satellite, a space ship and their components; 

(d)  The term “space accident” means an occurrence of  damage to life, body or property due to crash, collision or  explosion of a space object or other situation; 

(e)  The term “satellite information” means image, voice, sound or data acquired by using a satellite, or in formation made of their combination, including processed or applied information. 

B. The affirmative violates this because space-based lasers neither increase exploration or research and development.

C. Vote negative to preserve limits – allowing the affirmative to develop space-based lasers opens the floodgates to any type of space weapons. This makes the neg debate impossible because there would be an infinite number of cases to research.

2NC Overview: T-“Development”

Our interpretation is that the affirmative must increase research and development and activities that increase exploration – that’s SDPA
This is best-

1. Key to check limits – allowing the affirmative to develop space-based lasers opens the floodgates to any type of space weapon which makes debate impossible because the negative would have an infinite number of cases to research.
2. It still allows for a good number of great affirmatives – the affirmative can increase solar powered satellites, colonize mars, mine asteroids, or cooperate with China over space travel.
3. A topical version of the affirmative would simply utilize the same technology in order to increase the exploration of space or to have a defensive space weapon.
2NC AT: “We Meet” (Militarization Affirmative)

1. They don’t meet – the affirmative doesn’t increase space development – space based lasers don’t increase exploration or R&D
2. Gut Check – if you think a space weapon has anything to do with developing space and making exploration easier then there’s a chance you’re crazy.

3. Space lasers make exploration less likely if it’s true that they serve a deterrent purpose.
2NC AT: C/I – “Development = Extend Human Capabilities”

This is silly – 
1. Anything can be considered an extension of human capabilities – just because an aff develops new cup holders for astronauts doesn’t mean that this topic was meant to discuss that extension.
2. Still a risk of a limits disadvantage – their interpretation still allows for dozens of additional cases which we wouldn’t be able to predict.

3. They don’t meet their counter-interpretation – space lasers are an extensions of mechanical capabilities rather than human capabilities. 
1NC: T-"Increase" (v. Mining Affirmative)

A. Our interpretation is that an “increase” requires a previously-existing mission

Ripple, 87 (Circuit Judge, Emmlee K. Cameron, Plaintiff-Appellant, v. Frances Slocum Bank & Trust Company, State Automobile Insurance Association, and Glassley Agency of Whitley, Indiana, Defendants-Appellees, 824 F.2d 570; 1987 U.S. App. LEXIS 9816, 9/24, lexis)
Also related to the waiver issue is appellees' defense relying on a provision of the insurance policy that suspends coverage where the risk is increased by any means within the knowledge or control of the insured. However, the term "increase" connotes change. To show change, appellees would have been required to present evidence of the condition of the building at the time the policy was issued. See 5 J. Appleman & J. Appleman, Insurance Law and Practice, § 2941 at 4-5 (1970). Because no such evidence was presented, this court cannot determine, on this record, whether the risk has, in fact, been increased. Indeed, the answer to this question may depend on Mr. Glassley's knowledge of the condition of the building at the time the policy was issued, see 17 J. Appleman & J. Appleman, Insurance Law and Practice, § 9602 at 515-16 (1981), since the fundamental issue is whether the appellees contemplated insuring the risk which incurred the loss.
B. The affirmative violates this by exploring space for a new mission.

C. Vote neg – there is an unlimited number of programs and missions that the affirmative could create which we would never be able to prepare for or effectively learn about. Limits are necessary to preserve topic education and equity in debate by ensuring an appropriate amount of predictable ground for both sides.
1NC: T-"Increase" =/= Funding
A. Our interpretation is that a mandated increase must have the condition of building, this is distinct from funding
Ripple, 87 (Circuit Judge, Emmlee K. Cameron, Plaintiff-Appellant, v. Frances Slocum Bank & Trust Company, State Automobile Insurance Association, and Glassley Agency of Whitley, Indiana, Defendants-Appellees, 824 F.2d 570; 1987 U.S. App. LEXIS 9816, 9/24, lexis)
Also related to the waiver issue is appellees' defense relying on a provision of the insurance policy that suspends coverage where the risk is increased by any means within the knowledge or control of the insured. However, the term "increase" connotes change. To show change, appellees would have been required to present evidence of the condition of the building at the time the policy was issued. See 5 J. Appleman & J. Appleman, Insurance Law and Practice, § 2941 at 4-5 (1970). Because no such evidence was presented, this court cannot determine, on this record, whether the risk has, in fact, been increased. Indeed, the answer to this question may depend on Mr. Glassley's knowledge of the condition of the building at the time the policy was issued, see 17 J. Appleman & J. Appleman, Insurance Law and Practice, § 9602 at 515-16 (1981), since the fundamental issue is whether the appellees contemplated insuring the risk which incurred the loss.
B. The affirmative is not an increase because the plan simply mandates funding for space missions.

C. Vote negative – they explode the topic because there are an unlimited number of material allocations the affirmative could direct toward space missions – this kills fairness and education because it makes sufficient and important negative preparation impossible which makes our impact a pre-requisite to debate in the first place.
2NC Overview: T-“Increase” =/= Funding

An “increase” is distinct from funding – Our interpretation is that the a mandated increase must have the condition of funding – that’s Ripple
Prefer it-

A. This definition is necessary to check topic explosion – there is an unlimited amount of sources of funding, amounts to fund, types of compensation, and affirmatives can simply increase funding but not give direction to these funds – this makes the topic many times larger than it should be and shifts the debate from space exploration and development to questions of funding. 
2. Our interpretation still allows for affirmatives that mandate space exploration or development, these affirmatives just should not be allowed to specify their method of funding because it shifts from topic discussion.
2NC AT: “Funding Inevitable”

Funding may be inevitable but the affirmative should not be allowed to specify it in their plan –
1. It’s unpredictable – there are an infinite number of different ways that that the affirmative could provide funding for the plan – this is another link to our limits standard because the number of affirmatives on the topic is then multiplied by the number of different ways funding could be provided.
2. Shifts away from topic education because debates then center around questions of implementation rather than the effects of space policy. 
No offense - implementation debates aren’t educational.  

Richard Elmore, assistant professor of public affairs at the Institute of Governmental Research at the University of Washington in Seattle, ‘80 [Political Science Quarterly, p. 601]

Students of implementation repeatedly argue that implementation problems should be considered when policies are made. Better policies would result, we are told, if policymakers would think about whether their decisions could be implemented before they settle on a course of action. The argument is often made in an accusatory way, as if policymakers were somehow deficient for not routinely and systematically thinking about implementation problems. Yet when one looks to the implementation literature for guidance, there is not much to be found. Implementation research is long on description and short on prescription. Most implementation research is case studies. This fact, by itself, is neither good nor bad. But it does present special problems when it comes to translating research into useful guidance for policymakers. Cases, if they are well written, focus on a particular sequence of events and a specific set of causes and conse​quences. When drawing conclusions from their data, case writers are characteristically and honestly cautious. They are typically careful not to generalize more than a step or two beyond their data, and they do that very apologetically. Thus, when we look to the most influential implementation studies for guidance about how to anticipate implementation problems, we find advice that is desultory and strategically vague. 

2NC AT: Funding ( Increase
1. Funding does not lead to an increase in space exploration or development – Constellation proves – the $9 Billion allocated toward Orion did not result in an increase because the direction for the funding did not 
2. At worst this makes the affirmative effects-topical which is a voting issue because it takes the focus of the debate away from whether or not exploring or developing space is good and instead toward the process of funding space technology in the first place. This is an independent voting issue because it uniquely hurts topic education.
1NC: T-"Beyond the Earth's Mesosphere"
A. Interpretation – the affirmative must mandate travel outside the limit of the earth’s mesosphere
1. Beyond means outside the sphere of

OED ’89 (Oxford English Dictionary 1989 Second Edition <http://oed.com/view/Entry/18511?redirectedFrom=beyond#eid>L.F.)
 a. Outside the limit or sphere of, past; out of the grasp or reach of.

2. Explore means travel to discover 

Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary1985

Webster http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/explore?show=0&t=1308841396 LS

to travel over (new territory) for adventure or discovery

B. The affirmative violates this because the plan takes place within the Earth’s mesosphere.

C. Vote negative to preserve limits. They explode the topic by allowing for landbound observation which justifies all forms of astronomy or telescope observation, which doesn’t require a quantitative increase in exploration. This makes negative preparation and clash impossible which means debate can’t happen in the first place.
2NC Overview: T-"Beyond the Earth's Mesosphere"

Our interpretation is that the affirmative must that the affirmative must mandate space travel outside the earth’s mesosphere – that’s OED and Webster’s
This allows for a good number of great affirmatives such as constellation, lunar mining, asteroid mining, militarization, SPS, surveillance satellites, and a cooperative mission to space - missions should physically travel into space but they cannot carry out land-based observation
“Exploration” must be given a limited meaning – the alternative is an unlimited number of arbitrary shenanigans

Lester and Robinson 9 Daniel F. Lester, Michael Robinson, Department of Astronomy C1400, University of Texas, Austin, TX 78712, USA b Hillyer College, University of Hartford, Visiions of Exploration, Space Policy 25 (2009), p. 239
That Americans have broadly embraced exploration as a part of their national identity seems clear. Yet, as the above examples show, this embrace provides little insight into the meanings of exploration, the effect of such meanings on the planning of missions, or the value of such missions to the nation. Why does such an important term as ‘‘exploration’’ retain such ambiguity? One finds many answers, but perhaps comedian Gary Owen explains it best. Certain words, Owen states, are ‘‘freedom words’’, terms with meanings broad enough to label things that would be hard to categorize. Like Owen’s made-up word ‘‘insegrevious’’, exploration has come to mean whatever its users want it to mean.

A topical version of the affirmative would simply operate SETI through technology in space and communicate intelligence to earth via satellite. 
2NC AT: “We Meet – Some Technology is In Space”

They don’t meet – even if the signals are sent into space, the instruments of exploration all exist on the planet which is within the mesosphere.
This means at best they’re extra-topical because they claim advantages based on ground-based techonology. This is an independent voting issue for fairness and education.
2NC AT: Ground Construction Inevitable

1. You’re wrong – plenty of space technologies such as satellites are constructed in space from parts that are transported from the earth – this is true with most satellites.
2. Even if some ground-based construction is inevitable – the affirmative should not be allowed to deploy such infrastructure on earth because that unlimits the topic.
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