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1nc Link

Their calls for space colonization are wedded to an imperial nationalism that reduces the entirety of space both on this planet and beyond it to colonies for the US to invade and conquer. 

Jodi Dean, PhD in PolySci from Columbia and professor of polysci @ Hobart and William Smith College, 1997, “The familiarity of strangeness: aliens, citizens, and abduction” Theory and Event 1:2 
What makes ufology significant among these challenges (which include a variety of alternative sciences and other rejections of consensus reality) is its connection to the broader "theatrics of space" played out in the United States since the Cold War. Most societies have cultural traditions establishing and interpreting relationships between Earth, its people, and the cosmos. The United States is exceptional in that within a hegemonic discourse of "frontier" experience the exploration of outerspace has been linked to the achievements of technology and democracy. As Spigel writes: "Ideas like freedom need an image, and the ride into space proved to be the most vivid concretization of such abstractions, promising a newfound national allegiance through which we would not only diffuse the Soviet threat, but also shake ourselves out of the doldrums that 1950s life had come to symbolize."20 The American space program was produced with an eye to audiences at home and abroad who would view its achievements as indications of the success of the democratic project. Anyone now or in the future could look to the Americans who walked the moon and know that communism would not triumph. Through the space program, America produced a narrative of freedom and progress that would structure popular understandings of truth and agency. In this context, asking what ufology says about "us" reaches for that vague sense of America as ethos, popular opinion, self-understanding, mentality. The American articulation of outer space with technology and democracy incorporates an uneasy mix of colonialist, nationalist, and globalist ideals. Until the space program, the United States rarely explicitly presented itself as a colonial power, although expansionism has been integral to its self-understanding.21 By reiterating the expansive fantasy of the wild, lawless west, the metaphor of a "frontier" continued earlier notions of American exceptionalism.22 Indeed, this very exceptionalism, the success of America's democratic experiment, was to be revealed, proven, by breaking the laws of gravity, escaping the confines of earth, conquering space itself. As America reached out into this "new frontier," however, the rhetoric of outposts, settlements, colonies, and colonization became part of the public language of outer space. This language is fitting in that "space technology and communications," as Elayne Rapping points out, "make possible new extensions of American imperialism, both cultural and military.23 Once linked to a growing critique of the excesses of the military-industrial complex, increased attention to the histories and situations of Native Americans, and continued struggle in former colonies throughout Africa and Asia, such rhetoric disrupted the space program's smooth presentation of democratic freedom.24
1NC Impact

The aff weds space exploration to technological domination guaranteeing all out warfare– the history of great power wars in the 20th century prove the relationship between space competition and military violence and and the manipulation of science for nationalist goals means you can’t trust the aff’s impacts.

Asif A. Saddiqi, assistant professor of history @ Fordham University, 2010, “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration”, Technology and Culture Vol. 51 Number 2

Ask historians of technology from the United States to name the most important event in the history of space exploration, and they will cite the Apollo Moon landing in 1969. Pose the same question to their Russian counterparts and they will recall the flight of Yuri Gagarin in 1961. American historians of spaceflight (or indeed, historians of technology) would be surprised to learn that few beyond the United States remember or care about Apollo, while Russians find it startling that few Americans have even heard of Gagarin. Two nations that have engaged in essentially the same endeavor—to take leave of this planet—have fundamentally dissimilar perspectives on the same set of events. That history is told differently in different places by different people is hardly surprising. The same historical episode, seen from two different national cultures, can engender entirely different national claims, assertions that are contingent on a complex matrix of deeply ingrained cultural assumptions. What is unique about the received history of spaceflight is that its claims—such as those for Gagarin or Apollo—have been imbued with a certain universal, even anthropological, significance. In each nation's canon of space history, Gagarin's flight and Neil Armstrong's first step have been compared with the evolutionary movement of life from water to land. This simultaneous invocation of national aspirations and universal significance is what distinguishes the conflicting national narratives of space history from other more common Rashomon-like views of history. Essential to this tension between the more specific narrative and the universal claim in the case of the space program is the perceived importance of technological prowess in the construction of a national identity. While the notion that scientific prowess is a constitutive element of national identity goes back to at least the seventeenth century, the Enlightenment strongly reinforced this relationship in the European context. By the late nineteenth century, with the fruits of the Industrial Revolution evident and the appearance of a distinct category of technology, many of the rationales used in favor of science were even more persistently applied to technology and its essential role in the enterprise of nation-building.2 And, as the European colonial project reached its peak, the discussion over modern technology became inseparable from empire-building; technology, in effect, became a dominant metric of modernity—Michael Adas's "measure of men."3 By the early twentieth century, and especially in the light of experiences during World War I, technology assumed a fundamental role in the projection of national prowess, a role that was now further complicated by the specter of international competition for global dominance—through science, technology, war, and imperial holdings. In his study of the relationship between technology and modernity in early-twentieth-century Britain and Germany, Bernhard Rieger notes that "[t]echnological innovations not only underpinned the competitiveness of national economies as well as both countries' military might; a large range of artifacts also became national symbols and prestige objects that signaled international leadership in a variety of engineering disciplines."4 The competition between Britain and Germany in fin-de-siècle Europe suggests some striking antecedents to the space race of the late 1950s and 1960s, particularly the collective national rumination in the United States following the shock of Sputnik. In the earlier case, the British were surprised and then alarmed by the rise of German technological innovation. Rieger notes that "[a]fter decades of unchallenged economic leadership, competition from [Germany] came as a shock to the world's foremost imperial power and immediately conjured up the specter of 'decline.'"5 World War I fighter pilots (much like later astronauts) assumed a key role in Germany's projection of technological acumen, augmenting the value of technological artifacts as formidable national symbols: both pilots and artifacts were physical expressions of the notion that technology was indispensable to "national self-assertion in competitive environments," created in this case by the British-German rivalry. 

Cosmocentrism Alt
Our alternative demands a reorientation of space exploration away from the aff’s anthropocentrism towards a cosmocentric perspective which values and respects the universe before departing.
Erin Moore Daly, grad student @ Arizona state in department of life sciences, and Robert Frodeman, chair of department of philosophy @ University of North Texas, 2008, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement

Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration”, Ethics & The Environment Vol. 13 No.1 
This anthropocentric and geocentric environmental perspective shows cracks when we try to extend it to the cosmic environment. The few national or international policies currently in place that mention the environment of outer space (e.g. NASA's planetary protection policy, United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space) consider the preservation of planetary bodies for science, human exploration, and possible future habitation, but there is not yet any policy that considers whether these anthropocentric priorities should supersede the preservation of possible indigenous extraterrestrial life, or the environmental or geological integrity of the extraterrestrial environment. Anticipating the need for policy decisions regarding space exploration, Mark Lupisella and John Logsdon suggest the possibility of a cosmocentric ethic, "one which (1) places the universe at the center, or establishes the universe as the priority in a value system, (2) appeals to something characteristic of the universe (physical and/or metaphysical) which might then (3) provide a justification of value, presumably intrinsic value, and (4) allow for reasonably objective measurement of value" (Lupisella & Logsdon 1997, 1). The authors discuss the need to establish policies for pre-detection and post-detection of life on Mars, and suggest that a cosmocentric ethic would provide a justification for a conservative approach to space exploration and science—conservative in the sense of considering possible impacts before we act.5 A Copernican shift in consciousness, from regarding the Earth as the center of the universe to one of it being the home of participants in a cosmic story, is necessary in order to achieve the proper environmental perspective as we venture beyond our home planet. [End Page 140] 

Manifest Destiny Link/AT: Space -> Universal consciousness

The aff depicts space exploration as the inevitable destiny of humanity strengthening imperial notions of manifest destiny and conquest that naturalize American domination under the guise of defending the species as a whole.

Asif A. Saddiqi, assistant professor of history @ Fordham University, 2010, “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration”, Technology and Culture Vol. 51 Number 2

Space exploration's link with national identity partly overlapped with its claims to a larger idea that appealed to a global, even universal, vision of humanity. Counterintuitively, these ideas emerged from ideas deeply embedded in national contexts. Roger Launius has noted that nations have his​torically justified space exploration by appealing to one (or a combination) of five different rationales: human destiny, geopolitics, national security, eco​nomic competitiveness, and scientific discovery.15 The latter four stem from national and nationalist requirements; the first, human destiny, appeals to the idea of survival of the species. In the American context, this universal rationale of human destiny combines older traditions of technological utopianism and an updated version of "manifest destiny." Technological utopianism, i.e., a notion that conflates "progress" (qualified technologically) with "progress" (unqualified), has been an essential part of popular discourse since the late nineteenth century, and if the crisis of modernity and the Great War made Western Europeans less enamored of the panacea promised by technology, Americans continued to embrace more fully the idea of techno​logical utopianism than most other societies.16

As Launius has shown, influential space activists of the past fifty years deployed rhetoric and rationale to support space exploration that simulta​neously invoked romanticized notions of the American frontier—Frederick Jackson Turner's "frontier thesis" was ubiquitous—with emphatic language that underscored that what was at stake with space exploration was not about Americans but the entire human race. Commentators as varied as Wernher von Braun, Gerard K. O'Neill, and Robert Zubrin all couched their arguments with a distinctly American spin—ingenuity, frontier, free​dom—in their search to create the opportunity for global survival in the form of human colonization of the cosmos.17 Here, the American becomes the normative for space travel for the species.

Space exploration Link 

The affirmative’s drive for space exploration posits the human race as a masterful subject ruling over the universe and judging planets for their usefulness as a stockpile of resources for our consumption.

Karyn Ball, Professor of Critical theory and literary theory @ University of Alberta, 2005, “Paranoia in the Age of the World Picture: The Global “Limits of Enlightenment”, cultural Critique 61 pgs. 115-147
The 1989 photographs of Neptune are an artifact of the collaboration between political economy and scientific authority: the modes of production that are symbiotically harnessed to research in the extraction of resources, the design of machines, and the disclosure of the intrinsic properties of objects and materials. This collaboration wields a far-reaching power not only to secure diverse fields of belief and action but also to transform and petrify the visual contents of the cultural imaginary. To capture Neptune in photographic light is thus to seal its fate as an image of our knowledge while forgetting its Great Dark Spot—a natural metaphor for the possible and for all that remains unthought or unseen. Emmanuel Levinas has foregrounded the "totalitarian" character of this imperialism of the visible that he associates with metaphysical reason: a violent light that encloses transcendence in immanence and thereby establishes the object as a manageable stasis (a definition that strikes me as profoundly resonant with photographic technology itself). But this last poeticism enjoins a double-edged question. The photographs of Neptune presumably perform a service for us [End Page 118] by replacing our naive inner visions with a more accurate description, but do they not also ensure the homogeneity of representa-tions (under the rubric of democratic freedom of the press), hence effecting a contraction rather than an extension of imagination and fantasy? And does this very question not fall prey to a romantic nostalgia for "pure" expression, a paranoid reaction formation against modernization? My introduction is intended to raise the issue of paranoia by performing a prototypically romanticist or humanist reaction against the "advances" of modernity. It consequently treats the photographs of Neptune and the redemptive political rhetoric they inspired as a tableau of the global confluence of technology and the mass media to encompass the invisible. In this tableau, the invisible retains its traditional function as a figure for epistemological transcendence and for thought beyond episteme. The combined technologies of newsprint, photography, and space exploration overdetermine the organization and transmission of pictures of the solar system, which can only thereafter certify the value of the pregiven frame. Certainty would then be the sensation affected by this indisputable confirmation of the rigor of mathematical science that produces the ground of what Heidegger calls Weltbild, or "world picture," to mark the closure of modern thought. Heidegger writes that "the fundamental event of the modern age is the conquest of the world picture," by which he means a "structured image" [Gebild] "that is the creature of man's producing which represents and sets before."4 He adds that this process of producing and structuring provides a venue through which man strives to give the measure and draw up the guidelines "for everything that is" and thus occupy a position of mastery over "the whole." This observation leads him to argue that the emergence of the world as picture coincides with the constitution of man as subjectum: the center of all relation, the Cartesian cogito that only grants being to "life experience" and that "explains and evaluates whatever is in its entirety, from the standpoint of man and in relation to man."5 The historical conjuncture that inaugurates this solipsism is earmarked by the oxymoron of an ahistorical subject who misrecognizes his own moment as firmly and expressly "new."6 

Science/Risk Calculus Link
Risk calculus is never objective or neutral – it is always embedded in social values (the stuff we’re k’ing).
Erin Moore Daly, grad student @ Arizona state in department of life sciences, and Robert Frodeman, chair of department of philosophy @ University of North Texas, 2008, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement

Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration”, Ethics & The Environment Vol. 13 No.1 
How much risk is too much? Rather than being solely addressed through disciplinary science, risk evaluation involves a consideration of our values, including our notion of progress and the relationship between humans, the environment, and technology. Policy makers have long sought scientific certainty to guide legislation, but it has become increasingly obvious that policy also depends on a complex and ambiguous network of human values, political capital, and public opinion—issues that cannot be disaggregated from each other.
Science Link – epistemology first
Our epistemology K comes first – the dispute over whether mars actually has life or not proves the way humans think about themselves influences even the most basic scientific discoveries.
Erin Moore Daly, grad student @ Arizona state in department of life sciences, and Robert Frodeman, chair of department of philosophy @ University of North Texas, 2008, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement

Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration”, Ethics & The Environment Vol. 13 No.1 
NASA has recently given some attention to these wider concerns. Some of the research within the NASA Astrobiology Institute (NAI) has considered philosophical issues. For instance, the NAI-sponsored Center for Astrobiology at the University of Colorado includes "philosophical and societal issues in astrobiology" as one of its research themes (Center for Astrobiology website). This research has focused on epistemological issues such as the difference between historical and experimental sciences. For example, philosopher Carol Cleland has explored the inconclusive nature of the 1976 Viking lander missions' biology experiments, experiments which were designed absent any data about the experimental variables—namely, the composition of Martian soil. "To this day," writes Cleland, "two of the researchers involved in the Viking life-detection experiments still insist that life was found to exist on Mars" (Cleland 2002, 479). Most scientists reject that claim, but the controversy demonstrates the difficulties involved in attempting to apply experimental science to the speculative realm. Such work needs to be complemented by more speculative and wide-ranging reflections on how the discovery of extraterrestrial life might affect our conception of ourselves.

Science Link - Research
Science self-referentially validates its own truths by maintain a monopoly on deciding legitimate research methodologies.
Karyn Ball, Professor of Critical theory and literary theory @ University of Alberta, 2005, “Paranoia in the Age of the World Picture: The Global “Limits of Enlightenment”, cultural Critique 61 pgs. 115-147
Heidegger's contribution to an analysis of the global is to render legible the horizon of modern knowledge conceived as a nexus of dominant values that shut down other modes of thought. His speculations lead him to consider the decisive role of the physical sciences in the emergence of a self-blinded modern subject at the center of the world picture. The "essence" of modern Wissenschaft abides in the character of research as a project and as rigorous,open-ended ongoing activity, which requires institutionalization to sustain it. Institutionalization itself depends on and enables the"solidarity" of the procedures and attitudes adopted by researchersin defining provisionally appropriate criteria of objectification. The more that science realizes its essence as rigorous open-ended activity, the more it calls for a differentiation and specialization of its projects among increasingly distinct "object spheres" with their corresponding methodologies. These discipline-specific methodologies are secured through "rigor" [Strenge] as a "binding adherence" or obligation to remain within a designated realm of inquiry.7 By Heidegger's account, the ideal of rigor also relates to the temporality of "calculation." He writes that "research has disposal over anything that is when it can either calculate it in its future course in advance or verify a calculation about it as past."8 Hence, while nature is calculated in advance, history is "verified" histor-iographically as past. Nature and history are hereby set in place [gestellt] as distinct objects of inquiry. It is also important that the institutionalized striation of disciplinary methodologies affects the segregation of history and nature at the same time that it privileges calculability as the criterion for rigor proper to the mathematical and machine sciences. 

Science Link – Applying Hard sciences to Social Sciences

The application of math and physics to the realm of social interaction is a faulty attempt by the subject to render the entire field of reality malleable by an all powerful ego. Humans are irreducible to determinant sciences.
Karyn Ball, Professor of Critical theory and literary theory @ University of Alberta, 2005, “Paranoia in the Age of the World Picture: The Global “Limits of Enlightenment”, cultural Critique 61 pgs. 115-147
Heidegger defines the "essence" of the mathematical through [End Page 120] his reading of the Greek ta mathematica as to know in advance of observation. The pivotal "numberness" of mathematical praxis allows the physical sciences to stipulate what is already known about the intrinsic spatio-temporal magnitude of phenomena; however, the overvaluation of this criterion brings to pass a state of affairs in which the human sciences view themselves through a superegoic gaze emanating from the physical sciences; the open-ended temporality of historical scholarship consequently becomes confused with the space of calculable knowledge. Objectivism and subjectivism hereby function as the Scylla and Charybdis of a modern situation increasingly dominated by overextended mathematical methodologies on the one hand and, on the other, by an antipositivist standpoint to the effect that all knowledge is inherently subjective. Ultimately, then, research in general forfeits its essence in becoming professionalized and in giving way to "busyness" for its own sake. The moral of this melancholic tale of loss and encroachment is that not all objects of inquiry are "calculable" through mathematical methods. Historical reflection loses its essence in accommodating the temporality of investigations proper to the mechanical domains. In voicing this preoccupation, Heidegger hereby joins a long line of European critics of an increasingly technical civilization dismayed by the alleged infringements of modern life upon the autonomy and "free play" of imagination. But to reduce the essay to this impulse would be misleading. Certainly Heidegger is keen on reminding us that we cannot know the intrinsic properties of all objects of inquiry. In this respect, his argument recuperates a contemporary relevance for Kant's critical distinction between phenomena and noumena from the Critique of Pure Reason,9 which stipulates that there are certain ideas that can only be thought through analogy and never empirically. Yet Heidegger's line of argument also suggests a paranoid tendency to grant too much reality to its own concepts insofar as they are treated as "essences" that can be "distorted" or "invaded" from without. For such a mindset, the "fleeting cloud shadow" cast by the world picture also represents the ineffable danger faced by a personified yet persistently abstract thought.
Space Leadership/NASA link

The affirmative utilizes NASA to further space exploration in a way that guarantees cold war ideologies of nationalism and violence towards difference.

Asif A. Saddiqi, assistant professor of history @ Fordham University, 2010, “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration”, Technology and Culture Vol. 51 Number 2

The launch of Sputnik starkly accentuated the relationship between national identity and technology. Soviet and American commentators actively encouraged this link, using many of the same rationales advanced previously for technological prowess, albeit in entirely different conditions. Sputnik, launched on the same night that Leave It to Beaver premiered on U.S. television, awoke a nation now seen as far too complacent. Walter Mc-Dougall notes that "no [single] event since Pearl Harbor set off such reper​cussions in public life."7 A crisis of confidence washed over most of Ameri​can society, an anxiety that depended on an intrinsic equation between modern America and science and technology. The political response un​folded with the legislation to create several new agencies focused on science, technology, and innovation, including the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). On the basis of the belief that better education in Soviet Russia contributed to Sputnik, federal money poured into the American higher education system, making it a key component in the bat​tles of the cold war. These policies—the creation of new government agen​cies, further increases in state-sponsored R&D, and expansion and restruc​turing of higher education—had enormous influence on America's political, social, and cultural trajectory during the cold war.8 In the years after Sputnik, space exploration assumed a critical role in the projection of American identity both at home and abroad. More than anything, human spaceflight, in the form of the Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo programs, solidified this link. The rhetoric of politicians, media commentators, and NASA spokespersons helped to mobilize support for one of the most expensive civilian endeavors in the history of the nation, the Apollo Moon landing. Rieger's comment about Britain and Germany in the early twentieth century, that "playing up technology's national signifi​cance . . . engendered understandings that overcame public resistance to new artifacts and instead highlighted their promise and led ... laypersons to embrace advances" anticipates the rhetoric surrounding Apollo.9 Mark E. Byrnes, in his Politics and Space: Image Making by NASA, has traced the ef​fects of NASA's image-building policy on popular perceptions of the organ​ization as well as broader support for the cause of space travel.10 He argues that NASA primarily used three images—nationalism, romanticism, and pragmatism—to create and consolidate political support across the nation for its major endeavors in space. During the early years of NASA, no one infused these arguments with more passion than then-vice president Lyn​don B. Johnson, who characteristically noted that "Failure to master space means being second best in every aspect, in the crucial area of our Cold War world. In the eyes of the world, first in space means first, period; second in space is second in everything."" In a well-received 2002 book on Apolloy popular science writer David West Reynolds distills his belief in the con​nection between national identity and Apollo succinctly and emotionally: [The Moon race] was a Cold War battle to demonstrate the superior ability of the superior system, capitalism versus communism. And the battle did prove out the more capable system. The reasons are many, but among them the power of free enterprise ranks high. Free competition motivated American workers whose livelihoods were related to the quality and brilliance of their work, and we saw extraor​dinary, impossible things accomplished by ordinary Americans. The American flag on the Moon is such a powerful symbol because it is not a vain one. America, like no other nation, was capable of the Moon.12 Such self-congratulatory and nationalistic sentiments, rooted in broader notions of American exceptionalism, are common in much of the popular literature on Apollo. 
Terraforming Link

Terraformation of other planets is anthropocentric because it elevates human use value over all other values of land.

Robert Markley, Jackson distinguished chair of British Literature @ West Virginia University, 1997, “Falling into Theory: simulation, terraformation, and eco-economics in Kim Stanley robinson’s Martian Trilogy”, Modern Fiction Studies 43.3 

At stake in Ann's comments is the moral relationship of humankind to the land. For her, the Martian landscape itself challenges androcentric and biogenic justifications for terraforming the planet; creating the conditions for life is purposeless in her mind because the geology of the planet is inherently valuable as a "record" of planetary and solar systemic history that dwarfs human technologies, intentions, and desires. If Red Mars is "pure," however, its purity can be appreciated only through what are ultimately anthropocentric perceptions and values, through an aesthetic appreciation of its beauty and an intellectual, and even spiritual, recognition of the knowledge it offers. 

In response to Ann, Sax emphasizes our inability to imagine beauty, or knowledge, or usefulness without giving in to a mystical anthropocentrism. His scientific defense of rapid terraformation makes heroic the irrevocable imposition by humans of a metaphysics of order on physical reality: "'The beauty of Mars exists in the human mind,' [Sax] said in that dry factual tone, and everyone stared at him amazed. 'Without the human presence it is just a collection of atoms, no different than any other random speck of matter in the universe. It's we who understand it, and we who give it meaning'" (177). Sax's pronouncements suggest something of the attraction and limitations of his traditional scientific outlook, a worldview which itself will evolve throughout Green Mars and Blue Mars. If Ann's defense of a "pure" Mars provokes a questioning of biocentrism, Sax identifies knowledge rather than the exploitation of resources as the ultimate rationale for terraformation. In this regard, his response to Ann becomes a kind of philosophical one-upmanship; it is precisely human intervention that produces the "meaning" that structures even her celebration of an aesthetics and science of "pure" observation, an ideal of nonintervention. 11 Yet Sax's insistence on the anthropocentric nature of meaning in the universe ironically reveals the accuracy of Ann's criticism: the basis of terraformation, of Baconian science itself, is an adolescent faith in human significance, a will-to-play (and play God) with the universe. For Sax, at least in Red Mars, science may be unpredictable and modeling techniques limited, but the mind remains capable of constructing knowledge by the inductive method, of organizing experimental programs and then using the results to generate rather than simply recognize meaning in the cosmos. 

Economy Link

Championing economic growth/rationality allows capital to dominate politics – the impact is Nazism and that you can’t trust the aff’s authors because they’re paid off.

Karyn Ball, Professor of Critical theory and literary theory @ University of Alberta, 2005, “Paranoia in the Age of the World Picture: The Global “Limits of Enlightenment”, cultural Critique 61 pgs. 115-147
Heidegger failed to address the implications of the Nazi movement's genocidal narcissism and, apart from scattered dark hints, he largely avoided a specific reflection on the effects of capitalist modes of rationalization. Such realities point to the function of an unconscious ego abiding in the logic of capital in an international arena. To the extent that half-awake citizens of industrialized nations insist on acting as if they know not what it does (by definition), this ego sometimes induces paranoia among them because it allows them perpetually to disavow or veil the trespasses committed by their governments and corporations on their behalf while advancing destructive and exploitative geopolitical economic interests. If recoded [End Page 122] from this standpoint, Heidegger's analysis might prompt a consideration of how the confluence of financial and research capital in conjunction with neoliberal ideology contributes to grievous bioeconomic asymmetries.12
History Link

The aff’s narrative of the history of space exploration reflects their desire to place America as the mouthpiece of all of humanity.

Asif A. Saddiqi, assistant professor of history @ Fordham University, 2010, “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration”, Technology and Culture Vol. 51 Number 2

Both the United States and the Soviet Union, then, the two earliest spacefaring nations, produced narratives on space exploration that were deeply grounded in domestic cultural discourses that simultaneously couched their achievements as if they had universal import. This dichot​omy runs through most of the historiography on both the Soviet and American space programs. The grand narratives of each nation—fre​quently Utopian in nature—rely on the assumption that each is the norma​tive history of space exploration. This is not a trivial issue, since how we remember and write history bequeaths to future generations how they will remember and memorialize human efforts to explore space. But who will write a history that reflects a global consensus? Is it even possible to pro​pose such a thing? In Cosmodolphins: Feminist Cultural Studies of Technol​ogy, Animals and the Sacred, Mette Bryld and Nina Lykke argue that: The early space race was, amongst other things, a discursive battle over entitlement to represent Universal Man in the biggest story told in modern times. Who was going to be the script writer and the pro​tagonist of the master narrative of mankind's cosmic exodus? This was and is a question that matters a great deal when the official story of spaceflight is retold.23 Who writes the history of space exploration and how do you account for multiple and contradictory national narratives? Mikael Herd and Andrew Jamison describe the process of "cultural appropriation" of science and technology as "the discursive, institutional, and daily practices through which technology and science are given human meaning"24 How do you account for cultural appropriations of the same technological events—say, cold-war space history—that are wildly different? And finally, how do these particular cultural appropriations which are essentially nation-specific nar​ratives make claims as global narratives, or the "global normative"?

USFG link/Alt solvency

The aff posits the nation-state as the agent that drives space exploration – this is ahistorical and locks in a nationalist ontology that erases the history of migrant workers and their role in space – only the alternative opens space for a global history that affirms the fluid process of space exploration that neither begins nor ends at the state.

Asif A. Saddiqi, assistant professor of history @ Fordham University, 2010, “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration”, Technology and Culture Vol. 51 Number 2

I am not suggesting that we should ignore nations, national identity, or vital indigenous innovation. But I believe that nation-centered approaches, useful and instructive as they were, occlude from view important phenomena in the history of space exploration. My hope is that by deemphasizing ownership and national borders, the invisible connections and transitions of technology transfer and knowledge production will be become clear in an abundantly new way. Such an approach would inform a project encompassing the entire history of modern rocketry and space exploration, from the late nineteenth century to the present, focusing on Europe, America, Russia, and Asia. Most important, a global history of rocketry and space exploration would avoid the pitfalls of the "discursive battles" between nation-centered histories and open up the possibility to revisit older debates in the historiography of space exploration in entirely new ways. Taking a global history approach, one that favors decentering the conventional narrative, would allow historians to redirect their attentions in three ways: we can shift our gaze from nations to communities, from"identification" to identities, and from moments to processes. These three strategies, in one way or another, are inspired by the problems posed by historicizing the ambitions and achievements of emerging space powers, which operate in a postcolonial context where categories such as indigenous, modern, and national are problematic. I offer some brief examples of each below. In the space imagination, nations typically represent airtight constituencies despite evidence to the contrary that communities cutting across borders and cultures—national, institutional, and disciplinary—represent important actors and actions. The most obvious example here, of course, is the German engineers who formed the core of the Army Ballistic Missile Agency in the United States in the 1950s and who later directed the development of the Saturn V rocket that put Americans on the surface of the Moon. Wernher von Braun's team represented a unique mix of Germans and Americans who worked together with several different communities, from Boeing, North American Aviation (including its separate Space and Rocketdyne divisions), Douglas Aircraft Company, and International Business Machines. These communities represented scientists and engineers, the government and private industry, and customers and contractors. In the rush to draw up airtight national narratives, we inevitably tend to gloss over the ambiguities and flows among each of these communities. By highlighting communities, we can also avoid the reductive problems of essentialization (another way of talking about "national styles" of science and technology) that aspire to explain everything but fail to elucidate much at all.36 Instead, one might think in terms of fluid identities of scientists and engineers engaged in particular projects, identities which are not only tied to national identification but also regional, professional, cultural, religious, and educational markers, to name only a few categories. Using the perspective of mutable identity—different in different circumstances—we might be able to understand more clearly the ways in which space exploration has not only been a project of national consideration but also the result of communities (or individuals) who identify with a whole host of other markers that are not connected to national claims. In other words, it is a way to prob-lematize the notion that space exploration represents national aspirations. Finally, space historians have tended to focus on moments in history that define the story. For example, we use the notion of "achieving a capability" (the space equivalent of "going nuclear") as shorthand for encompassing a variety of complex processes. Whether it be the first indigenous launch of a satellite or the first test of a liquid hydrogen rocket engine, these moments become historical signposts, turning points, bereft of the messiness inherent in the process of innovation. As a result, space history slips into the comfort mode of "what and when" instead of the more illuminating path of "how and why." The focus on process would highlight the ambiguities instead of the binary poles (success, failure) inherent in isolated moments, thus encompassing both the material event and how the event becomes constructed as a historical moment. All of these approaches also reinforce and foster the kind of social history that has become fundamental to most histories of technology but is largely absent in the literature on spaceflight, a lacuna explicable by the fetish for nation-centered cold-war geopolitics as the central organizing framework for most histories of space exploration. Barring a few notable examples, space historians have avoided in-depth inquiries into the lived experiences of large demographics such as engineers, servicemen and -women, military and intelligence personnel, launch crews, staff workers, and spouses and families of engineers. Likewise, little work has been done on public enthusiasm for the space program, mass campaigns in support of space exploration, and popular participation in programs usually identified with state-centered institutions.37 

Alt Solves the Aff

A more critical examination of the history of exploration opens space for discourses to emerge that better understand transnational drives for space exploration.

Asif A. Saddiqi, assistant professor of history @ Fordham University, 2010, “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration”, Technology and Culture Vol. 51 Number 2

My goal in this essay has been to explore the relationship between na​tionalism and spaceflight, problematize it, and, using insights from that process, suggest some possible new avenues in the practice of space history. Although nationalist narratives (and nationalism) have been essential to the project of space exploration and its retelling, barring a few exceptions, space historians have not critically explored the relationship between spaceflight and national identity.43 Deconstructing this relationship has be​come more urgent as a flotilla of non-Western nations are becoming more visible in the endeavor of space exploration, rendering the old cold-war dynamic—both in reality and in memorialization—less effective as an ex​planatory tool for understanding the process of space exploration. Deter​ministic explanations from the cold war often rely on simplistic binary and oppositional divisions; although not trivial, these display their limitations as tools to fully explain the complexities of space exploration both during and after the cold war. Without disposing of technological determinism, I would urge historians to incorporate a broader matrix of approaches, in​cluding, particularly, the highlighting of global flows of actors and knowl​edge across borders, communities, and identities. Ultimately, this approach might lend itself to constructing for the first time a global and transna​tional history of rocketry and space travel. Since a global history would the​oretically be decentered and a nation's space program rendered as a more nebulous transnational process, one might expect a multitude of smaller, local, and ambiguous processes and meanings to become visible. With a new approach grounded in a global history of spaceflight, we might learn much more about how individuals, communities, and nations perceive space travel, how they imbue space exploration with meaning, and espe​cially how those meanings are contested and repeatedly reinvented as more and more nations articulate the urge to explore space.

Impact Extension
Imperial colonialism perpetuates endless war and violence.
Fidel Castro, Law degree from University of Havana and dirty communist, 1961, “History Dooms Imperialists” Speech in Havana, http://www.rcgfrfi.easynet.co.uk/ww/castro/
During the course of the history of humanity, the causes of war have been exploitation and plunder. Ever since man has been aware of historical evolution, all wars have been caused by these two reasons. In order to understand who is guilty of war and who is fighting for peace, one must understand that perfectly well. Those who support war, those guilty of war have always been the exploiters, those who seek to seize the wealth and the natural resources of other nations, of their own people. Thus exploitation and plunder have cost people oceans of blood. During our appearance in the United States in this name of Cuba, we said that when the philosophy of exploitation and plunder ends, then the philosophy of wars would end. This is something which humanity is going through at this moment and we can prove it quite clearly. The danger of war which threatens nations and humanity does not come from those who love justice, or from those who love the progress of humanity, or from the men who desire a better life for man, a better future for humanity. It does not come from those who fight for freedom, sovereignty,and independence of nations; for the fight of self-determination; for the right of nations to enjoy their natural resources and their work. The threats to peace and humanity come from those who defend colonialism; who defend imperialism; who are against the right of the colonies to be free, the right of men to develop their economy, the right of nations to their sovereignty; who oppose the rights of men to be free and to enjoy a better life. The threat of war, in the world today as always in the course of history, comes from those who want to maintain the right of plunder and exploitation over man. The world is now closer than ever to the opportunity, or to the moment, when war could be eradicated forever. The world is also closer than ever to the moment when exploitation and hunger could be eradicated forever from humanity. The world is facing these two prospects, and yet the world is being threatened by war. Who is guilty of war; who is threatening war; who is dealing in war; who threatens humanity with this curse? To reply to this, the reasoning power of a five-year-old child is sufficient: It is the colonialists and imperialists who are threatening the peace of the world, who threaten wars, who constantly place humanity on the brink of war. Why must the colonialists and imperialists threaten war and resort to war? They use the danger and the threat of war for several reasons: first of all, because they represent a world which is dying out, a world of decadence, a social system which is outdated, modes of life doomed to disappear. 

Impact Extension
The metaphysical logic the informs aff’s thinking is the same logic that drove the death camps of Auschwitz, the genocide of Native American and the nuclear bombing of Hiroshima.  The alternative is essential to new visions of global politics
George, a lecturer in the Dept. of Poly Sci @ Australian National Univ., 93 (Jim, “Of Incarcaeration and Closure: Neo-Realism and the New/Old World Order” Millennium: Journal of International Studies Vol.22 No. 2)
The sense that something fundamental has to change if we are to live better together as human beings is integral to feminist scholarship in International Relations.66 Jane Flax's contribution, for example, speaks very powerfully to IR in this context with her observation that:

[s]omething has happened, is happening to Western societies. The beginning of this transition can be dated somewhat arbitrarily from after the First World War in Europe and after the Second World War in the United States. Western culture is in the middle of a fundamental transformation: a 'shape of life' is growing old. The demise of the old is being hastened by the end of colonialism, the uprising of women, the revolt of other cultures against white Western hegemony, shifts in the balance of economic and political power within the world economy, and a growing awareness of the costs as well as the benefits of scientific 'progress'. [Moreover] Western intellectuals cannot be immune from the profound shifts now taking place in contemporary social life.67

For Flax this represents a growing recognition that the Enlightenment dream is over, that people everywhere are increasingly awake to dangers of the Enlightenment narrative of reason, knowledge, progress and freedom. This is an important theme in any context concerned to open up incarceration and closure because it allows for (effectively) silenced voices to be heard again, including those associated with anti-Enlightenment sentiments, such as Nietzsche. It is important, in this sense, because it acknowledges the nightmarish dimensions of the Enlightenment dream, which, for example, connects the ascent of the modern, rational subject with the experiences of Hiroshima and Auschwitz. The point, of course, is that a celebration of the age of rational science and modern society cannot simply be disconnected from the weapons of mass slaughter or the techniques of genocide. Nor can the language and logic of liberty and emancipation be easily detached from the terror waged in their names, by, for example, the major Cold War foes—each proclaiming itself the natural systemic heir to the Enlightenment dream. And while many in the 1990s celebrate the `end' of the Cold War, as the victory of one Enlightenment based economic doctrine over another, the other side of this particular coin must also be confronted, in the poverty of so much of the world, and in the growing underclasses in `developed' societies where neo-classical and neo-Marxian `scientific' approaches have dominated the economic debates. It is worth pondering too, in this context, that the issue of 'ethnic cleansing' rightly condemned by the Western powers in the 1990s (and resisted in the 1940s) is an integral part of modern Western history, particularly via its Realist narrative which celebrates the process of modern state making, the march to the present of modern rational man. Most significantly, ethnic cleansing is an intrinsic element of the story of Anglo-American triumph over imperial adversity. Even a rudimentary appreciation of silenced histories implies as much—the histories, for example, of the Huron, the Ogala, the Mandika and the Pitjantjatjara—all victims of 'ethnic cleansing' for the greater good of a unified, homogeneous state system, and the eradication of (anarchical) difference. The point made here is not the simple one, nor is it riven with the kind of paradox characteristic of IR study in general. It is not an attempt at impossible detachment from subjects. Similarly it resists any grand theorised condemnation of the Enlightenment (or more precisely its dominant scientific project) in favour of some ready made alternative 'realism', unfettered by its distorting influences. It is consistent, rather, with the Foucault of 'What is Enlightenment?' who, in retaining a deep suspicion of modernist rhetoric and ambition, acknowledges that: the thread that may connect us with the Enlightenment is not faithfulness to doctrinal elements, but rather the permanent reactivation of an attitude—that is of a philosophical ethos that could be described as a permanent critique of our historical era.68

This perspective, which dissents against the dominant discursive practices of modem life, while acknowledging the positive ontological and social potentials of modernity, connects a reflectivist CST approach to the 'concrete' policy concerns of Post on Bosnia, Lapham on US strategy and Havel on Eastern Europe, and distinguishes it from the narrow, abstract 'problem solving' rituals of the neo-Realists. It does so in its understanding of the need to go beyond simple dichotomy, traditional formulae and respectable polemic. It does so in Flax's terms in its acknowledgement of the need for a positive critical ambivalence to the ambiguities, paradoxes and uncertainties of everyday realities and the way we understand and cope with them.69 This perception, of course, is no source of comfort for contemporary thinkers, critically inclined or otherwise. Indeed, as Flax has put it, `the more the fault lines in previously unproblematic ground become apparent, the more frightening it appears to be without ground'.7° Hence the 'intellectual vertigo' she speaks of. There are, however, many who have taken up the challenge of modernity in a positive, constructive manner: still suffering from 'vertigo' to be sure, still shaken by both the extraordinary achievement and colossal brutality that is their heritage, but now no longer willing to celebrate the former while remaining blind to the latter. This has meant more than a surface level consciousness of the need to think and act in more sensitive and tolerant ways. It has meant a more profound willingness to critically confront the way we think and act, to strip bare the very basis of thinking and acting, to reinterrogate its meaning and the ways we legitimate the social and intellectual 'givens' that for so long have been reality: the way the world is 'out there'. It has resulted in a range of works which resonate with alternative images of global politics derived often from previously alien sources, e.g., German Critical Theory, Gramsci and varieties of post-modernism.

Ontology First with Space

We have to understand ontology in the context of space because the drive for space exploration is a byproduct of how we come to imagine ourselves as a nation – this process of identity construction shapes our actions and truths.

Jodi Dean, PhD in PolySci from Columbia and professor of polysci @ Hobart and William Smith College, 1997, “The familiarity of strangeness: aliens, citizens, and abduction” Theory and Event 1:2 

Despite public apathy toward the space program, outer space remains a theater within which American self-understandings are played, if not exactly worked, out. During the eighties, inclusion on the crew of the space shuttle symbolized the arrival and acceptance of diverse groups in American society. Discussion of the future of space exploration often provides a vehicle for thinking about American lack of will, the possibility for global cooperation, or the outcome of recent policies of privatization. Initial responses to the announcement of the possibility of life on Mars and Europa further illustrate the interconnections between space and American identity. On the Internet and other media, speculations focused more on the discovery's impact on what it means to be human and what it says about America than on what was learned about the solar system. Some said the discovery meant life was no longer special. Others said it ended human isolation. In addition to the playful paranoids on SCHWA's abduction list wondering about the tie-in with ID4, a number of people connected the discovery with a governmental interest in restoring confidence after the Oklahoma and Atlanta Olympic bombings. And, a few thought this was just the tip of the iceberg. After all these years of denial, why would the government reveal the possibility of life in two places in less than a month? Surely the government is about to reveal the truth about the crashed saucers and alien bodies. As the manager of a local market said as I leafed through her tabloids, "Aliens in space? I want to know about the ones who are already here."

2NC Ontology First

Ontology is inescapable – questioning the way we think about things is critical to an effective understanding of all forms of modern political violence from genocide to totalitarianism.

Michael Dillon, MA and PhD and Professor in Department of philosophy, politics, and religion @ University of Lancaster, 1999, Moral Spaces: Rethinking Ethics and World Politics Pgs. 96-98
Perhaps the most important development in the history of philosophy in the last hundred years has been the return of the ontological in con​tinental thought. By this I mean that since Nietzsche and Heidegger, in particular, and the crisis of historicism, in general, ontology has not only become the principal focus of thought, but the onto-theological underpinnings of Western thought as a whole — the ways in which it had previously posed and addressed the very question of Being as such, from Plato's eidos to Hegel's Absolute Spirit, and through the theism of Christian theology—has been subjected to a devastating reappraisal.3 That ontologizing move — in itself not a single monolithic but a plural turn of thought that, in the early Heidegger aspired to the production of a fundamental ontology and in the later Heidegger flirted with the possibility of escaping metaphysics altogether—was what gave rise to all subsequent debates about foundationalism and antifoundationalism. The question of ontology was not only reposed, however; the charge was also laid, to equally devastating effect, that the onto-theological yearnings that characterized Western thought were the source of its own understated but pervasive life-inimical violence. The return of the ontological (which occurred in part, also, through the so-called "Language Turn" in philosophy) was, therefore, no mere turn of thought. It was prompted by and resonated with the historical changes and events of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries: bureaucratization and rationalization, global industrialization and technologization, and the advent of mass society, world war, and holocaust, which themselves chal​lenged statesmen and women, as well as thinkers, to reconsider the char​acter of the civilization they inhabited and the trajectory down which its own dynamics seemed to be propelling it. World War I was pivotal in this regard. The subsequent advent of to​talitarianism, together with the destruction of European Jewry, the ad​vent of genocide as a regular tool of policy, and the invention, employ​ment, and global deployment of weapons of mass destruction completed the turn. Philosophy and politics were intimately, if obscurely and con​fusedly, allied in these developments, in respect not only of science and technology, but also in terms of political movements, ideology, and the evolution of the thought of politics itself. Whereas the political and eco​nomic character of the age seemed to demand a fundamental reappraisal of the fundaments to which it held, the philosophical reappraisal of the fundaments called, in their turn, for a political reappraisal of the age. Modernity became the question, but the question was increasingly formulated in ways that were concerned less with its realization and more with whether or not it was capable of being outlived. Heirs to all this, we find ourselves in the turbulent and now globalized wake of its confluence. As Heidegger—himself an especially revealing figure of the deep and mutual implication of the philosophical and the political4 — never tired of pointing out, the relevance of ontology to all other kinds of thinking is fundamental and inescapable. For one cannot say anything about any​thing that is, without always already having made assumptions about the is as such. Any mode of thought, in short, always already carries an ontology sequestered within it. What this ontological turn does to other—regional—modes of thought is to challenge the ontology within which they operate. The implications of that review reverberate through​out the entire mode of thought, demanding a reappraisal as fundamen​tal as the reappraisal ontology has demanded of philosophy. With ontology at issue, the entire foundations or underpinnings of any mode of thought are rendered problematic. This applies as much to any modern discipline of thought as it does to the question of moder​nity as such, with the exception, it seems, of science, which, having long ago given up the ontological questioning of when it called itself natural philosophy, appears now, in its industrialized and corporatized form. to be invulnerable to ontological perturbation. With its foundations at issue, the very authority of a mode of thought and the ways in which it characterizes the critical issues of freedom and judgment (of what kind of universe human beings inhabit, how they inhabit it, and what counts as reliable knowledge for them in it) is also put in question. The very ways in which Nietzsche, Heidegger, and other continental philosophers challenged Western ontology, simultaneously, therefore reposed the fun​damental and inescapable difficulty, or aporia, for human being of de​cision and judgment. In other words, whatever ontology you subscribe to, knowingly or unknowingly, as a human being you still have to act. Whether or not you know or acknowledge it, the ontology you subscribe to will con​strue the problem of action for you in one way rather than another. You may think ontology is some arcane question of philosophy, but Nietz​sche and Heidegger showed that it intimately shapes not only a way of thinking, but a way of being, a form of life. Decision, a fortiori political decision, in short, is no mere technique. It is instead a way of being that bears an understanding of Being, and of the fundaments of the human way of being within it. This applies, indeed applies most, to those mock-innocent political slaves who claim only to be technocrats of decision making. 

Representations Come First

Questions of representations come first – the way we discuss policy is more important than the policy itself.
Roxanne Lynn Doty, Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Arizona State University, 1996 (Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, Borderlines Series, ISBN 0816627622, p. 5-6)
This study begins with the premise that representation is an inherent and important aspect of global political life and therefore a critical and legitimate area of inquiry.  International relations are inextricably bound up with discursive practices that put into circulation representations that are taken as "truth."  The goal of analyzing these practices is not to reveal essential truths that have been obscured, but rather to examine how certain representations underlie the production of knowledge and identities and how these representations make various courses of action possible.  As Said (1979: 21) notes, there is no such thing as a delivered presence, but there is a re-presence, or representation.  Such an assertion does not deny the existence of the material world, but rather suggests that material objects and subjects are constituted as such within discourse.  So, for example, when U.S. troops march into Grenada, this is certainly "real," though the march of troops across a piece of geographic space is itself singularly uninteresting and socially irrelevant outside of the representations that produce meaning.  It is only when "American" is attached to the troops and "Grenada" to the geographic space that meaning is created.  What the physical behavior itself is, though, is still far from certain until discursive practices constitute it as an "invasion," a "show of force," a "training exercise," a "rescue," and so on.  What is "really" going on in such a situation is inextricably linked to the discourse within which it is located.  To attempt a neat separation between discursive and nondiscursive practices, understanding the former as purely linguistic, assumes a series of dichotomies—thought/reality, appearance/essence, mind/matter, word/world, subjective/objective—that a critical genealogy calls into question.  Against this, the perspective taken here affirms the material and performative character of discourse. 6  In suggesting that global politics, and specifically the aspect that has to do with relations between the North and the South, is linked to representational practices I am suggesting that the issues and concerns that constitute these relations occur within a "reality" whose content has for the most part been defined by the representational practices of the "first world."  Focusing on discursive practices enables [end page 5] one to examine how the processes that produce "truth" and "knowledge" work and how they are articulated with the exercise of political, military, and economic power. 

AT: Perm

The permutation is impossible – the ego’s ability to presence the cosmos as a territory to be conquered crowds out other ways of thinking about the universe.

Karyn Ball, Professor of Critical theory and literary theory @ University of Alberta, 2005, “Paranoia in the Age of the World Picture: The Global “Limits of Enlightenment”, cultural Critique 61 pgs. 115-147
The shadow that, for Heidegger, represents a perilous unthought has obvious implications for a world in which the technologies that brought Neptune to us in 1989 have also extended the chilling afterlife of Ronald Reagan's ludicrously xenophobic characterization of the former Soviet Union as the "Evil Empire." Among the many pressing tasks of critics today is therefore to divine the destiny of Reagan's paranoid "regression" in the 1980s from current affairs and the shape of things to come. Reagan's shadow falls on a "concealed land" in economically overdetermined military ends and in the rhetoric of the "War on Terrorism" and Republican mobilizations of the world-as-picture toward increased surveillance of its citizens and immigrants. If those who publicly criticize current U.S. government policies are not paranoid yet, perhaps they should be, for the technological advances that allowed physicists to "capture" Neptune in photographic light can capture critics by hook, crook, or satellite, or, [End Page 125] at the very least, eclipse their dissent by relegating it to the invisible space behind and beyond the photographic frame. In short, critics find themselves in a situation that attests to the abiding relevance of the Frankfurt School's attention to the internal impact of rationalization, which spawns aggressive paranoia as a focal point for continuing anxiety and critical vigilance.
AT: Threats real/inevitable

Danger is inevitable but “threats” assume a collective identity to be defended which only exists insofar as the aff constructs the united states as a homogenous nation state.

David Campbell, staff emeritus @ University of Glasgow, 1998, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, Pgs. 169-170
In a larger sense, given the global nature of the cold war, this means that the crisis of international politics is now very much a cri​sis of representation.1 The vast majority of contemporary states are multiple acephalous federations that exist as states only by virtue of their ability to constitute themselves as imagined communities. Cen​tral to the process of imagination has been the operation of discourses of danger which, by virtue of telling us what to fear, have been able to fix who "we" are. The effective discourses of danger that have led to "successful" instances of foreign policy are those that have been able to combine both extensive and intensive forms of power, so that the social identity of the community has been aligned with the polit​ical space of the state. The crisis of representation the United States faces is unique only in the particularities of its content. The form of the dilemma is some​thing common to all states. The state has never been a stable ground on which a fixed identity has been secured against danger: the vari​ety of state forms throughout modernity have always been a histori​cally contingent panoply of practices that have served to constitute identity through the negation of difference and the temptation of oth​erness. With the intensification of state power in the late nineteenth century. Foreign Policy helped contain and discipline the identities to which foreign policy had given rise. In our late modern era, where we find proliferating challenges that cannot be readily contained within the state, the discourse of danger associated with the discursive econ​omy of foreign policy/Foreign Policy will have to work overtime to overcome the ever present threats to the once stable representation of an always unstable sovereign domain. The discursive economy of foreign policy will thus be taxed in its efforts to reproduce and con​tain challenges to the political identity of nations such as the United States.

**Aff Answers**
Space Science good

Space science is key to environmental ethics.

Erin Moore Daly, grad student @ Arizona state in department of life sciences, and Robert Frodeman, chair of department of philosophy @ University of North Texas, 2008, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement

Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration”, Ethics & The Environment Vol. 13 No.1 RJ

As with our explorations of the extraterrestrial realm, the first reflections on the state of the planet were prompted by the work of scientists rather than philosophers or humanists. US Fish and Wildlife zoologist Rachel Carson's Silent Spring (1962) and Stanford University entomologist Paul Ehrlich's The Population Bomb (1968) highlighted concerns that came to nationwide expression in the first Earth Day in 1970—the year after the scientific, technological, and political triumph of the first landing on the Moon. The books shared a common rhetoric—ethical cri de coeur built on the supposedly objective foundation of science. For instance, Carson's claim that the effects of DDT radiated throughout the environment causing reproductive problems and death was quickly taken up as an argument for viewing nature as a web of life we needed to nurture and protect. Professional philosophers were slow to catch up—environmental ethics did not become part of any university's curriculum until the 1970s, [End Page 136] when it was first taught by J. Baird Callicott at the University of Wisconsin, Stevens Point in 1971. The field did not gain a real foothold within academia until the 1980s. Even now, environmental ethics remains a stepchild of philosophy not meriting a category within the Leiter Report. It is marginal within the bulk of programs and departments. But while space exploration may have contributed to the birth of environmental consciousness—giving us a new, more global perspective on our home—and environmental ethics, environmental ethics itself has paid little attention to the philosophical dimensions of space exploration or to the relation between the sub- and superlunary spheres. Even the scientific discovery of the importance of asteroid impacts in Earth's history (c. 1981) and the imminent impact of global climate change have done little to encourage reflection on Earth within an extraterrestrial context.1 Of course, humans have long populated the heavens with spirits, and theologians and philosophers such as St. Thomas Aquinas (d. 1274) and Giordano Bruno (d. 1600) considered the possibility of extraterrestrial rational intellects. But before the launching of Sputnik in 1957, philosophic consideration of space was lodged within the science fiction literature of H.G. Wells, Jules Verne, Ray Bradbury, Arthur C. Clarke, and others. Within philosophy a small number of scholars extended their concerns to include outer space. Eugene Hargrove's edited volume, Beyond Spaceship Earth: Environmental Ethics and the Solar System (1986), was the first and remains the best effort at thinking about the philosophical issues regarding humans' use of and relationship to outer space. Philosophers Robert Ginsberg (1972), William K. Hartmann (1984), Donald Scherer (1982), and Lewis Beck White (1998) also published on these topics from the early years of space exploration. But this literature is still limited, both in terms of scope and frequency of publication.2 Part of the problem may lie in the fact that sublunary environmental ethics had difficulty in gaining the attention of mainstream academic philosophers. But environmental ethics itself has been limited by its focus on ethics rather than philosophy. The distinction is an important one. By the mid 19th century, science had attained the status of being our only reliable source of knowledge. Art, metaphysics, and religion were dismissed as unverifiable expressions [End Page 137] of subjective belief. Because of its clear practical import, ethics was partially exempt from this dismissal. While some 20th century philosophers (e.g., Stevenson, 1963) and much of the public came to view ethics as consisting of mere manifestations of emotion, society was not willing to abandon all substantive ethical claims. When questions of the state of the environment came to the public's attention in the 1960s, people seeking to express their moral views used science to buttress their ethical claims—for instance, arguing for the preservation of the Pacific Yew tree because of the usefulness of Taxol as a cancer drug. Professional ethicists, sharing the prejudices of the age, were left trying to adapt their established ethical theories to these new topics. The resulting efforts at "ethical extensionism" sought to stretch ethical theories developed for humans to animals, plants, and ecosystems. 

Space Science Good

Rejecting science/affirming environmental aesthetics devalues the extra-terrestrial.

Erin Moore Daly, grad student @ Arizona state in department of life sciences, and Robert Frodeman, chair of department of philosophy @ University of North Texas, 2008, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement

Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration”, Ethics & The Environment Vol. 13 No.1 RJ

By the early 1990s, the twin assumptions that our valuing of nature is solely a matter of ethics, and that our ethical claims must be grounded in science, were ready for reevaluation. The development of environmental philosophy (a new traditionalism, in that it looked back to the pre 19th century categories of natural philosophy and cosmology) is increasingly giving epistemological, aesthetic, religious, and metaphysical concerns about nature equal status with ethics.3 The wider range of environmental philosophy is better situated to describe our interests and experiences at places such as the Grand Canyon. People go to the Grand Canyon for reasons of aesthetics (its beauty), theology (the awe it inspires), or metaphysics (it gives us a new sense of one's place in the universe), not ethics. Moreover, the wider concerns of environmental philosophy are more consistent with our responses to and concerns with the extraterrestrial realm. While issues such as the possible biological contamination of other planets and space debris have clear ethical dimensions, the expansion of our understanding of the cosmos through instruments such as the Hubble Space Telescope is much more a matter of aesthetics (e.g., Hubble's stunning pictures) and metaphysics (our growing appreciation of the long view of cosmic history) than ethics. Humans tend to acknowledge ethical responsibilities to what is close at hand. The thought of environmental ethics in outer space, where few will go in our lifetimes and nothing is known to live, is quite simply unfathomable to most. But despite all this, the cosmic environment continues to awe, delight, and inspire generation after generation. [End Page 138]

Objectivity/Empirics good

The critique ignores the practical side of life.  We must be able to use logic and rationality in order to solve the basic problems of our society.  The criticism would leave us in endless questioning over meaning.
Jarvis, senior lecturer @ University of Australia, 2K (D.S.L. International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism )
To what end these approaches will prove beneficial, however, to what end their concerns and depictions of current realities prove accurate remains problematic. What does seem obvious, though, is the continuing desire for understanding, the need to examine, comprehend, and make sense of events and, consequently, the need for theoretical endeavor. Despite “nihilistic despair” or charges of epochal change, most of us will wake up tomorrow confronted by a world much the same as today, one that experiences the recurring problems of inequality, injustice, war, famine, violence, and conflict. Various problems will emerge and solutions to them will be sought. These, surely, cannot be deconstructed as the sub​versive postmodernists insist, but only reinscribed as new questions. And while we might problematize current knowledge and interpretations, question our faith in science, reason, and logic, or reinscribe questions in new contexts, to suppose these endeavors contrary to the activity of the​ory and the search for meaning and understanding seems plainly absurd. If we abandon the principles of logic and reason, dump the yardsticks of objectivity and assessment, and succumb to a blind relativism that privi​leges no one narrative or understanding over another, how do we tackle such problems or assess the merits of one solution vis-à-vis another? How do we go about the activity of living, making decisions, engaging in trade, deciding on social rules or making laws, if objective criteria are not to be employed and reason and logic abandoned? How would we construct research programs, delimit areas of inquiry or define problems to be stud​ied if we abandon rationalist tools of inquiry?

AT: Critique of west/technology

Their critique of the west amounts to intellectual ignorane – it reproduces an ethnocentrism that ignores the scientific and technological developments of non-western space programs turning the K.

Asif A. Saddiqi, assistant professor of history @ Fordham University, 2010, “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration”, Technology and Culture Vol. 51 Number 2

The case of the Indian space program specifically—but postcolonial studies in general—points to fruitful avenues of research for historians of technology grappling with the conundrums posted by multiple and conflicting narratives that make claims for the universal. A growing body of scholarship on the history, sociology, and anthropology of postcolonial science has rendered problematic such essentialist identifiers as "Western" and "colonial" when describing the development of science and technology [End Page 434] outside of Europe and the United States. This body of postcolonial theory questions the authority of Western knowledge systems as being objective and universally valid. Warwick Anderson recently underscored that "postcolonial studies have enabled [a] sort of decentered, diasporic, or 'global' rewriting of earlier nation-centered imperial grand narratives." In other words, the field has rephrased "modernity within the framework of 'globalisation.'" 26 As such, postcolonial theory prompts us to reconsider received wisdom about existing power relations and to avoid distinct markers such as "colonial" and "indigenous" and instead focus on cultural and historical spaces where various types of interaction and exchange can occur. One way to begin such a project would be—in the words of postcolonial theorist Dipesh Chakrabarty—to "provincialize" Europe, i.e., to question the received structures that make it impossible for us to conceive of modernity (and by extension, one might argue, modernization) without reference to Europe. Chakrabarty argued that there is an "asymmetric ignorance" whereby historians within postcolonial locales must inevitably refer to Europe as a point of orientation without any expectation of the reverse.

No Link

Their criticism overly generalizes our aff – space exploration is not tied to fighting with other countries but instead is driven by engineering successes and economic factors – reject their overly pessimistic depictions of space.

Asif A. Saddiqi, assistant professor of history @ Fordham University, 2010, “Competing Technologies, National(ist) Narratives, and Universal Claims: Toward a Global History of Space Exploration”, Technology and Culture Vol. 51 Number 2

The notion that external events affected the actions of Soviet and American policymakers and led them to adopt specific decisions explains processes at a very broad level but fails as a tool to fully understand inno​vation at mid-levels—such as why space program managers adopted par​ticular technologies and why scientists and engineers focused on specific paths of development. Indeed, few managerial, technological, and institu​tional changes on both sides follow parallel and proportional paths of development as one would expect if the space race were truly determinis​tic. For example, neither the "late" Soviet decision to adopt liquid hydrogen as propellant nor its selection of the lunar orbit rendezvous option for a Moon landing follow the expected pattern of response to American imper​atives (or even perceptions of American imperatives). These paths were taken principally because of a mix of other factors: local industrial capac​ity, competition among Soviet designers, and perceived tradeoffs between payload weight and mission requirements. Here, American efforts to de​velop a liquid hydrogen engine (in the form of the Centaur upper stage) becomes one of many forces that affected Soviet decision making.42 Strictly deterministic approaches also fail to explain events in the later era of the space age—for example, the development of a vibrant Indian space program and the lack of any such program in Pakistan. Both nations had sub​stantive intellectual and industrial foundations to embark on space re​search and engaged in comparable investments in sounding rocket devel​opments in the 1960s, but only India opted to develop a domestic satellite launch capability. Pakistan never responded to the Indian space challenge.

Heidegger = Nazi

The negative’s withdrawal into philosophical reflection renders them complicit with genocidal atrocities as they become powerless because they have rejected any attempts to know and understand the world – Heidegger’s Nazism proves.

Karyn Ball, Professor of Critical theory and literary theory @ University of Alberta, 2005, “Paranoia in the Age of the World Picture: The Global “Limits of Enlightenment”, cultural Critique 61 pgs. 115-147
The polemical thrust of Heidegger's Weltbild essay is to emphasize the unthought that is simultaneously produced and obscured by the growing dominance of a mathematical orientation geared toward [End Page 121] calculation. The figure of the unthought thus alludes to a valence of incalculability and narcissism, which Heidegger describes as the "invisible shadow that is cast around all things everywhere when man has been transformed into subjectum and the world into picture."10 Given his reactionary tendencies, it is perhaps not surprising that Heidegger will admit he craves a return to a pre-Platonic stance that grants the unknown its proper significance. Hence the very concept of the world picture might be read as a symptom of Heidegger's longing to revive a prerationalized state wherein Tönnies's ideal of "organic" communities will become viable once again. Unfortunately, such nostalgia in 1938 covers over the "disclosing events" already in the immediate orbit of Heidegger's estranging abstractions: the anti-Semitic violence with which he himself was complicit.11 

The poetically dwelling Heidegger bothered himself publicly far too little with the implications of his own philosophical "subjectum": the peculiar banality of his collaboration with Nazi anti-Jewish policies in his brief tenure as the rector of the University of Freiburg. His notorious moral nearsightedness deepened the shadow cast by a modern world picture in celebrating a supremacist movement that compulsively followed its aggrandizing and aggressive instinct for racial purity, Lebensraum, and historical glory through deportation and genocide. Hence the "invisible shadow" of Heidegger's own rigorous philosophy indicates the potentially dangerous stratification of moral and scientific modes of inquiry. It also alludes to various forms of foreclosure at once epistemic and ethical that stem from a specifically modern solipsism. 

Policy Framework Key

The permutation is key - philosophical questioning about space can’t get off the ground without hard policy analysis.

Erin Moore Daly, grad student @ Arizona state in department of life sciences, and Robert Frodeman, chair of department of philosophy @ University of North Texas, 2008, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement

Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration”, Ethics & The Environment Vol. 13 No.1 RJ
Such reflection should be performed by philosophers, metaphysicians, and theologians in regular conversation with the scientists who investigate space and the policy makers that direct the space program. The exploration of the universe is no experimental science, contained and controlled in a laboratory, but takes place in a vast and dynamic network of interconnected, interdependent realities. If (environmental) philosophy is to be a significant source of insight, philosophers will need to have a much broader range of effective strategies for interdisciplinary collaborations, framing their reflections with the goal of achieving policy-relevant results. If it is necessary for science and policy-makers to heed the advice of philosophers, it is equally necessary for philosophers to speak in concrete terms about real-world problems. A philosophic questioning about the relatedness of humans and the universe, in collaboration with a pragmatic, interdisciplinary approach to environmental problems, is the most responsible means of developing both the science and policy for the exploration of the final frontier.

Policy Framework Key

Turn- Role playing in debate is essential to break down assumptions, develop critical thinking skills, and deconstruct the state
Joyner, Professor International Law @ Georgetwon, 99  (Christopher “TEACHING INTERNATIONAL LAW: VIEWS FROM AN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS POLITICAL SCIENTIST” ILSA Journal of International & Comparative Law, Spring, 5 ILSA J Int'l & Comp L 377)
Use of the debate can be an effective pedagogical tool for education in the social sciences. Debates, like other role-playing simulations, help students understand different perspectives on a policy issue by adopting a perspective as their own. But, unlike other simulation games, debates do not require that a student participate directly in order to realize the benefit of the game. Instead of developing policy alternatives and experiencing the consequences of different choices in a traditional role-playing game, debates present the alternatives and consequences in a formal, rhetorical fashion before a judgmental audience. Having the class audience serve as jury helps each student develop a well-thought-out opinion on the issue by providing contrasting facts and views and enabling audience members to pose challenges to each debating team.
These debates ask undergraduate students to examine the international legal implications of various United States foreign policy actions. Their chief tasks are to assess the aims of the policy in question, determine their relevance to United States national interests, ascertain what legal principles are involved, and conclude how the United States policy in question squares with relevant principles of international law. Debate questions are formulated as resolutions, along the lines of: "Resolved: The United States should deny most-favored-nation status to China on human rights grounds;" or "Resolved: The United States should resort to military force to ensure inspection of Iraq's possible nuclear, chemical and biological weapons facilities;" or "Resolved: The United States' invasion of Grenada in 1983 was a lawful use of force;" or "Resolved: The United States should kill Saddam Hussein." In addressing both sides of these legal propositions, the student debaters must consult the vast literature of international law, especially the nearly 100 professional law-school-sponsored international law journals now being published in the United States. This literature furnishes an incredibly rich body of legal analysis that often treats topics affecting United States foreign policy, as well as other more esoteric international legal subjects. Although most of these journals are accessible in good law schools, they are largely unknown to the political science community specializing in international relations, much less to the average undergraduate. [*386] 
By assessing the role of international law in United States foreign policy- making, students realize that United States actions do not always measure up to international legal expectations; that at times, international legal strictures get compromised for the sake of perceived national interests, and that concepts and principles of international law, like domestic law, can be interpreted and twisted in order to justify United States policy in various international circumstances. In this way, the debate format gives students the benefits ascribed to simulations and other action learning techniques, in that it makes them become actively engaged with their subjects, and not be mere passive consumers. Rather than spectators, students become legal advocates, observing, reacting to, and structuring political and legal perceptions to fit the merits of their case.
The debate exercises carry several specific educational objectives. First, students on each team must work together to refine a cogent argument that compellingly asserts their legal position on a foreign policy issue confronting the United States. In this way, they gain greater insight into the real-world legal dilemmas faced by policy makers. Second, as they work with other members of their team, they realize the complexities of applying and implementing international law, and the difficulty of bridging the gaps between United States policy and international legal principles, either by reworking the former or creatively reinterpreting the latter. Finally, research for the debates forces students to become familiarized with contemporary issues on the United States foreign policy agenda and the role that international law plays in formulating and executing these policies. 8 The debate thus becomes an excellent vehicle for pushing students beyond stale arguments over principles into the real world of policy analysis, political critique, and legal defense.

Cede the Political

The alt/framework arguments over-determination of the debate round prevents action on all social problems and culminates in extinction.  Their retreat to the local is a depoliticized form of politics that fragments macropolitical struggles
Boggs 97

(Carl, National University, “ The Great Retreat: Decline of the Public Sphere in Late Twentieth-Century America”   Theory and Society 26.6 December)  
The decline of the public sphere in late twentieth-century America poses a series of great dilemmas and challenges. Many ideological currents scrutinized here - localism, metaphysics, spontaneism, post-modernism, Deep Ecology - intersect with and reinforce each other. While these currents have deep origins in popular movements of the 1960s and 1970s, they remain very much alive in the 1990s. Despite their different outlooks and trajectories, they all share one thing in common: a depoliticized expression of struggles to combat and over-come alienation. The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change. As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved - perhaps even unrecognized - only to fester more ominously into the future. And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious diseases, technological displacement of workers) cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context of internationalized markets, finance, and communications. Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or side-step these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impo-tence. In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger num-bers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones. By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions.74I n the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance. The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies.  

Cede the Political

Creating well informed, engaged citizenry is vital to preventing authoritarian reactionary elites from filling in the space left by their abdication of politics.  Debate fosters the political engagement at the macrolevel that is vital to reversing the current retreat from politics.
Boggs 97

(Carl, National University, “ The Great Retreat: Decline of the Public Sphere in Late Twentieth-Century America”   Theory and Society 26.6 December)  
This last point demands further elaboration. The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people's lives. Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be filled by authoritarian and reactionary elites - an already familiar dynamic in many lesser-developed countries. The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape,. could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat. In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise - or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure. In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collec-tive interests that had vanished from civil society.75  The historic goal of recovering politics in the Aristotelian sense, there-fore, suggests nothing less than a revitalized citizenry prepared to occupy that immense expanse of public space. Extension of democratic control into every area of social life requires insurgency against the charade of normal politics, since the persistence of normal politics is just another manifestation of anti-politics. If authentic citizenship is to be forged, then information, skills, and attitudes vital to political efficacy need to flourish and be widely distributed throughout the population, without this, "consciousness transformation" is impos-sible, or at least politically meaningless. A debilitating problem with the culture of anti-politics, however, is that it precisely devalues those very types of information, skills, and attitudes. At the same time, any process of repoliticization will have to be carried out in a context where the whole field of political activity has been fundamentally altered. One of the major effects of corporate coloniza-tion is what Ulrich Beck refers to as the "systemic transformation of the political" - the considerable loss of power in the centralized political system itself, severely reducing its capacity to plan, regulate, and intervene in effective ways. As Beck observes: "The concepts, foundations, and instruments of politics (and non-politics) are becom-ing unclear, open and in need of a historically new determination."76 Where the Hobbesian "solution" to fragmentation or extreme localism does not or cannot work owing to historical and cultural traditions, the push toward decentralization may be irreversible. Many of the conventional functions of government will be more difficult to perform according to a model where strong leaders exercise more or less un-challenged authority. Hence a truly revitalized politics will have to be more open and collective, more decentralized, and more infused with civic virtues as the conditions favoring a single center of politics erode. 

Ontology 1st bad

Their critique of ontology and epistemology creates theory-driven politics – prefer our specific, empirical explanations for the aff.

David Owen, Professor of Political Theory @ University of Southampton, 2002, “Re-orienting International Relations: On Pragmatism, Pluralism and Practical Reasoning”, Millenium: Journal of International Studies 31.3 Pgs. 655-657
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

Ontology/Epistemology 1st bad

The critique will lead to endless epistemological discussion.  We must look at real world policies along with our rethinking of thinking in order to craft meaningful theory about the world
Jarvis, senior lecturer @ University of Australia, 2K (D.S.L. International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism )
There are, of course, problems with ontologically derived forms of the​ory. Postmodemists naturally dismiss this conception of theory and are not entirely wrong for doing so. Realism is not above criticism, and structural-realism even more so.58 But then again, neither is postmodernism! But this is not the point. I am not here attempting to defend realism against post​modcrnism or to dismiss postmodernism entirely from the purview of Inter national Relations. Rather, what I am attempting to do is defend the insti​tution of theory against postmodemism which, in its more virulent forms, aims at its deconstruction and obliteration. So too am I attempting to defend the ontological aspect of theory against those who would engage exclusively in epistemological debate. For there to be theory in International Relations, ontological description must be the first order of things; without first defining the domain of international politics, identifying those entities and things we wish to explain and understand, epistemological debate would be altogether pointless. Save for this, the discipline threatens to transpose itself into philosophy and not International Relations, to be condemned to perpetual metaphysical reflection but without reference to the social world we are attempting to understand. Of course, this does not exonerate us from previous mistakes. International Relations, largely because of the dominance of positivism in the discipline, has, in the past, been apt to ontological description in the absence of epistemological reflection. Practitioners in the discipline have rarely seen a need to question the epistemological basis of their scholarship as Thomas Biersteker forcefully acknowledged.59 Yet, as he also reminds us, developing theory and generating knowledge requires judi​cious use of both ontological description and epistemological explanation. These are not mutually exclusive dimensions of theoretical discourse, but the elemental ingredients necessary to the construction of discourse itself. The exclusive focus upon one dimension to the detriment of the other probably explains why, according to William Kreml and Charles Kegley, “Interna​tional relations research today. . . has failed to reach agreement about sev​eral fundamental issues. . . (1) the central questions to be asked, (2) the basic units of analysis (e.g., states or nonstate actors), (3) the levels of analy​sis at which various questions should be explored, (4) the methods by which hypotheses should be tested and unwarranted inferences prevented, (5) the criteria by which theoretical progress is to be judged, and (6) how inquiry should be organized in order to generate the knowledge that will lead to international peace, prosperity, and justice.”

AT: Language K’s

Critiques of speech produces a reactionary politics in which change is focused on language directly trading off with efforts to reform the socioeconomic root causes of injustice
Brown, Professor Political Science UC Berkeley, 2K1 (Wendy, Politics Out of History, pg. 35-37)
“Speech codes kill critique,” Henry Louis Gates remarked in a 1993 essay on hate speech.14 Although Gates was referring to what happens when hate speech regulations, and the debates about them, usurp the discursive space in which one might have offered a substantive politi​cal response to bigoted epithets, his point also applies to prohibitions against questioning from within selected political practices or institu​tions. But turning political questions into moralistic ones—as speech codes of any sort do—not only prohibits certain questions and man​dates certain genuflections, it also expresses a profound hostility to​ward political life insofar as it seeks to preempt argument with a legis​lated and enforced truth. And the realization of that patently undemocratic desire can only and always convert emancipatory aspi​rations into reactionary ones. Indeed, it insulates those aspirations from questioning at the very moment that Weberian forces of rational​ization and bureaucratization are quite likely to be domesticating them from another direction. Here we greet a persistent political para​dox: the moralistic defense of critical practices, or of any besieged identity, weakens what it strives to fortify precisely by sequestering those practices from the kind of critical inquiry out of which they were born. Thus Gates might have said, “Speech codes, born of social critique, kill critique.” And, we might add, contemporary identity-based institutions, born of social critique, invariably become conserva​tive as they are forced to essentialize the identity and naturalize the boundaries of what they once grasped as a contingent effect of histori​cally specific social powers.

But moralistic reproaches to certain kinds of speech or argument kill critique not only by displacing it with arguments about abstract rights versus identity-bound injuries, but also by configuring political injustice and political righteousness as a problem of remarks, attitude, and speech rather than as a matter of historical, political-economic, and cultural formations of power. Rather than offering analytically substantive accounts of the forces of injustice or injury, they condemn the manifestation of these forces in particular remarks or events. There is, in the inclination to ban (formally or informally) certain utterances and to mandate others, a politics of rhetoric and gesture that itself symptomizes despair over effecting change at more significant levels. As vast quantities of left and liberal attention go to determining what socially marked individuals say, how they are represented, and how many of each kind appear in certain institutions or are appointed to various commissions, the sources that generate racism, poverty, vio​lence against women, and other elements of social injustice remain relatively unarticulated and unaddressed. We are lost as how to ad​dress those sources; but rather than examine this loss or disorienta​tion, rather than bear the humiliation of our impotence, we posture as if we were still fighting the big and good fight in our clamor over words and names. Don’t mourn, moralize.

Nuclear Representations Good

Our representation of nuclear catastrophe is key- fear of specific nuclear threat is vital to shocking individuals out of there complacency – only through imagining catastrophes can we avert nuclear doom and mobilize action for change
Grinspoon 86

(Lester, Associate Professor of Psychiatry Harvard Medical School, “Introduction” The Long Darkness: Psychological and Moral Perspectives on Nuclear Winter pg. 3-6)
The late Archibald MacLeish wrote, "Knowledge without feelings is not knowledge, and can only lead to public irresponsibility and indifference, conceivably to ruin. . . . [When 1 the fact is dissociated from the feel of the fact. . . that people, that civilization is in danger" (Atlantic Monthly 203 [1959]:40-46). Many people repress their fear, anger, and rebelliousness in response to the nuclear threat; instead they anesthetize themselves. They avoid acquiring information that would make vague fears specific enough to require decisive action; they contrive to ignore the implications of the information they do allow to get through; they resign their responsibilities to leaders and experts; they treat the accelerating nuclear arms race as simply none of their business and convince themselves that there is nothing they can do about it. Just as some dangers are too slight to arouse concern, this one is, paradoxically, too vast to arouse concern. It is not an easy task to help people grasp affectively as well as cognitively the immensity of the danger. This is not just because we are all so psychologically well equipped to defend ourselves against anxiety that might threaten to overwhelm, but also because the horror itself is so abstract. Physicians, even though their work is often pressured and stressful, continue to be the professional group that smokes the least, and among physicians, thoracic surgeons have the lowest prevalence of smoking. Clearly, direct exposure to the consequences of smoking makes it difficult to deny them. Similarly, physicians have been in the vanguard of the movement to arouse the consciousness of the populace to the dangers of nuclear war. Working in the emergency room makes suffering from blast, fire, cold, radiation sickness, starvation, and infectious disease less of an abstraction. People who have or have had such experience are less likely to suffer from this failure of imagination. We have to confront the truth in this unprecedented situation. We must rouse ourselves from complacency and passivity and assume responsibility. We need the courage to be afraid and to make our friends, neighbors, and colleagues afraid-with a fear that is not neurotic and panicky but thoughtful, a fear not so much for ourselves as for our children, for civilization, and for this precious world. A problem for anyone who fully assimilates a consciousness of the nuclear threat is that it requires us to redirect our  thoughts and change our lives in certain ways- a demand that many people understandably prefer to avoid. It means taking some time that we would like to devote to insteresting, self-fulfilling work with obvious rewards and devoting. It instead to what seems a frustrating, unfulfilling struggle with few intrinsic rewards and an uncertain chance of success. It does not even bring the pleasure of correcting a visible injustice or relieving visible suffering. In fact, like some techniques of psychotherapy, it heightens suffering in the short run for everyone who is shaken out of numbness or self-delusion and into confrontation of the reality. Psychiatrists have an important role in developing more understanding of how to make these truths available to everyone. Psychotherapy itself is a model for the process of allowing people to deal constructively with disturbing truths. And as psychiatrists we should be strongly impelled to help others confront this unparalleled threat, because our experience makes us acutely aware of both aspects of the situation: the human potential for irrational and self-destructive acts, and also the enormous human capacity for altruism, adaptation, and creative solutions to the most difficult of problems. We know now that the nuclear danger is even more terrible than we have supposed. The reader may recall that at one point in the Stanley Kubrick movie Dr. Strangelove, the title character asks the Soviet ambassador, "You mean you built a doomsday machine and you didn't tell anybody?" The question was meant to be ludicrous and the doomsday machine a fantasy, but in the December 23, 1983, Issue of Science, Dr. Sagan and a group of fellow scientists reported an astonishing discovery: the superpowers have inadvertently built a doomsday machine, and it is operational at this very moment. As in the film, the governments of the superpowers are not telling anybody. They behave as though they do not believe it themselves, let alone feel any obligation to let the inhabitants of the planet know of this threat to their survival. Until great numbers of people come to genuinely appreciate the magnitude of this danger to themselves and future generations and demand of their governments that they reverse the arms race, the risk of setting off the doomsday machine will increase. The Austrian poet and satirist Karl Kraus wrote in 1917, during the darkest days of World War I, "If we still had imagination, we would no longer wage war." If the people of Europe had been able to conceive the horrors of trench warfare, they would not have acquiesced in the policies that made it inevitable, Nuclear war is infinitely more horrible and more difficult to imagine, and most people, including many in high office, do not attempt to imagine it. The authors of this book are contributing to a struggle against unimaginativeness and insensibility either imposed by circumstances or deliberately cultivated. Dr. Sagan will describe the consequences of a nuclear war; the other authors will explain how we have become trapped into risking these consequences and how political use of the nuclear threat affects our lives. H. G. Wells once pointed out that human history has become more and more a race between education and catastrophe; the race has become even more desperate since then. A terrible thought is that our education might be provided by catastrophe itself, by nuclear destruction short of nuclear war-a nuclear weapon detonated by mechanical error or human error or madness-an accident more devastating by orders of magnitude than the one at Three Mile Island that helped so much to educate us about industrial nuclear power. That would be learning the hardest way of all. We present this book in the hope that a better kind of education is still possible, that if we allow ourselves to learn and think about what is being prepared for us, and in our name, we will reject it and make it our business to work for a change. 

Nuclear Representations good

Fear of nuclear catastrophe is vital to cultural transformations which delegitimize the bomb, war and future weapons of mass destruction
Futterman, 94

(J.A.H., former US nuclear weapons scientist, ““Obscenity and Peace: Meditation on the Bomb” http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke.html [accessed 08/12/09])
But the inhibitory effect of reliable nuclear weapons goes deeper than Shirer's deterrence of adventurer-conquerors. It changes the way we think individually and culturally, preparing us for a future we cannot now imagine. Jungian psychiatrist Anthony J. Stevens states, [15] "History would indicate that people cannot rise above their narrow sectarian concerns without some overwhelming paroxysm. It took the War of Independence and the Civil War to forge the United States, World War I to create the League of Nations, World War II to create the United Nations Organization and the European Economic Community. Only catastrophe, it seems, forces people to take the wider view. Or what about fear? Can the horror which we all experience when we contemplate the possibility of nuclear extinction mobilize in us sufficient libidinal energy to resist the archetypes of war? Certainly, the moment we become blasé about the possibility of holocaust we are lost. As long as horror of nuclear exchange remains uppermost we can recognize that nothing is worth it. War becomes the impossible option. Perhaps horror, the experience of horror, the consciousness of horror, is our only hope. Perhaps horror alone will enable us to overcome the otherwise invincible attraction of war." Thus I also continue engaging in nuclear weapons work to help fire that world-historical warning shot I mentioned above, namely, that as our beneficial technologies become more powerful, so will our weapons technologies, unless genuine peace precludes it. We must build a future more peaceful than our past, if we are to have a future at all, with or without nuclear weapons — a fact we had better learn before worse things than nuclear weapons are invented. If you're a philosopher, this means that I regard the nature of humankind as mutable rather than fixed, but that I think most people welcome change in their personalities and cultures with all the enthusiasm that they welcome death — thus, the fear of nuclear annihilation of ourselves and all our values may be what we require in order to become peaceful enough to survive our future technological breakthroughs.[16] 

Extinction = biggest Impact

Existence comes first
BOSTROM ‘2, Philosophy Professor, Yale [Dr. Nick, Department of Philosophy @ Yale University "Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards," Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9 - March 2002, http://www.jetpress.org/volume9/risks.html ]
Existential risks are distinct from global endurable risks. Examples of the latter kind include: threats to the biodiversity of Earth’s ecosphere, moderate global warming, global economic recessions (even major ones), and possibly stifling cultural or religious eras such as the “dark ages”, even if they encompass the whole global community, provided they are transitory (though see the section on “Shrieks” below). To say that a particular global risk is endurable is evidently not to say that it is acceptable or not very serious. A world war fought with conventional weapons or a Nazi-style Reich lasting for a decade would be extremely horrible events even though they would fall under the rubric of endurable global risks since humanity could eventually recover. (On the other hand, they could be a local terminal risk for many individuals and for persecuted ethnic groups.)             I shall use the following definition of existential risks: Existential risk – One where an adverse outcome would either annihilate Earth-originating intelligent life or permanently and drastically curtail its potential. An existential risk is one where humankind as a whole is imperiled. Existential disasters have major adverse consequences for the course of human civilization for all time to come. 2         The unique challenge of existential risks Risks in this sixth category are a recent phenomenon. This is part of the reason why it is useful to distinguish them from other risks. We have not evolved mechanisms, either biologically or culturally, for managing such risks. Our intuitions and coping strategies have been shaped by our long experience with risks such as dangerous animals, hostile individuals or tribes, poisonous foods, automobile accidents, Chernobyl, Bhopal, volcano eruptions, earthquakes, draughts, World War I, World War II, epidemics of influenza, smallpox, black plague, and AIDS. These types of disasters have occurred many times and our cultural attitudes towards risk have been shaped by trial-and-error in managing such hazards. But tragic as such events are to the people immediately affected, in the big picture of things – from the perspective of humankind as a whole – even the worst of these catastrophes are mere ripples on the surface of the great sea of life. They haven’t significantly affected the total amount of human suffering or happiness or determined the long-term fate of our species. With the exception of a species-destroying comet or asteroid impact (an extremely rare occurrence), there were probably no significant existential risks in human history until the mid-twentieth century, and certainly none that it was within our power to do something about. 
The first manmade existential risk was the inaugural detonation of an atomic bomb. At the time, there was some concern that the explosion might start a runaway chain-reaction by “igniting” the atmosphere. Although we now know that such an outcome was physically impossible, it qualifies as an existential risk that was present at the time. For there to be a risk, given the knowledge and understanding available, it suffices that there is some subjective probability of an adverse outcome, even if it later turns out that objectively there was no chance of something bad happening. If we don’t know whether something is objectively risky or not, then it is risky in the subjective sense. The subjective sense is of course what we must base our decisions on.[2] At any given time we must use our best current subjective estimate of what the objective risk factors are.[3]             A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century. The special nature of the challenges posed by existential risks is illustrated by the following points:     *Our approach to existential risks cannot be one of trial-and-error. There is no opportunity to learn from errors. The reactive approach – see what happens, limit damages, and learn from experience – is unworkable. Rather, we must take a proactive approach. This requires foresight to anticipate new types of threats and a willingness to take decisive preventive action and to bear the costs (moral and economic) of such actions.     *We cannot necessarily rely on the institutions, moral norms, social attitudes or national security policies that developed from our experience with managing other sorts of risks. Existential risks are a different kind of beast. We might find it hard to take them as seriously as we should simply because we have never yet witnessed such disasters.[5] Our collective fear-response is likely ill calibrated to the magnitude of threat.     *Reductions in existential risks are global public goods [13] and may therefore be undersupplied by the market [14]. Existential risks are a menace for everybody and may require acting on the international plane. Respect for national sovereignty is not a legitimate excuse for failing to take countermeasures against a major existential risk.     *If we take into account the welfare of future generations, the harm done by existential risks is multiplied by another factor, the size of which depends on whether and how much we discount future benefits [15,16].  

