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Science fiction conflates fantasy with fact—this uniquely undermines civic engagement and destroys scientific education

Kluger 7/11/11 -  senior writer for TIME (Jeffery, “ Scientific Illiteracy After the Shuttle: Are America's Smartest Days Behind Her?” http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,2082213,00.html)

The problem is, the land of the free and home of the brave is in danger of becoming — not to put too fine a point on it — the land of the dunderhead, and my trip to Cape Canaveral, Fla., drove that point home. It's no secret that as a people, we're rapidly losing the basic fund of knowledge we need if we're going to function well in a complex world. Just last week, another dispiriting poll was released revealing how little some of us know about our national history. Only 58% of Americans can say with certainty what happened on July 4, 1776 — a figure that falls to a jaw-dropping 31% in the under-30 cohort. Fully 25% of Americans who do know that we seceded from some country or another to become a nation don't know what that former parent country was. This follows on the heels of other polls showing similar numbers of folks believing that we fought the Russians in World War II and beat them with the help of our stalwart German allies. Being historically illiterate is bad. Being scientifically illiterate, however, is even worse — if only because having a working knowledge of how the world operates is essential to understanding critical areas of national policy. Type the words "global warming" and "hoax" into Google and you get an appalling 10.1 million hits. The polls are all over the map on this one, but they show that rising numbers of Americans think climate science is fraudulent or exaggerated — up to 41% in one survey. It's not merely opinion to say that those people are simply wrong. There may be raging debates among scientists about the precise severity, mechanisms and trajectory of global warming, but the basic science is established and accepted, whether you want to admit it or not. Then of course there are the 18% of Americans who believe the sun revolves around Earth and the 28% who think the moon landings were faked. Google that last one and you're taken to sites that profess to be forums for political debate. Political debate? About faking the moon landings? This isn't the Roman Senate, folks, it's fantasyland. What got me thinking about all this was a stop I made after the launch at the Kennedy Space Center Visitor Complex — a combination museum and theme park on the Cape Canaveral grounds. The center's special feature this season is called Sci-Fi Summer 2011 — and it delivers just what it promises. Adjacent to the rocket garden, with its full-size mock-ups of the U.S.'s most legendary boosters, is a massive maplike display comparing the sizes of the Saturn 1B, the Saturn 5, the Mercury Redstone, the space shuttle and the International Space Station to the Starship Enterprise. Which is fine, except that all the other spacecraft actually existed and the Enterprise, um, didn't. The spacesuits worn by Neil Armstrong, Gordon Cooper and other astronauts are similarly commingled throughout the exhibit with uniforms worn by the Klingons and Romulons. There is also an entire pavilion set aside for a Star Trek display. O.K., it's cranky to begrudge people a little fun and Star Trek is undeniably cool. But do we really not get enough fun and cool elsewhere? Is there anyone alive who thinks that what Americans need right now are more ways to divert and amuse ourselves? Mix Cooper with the Klingons or the shuttle Enterprise with the Starship Enterprise long enough and the kids who consume all this stuff will no longer be able to tell them apart. Scientific literacy is part of good citizenship. And when it comes to space science, you don't need a lick of fiction to make it fun. An engineer at NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory who works in the interplanetary program once explained why he loves his job by saying, "If you can't have a good time coming to work and building robots to send to Mars, give it up, man." The same used to be true of merely learning about such things. It must become true again if the U.S. is going to keep its edge.

Science is necessary for freedom and technological innovation 

Taggart 10 PhD and philosophical counselor, Andrew “With what authority does a public philosopher speak?” http://www.butterfliesandwheels.org/2010/with-what-authority-does-a-public-philosopher-speak/
Fourth, neither can he allude to some analogy between philosophy and science for ultimate support. As regards the question of modern legitimacy, science has no conceptual problem (by which I don’t mean that the science wars of the nineties were somehow unreal or that Americans’ general skepticism toward science will soon vanish) because science has demonstrable utility. Science manifests its power to change the everyday routines that govern our lives through paradigm-shifting technological innovations. What’s more, scientific discoveries have extended the realm of human freedom by means of predictability and control. In the scientific picture inaugurated during the scientific revolution and coming into full view some 400 years later, nature has become less unruly and mysterious and, in consequence, more amenable to human understanding as well as more subject to technological manipulation. Since philosophy has no such practical utility and since it exerts no such power over the physical world, it follows that philosophy cannot draw its reason for being from scientific sources.

The alternative is to reject the science fiction represented in the 1AC in favor of a scientific approach to [insert plan]

They can’t meet falsifiable review – only a scientific approach produces the best epistemology and can avert extinction

Coyne, 06 – Author and Writer for the Times (Jerry A., “A plea for empiricism”, FOLLIES OF THE WISE, Dissenting essays, 405pp. Emeryville, CA: Shoemaker and Hoard, 1 59376 101 5)

Supernatural forces and events, essential aspects of most religions, play no role in science, not because we exclude them deliberately, but because they have never been a useful way to understand nature. Scientific “truths” are empirically supported observations agreed on by different observers. Religious “truths,” on the other hand, are personal, unverifiable and contested by those of different faiths. Science is nonsectarian: those who disagree on scientific issues do not blow each other up. Science encourages doubt; most religions quash it. But religion is not completely separable from science. Virtually all religions make improbable claims that are in principle empirically testable, and thus within the domain of science: Mary, in Catholic teaching, was bodily taken to heaven, while Muhammad rode up on a white horse; and Jesus (born of a virgin) came back from the dead. None of these claims has been corroborated, and while science would never accept them as true without evidence, religion does. A mind that accepts both science and religion is thus a mind in conflict. Yet scientists, especially beleaguered American evolutionists, need the support of the many faithful who respect science. It is not politically or tactically useful to point out the fundamental and unbreachable gaps between science and theology. Indeed, scientists and philosophers have written many books (equivalents of Leibnizian theodicy) desperately trying to show how these areas can happily cohabit. In his essay, “Darwin goes to Sunday School”, Crews reviews several of these works, pointing out with brio the intellectual contortions and dishonesties involved in harmonizing religion and science. Assessing work by the evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould, the philosopher Michael Ruse, the theologian John Haught and others, Crews concludes, “When coldly examined . . . these productions invariably prove to have adulterated scientific doctrine or to have emptied religious dogma of its commonly accepted meaning”.  Rather than suggesting any solution (indeed, there is none save adopting a form of “religion” that makes no untenable empirical claims), Crews points out the dangers to the survival of our planet arising from a rejection of Darwinism. Such rejection promotes apathy towards overpopulation, pollution, deforestation and other environmental crimes: “So long as we regard ourselves as creatures apart who need only repent of our personal sins to retain heaven’s blessing, we won’t take the full measure of our species-wise responsibility for these calamities”. Crews includes three final essays on deconstruction and other misguided movements in literary theory. These also show “follies of the wise” in that they involve interpretations of texts that are unanchored by evidence. Fortunately, the harm inflicted by Lacan and his epigones is limited to the good judgement of professors of literature. Follies of the Wise is one of the most refreshing and edifying collections of essays in recent years. Much like Christopher Hitchens in the UK, Crews serves a vital function as National Skeptic. He ends on a ringing note: “The human race has produced only one successfully validated epistemology, characterizing all scrupulous inquiry into the real world, from quarks to poems. It is, simply, empiricism, or the submitting of propositions to the arbitration of evidence that is acknowledged to be such by all of the contending parties. Ideas that claim immunity from such review, whether because of mystical faith or privileged “clinical insight” or the say-so of eminent authorities, are not to be countenanced until they can pass the same skeptical ordeal to which all other contenders are subjected.” As science in America becomes ever more harried and debased by politics and religion, we desperately need to heed Crews’s plea for empiricism.

2NC OV

Debates about science and facts based on evidence are key to good policymaking – it allows for empirical checks – absent our framing for policies political groups will manipulate information to control populations and start aggressive wars

Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

Rather, my concern that public debate be grounded in the best available evidence is, above all else, ethical. To illustrate the connection I have in mind between epistemology and ethics, let me start with a fanciful example: Suppose that the leader of a militarily powerful country believes, sincerely but erroneously, on the basis of flawed “intelligence", that a smaller country possesses threatening weapons of mass destruction; and suppose further that he launches a preemptive war on that basis, killing tens of thousands of innocent civilians as “collateral damage". Aren't he and his supporters ethically culpable for their epistemic sloppiness? I stress that this example is fanciful. All the available evidence suggests that the Bush and Blair administrations first decided to overthrow Saddam Hussein, and then sought a publicly presentable pretext, using dubious or even forged “intelligence" to “justify" that pretext and to mislead Congress, Parliament and the public into supporting that war. 34 Which brings me to the last, and in my opinion most dangerous, set of adversaries of the evidence-based worldview in the contemporary world: namely, propagandists, public-relations, hacks and spin doctors, along with the politicians and corporations who employ them - in short, all those whose goal is not to analyze honestly the evidence for and against a particular policy, but is simply to manipulate the public into reaching a predetermined conclusion by whatever technique will work, however dishonest or fraudulent.

2NC Epistemology First

Only science is rooted in empirical evidence based off of reality – other modes of knowledge are subject to personal bias which destroys objectivity 

Benson 8 Ophelia editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Ways of knowing” http://www.butterfliesandwheels.org/2008/ways-of-knowing/ RB

That comes much too close to saying explicitly that religion has a way of knowing, but that’s the very thing religion doesn’t have. It has lots of ways of claiming to know, of pretending to know, of performing an imitation of knowing; but it has no way of actually legitimately knowing. (Tom says exactly that in the paragraph following the quoted passages. I just felt like saying it too.) By implying non-empiricism might have some epistemic merit as a route to objectivity in certain realms, the NAS and other science-promoting organizations miss the biggest selling point for science, or more broadly, intersubjective empiricism: it has no rival when it comes to modeling reality in any domain that’s claimed to exist. The reason is simple but needs to be made explicit: religious and other non-empirical ways of knowing don’t sufficiently respect the distinction between appearance and reality, between subjectivity and objectivity. They are not sufficiently on guard against the possibility that one’s model of the world is biased by perceptual limitations, wishful thinking, uncorroborated intuition, conventional wisdom, cultural tradition, and other influences that may not be responsive to the way the world actually is. Just so – along with the rest of what Tom says about it; it’s hard to excerpt because it’s all so admirably clear and compelling. At any rate – all this is obvious enough and yet it’s kept tactfully veiled in much public discourse simply in order to appease people who are not sufficiently on guard against the possibility that one’s model of the world is biased by wishful thinking among other things. It’s all very unfortunate. The very people who most need to learn to guard against cognitive bias are the ones who are being appeased lest they get ‘offended’ at discovering that. It’s an endless circle of epistemic disability. Faith-based religions and other non-empirically based worldviews routinely make factual assertions about the existence of god, paranormal abilities, astrological influences, the power of prayer, etc. So they are inevitably in the business of representing reality, of describing what they purport to be objective truths, some of which concern the supernatural. But having signed on to the cognitive project of supplying an accurate model of the world, they routinely violate basic epistemic standards of reliable cognition. There’s consequently no reason to grant them any domain of cognitive competence. Although this might sound arrogant, it’s a judgment reached from the standpoint of epistemic humility. The real arrogance is the routine violation of epistemic standards of reliable cognition. There’s something so vain, so self-centered, about doing that – as if it’s appropriate to think that our hopes and wishes get to decide what reality is. It’s just decent humility to realize that reality is what it is and that we are not so important or powerful that we can create it or change it with the power of thought.

--- More XT: Empiricism Good

The ONLY objective approach to knowledge accumulation is to engage in empirical falsification through the scientific method and historical decision-making. 
Fischer, 98 – Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University (Frank, “BEYOND EMPIRICISM: POLICY INQUIRY IN POSTPOSITIVIST PERSPECTIVE”, Published in Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 26. No.1 (Spring, 1998): 129-146)
Neopositivism (or logical empiricism) has supplied the epistemological ideals of the contemporary social and policy sciences (Hawkesworth 1988; A theory of knowledge put forth to explain the concepts and methods of the physical and natural sciences, neopositivism has given shape as well to a social science in pursuit quantitatively replicable causal generalizations (Fay 1975). Most easily recognized as the stuff of the research methodology textbook, neopositivist principles emphasize empirical research designs, the use of sampling techniques and data gathering procedures, the measurement of outcomes, and the development of causal models with predictive power (Miller 1993; Bobrow and Dryzek 1987). In the field of policy analysis, such an orientation is manifested in quasi-experimental research designs, multiple regression analysis, survey research, input-output studies, cost-benefit analysis, operations research, mathematical simulation models, and systems analysis (Putt and Springer, 1989; Sylvia, et al. 1991). The only reliable approach to knowledge accumulation, according to this epistemology, is empirical falsification through objective hypothesis-testing of rigorously formulated causal generalizations (Popper, 1959: Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1992:231; Hofferbert 1990). The goal is to generate a body of empirical generalizations capable of explaining behavior across social and historical contexts, whether communities, societies, or cultures, independently of specific times, places, or circumstances. Not only are such propositions essential to social and political explanation, they are seen to make possible effective solutions to societal problems. Such propositions are said to supply the cornerstones of theoretical progress. Underlying this effort is a fundamental positivist principle mandating a rigorous separation of facts and values, the principle of the "fact-value dichotomy" (Bernstein 1976; Proctor 1991). According to this principle, empirical research is to proceed independently of normative context or implications. Because only empirically based causal knowledge can qualify social science as a genuine "scientific" endeavor, social scientists are instructed to assume a "value-neutral" orientation and to limit their research investigations to empirical or "factual" phenomena. Even though adherence to this "fact-value dichotomy" varies in the conduct of actual research, especially at the methodological level, the separation still reigns in the social sciences. To be judged as methodologically valid, research must at least officially pay its respects to the principle (Fischer 1980). In the policy sciences the attempt to separate facts and values has facilitated a technocratic form of policy analysis that emphasizes the efficiency and effectiveness of means to achieve politically established goals. Much of policy analysis, in this respect, has sought to translate inherently normative political and social issues into technically defined ends to be pursued through administrative means. In an effort to sidestep goal-value conflicts typically associated with policy issues, economic and social problems are interpreted as issues in need of improved management and program design; their solutions are to be found in the technical applications of the policy sciences (Amy 1987). Often associated with this orientation has been a belief in the superiority of scientific decision-making. Reflecting a subtle antipathy toward democratic processes, terms such as "pressures" and "expedient adjustments" are used to denigrate pluralistic policymaking. If politics doesn't fit into the methodological scheme, then politics is the problem. Some have even argued that the political system itself must be changed to better accommodate policy analysis (Heineman et al. 1990). In the face of limited empirical successes, neopositivists have had to give some ground. Although they continue to stress rigorous empirical research as the long-run solution to their failures, they have retreated from their more ambitious efforts. Today their goal is to aim for propositions that are at least theoretically proveable at some future point in time. An argument propped up by the promise of computer advances, it serves to keep the original epistemology in tack. But the modification misses the point, as postpositivists are quick to point out. The problem is more fundamentally rooted in the empirical social scientists's misunderstanding of the nature of the social. As we shall see, it is a misunderstanding lodged in the very concept of a generalizable, value-free objectivity that neopositivists seek to reaffirm and more intensively apply.

Only claims that survive the test of falsifiability can be the basis of sound policy decision – they are the only basis of emancipatory action
Benson and Stangroom 06

Ophelia and Jeremy, authors of many philosophy books, Why truth matters, 63-64

Science and other forms of empirical enquiry such as history and forensic investigation do have legitimate authority because the truth-claims they make are based on evidence (and are subject to change if new evidence is discovered). Other systems of ideas that make truth-claims that are not based on evidence, that rely instead on revelation, sacred books, dreams, visions, myths, subjective inner experience, and the like, lack legitimate authority because over many centuries it has gradually become understood that those are not reliable sources. They can be useful starting-points for theory-formation, as has often been pointed out. Theories can begin anywhere, even in dreams. But when it comes to justification, more reliable evidence is required. This is quite a large difference between science and pseudoscience, genuine enquiry and fake enquiry, but it is one that Ross does not take into account. The implication seems to be that for the sake of a 'more democratic culture' it is worth deciding that the wrong answer ought to have as much authority as the right one. And yet of course it is unlikely that Ross really believes that. Surely if he did, he would not have written this book - he would not be able to claim that a more democratic culture is preferable to a less democratic one, or anything else that he claims in his work. However playful or quasi-ironic Strange Weather may be, it does lapse into   seriousness at times, it does make claims that Ross clearly wants us to accept - because he thinks they are right as opposed to wrong. The intention of Strange Weather is to correct mistaken views of science and pseudoscience, to replace them with other, truer views. Ross cannot very well argue that his views are wrong and therefore we should believe them. He is in fact claiming authority for his own views, he is attempting to seek the higher part of a truth-hierarchy. The self-refuting problem we always see in epistemic relativism is here in its most obvious form. And Ross ought to realize that if such claims could succeed they would eliminate all possibility for making the kinds of claims that the Left needs to make just as much as anyone else does. Truth-claims, evidence, reason, logic, warrant, are not some fiefdom or gated community or exclusive club. On the contrary. They are the property of everyone, and the only way to refute lies and mistakes. The Left has no more reason to want to live by lies and mistakes than anyone else has.

Constructivist viewpoints are just as arbitrary and self-serving as science- it fails to bring us closer to reality.

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 76-77, KHaze
Here we come back to the skeptical impasse we saw in Chapter 2. The radically skeptical position may be true; the evil demon may be tricking us; there is no way to disprove the possibility. But then that possibility applies across the board. It’s no good saying ‘You’re a brain in a vat and I’m not,’ because it could just as well be the other way around. By the same token it’s no good saying ‘You’re delusional about evidence and the truth-claims you think your evidence warrants, but I’m right about my evidence and the truth-claims I think it warrants.’ Why would that be the case? Why is your view privileged? Philip Kitcher puts it in this way: If the invitation is to throw away all our beliefs, start from scratch, and justify the claim that the objects about which we form perceptual beliefs are as we represent them, then we could not offer our contemporary blend of physics, physiology, and psychology to advance the kind of picture of perception I have sketched. But neither can champions of Science Studies offer any rival picture, even one that uses screens, veils, or cave walls. Descartes launched philosophy on a quest for fundamental justification, and despite the many insight uncovered by him and his brilliant successors, we now know that the problem he posed is insoluble… If the constructivist reminds us that we haven’t shown on the basis of a set of principles that precede the deliverance of empirical science that our scientific opinions are reliable, the right response is to confess that we haven’t. There is no such set of principles that will do that job, but by the same token, no set of principles will establish a constructivist picture.

Constructivist viewpoints are just as arbitrary and self-serving as science- it fails to bring us closer to reality.

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 76-77, KHaze

Here we come back to the skeptical impasse we saw in Chapter 2. The radically skeptical position may be true; the evil demon may be tricking us; there is no way to disprove the possibility. But then that possibility applies across the board. It’s no good saying ‘You’re a brain in a vat and I’m not,’ because it could just as well be the other way around. By the same token it’s no good saying ‘You’re delusional about evidence and the truth-claims you think your evidence warrants, but I’m right about my evidence and the truth-claims I think it warrants.’ Why would that be the case? Why is your view privileged? Philip Kitcher puts it in this way: If the invitation is to throw away all our beliefs, start from scratch, and justify the claim that the objects about which we form perceptual beliefs are as we represent them, then we could not offer our contemporary blend of physics, physiology, and psychology to advance the kind of picture of perception I have sketched. But neither can champions of Science Studies offer any rival picture, even one that uses screens, veils, or cave walls. Descartes launched philosophy on a quest for fundamental justification, and despite the many insight uncovered by him and his brilliant successors, we now know that the problem he posed is insoluble… If the constructivist reminds us that we haven’t shown on the basis of a set of principles that precede the deliverance of empirical science that our scientific opinions are reliable, the right response is to confess that we haven’t. There is no such set of principles that will do that job, but by the same token, no set of principles will establish a constructivist picture.

Science is the best means to create an objective description of reality and break down institutional hierarchies- its critics surrender “truth” to state control 

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p.46-48, KHaze

This penchant for the defiant gesture, for proudly or ‘playfully’ denying reality, is a characteristic move of constructionist, post-modernist, standpoint and other radical theories. The translation of epistemic questions into political ones, and hence of errors and legless theories into political stances, is the rhetorical ploy that makes it work- ‘work,’ that is, in the sense of persuading others. This ‘working’ might seem counterproductive for the Left, given science’s historical role as, in Daniel Dennett’s phrase, the universal acid, the great solvent of tradition (since tradition so often boils down to traditions of who gets to oppress which groups). But there is a kind of logic to it, however flawed. This translation is, in the view of its practitioners, the logical outcome of projects to rethink everything. ‘Everything’ really does mean everything, the thinking goes, so positivists and conventional epistemologists who call a halt, who  try to build walls and patrol borders around science, are selling out and giving up, surrendering to the most pervasive and oppressive power of all. Their skepticism of skepticism is not a cognitive or warranted or logical view but a regressive political failure: cowardice or venality or lack of imagination. Again, the matter is posed in moral and political terms rather than epistemic ones; translated, in short. Critics of standpoint epistemology are called conservative and reactionary, conventional and traditional, thus shifting the terms of the discussion from one of evidence, methodology, logic and accuracy, to one of basic morality. It is assumed (and sometimes explicitly said) that there is a moral imperative to press the interrogation of received wisdom all the way into science itself. It is possible to tease out a kind of explanation for this view- an explanation of why it might make sense in moral and political terms even though it makes no sense in epistemic terms. Two concerns have always loomed large for the New or postmodern Left: liberation and egalitarianism. The rethinking projects have always had a goal increasing liberation and doing away with hierarchies. Science cuts both ways in each endeavor. It is immensely liberating but it is also confining: one is not free to choose the results one desires, or to change or conceal evidence. And it is both egalitarian and hierarchal: it is the career open to talents, so it is the very opposite of hierarchies based on birth, class, race, or gender, but it is also the very essence of meritocracy, in that talent and hard work are required in order to do well, and there is such a thing as doing well. So because science does cut both ways, it is understandable that the Left is divided over these issues. Some of the Left adheres to Enlightenment ideas of rationality and empiricism, and some of it opts for what one might call paradigm-shift egalitarianism and liberation that goes past boundaries and stopping-points which used to be taken for granted. This brand of egalitarianism extends its reach into areas of life where it had not occurred to people to think it was relevant, Until Now. The Until Now note is another that is struck often in postmodernist writing, a self-congratulatory ‘only we have been bold and perceptive enough to see this’ note. This aspect itself does a good deal to explain the roots and motivation of epistemic relativism. In that sense, the counter-intuitiveness, the perversity, the nonsensicality of many of the claims is in fact the point. The idea is that people simply failed to think of Startling Claim X before out of timidity or conformity, or awe of science and authority, or lack of imagination, or simply not being as shrewd and clever as the current generation; therefore the fact that the claim appears outlandish can be taken as merely more of the same timidity and failure of imagination. To the extent that this idea is in effect, it operates as an incentive to make outrageous claims, as opposed to a more usual scholarly incentive to temper such claims. Under the influence of this idea, the more outrageous the claim, the better.

The impact is extinction, the refusal to engage in traditional politics is an abdication of social responsibility that makes all social crises inevitable

Boggs, 97 (Carl, National University, Los Angeles, Theory and Society, “The great retreat: Decline of the public sphere in late twentieth-century America”, December, Volume 26, Number 6, http://www.springerlink.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/content/m7254768m63h16r0/fulltext.pdf)

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 overcome 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 in 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 sidestep these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impotence.  In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger numbers 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. 74  In 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.   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, collective interests that had vanished from civil society. 75
2NC Alt

Every invasion of freedom must be rejected

Sylvester Petro,  professor of law, Wake Forest University, Spring 1974, TOLEDO LAW REVIEW, p. 480.

However, one may still insist, echoing   Ernest Hemingway – “I believe in only one thing: liberty.” And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume’s observation: “It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once.” Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value, and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.
Prioritizing science as the objective knowledge standard creates a consensus point for political groups to base their knowledge around- this is key to political activism

Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Using experience as the criterion for participation means the traditional participants in 'expert' debates are complemented by new participants, some with scientific backgrounds and some without. In the debates about genetics emerging in the UK, it is clear that several of the more high-profile 'counter expert' groups are led by people with considerable expertise in various aspects of the science. For example, Greenpeace, Gene Watch and Human Genetics Alert all emphasize their technical expertise in scientific disciplines. In addition, our own research has also shown that individuals within social movements also possess substantial technical expertise. Some activists hold higher and even research degrees but many others have acquired significant expertise 'on-the-job', knowing only too well that understanding the science is necessary to legitimate their own contributions: '[One difficulty] was definitely the language, and the feeling that we weren't experts: we had no right to speak on the issue, that they would always beat our argument; all those issues came into it.'16 In approaching genetics, activist groups recognized that they needed to increase their knowledge if they were to engage effectively and set about educating themselves accordingly (cf., Epstein, 1995, 1996). They did this in ways that have much in common with the scientific communities they want to engage with and ultimately challenge: We got together and ... different people in the group wrote essays and did bits of research. So one lass, who's a doctor, did the basics on what genet ics is, to get people au fait with the language. Someone else did one on transgenics, the use of animals in transplants ... but the best thing, [the one] that we were most satisfied with, we met with a group of disabled activists who had already taken action against [the Centre for Life in Newcastle].17 Later on, these essays were brought together in a booklet, which in turn informed a 2-day event attended by the activists and other groups, at which issues around genetics were debated and the collective knowledge of the activist network consolidated.18 Significantly, this attempt to gain substantive expertise drew upon formal, written knowledge and the informal, tacit knowledge gained through social interactions with experts, including both the technical expertise of campaign groups like Human Genetics Alert and the embodied expertise of the disability rights activists. An indication of the range of groups and organizations that are active in debates around genetics in the UK, and which we have encountered during our research, is given in Table 2, which shows how groups with different interests and back grounds have converged around genomics and, in particular, issues such as genetic screening and databases. 

--- Solves Policy making

Empiricism is the most useful form of knowledge for policymakers—useful in making theories to shape policy

Walt, ‘5 – Prof, Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard (Stephen M., Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 2005. 8:23–48, pg. 25-26,  “The Relationship Between Theory and Policy in International Relations,” http://www.iheid.ch/webdav/site/political_science/shared/political_science/3452/walt.pdf) MH

Policy decisions can be influenced by several types of knowledge. First, policy makers invariably rely on purely factual knowledge (e.g., how large are the opponent’s forces? What is the current balance of payments?). Second, decision makers sometimes employ “rules of thumb”: simple decision rules acquired through experience rather than via systematic study (Mearsheimer 1989).3 A third type of knowledge consists of typologies, which classify phenomena based on sets of specific traits. Policy makers can also rely on empirical laws. An empirical law is an observed correspondence between two or more phenomena that systematic inquiry has shown to be reliable. Such laws (e.g., “democracies do not fight each other” or “human beings are more risk averse with respect to losses than to gains”) can be useful guides even if we do not know why they occur, or if our explanations for them are incorrect. Finally, policy makers can also use theories. A theory is a causal explanation— it identifies recurring relations between two or more phenomena and explains why that relationship obtains. By providing us with a picture of the central forces that determine real-world behavior, theories invariably simplify reality in order to render it comprehensible. 

--- Solves False Science

Empiricism is the only way to prevent false science from existing

Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Conclusion: So, What Is Science after All?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.303-4) MH  

The presence of coherent conceptual constructs in the form of theories and hypotheses is also a necessary component of science. Science is not just a collection of facts about the world, nor do scientific theories emerge from the accumulation of facts, as Francis Bacon thought. Theories are creative productions of the human mind and reflect our best attempts at making sense of the world as it is. But theories are not enough, otherwise science would be no different from philosophy. It is the crucial role of em­ pirical information that completes the trinity that underlies all scientific research. Empirical evidence, as we have seen in this book, does not necessarily mean experiment, but more broadly refers to any combination of experimentation and systematic observation that produces not just facts, but data. Empirical testability, then, is one major characteristic distinguishing science from nonscience. Although something might sound “scientific,” such as in the case of string theory in physics or the borderline examples of evolutionary psychology and the search for extraterrestrial intelligence, a field does not belong to science unless there are reasonable ways to test its theories against data. Plenty of human activities, of course, are not scientific in this sense. Personal taste in, say, art may be subject to empirical surveys (we can ask people what they like and dislike), and taste clearly is an aspect of nature, since human culture is as natural as anything else. But unless our research on taste is informed by an overall conceptual structure (a theory) that can be used to generate specific testable hypotheses, it is not science.

AT: Perms

--- Do Both/Generic

It’s competitive – science fiction gets used as a substitute for actual science

Elkins 79

Charles, “Science Fiction Studies,” 6.1, http://www.depauw.edu/sfs/backissues/17/elkins17.htm 

2. Repeatedly, those who advocate using SF in futures studies do so from a belief that SF is a useful tool for thinking about the future. For example, Dennis Livingston makes the point that "those concerned with the future .... may use [SF] to stimulate their thoughts, to corroborate forecasts they have worked out, and to generally provide multiple simulations of the futures occupying their research." 17 Perhaps Alvin Toffler, in his hugely popular Future Shock, best sums up the attitude of those futurologists who believe that the value of SF rests on its cognitive applications for future study: Science fiction is held in low regard as a branch of literature, and perhaps it deserves this critical contempt. But if we view it as a kind of sociology of the future, rather than as literature, science fiction has immense value as a mind stretching force for the creation of the habit of anticipation. Our children should be studying Arthur C. Clarke, William Tenn, Robert Heinlein, Ray Bradbury and Robert Sheckley, not because these writers tell them about rocket ships and time machines but, more important, they lead young minds through an imaginative exploration of the jungle of political, social, psychological issues that will confront these children as adults. Science fiction should be required reading for Future 1. 18 From Toffler’s point of view, it is precisely when we ignore the value of SF as literature and begin to see it as something else, a "sociology of the future," that it begins to have "immense value." I find Toffler's remarks disturbing. Indeed, I am troubled by an argument which considers imaginative literature, any literature, as a mode of cognition. Part of my uneasiness stems from a reluctance to view art, specifically literature, as a substitute for philosophy, science, history, or sociology, to view it as something that it is not. By so doing, one is inevitably forced to come up with some version of the mimetic theory of literary significance, i.e. to judge the value of literature by how well it succeeds in providing an appropriate reflection of someone's version of reality. In arguing for the value of SF as a mode of cognition, there is the danger of confusing the social function of art with the social function of science, to the disadvantage of both. And yet, it seems absurd to deny literature's cognitive value. Certainly a narrator or a character within a work of SF may make many propositions and predictions about the future which the reader may believe or disbelieve. Later, the reader can determine whether the prediction or proposition was true or false.19 The mere articulation of a possibility or hypothesis may in itself be valuable (though it need not require the writing or reading of a novel). However, the value of the novel hardly rests on an author's making "correct" propositions about the future. Whether or not 1984 is a "true" picture of the future ─ whether or not 1984 will validate Orwell's dystopian novel ─ is in this respect beside the point. Scientific theories can and do supersede one another, but another novel which depicts the "real" 1984 will not supersede Orwell's creation. The author's task is to explore the possibilities of human action, to communicate the meaning of human action, regardless of which possibilities are, or could in fact become, actualities. Nevertheless, a literary work does appear to provide some sort of knowledge.20 The knowledge or understanding (not explanation) we acquire from literature is the knowledge we gain from a structured experience (in contrast, say, to an experience of some natural phenomena structured by learned perceptions); it is an understanding based on our participation in a symbolic act. SF does not tell us - it does not provide propositions - "about" the future. It is an artistic, a dramatic presentation of the future. One can make critical statements about a sunset, but a sunset is not "about" anything; it just is. However, it is precisely the obtaining of knowledge through propositions “about" and logical inferences from events that characterizes the methodology of quantitative futurology. In this case, language functions as an instrument of inquiry. Language organizes one's thoughts about the present and the future in order to discover the "truth" about present and future social, political, technological systems. So used, symbols are modes of signification, of definition. Yet this is not the sole function of language. Symbols do not serve merely to think about the world but to act in the world. Language is not solely (or perhaps not even primarily) a mode of cognition or an instrument of reflection, but a mode of and goad to action. We use logical, scientific models to think about nature and society; we use dramatic, literary models to act in society. What we name and how we name implies attitudes as well as thought, and from a pragmatic perspective, an attitude is an incipient act.21 The knowledge from literary experience is the fully felt experience of symbolic action, not merely ways of "thinking about" an action. Literature gives us symbolic structures we use to explore the meaning of action. It can do this because it provides not only the beginnings and middles of acts, but (as John Dewey would say) the "ends” of acts, the "consummatory moments." Art gives form and, thus, meaning to experience. Art is a structure of symbols which both the audience and the author make use of during the symbolic phases of action. The writer is less concerned with "thinking about," "reflecting on," "analyzing" or "describing" a situation or a problem than he is with imagining and expressing (not stating) what happens to people when they experience that problem. By the same token, we might say that the SF writer is less concerned with the "objective" factors which give rise to a specific future, less concerned with forecasting or describing possible future societies, than he is with presenting a specific future and discovering what it means to act in specific ways in terms of the belief that those ways of acting are necessary for accepting, rejecting, or doubting the principles upon which a particular future social order rests. The SF novelist does not view the future as an aggregate of particular events which he feels compelled to generalize upon; instead, he creates a symbolic world ─ itself a unique phenomenon ─ which will give form and meaning to human action. As Heinlein says, no matter what the new conditions of the future may be, "the problem itself - the 'plot' - must be a human problem.”22  

Here’s specific evidence to support our claim – sci-fi integration into physics classes explicitly disregarded falsifiable science

Neves et. al 2k – Professor of Physics

Marcos, “Science ﬁction in physics teaching: improvement of science education and History of Science via informal strategies of teaching,” http://www.unicentro.br/editora/revistas/recen/v1n2/ScienceFiction.pdf

The activities using science-ﬁction ﬁlms constitute a great possibility to work with history of physics as we have seen in the previous section, and, mainly, to explore a constructivist view of learning, where it is not necessary the remove the intuitive ideas of students. This is possible because, in this kind of educational action, we recover the ability to communicate and the symbolic reconstruction of physical phenomena, using an informal strategy of teaching. At the start, when this activity was being developed, we were not interested in “right answers” by students and teachers. A complete understanding of the “right physics” (practically non-existent in the ﬁlms like Star Wars) was not necessary. We were interested in the comprehension of the logical mechanisms present in the common sense ideas and in the possibility of the comparison of these with the concepts developed along the very long history of physics.

--- Plan + Alt in All Other Instances

It’s competitive – science fiction gets used as a substitute for actual science

Elkins 79

Charles, “Science Fiction Studies,” 6.1, http://www.depauw.edu/sfs/backissues/17/elkins17.htm 

2. Repeatedly, those who advocate using SF in futures studies do so from a belief that SF is a useful tool for thinking about the future. For example, Dennis Livingston makes the point that "those concerned with the future .... may use [SF] to stimulate their thoughts, to corroborate forecasts they have worked out, and to generally provide multiple simulations of the futures occupying their research." 17 Perhaps Alvin Toffler, in his hugely popular Future Shock, best sums up the attitude of those futurologists who believe that the value of SF rests on its cognitive applications for future study: Science fiction is held in low regard as a branch of literature, and perhaps it deserves this critical contempt. But if we view it as a kind of sociology of the future, rather than as literature, science fiction has immense value as a mind stretching force for the creation of the habit of anticipation. Our children should be studying Arthur C. Clarke, William Tenn, Robert Heinlein, Ray Bradbury and Robert Sheckley, not because these writers tell them about rocket ships and time machines but, more important, they lead young minds through an imaginative exploration of the jungle of political, social, psychological issues that will confront these children as adults. Science fiction should be required reading for Future 1. 18 From Toffler’s point of view, it is precisely when we ignore the value of SF as literature and begin to see it as something else, a "sociology of the future," that it begins to have "immense value." I find Toffler's remarks disturbing. Indeed, I am troubled by an argument which considers imaginative literature, any literature, as a mode of cognition. Part of my uneasiness stems from a reluctance to view art, specifically literature, as a substitute for philosophy, science, history, or sociology, to view it as something that it is not. By so doing, one is inevitably forced to come up with some version of the mimetic theory of literary significance, i.e. to judge the value of literature by how well it succeeds in providing an appropriate reflection of someone's version of reality. In arguing for the value of SF as a mode of cognition, there is the danger of confusing the social function of art with the social function of science, to the disadvantage of both. And yet, it seems absurd to deny literature's cognitive value. Certainly a narrator or a character within a work of SF may make many propositions and predictions about the future which the reader may believe or disbelieve. Later, the reader can determine whether the prediction or proposition was true or false.19 The mere articulation of a possibility or hypothesis may in itself be valuable (though it need not require the writing or reading of a novel). However, the value of the novel hardly rests on an author's making "correct" propositions about the future. Whether or not 1984 is a "true" picture of the future ─ whether or not 1984 will validate Orwell's dystopian novel ─ is in this respect beside the point. Scientific theories can and do supersede one another, but another novel which depicts the "real" 1984 will not supersede Orwell's creation. The author's task is to explore the possibilities of human action, to communicate the meaning of human action, regardless of which possibilities are, or could in fact become, actualities. Nevertheless, a literary work does appear to provide some sort of knowledge.20 The knowledge or understanding (not explanation) we acquire from literature is the knowledge we gain from a structured experience (in contrast, say, to an experience of some natural phenomena structured by learned perceptions); it is an understanding based on our participation in a symbolic act. SF does not tell us - it does not provide propositions - "about" the future. It is an artistic, a dramatic presentation of the future. One can make critical statements about a sunset, but a sunset is not "about" anything; it just is. However, it is precisely the obtaining of knowledge through propositions “about" and logical inferences from events that characterizes the methodology of quantitative futurology. In this case, language functions as an instrument of inquiry. Language organizes one's thoughts about the present and the future in order to discover the "truth" about present and future social, political, technological systems. So used, symbols are modes of signification, of definition. Yet this is not the sole function of language. Symbols do not serve merely to think about the world but to act in the world. Language is not solely (or perhaps not even primarily) a mode of cognition or an instrument of reflection, but a mode of and goad to action. We use logical, scientific models to think about nature and society; we use dramatic, literary models to act in society. What we name and how we name implies attitudes as well as thought, and from a pragmatic perspective, an attitude is an incipient act.21 The knowledge from literary experience is the fully felt experience of symbolic action, not merely ways of "thinking about" an action. Literature gives us symbolic structures we use to explore the meaning of action. It can do this because it provides not only the beginnings and middles of acts, but (as John Dewey would say) the "ends” of acts, the "consummatory moments." Art gives form and, thus, meaning to experience. Art is a structure of symbols which both the audience and the author make use of during the symbolic phases of action. The writer is less concerned with "thinking about," "reflecting on," "analyzing" or "describing" a situation or a problem than he is with imagining and expressing (not stating) what happens to people when they experience that problem. By the same token, we might say that the SF writer is less concerned with the "objective" factors which give rise to a specific future, less concerned with forecasting or describing possible future societies, than he is with presenting a specific future and discovering what it means to act in specific ways in terms of the belief that those ways of acting are necessary for accepting, rejecting, or doubting the principles upon which a particular future social order rests. The SF novelist does not view the future as an aggregate of particular events which he feels compelled to generalize upon; instead, he creates a symbolic world ─ itself a unique phenomenon ─ which will give form and meaning to human action. As Heinlein says, no matter what the new conditions of the future may be, "the problem itself - the 'plot' - must be a human problem.”22  

Here’s specific evidence to support our claim – sci-fi integration into physics classes explicitly disregarded falsifiable science

Neves et. al 2k – Professor of Physics

Marcos, “Science ﬁction in physics teaching: improvement of science education and History of Science via informal strategies of teaching,” http://www.unicentro.br/editora/revistas/recen/v1n2/ScienceFiction.pdf

The activities using science-ﬁction ﬁlms constitute a great possibility to work with history of physics as we have seen in the previous section, and, mainly, to explore a constructivist view of learning, where it is not necessary the remove the intuitive ideas of students. This is possible because, in this kind of educational action, we recover the ability to communicate and the symbolic reconstruction of physical phenomena, using an informal strategy of teaching. At the start, when this activity was being developed, we were not interested in “right answers” by students and teachers. A complete understanding of the “right physics” (practically non-existent in the ﬁlms like Star Wars) was not necessary. We were interested in the comprehension of the logical mechanisms present in the common sense ideas and in the possibility of the comparison of these with the concepts developed along the very long history of physics.

AT: Science is Elitist

Science is a comparatively better system of authority than any alternative- their effort to prioritize a relativistic worldview reinforces bad instances of domination

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 63-64, KHaze
The basic claim of Strange Weather is that science’s authority, status, prestige, and position at the top of the knowledge hierarchy, and the political-cultural-rhetorical hierarchy as well, are both arbitrary and anti-democratic. ‘How can metaphysical life theories and explanations taken seriously by millions be ignored or excluded by a small group of powerful people called “scientists”? This claim is not actually argued, as we have seen; it is merely asserted and reiterated throughout via rhetoric: science and rationality, realism and truth are associated with the police, border-patrols, authority, and other such categories. But Ross ignores the obvious crucial facts that (1) some authority is better justified than others as are some forms of expertise, some exercises of control or power, and so on, and (2) there is a reason for the authority and prestige of science, a reason that goes beyond mere habits of deference. To put it bluntly, the reason is that the right answer has more authority than the wrong one. Ross neglects to address this rather important aspect of the question. Science and other forms of empirical enquiry such a history and forensic investigation do have legitimate authority because the truth-claims they make are based on evidence and are subject to change if new evidence is discovered. Other systems of ideas that make truth-claims that are not based on evidence, that rely instead on revelation, sacred books, dreams, visions, myths, subjective inner experience, and the like, lack legitimate authority because over many centuries it has gradually become understood that those are not reliable sources. They can be useful starting-points for theory formation, as has often been pointed out. Theories can begin anywhere, even in dreams. But when it comes to justification, more reliable evidence is required. This is quite a large difference between science and pseudoscience, genuine enquiry and fake enquiry, but it is one that Ross does not take into account. The implication seems to be that for the sake of a ‘more democratic culture’ it is worth deciding that the wrong answer ought to have as much authority as the right one. And yet of course it is unlikely that Ross really believes that. Surely, if he did, he would not have written this book- he would not be able to claim that a more democratic culture is preferable to a less democratic one, or anything else that he claims in his work. However playful or quasi-ironic Strange Weather may be, it does lapse into seriousness at times, it does make claims that Ross clearly wants us to accept- because he think they are right as opposed to wrong. The intention of Strange Weather is to correct mistaken views of science and pseudoscience, to replace them with other, truer views. Ross cannot very well argue that his views are wrong and therefore we should believe them. He is in fact claiming authority for his own views, he is attempting to seek the higher part of a truth-hierarchy. The self-refuting problem we always see in epistemic relativism is here in its most obvious form.
Debate Not Key

SF education available in public domain and in schools 

Reynolds 77 – Associate Professor of Education in the Profes- sional Laboratory Experiences Department of the University of Georgia. (John C., “Science Fiction in the 7-12 Curriculum” The Clearing House, Vol. 51, No. 3, Nov., 1977, JSTOR)

A survey of 300 teachers in four Southeastern states* during the past two academic years has revealed that 59 percent of 7-12 grade instructors utilize some form of science fiction in their class- room instruction. Science fiction as an educa- tional tool appears to be gaining favor with teach- ers. What accounts for this interest in science fic- tion and science fantasy? The popularity of numerous science fiction movies and television shows such as Star Trek and Space: 1999 provides a partial answer. As a form of vicarious escapism and adventure, science fiction has definitely established a large and enthusiastic following since its inception. From Jules Verne and H.G. Wells to Arthur C. Clarke and Ray Bradbury, the imagina- tion of both science fiction fans and the general public have been stimulated by science fiction novels, short stories, paperbacks, pulp magazines, films, and television programs. The phenomena of science fiction in its various media forms has edu- cational implications for teachers, supervisors, and administrators.
Wrong forum – SF wildly popular now – means they can access their education outside 

Colatrella 1999 – Professor of Literature and Cultural Studies in the School of Literature, Communication, and Culture, and Co-Director of the Georgia Tech Center for the Study of Women, Science, and Technology; PhD Rutgers University, 1997 (Carol, “Science Fiction in the Information Age.” American Literary History Vol. 11, No. 3, Autumn, 1999, JSTOR) 

In our own time, science fiction's possibilities have encour- aged us to think globally and even universally. The current popu- larity of galactic spectacles, whether comic or serious (think also of the movies Independence Day [1996], Men in Black [1997], Contact [1997], Gattaca [1997], Deep Impact [1998], etc.), compli- cates our notions of high and low art, of distinct and rigid generic boundaries, as the beauty and power of science and technology impress audiences moved by the magnitude and insidious po- tential of ideas and innovations to damage individuals, social groups, and whole civilizations. Many SF fictions, films, videos, and games have crossed over into mainstream venues that mix politics and entertainment, which are no longer considered sepa- rate as television news executives seek to expand their audiences, attracting readers, computer users, and television watchers. Con- sider the phrase "Star Wars," which has multiple referents-it signifies a film indebted to the television series (also now a book series) Star Trek, strategic defense plans of the Reagan adminis- tration, computer games available to children and adults alike via the Internet or commercial purchase, and the documentary television coverage of the Gulf War. Politics, commerce, and en- tertainment converge, as news from Wall Street reminds us
***SCIENCE IMPACTS

Impact- Genocide

Questioning truth claims trivializes genocide and excuses mass murder

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p. 19, KHaze

Nazi Germany seemed to postmodernism’s critics to be the point at which an end to hyperrelativism was called for… There is in fact a massive carefully empirical literature on the Nazi extermination of the Jews. Clearly, to regard it as fictional, or unreal, or no nearer to historical reality than, say, the work of the ‘revisionists’ who deny that Auschwitz ever happened at all is simply wrong. Here is an issue where evidence really counts, and can be used to establish the essential facts. Auschwitz was not a discourse. It trivializes mass murder to see it as a text. The gas chambers were not a piece of rhetoric. Auschwitz was indeed inherently a tragedy and cannot be seen as either a comedy or a farce. And if this is true of Auschwitz, then it must be true at least to some degree of other past happening, events, institutions as well. 

Genocide impacts come first

Susan Rice 5, Brookings Institute, WHY DARFUR CAN’T BE LEFT TO AFRICA, August 7, 2005, http://www.brookings.org/views/articles/rice/20050807.htm
Never is the international responsibility to protect more compelling than in cases of genocide. Genocide is not a regional issue. A government that commits or condones it is not on a par with one that, say, jails dissidents, squanders economic resources or suppresses free speech, as dreadful as such policies may be. Genocide makes a claim on the entire world and it should be a call to action whatever diplomatic feathers it ruffles. 

Impact- Nazism

Questioning our reality undermines science education- Nazi race science and Copernicus prove prioritizing personal beliefs of science lead to bigoted views and racial calculation

Matthews, 2002, Michael R., Journal of Science Education and Technology, Vol. 11, No. 2, “Constructivism and Science Education: A Further Appraisal,” JSTOR, KHaze

For Piagetian personal constructivists, the para- digmatic case of knowledge is the individual con- fronting the world and making sense of their expe- riences: socialisation, enculturation, and language is pushed into the background. Alan Morf, for instance, in an article elaborating constructivist epistemol- ogy, wrote that "I consider knowledge as experience- generated potentialities for action" (Morf, 1998, p. 36), and he refers to an infant's first interactions with their environment as exemplary of this kind of knowledge. Anthony Lorsbach and Kenneth Tobin, in an article explaining the implications of constructivism for prac- tising science teachers, wrote The constructivist epistemology asserts that the only tools available to a knower are the senses. It is only through seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, and tast- ing that an individual interacts with the environment. With these messages from the senses the individual builds a picture of the world. Therefore, construc- tivism asserts that knowledge resides in individuals. (Lorsbach and Tobin, 1992, p. 5) For more social constructivists, their paradigmatic case of knowledge is individuals in a group discussing some phenomenon and coming to either common, or diverse, opinions on the matter. Thus Ann Howe and Harriet Stubbs, in a recent award-winning article advocating a constructivist account of knowledge development, ask what is the source of children's knowledge? They answer, Theory and practice in science education have em- phasized experience with phenomena as they occur in nature or in the laboratory followed by reflection and discussion as the source. Having experienced the event or made the observation, the learner works through the cognitive dissonance that results and, in the process, constructs new knowledge. (Howe and Stubbs, 1997, p. 170) In both cases there is a routine, but devastating, con- fusion of belief with knowledge: a psychological mat- ter is confused with an epistemological one, and the consequence is educational havoc. Most of what con- structivists maintain about knowledge is completely mistaken, but if "belief is substituted for knowledge in their accounts, then a lot of the claims are perfectly sensible and some of them may even be right. Whether they are right or wrong is a matter of psychological investigation, that simply has nothing to do with epis- temology or with deciding whether some claim con- stitutes knowledge. Children and adults have, since time immemorial, discussed matters with friends and have come to various beliefs about the natural and social world. This in itself has absolutely no bearing upon the truth of their beliefs, or on their claims to be knowledgeable. There was no end of discussion and agreement among Nazis about the subhuman status of the Slav peoples, likewise millions of Maoists dur- ing the Cultural Revolution came to believe that the educated class were counter-revolutionary running- dogs of capitalism, and millions of Hindus have for thousands of years believed that wives should accom- pany their deceased husbands into the next world. And of course, before Copernicus, there was no amount of agreement about the sun orbiting the earth. None of this mass agreement means anything for the truthfullness of the Nazi, Maoist, Hindu, or pre- Copernician claims.  

Impact- Tolerance

Abandoning the quest for objectivity means giving up on dialogue with others – the impact is the worst type of tolerance in which others are irrelevant to one’s own experience

Alcoff 2001 Linda Martín, Professor of Philosophy, Political Science, and Women's Studies at Syracuse University, New Literary History 32.4 (2001) 835-848, Objectivity and Its Politics 

Thus far, such a view may seem tantamount to the epistemological hubris of the view that the objective methods of science can overcome subjectivity. Bacon knew (and more than is often acknowledged) that of course we are profoundly affected by our context, but he argued that this can be overcome with the scientific method of public and repeated testability. 5 Mohanty's call for empiricism is a kind of call for testability, but he has a more profound appreciation of the effect of social situation than any thinker from the Enlightenment: it is this that determines the scope of imagination which in turn delimits the available concepts by which we pursue inquiry. Thus, his account is more hermeneutic than traditionally empiricist. Nonetheless, his account also retains the core impetus behind the dictum of methodological objectivity: to move beyond the individual or local conditions of inquiry to a larger sphere which is likely to pose challenges to the provincial view. Virtually no philosophers today hold that complete neutrality is possible. 6 But the fact that complete detachment from one's subjectivity or particular situation is not possible does not mean that no movement outward is possible. The dictum of methodological objectivity has been more realistically redefined to mean not trancendence, but just this kind of movement outward, a movement which is always engaged in by the self, in which the self is always coming along, as it were, but in which the self seeks a dialogue [End Page 841] with other views, other possibilities, other research programs and conceptual traditions. The kernel of truth in the encouragement of methodological objectivity is that, whatever it aims toward, it is correct in understanding that it is important to move away from the merely subjective, to move beyond individual prejudgment, to consider other points of view and frames of reference. And this is exactly the focus of Mohanty's defense of objectivity in the realm of value: to insist on the move from the individual to the collective, and from the local to larger, more differentiated domains, before any value claim can be considered justified. The force of Mohanty's empiricism is simply to say that one does this in action, so to speak, not just from one's armchair; one does it through inquiry, experimentation, active exploration, and dialogue. Under the guise of epistemological skepticism, with an a priori critique that indifferently rejects all claims to epistemic and political improvement, what is the motivation to move from beyond oneself and one's own doxastic and evaluative inclinations? The motivation to seek out other interpretations or values is reduced to the merely (narrowly construed) aesthetic or political, out of tolerance or the search for new experience, without the overriding sense that one has something to learn about the world from moving beyond one's own frame of reference. The implications of that sort of view for multiculturalism are profound. 

Tolerance is key to prevent fratricidal violence that both makes violence inevitable and prevents political change- IL turning their argument
Richard Wolin, history at City University of New York, 2004 (The Seduction of Unreason, p. 312-313)

The postmodernists, on the other hand, are inconsistent and confused. They bask in the freedoms of political liberalism---to whose institutions they are indebted for their brilliant academic careers---while biting the hand that feeds them. As philosophers of “difference,” they present themselves as advocates of the politically marginalized. Yet the antiliberal rhetorical thrust of their arguments risks undermining the very norms of tolerance that, historically, have provided such groups with the greatest measure of political and legal protection. Were the claims of “difference” to become the “norm,” as postmodernists recommend, our inherited notions of selfhood and community would likely all but collapse. What kind of world would it be in which all forms of identity, both individual and collective, were anathematized to such an extent? In this and other respects the radical claims of difference risk becoming a recipe for epistemological, ethical, and political incoherence. As Michael Walzer observes succinctly, when all is said and done, “isn’t the postmodern project…likely to produce increasingly shallow individuals and a radically diminished cultural life?” Identities shorn of substantive ethical and cultural attachments would conceivably set a new standard of immateriality. It is unlikely that fragmented selves and Bataille-inspired ecstatic communities could mobilize the requisite social cohesion to resist political evil. Here, too, the hazards and dangers of supplanting the autonomous, moral self with an “aesthetic” self are readily apparent. In the standard postmodernist demonlogy, the Enlightenment bears direct historical responsibility for the Gulag and Auschwitz. In the eyes of these convinced misologists, modern totalitarianism is merely the upshot of the universalizing impetus of Enlightenment reason. As Foucault proclaimed, “Raison, c’est la torture.” According to the politics of “difference,” reason is little more than the ideological window dressing for Eurocentrism and its attendant horrors. By making what is different the same or identical, reason, so the argument goes, is implicitly totalitarian. Conservatives hold postmodernists responsible for the latter-day “decline of the West,” accusing them of promoting relativism by undermining the traditional concepts of reason and truth. But they seriously overestimate postmodernism’s impact and influence, which has—happily---largely been confined to the isolated and bloodless corridors of academe. Postmodernism’s debilities lie elsewhere. In an era in which the values of tolerance have been forcefully challenged by the twin demons of integral nationalism and religious fundamentalism, postmodernism’s neo-Nietzschean embrace of political agon remains at odds with democracy’s normative core: the ever-delicate balancing act between private and public autonomy, basic democratic liberties and popular sovereignty. Postmodernists claim they seek to remedy the manifest failings of really existing democracy. Yet, given their metatheoretical aversion to considerations of equity and fairness,accepting such de facto assurances at face value seems unwise. Paradoxically, their celebration of heterogeneity and radical difference risks abetting the neotribalist ethos that threatens to turn the post-communist world order into a congeries of warring fratricidal ethnicities. Differences should be respected. But there are also occasions when they need to be bridged.The only reasonable solution to this problem is to ensure that differences are bounded and subsumed by universalisticprinciples of equal liberty. Ironically, then, the liberal doctrine of “justice as fairness” (Rawls) provides the optimal ethical framework by virtue of which cultural differences might be allowed to prosper and flourish. If consensus equals coercion and norms are inherently oppressive, it would seem that dreams of political solidarity and common humanity are from the outset nothing more than lost cause. 
Impact- Racism

Debating science is key to contest its political applications – the alternative is having no answer to racist scientists

Kitcher, 1998 (Philip, professor of philosophy at the University of California at San Diego and former editor of the journal Philosophy of Science, “A Plea for Science Studies”, A House Built on Sand: Exposing Postmodernist Myths about Science, edited by Noretta Koertge, p. 46)

Suppose that you are worried about the impact of scientific discoveries on human well-being. An immediate corollary is that no general picture that endorses a global skepticism about scientific achievement can be satisfactory.49 For if we are led into blanket constructivism, rejection of notions of reason, evidence, and truth, then there is a terrible irony. The last thing that political liberals want to say about the excesses of pop sociobiology or The Bell Curve is that these ventures are just like the social constructions of Darwin and Einstein50 or that because talk of reason is passé, there's no less reason to believe claims about the genetic determination of criminal behavior than to endorse the double-helical model of DNA. We need the categories of reason, truth, and progress if we are to sort out valuable science from insidious imitations. It has been obvious for about half a century that research yielding epistemic benefits may have damaging consequences for either individuals or even the entire species. Philosophical stories about science have been narrowly focused on the epistemic. Faced with lines of research that have the capacity to alter the environment in radical ways, to transform our self-understanding, and to interact with a variety of social institutions and social prejudices to affect human lives, there is a much larger problem of understanding just how the sciences bear on human flourishing. There seems to be a strand in contemporary Science Studies that responds to this problem by trotting out every argument (however bad) that can be interpreted as debunking the sciences—as if its proponents were frightened of a monster and had resolved to cure their terror by insisting on its unreality.51 Any such strategy is not only inaccurate but also politically jejune. Only by careful analysis of science and its relations to a wide range of human concerns—indeed, only by analysis that comes to terms with the themes in the two clusters—can we hope to start a public dialogue that can be expected to produce a "science for human use."52
You must reject every instance of racism

Joseph Barndt, Minister 1991  (Dismantling Racism) 

To study racism is to study walls. We have looked at barriers and fences, restraints and limitations, ghettos and prisons. The prison of racism confines us all, people of color and white people alike. It shackles the victimizer as well as the victim. The walls forcibly keep people of color and white people separate from each other; in our separate prisons we are all prevented from achieving the human potential that God intends for us. The limitations imposed on people of color by poverty, subservience, and powerlessness are cruel, inhuman, and unjust; the effects of uncontrolled power, privilege, and greed, which are the marks of our white prison, will inevitably destroy us as well. But we have also seen that the walls of racism can be dismantled. We are not condemned to an inexorable fate, but are offered the vision and the possibility of freedom. Brick by brick, stone by stone, the prison of individual, institutional, and cultural racism can be destroyed. You and I are urgently called to join the efforts of those who know it is time to tear down once and for all, the walls of racism.
Impact- War

Criticisms of science are used to justify atrocity – even a former prominent critic agrees

Latour 4 Elected fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in Cambridge (Bruno, 2004, “Why Has Critique Run out of Steam?”, Critical Inquiry, V.30, no. 2) MH

In which case the danger would no longer be coming from an excessive confidence in ideological arguments posturing as matters of fact–as we have learned to combat so efficiently in the past–but from an excessive distrust of good matters of fact disguised as bad ideological biases! While we spent years trying to detect the real prejudices hidden behind the appearance of objective statements, do we have now to reveal the real objective and incontrovertible facts hidden behind the illusion of prejudices? And yet entire Ph.D programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth, that we are always the prisoner of language, that we always speak from one standpoint, and so on, while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. Was I wrong to participate in the invention of this field known as science studies? Is it enough to say that we did not really mean what we meant? Why does it burn my tongue to say that global warming is a fact whether you like it or not? Why can't I simply say that the argument is closed for good? Should I reassure myself by simply saying that bad guys can use any weapon at hand, naturalized facts when it suits them and social construction when it suits them? Should we apologize for having been wrong all along? Should we rather bring the sword of criticism to criticism itself and do a bit of soul-searching here: What were we really after when we were so intent on showing the social construction of scientific facts? Nothing guarantees, after all, that we should be right all the time. There is no sure ground even for criticism.4 Is this not what criticism intended to say: that there is no sure ground anyway? But what does it mean, when this lack of sure ground is taken out from us by the worst possible fellows as an argument against things we cherished? Artificially maintained controversies are not the only worrying sign. What has critique become when a French general, no, a marshal of critique, namely, Jean Baudrillard, claims in a published book that the World Trade Towers destroyed themselves under their own weight, so to speak, undermined by the utter nihilism inherent in capitalism itself–as if the terrorist planes were pulled to suicide by the powerful attraction of this black hole of nothingness?5 What has become of critique when a book can be a best-seller that claims that no plane ever crashed into the Pentagon? I am ashamed to say that the author was French too.6 Remember the good old days when revisionism arrived very late, after the facts had been thoroughly established, decades after bodies of evidence had accumulated? Now we have the benefit of what can be called instant revisionism? The smoke of the event has not yet finished settling before dozens of conspiracy theories are already revising the official account, adding even more ruins to the ruins, adding even more smoke to the smoke. What has become of critique when my neighbor in the little Bourbonnais village where I have my house looks down on me as someone hopelessly naive because I believe that the United States had been struck by terrorist attacks? Remember the good old days when university professors could look down on unsophisticated folks because those hillbillies naively believed in church, motherhood, and apple pies? Well, things have changed a lot, in my village at least. I am the one now who naively believes in some facts because I am educated, while it is the other guys now who are too unsophisticated to be gullible anymore: "Where have you been? Don't you know for sure that the Mossad and the CIA did it?" What has become of critique when someone as eminent as Stanley Fish, the "enemy of promise" as Lindsay Waters calls him, believes he defends science studies, my field, by comparing the law of physics to the rules of baseball?7 What has become of critique when there is a whole industry denying that the Apollo program landed on the Moon? What has become of critique when DARPA uses for its Total Information Awareness project the Baconian slogan Scientia est potentia? Have I not read that somewhere in Michel Foucault? Has Knowledge-slash-Power been co-opted of late by the National Security Agency? Has Discipline and Punish become the bedside reading of Mr. Ridge? Let me be mean for a second: what's the real difference between conspiracists and a popularized, that is a teachable, version of social critique inspired for instance by a too-quick reading of, let's say, a sociologist as eminent as Pierre Bourdieu–to be polite I will stick with the French field commanders? In both cases, you have to learn to become suspicious of everything people say because "of course we all know" that they live in the thralls of a complete illusio on their real motives. Then, after disbelief has struck and an explanation is requested for what is "really" going on, in both cases again, it is the same appeal to powerful agents hidden in the dark acting always consistently, continuously, relentlessly. Of course, we, in the academy, like to use more elevated causes–society, discourse, knowledge-slash-power, fields of forces, empires, capitalism–while conspiracists like to portray a miserable bunch of greedy people with dark intents, but I find something troublingly similar in the structure of the explanation, in the first movement of disbelief and, then, in the wheeling of causal explanations coming out of the deep Dark below. What if explanations resorting automatically to power, society, discourse, had outlived their usefulness, and deteriorated to the point of now feeding also the most gullible sort of critiques?8 Maybe I am taking conspiracy theories too seriously, but I am worried to detect, in those mad mixtures of knee-jerk disbelief, punctilious demands for proofs, and free use of powerful explanation from the social neverland, many of the weapons of social critique. Of course conspiracy theories are an absurd deformation of our own arguments, but, like weapons smuggled through a fuzzy border to the wrong party, these are our weapons nonetheless. In spite of all the deformations, it is easy to recognize, still burnt in the steel, our trade mark: MADE IN CRITICALLAND. 

Impact- Warming

Criticisms of science legitimize right wing takeovers- this prevents pragmatic action to protect the Earth 

Berube, 2011, Michael, Paterno Family Professor in Literature and Director of the Institute for the Arts and Humanities at Pennsylvania State University, where he teaches cultural studies and American literature, “The Science Wars Redux,” http://www.democracyjournal.org/pdf/19/BERUBE.pdf, KHaze

But what of Sokal’s chief post-hoax claim that the academic left’s critiques of science were potentially damaging to the left? That one, alas, has held up very well, for it turns out that the critique of scientific “objectivity” and the insistence on the inevitable “partiality” of knowledge can serve the purposes of climate change deniers and young-Earth creationists quite nicely. That’s not because there was something fundamentally rotten at the core of philosophical antifoundationalism (whose leading American exponent, Richard Rorty, remained a progressive Democrat all his life), but it might very well have had something to do with the cloistered nature of the academic left. It was as if we had tacitly assumed, all along, that we were speaking only to one another, so that whenever we championed Jean-François Lyotard’s defense of the “hetereogeneity of language games” and spat on Jürgen Habermas’s ideal of a conversation oriented toward “consensus,” we assumed a strong consensus among us that anyone on the side of heterogeneity was on the side of the angels. But now the climate-change deniers and the young-Earth creationists are coming after the natural scientists, just as I predicted—and they’re using some of the very arguments developed by an academic left that thought it was speaking only to people of like mind. Some standard left arguments, combined with the leftpopulist distrust of “experts” and “professionals” and assorted high-and-mighty muckety-mucks who think they’re the boss of us, were fashioned by the right into a powerful device for delegitimating scientific research. For example, when Andrew Ross asked in Strange Weather, “How can metaphysical life theories and explanations taken seriously by millions be ignored or excluded by a small group of powerful people called ‘scientists’?,” everyone was supposed to understand that he was referring to alternative medicine, and that his critique of “scientists” was meant to bring power to the people. The countercultural account of “metaphysical life theories” that gives people a sense of dignity in the face of scientific authority sounds good—until one substitutes “astrology” or “homeopathy” or “creationism” (all of which are certainly taken seriously by millions) in its place. The right’s attacks on climate science, mobilizing a public distrust of scientific expertise, eventually led science-studies theorist Bruno Latour to write in Critical Inquiry: [E]ntire Ph.D. programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth...while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. Was I wrong to participate in the invention of this field known as science studies? Is it enough to say that we did not really mean what we meant? Why does it burn my tongue to say that global warming is a fact whether you like it or not? Why can’t I simply say that the argument is closed for good? Why, indeed? Why not say, definitively, that anthropogenic climate change is real, that vaccines do not cause autism, that the Earth revolves around the Sun, and that Adam and Eve did not ride dinosaurs to church? At the close of his “Afterword” to “Transgressing the Boundaries,” Sokal wrote: No wonder most Americans can’t distinguish between science and pseudoscience: their science teachers have never given them any rational grounds for doing so. (Ask an average undergraduate: Is matter composed of atoms? Yes. Why do you think so? The reader can fill in the response.) Is it then any surprise that 36 percent of Americans believe in telepathy, and that 47 percent believe in the creation account of Genesis? It can’t be denied that some science-studies scholars have deliberately tried to blur the distinction between science and pseudoscience. As I noted in Rhetorical Occasions and on my personal blog, British philosopher of science Steve Fuller traveled to Dover, Pennsylvania, in 2005 to testify on behalf of the local school board’s fundamentalist conviction that Intelligent Design is a legitimate science. “The main problem intelligent design theory suffers from at the moment,” Fuller argued, “is a paucity of developers.” Somehow, Fuller managed to miss the point—that there is no way to develop a research program in ID. What is one to do, examine fossils for evidence of God’s fingerprints? So these days, when I talk to my scientist friends, I offer them a deal. I say: I’ll admit that you were right about the potential for science studies to go horribly wrong and give fuel to deeply ignorant and/or reactionary people. And in return, you’ll admit that I was right about the culture wars, and right that the natural sciences would not be held harmless from the right-wing noise machine. And if you’ll go further, and acknowledge that some circumspect, well-informed critiques of actually existing science have merit (such as the criticism that the postwar medicalization of pregnancy and childbirth had some ill effects), I’ll go further too, and acknowledge that many humanists’ critiques of science and reason are neither circumspect nor well-informed. Then perhaps we can get down to the business of how to develop safe, sustainable energy and other social practices that will keep the planet habitable. Fifteen years ago, it seemed to me that the Sokal Hoax was making that kind of deal impossible, deepening the “two cultures” divide and further estranging humanists from scientists. Now, I think it may have helped set the terms for an eventual rapprochement, leading both humanists and scientists to realize that the shared enemies of their enterprises are the religious fundamentalists who reject all knowledge that challenges their faith and the free-market fundamentalists whose policies will surely scorch the earth. On my side, perhaps humanists are beginning to realize that there is a project even more vital than that of the relentless critique of everything existing, a project to which they can contribute as much as any scientist—the project of making the world a more humane and livable place. Is it still possible? I don’t know, and I’m not sanguine. Some scientific questions now seem to be a matter of tribal identity: A vast majority of elected Republicans have expressed doubts about the science behind anthropogenic climate change, and as someone once remarked, it is very difficult to get a man to understand something when his tribal identity depends on his not understanding it. But there are few tasks so urgent. About that, even Heisenberg himself would be certain. 

Impact- Violence

Science fiction’s view of humanity as disposable soldiers in wars over space renders life disposable and creates a self-fulfilling prophecy in which we always view space as a battleground

-Not sure how good this card is becomes it seems to concede science fiction can influence policy

FARRER 1987 (Claire, CSU Chico, “On Parables, Questions, and Predictions,” Western Folklore, October)
Our stories influence our science which influences stories, and so it continues, round and round. Jules Verne gave us all but the actual blueprints for submarines; George Orwell and Aldous Huxley prepared us for big government, doublespeak, and censorship (always for our own good, of course). As a result, I knew how to interpret what newscasters spoke of as "replacements" from Camp LeJeune for the 200 and more Marines who were killed as a result of the terrorists' suicide-attack in Beirut, Lebanon, before we made a strategic withdrawal. Replacements indeed! Is human life so unimportant that we can "replace" it, slotting in one person for another? Doesn't this mentality lead us inevitably to see ourselves as replacements for whomever or whatever we may encounter in our race for the stars? There is real danger in these words and the actions they empower. These indeed are powerful words: "replacement," as a breathing human being is sent to occupy the space and position of one whose breath has newly returned to whence it came; "keeping the peace" by invading; "maintaining the sanctity of space" by staking our claim and marking bits of it with orbiting satellites and, one fears, weapons. But our stories told us these things, or very similar ones, would happen and we, as a consequence, know how to interpret those powerful words and how to read the actions we see. In repeating oft-heard scenarios from our own literature, our thinking and feelings are inured. It is very difficult to conceptualize what has not been identified, so easy to ponder what we have already read about in fiction or seen presented on our movie or television screens. We manipulate our stories to charter our new dreams and gird ourselves for the seductive appeal of the unknown while demystifying it through our stories. Will exploitation be the new motto for space exploration and the colonies we all expect will come? Will we replay the frontier ethos and eidos?' Perhaps instead we will have the good sense to listen carefully to what Native America is trying to tell us: that words have power; that speaking is tantamount to doing; that imagining can be equated with happening; that actions here have consequences there. Instead we make the potential horrors of space acceptable through the repetition of horror stories. A few years ago, news reports carried stories of Soviet cosmonauts having trouble with their fuel and rocket firing system such that their eventual return was in jeopardy. Stranded in orbit-surely this is purgatory and hell beyond the bounds of Dante's imagination, yet we already know the plot well. Are such Robinson Crusoes to be the martyrs of our new age? Is being stranded in space part of our developing folklore of what is to come? Will we make heroes of those who sip cyanide or inject themselves to escape the inescapable? We certainly make heroes and heroines of those who die tragically, as we did recently with the Challenger crew of seven. But we joked about the tragedy as well. Now we have a scenario so we may play the appropriate roles the next time we are called upon to witness (in endless replay) the fiery destruction of spacecraft. The media stressed the tragedy of losing a civilian teacher in what is termed the Challenger disaster; but most people to whom I spoke, or who I heard speaking of the event, expressed sorrow at each deathwhether of a civilian, military, or government person. And in the same breath I would hear that any exploration leads to sacrifice on the part of some of the explorers. While the grief or horror is not lessened with each death, we nonetheless already have models of how to deal psychologically, emotionally, and in literary ways with such death. After all, we do have, and have had for centuries, the Icarus prototype to keep us mindful of the dangers of attempting to explore the imaginary.
***DEBATE IMPACTS

Activism

Prioritizing science as the objective knowledge standard creates a consensus point for political groups to base their knowledge around- this is key to political activism

Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Using experience as the criterion for participation means the traditional participants in 'expert' debates are complemented by new participants, some with scientific backgrounds and some without. In the debates about genetics emerging in the UK, it is clear that several of the more high-profile 'counter expert' groups are led by people with considerable expertise in various aspects of the science. For example, Greenpeace, Gene Watch and Human Genetics Alert all emphasize their technical expertise in scientific disciplines. In addition, our own research has also shown that individuals within social movements also possess substantial technical expertise. Some activists hold higher and even research degrees but many others have acquired significant expertise 'on-the-job', knowing only too well that understanding the science is necessary to legitimate their own contributions: '[One difficulty] was definitely the language, and the feeling that we weren't experts: we had no right to speak on the issue, that they would always beat our argument; all those issues came into it.'16 In approaching genetics, activist groups recognized that they needed to increase their knowledge if they were to engage effectively and set about educating themselves accordingly (cf., Epstein, 1995, 1996). They did this in ways that have much in common with the scientific communities they want to engage with and ultimately challenge: We got together and ... different people in the group wrote essays and did bits of research. So one lass, who's a doctor, did the basics on what genet ics is, to get people au fait with the language. Someone else did one on transgenics, the use of animals in transplants ... but the best thing, [the one] that we were most satisfied with, we met with a group of disabled activists who had already taken action against [the Centre for Life in Newcastle].17 Later on, these essays were brought together in a booklet, which in turn informed a 2-day event attended by the activists and other groups, at which issues around genetics were debated and the collective knowledge of the activist network consolidated.18 Significantly, this attempt to gain substantive expertise drew upon formal, written knowledge and the informal, tacit knowledge gained through social interactions with experts, including both the technical expertise of campaign groups like Human Genetics Alert and the embodied expertise of the disability rights activists. An indication of the range of groups and organizations that are active in debates around genetics in the UK, and which we have encountered during our research, is given in Table 2, which shows how groups with different interests and back grounds have converged around genomics and, in particular, issues such as genetic screening and databases. 

Economy 

Science education good- it’s desperately low now and key to the economy.  Teaching future policymakers is uniquely important- there aren’t enough of them in policymaking

Otto 10 recipient of the IEEE-USA Distinguished Public Service Award, Mensa member, National Merit Scholar (Shawn, 3/19/10, “Omitting a science standard for teaching the nation's students is a big mistake”, http://www.minnpost.com/community_voices/2010/03/19/16770/omitting_a_science_standard_for_teaching_the_nations_students_is_a_big_mistake) MH

On March 10, a panel of educators convened by the nation¹s governors and state school superintendents proposed a uniform set of academic standards for all children in U.S. public schools. The goal of the standards, they said, is to "provide a clear and consistent framework to prepare our children for college and the workforce." Just one problem: There's no science. The standards lay out language arts and math standards, but science — arguably the single most important factor in determining readiness for college and the workforce in the 21st century — and the single most in need of a uniform national standard — is conspicuously absent. One need look no farther than the sponsoring organization to suppose why. The National Governors Association is, by nature, a political animal, and with the controversies stirred up by the religious right over teaching evolution or creationism in science class, it's no wonder they sidestepped the issue, delaying it until an unspecified date. But a proposed national set of school standards that does not include science seems cowardly, and it hurts American credibility and competitiveness in a global economy that is increasingly driven not by language arts, but by science. In fact, over the last half century, more than half of the economic growth of the United States has been driven by science and technology. Nearly two-thirds of U.S. economic activity today is science- and tech-related. Most of the nation's major policy challenges revolve around science. And nearly all of modern health science, which has nearly doubled our life spans over the last two centuries, is based on evolution. Yet we have somehow become paralyzed over teaching science. The National Academies, the Business Roundtable and others have repeatedly pointed out the flight of scientists and engineers to other countries. A recent ranking of the science literacy of school children placed U.S. students 21st, well behind Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic, and only one point ahead of the Slovak Republic. Foreign students are no longer staying to power American intellectual and economic growth to the degree they once were. Now they found universities back home. How can we claim to be preparing our children for college and the workforce if we do not include a standard for science? This Emperor-has-beautiful-clothes approach may be because there are so few people in politics who understand science and engineering enough to value it. Most of them are lawyers, who assiduously avoided science classes in school. Less than 6 percent of members of Congress have any background in it, and that's being generous by including members who were, say, optometrists. Only about 1 percent have a background in the hard sciences. Of governors, if you include veterinarians and people with animal and agronomy science degrees (think ranching and farming), you might get to 10 percent, but in the classic sciences, only Louisiana's Bobby Jindal and Tennessee's Phil Bredesen tout science backgrounds (biology and physics, respectively). This raises the question of what the founding fathers, many of whom were scientists, would make of our current situation. Franklin and Jefferson, especially, would, I suspect, be concerned. "If the people are well informed," Jefferson wrote, "they can be trusted with their own government." One must ask: In an age when the nation's major challenges revolve around science, are our elected leaders well-enough informed to be able to tackle them? By the education standards the governors are proposing, the answer would appear to be "No." 

Science education key to the economy- studies prove

Ghosh 10 economics writer for international business times (Palash, 11/24/2010, “Weak science education threatens U.S. competitiveness and economy”, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/65536/20100924/science-education-research-future.htm) MH

Declining standards in scientific education threatens U.S. competitiveness and the economy, according to a report from the National Academies, a group of leading business and science figures. Released Thursday at a congressional briefing attended by senators and congressmen, the report entitled, "Rising Above the Gathering Storm" updates a 2005 science education report that led to measures to double federal research funding. However, the 2010 document indicates that there has been little improvement in U.S. elementary and secondary technical education since then. (Photo: Reuters / Adam Hunger )<br>Students at the Lilla G. Frederick Pilot Middle School work on their laptops during a class in Dorchester, Massachusetts Enlarge (Photo: Reuters / Adam Hunger ) Students at the Lilla G. Frederick Pilot Middle School work on their laptops during a class in Dorchester, Massachusetts Related Articles Google investors fear long battle against Feds Google investors fear long battle against feds Can Google stand up to Federal Trade panel probe or go Microsoft way? Related Topics China Storm Get US Emails&Alerts The latest US business and financial news as well as issues and events Sample The situation, the report states, has "continued to deteriorate in the last five years, and the nation needs a sustained investment in education and basic research to keep from slipping further." "Our nation's outlook has worsened," said former Lockheed Martin chief Norman Augustine, who was part of a panel that compiled the report. Among the findings from the survey: • U.S. mathematics and science education between kindergarten and 12th grade ranks now 48th worldwide. • Almost half (49 percent) of U.S. adults don't know how long it takes the Earth to circle the sun. • China has replaced the U.S. as the world's top high-technology exporter. Get More IBTimes Must Read Protesters take part in a demonstration supporting same-sex marriages outside Sheraton Hotel where U.S. President Obama was attending a function in New York.New York Senate Legalizes Gay Marriage How about the hardware Apple iPhone 5 release date, secret models and more surprises Sponsorship Link As U.S. school achievement scores have stagnated, employers seek qualified workers elsewhere, thereby further hurting America's economic growth. Experts warn of a bleak future for American scientific endeavors. "We have to have a well-educated workforce to create opportunities for young people," said Charles Vest, head of the National Academy of Engineering, a report sponsor. "Otherwise, we don't have a chance." "The current economic crisis makes the link between education and employment very clear," said Steven Newton of the National Center for Science Education. “The outlook for America to compete for quality jobs has further deteriorated … [and] the nation's ability to provide financially and personally rewarding jobs for its own citizens can be expected to decline at an accelerating pace,” the report warned. The government needs to spend more on education and research, the report noted, adding that the $20 billion for research in last year's stimulus package is just a two-year "Band-Aid" that will expire next year. "Failure to support a strong competitiveness program will have dire consequences for the nation," the report adds. 

Elitism

Our participation in debates over the conclusion of experts checks back elitism and ensures science is used for purposes that only benefit society as a whole

Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Accepting activists as experts by virtue of their experience increases the range of voices and views expressed within expert debate, but it also raises a new problem. How is this new, enlarged and more diverse set of experts to be made accountable and subject to scrutiny by the wider society? As STS has shown, the existing structures of research funding and development already involve the envisioning and creation of particular social futures and the maintenance of specific forms of power, reward and stratification (for example, Hughes, 1983; Law, 1986; Bijker et al., 1987; MacKenzie, 1993; Wajcman, 2004). If activists are experts, like scientists, then this argument should also apply to them, with the differences found in the kinds of socio-technical futures that are being proposed. These differences are particularly apparent in the case of genetic research, where groups with broadly similar epistemological claims to expertise differ significantly in their value commitments and concerns. To begin with mainstream science, the perception of genomics is of a research agenda that promises progress and improved quality of life through the pre vention or cure of disease and disability. Thus, for example, developments in genetic science are routinely announced as being orientated towards the cure of diseases, including cancer, Alzheimer's and diabetes. The appeal of such arguments to the wider society can be seen in the public support for charities such as Cancer Research UK, Breakthrough Breast Cancer and Diabetes UK. Perhaps because of this dependence on donors to fund its activities, medical research charities have to take their public perception seriously; organizations such as the Association for Medical Research Charities have evolved in order to reinforce the case made by the scientific establishment. As their spokesperson explained: We don't think it's appropriate any longer for the anti groups to use very emotive arguments, and us to try and explain in scientific terms what are the potential medical benefits. I mean, that again is a sort of cross dialogue. What we're saying is, you know, this is to save patients' lives, or prevent human suffering, and to do that we will discuss patients, who have actually got case notes and people have got their photographs and stuff. It's something, I think, the scientific community has been reluctant to do, because, you know, it's emotions, and that's not what the scientific com munity are about. As patient groups, we do [it for them].23 In contrast, the critical activist communities see the same scientific and technological innovations as threats to social and economic justice, and thus as developments that need to be resisted if existing inequalities are not to be reproduced or made worse. From this perspective, genetic testing and screening are typically seen as a new form of eugenics. Perhaps unsurprisingly, many of those currently concerned with patenting and other medical research involving genomics were also involved in the earlier protests against the development of genetically modified crops. As such, they tend see the roll-out of genetic science to medical applications as continuing existing trends of control, commodification and domination. Within the UK, one group explained how their concerns about the setting up of a ded icated genetic research centre, the Centre for Life at the University of Newcastle upon Tyne, was motivated by their unease over genetically mod ified (GM) crops: We had a pre-existing group which formed on crops and genetics and when we heard about the Centre for Life coming to Newcastle we thought we had to do something ... At the time we weren't very sure what it was ... [or] which ethical issues were going to be in the forefront, so we spent quite a lot of time just casting about for ideas really for what to do. We felt it was our responsibility to do something.24 In this way, existing concerns and capacity were used as the foundation for developing a new, but related, set of activities. Significantly, the activists are clear - perhaps more so than the scientific establishment - that they are working not only to challenge specific applications, but also to change the institutional structures that define the problems to which these technologies appear to be the solution. Thus: I mean, what is the problem? ... you basically have an approach to medicine and health care which has been developed entirely focused on expanding the profits of an industry. ... But it doesn't in any way address the needs of the poor and, in fact, it moves development of medicines and so forth away from addressing the real problems that the world has; whether it's, you know, the sort of awful diseases like malaria or African Aids [or] cholera.25 As such, campaigners want to draw attention not just to the technical issues of risk and reductionism within genomic science - whether genetic tests really predict individual futures, and so on - but also to the ways in which existing institutions favour the status quo and marginalize other perspectives: ... you have Foresight committees, who are deciding the research priori ties for new technologies, which weigh up all the UK government's money for research that's going on, and that's made up of a group of academics and industrialists. Already you have got an industrial loading there ... and they're making decisions on how we fund the technologies that actually frame our future.26 Taking more experts seriously has two consequences. On one hand, it has the potential to improve the scrutiny of technical knowledge by subjecting it to a more wide-ranging peer review. On the other, it also has the potential to articulate within the public sphere an equally detailed debate about the social, political and institutional priorities that are inevitably bound up with the production of technical knowledge (cf, Latour, 2004). Viewed this way, the nature of expert debate and the limits of the technical phase become much clearer. While expert debate can usefully try to develop robust knowl edge about, for example, the relative importance of genetic and environ mental factors in the development of specific diseases, there is more to deciding whether or not this is the right question to be asking in the first place. Understanding the limits of expert debate questions the priority given to 'facts' because technical issues are always debated within a broader social context. The important decisions are thus not just the technical ones, but also the socio-technical ones that frame the debate. There is no a priori reason to assume that existing experts and elites are the best bodies for making such decisions. Indeed, as Sheila Jasanoff (2003: 397-98) has written: 'Public engagement is needed in order to test and contest the framing of the issues that experts are asked to resolve. Without such critical supervision, experts have often found themselves offering irrelevant advice on wrong or misguided questions.' Questions of resource allocation, social justice and future possibilities are not matters for experts alone. Instead, they are more legitimately located within the political institutions of the wider society (even if, in practice, this appears to be a responsibility they are reluctant to accept). As such, the appropriate participants in such decisions are no longer the experts but the non-expert citizens in the society who will be affected by them.27 

Political Manipulation

Science doesn’t exclude non-expert political groups- their dedication towards following the established rules for research enhances public confidence in Science 

Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Although many activists may not possess formal certificates to validate their claims to expertise, they have, as a result of their prolonged engagement with a particular debate or controversy, developed substantial interactional expertise in these areas. That they do develop such expertise is evidenced by the sustained and detailed technical critiques made by activist groups in which they use peer-reviewed scientific literature to, for example, question the link between genetic information and the subsequent development of many common diseases implied by the proponents of genetic testing.19 Finally, it is important to remember that the activist and scientific communities do not exist in separate universes. Activists, in particular, monitor scientific innovations in a range of ways. In some cases, specialist organizations do the hard work of tracking research and policy. In other cases, continued personal contact with the scientific community provides a valuable resource through which 'insider' knowledge filters back to the wider network. Expert-activists thus act as 'boundary shifters' (Pinch & Trocco, 2002), moving between different social networks and, sometimes, crossing these boundaries in unexpected places: I've got lots of informal ties with kind of- well, activists, scientists doing stuff at the [Research Institute], people in my old lab doing medical genetics. I'm 838 Social Studies of S also a life model as well and a lot of biologists and medics like to draw, and especially when they get older, because, they've always wanted to draw and paint. So, you know, they've headed labs and stuff all their lives and [then] they retire and keep a hand in at the lab and draw. And so I get kind of ... chatting to these people, you know, you mention some place and he goes 'Oh yes, I used to be director of that!'20 This constant networking, dissemination and research is a key part of what activists do, and viewed this way the activist community is much like the scientific community - networks are very close, ties are invariably personal, the production and circulation of texts is endemic and there are regular meetings where membership is displayed and confirmed.21 There are also strategic attempts to organize and influence politicians and research hinders, with the European Science Social Forum that formed during the European Social Forum meeting at London in October 2004 being a notable example.22 Recognizing these similarities provides a rationale for a more inclusive approach to expert debates in which questions relating to risk or safety could be addressed in terms that meet both the standards of mainstream science and the concerns of those citizens and stakeholders most directly affected. Clearly this process will take considerable time, so recognizing a question as an expert/technical one does not solve the immediate problem of what the regulatory response should be. Nonetheless, including additional expert representation within the long-term decision-making should go some way to ensuring public confidence in any recommendations that do emerge as these statements should no longer be seen as the product of a single interest group. 

Science Education

Maintaining the credibility and trustworthiness of science is the only means to attract future adults to the scientific community 

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007, Paul,  psychologist at Yale University and the author of Descartes' Baby, and Deena,  doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, “ WHY DO SOME PEOPLE RESIST SCIENCE?” http://www.edge.org/3rd_culture/bloom07/bloom07_index.html, KHaze 

When faced with this kind of asserted information, one can occasionally evaluate its truth directly. But in some domains, including much of science, direct evaluation is difficult or impossible. Few of us are qualified to assess claims about the merits of string theory, the role in mercury in the etiology of autism, or the existence of repressed memories. So rather than evaluating the asserted claim itself, we instead evaluate the claim's source. If the source is deemed trustworthy, people will believe the claim, often without really understanding it. As our colleague Frank Keil has discussed, this sort of division of cognitive labor is essential in any complex society, where any single individuals will lack the resources to evaluate all the claims that he or she hears. This is the case for most scientific beliefs. Consider, for example, that most adults who claim to believe that natural selection can explain the evolution of species are confused about what natural selection actually is—when pressed, they often describe it as a Lamarckian process in which animals somehow give birth to offspring that are better adapted to their environments. Their belief in natural selection, then, is not rooted in an appreciation of the evidence and arguments. Rather, this scientifically credulous sub-population are deferring to the people who say that this is how evolution works. They trust the scientists. This deference to authority isn't limited to science; the same process holds for certain religious, moral, and political beliefs as well. In an illustrative recent study, subjects were asked their opinion about a social welfare policy, which was described as being endorsed either by Democrats or by Republicans. Although the subjects sincerely believed that their responses were based on the objective merits of the policy, the major determinant of what they thought of the policy was in fact whether or not their favored political party was said to endorse it. More generally, many of the specific moral intuitions held by members of a society appear to be the consequence, not of personal moral contemplation, but of deference to the views of the community. Adults thus rely on the trustworthiness of the source when deciding which asserted claims to believe. Do children do the same? Recent studies suggest that they do; children, like adults, have at least some capacity to assess the trustworthiness of their information sources. Four- and five-year-olds, for instance, know that adults know things that other children do not (like the meaning of the word "hypochondriac"), and when given conflicting information about a word's meaning from a child and from an adult, they prefer to learn from the adult. They know that adults have different areas of expertise, that doctors know about fixing broken arms and mechanics know about fixing flat tires. They prefer to learn from a knowledgeable speaker than from an ignorant one, and they prefer a confident source to a tentative one. Finally, when five year-olds hear about a competition whose outcome was unclear, they are more likely to believe a character who claimed that he had lost the race (a statement that goes against his self-interest) than a character who claimed that he had won the race (a statement that goes with his self-interest). In a limited sense, then, they are capable of cynicism. 

Americans are becoming increasingly skeptical of the credibility of science- undermining the claims of non-scientific alternatives causes a larger deference to scientific inquiry

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007, Paul,  psychologist at Yale University and the author of Descartes' Baby, and Deena,  doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, “ WHY DO SOME PEOPLE RESIST SCIENCE?” http://www.edge.org/3rd_culture/bloom07/bloom07_index.html, KHaze 

In sum, the developmental data suggest that resistance to science will arise in children when scientific claims clash with early emerging, intuitive expectations. This resistance will persist through adulthood if the scientific claims are contested within a society, and will be especially strong if there is a non-scientific alternative that is rooted in common sense and championed by people who are taken as reliable and trustworthy. This is the current situation in the United States with regard to the central tenets of neuroscience and of evolutionary biology. These clash with intuitive beliefs about the immaterial nature of the soul and the purposeful design of humans and other animals — and, in the United States, these intuitive beliefs are particularly likely to be endorsed and transmitted by trusted religious and political authorities. Hence these are among the domains where Americans' resistance to science is the strongest. We should stress that this failure to defer to scientists in these domains does not necessarily reflect stupidity, ignorance, or malice. In fact, some skepticism toward scientific authority is clearly rational. Scientists have personal biases due to ego or ambition—no reasonable person should ever believe all the claims made in a grant proposal. There are also political and moral biases, particularly in social science research dealing with contentious issues such as the long-term effects of being raised by gay parents or the explanation for gender differences in SAT scores. It would be naïve to ignore all this, and someone who accepted all "scientific" information would be a patsy. The problem is exaggerated when scientists or scientific organizations try to use their authority to make proclamations about controversial social issues. People who disagree with what scientists have to say about these issues might reasonably infer that it is not safe to defer to them more generally. But this rejection of science would be mistaken in the end. The community of scientists has a legitimate claim to trustworthiness that other social institutions, such as religions and political movements, lack. The structure of scientific inquiry involves procedures, such as experiments and open debate, that are strikingly successful at revealing truths about the world. All other things being equal, a rational person is wise to defer to a geologist about the age of the earth rather than to a priest or to a politician. Given the role of trust in social learning, it is particularly worrying that national surveys reflect a general decline in the extent to which people trust scientists. To end on a practical note, then, one way to combat resistance to science is to persuade children and adults that the institute of science is, for the most part, worthy of trust. 

Policymaking – Link/Impact

Accepting the truth given to us by established systems is key to social cohesion- this promotes union and allows us to focus on more important matters

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p. 4-5, KHaze

Nevertheless, it may be that the basic idea- that the truth is what the higher authorities say it is, rather than what it is independent of any human – had its effect on habits of thought over all those tears. The notion that certain special humans can decide what truth is entails believing that human decision has some sort of transformative effect on reality, bestowing truth or withholding it; such a belief may foster other kinds of epistemic confusion. Thus, for instance it is still a very popular thought that, whatever the truth may be, the important thing is that everyone should be on the same page; that social cohesion and peace are much more important for everyone’s wellbeing an smooth functioning than are truth and free enquiry. On this view, truth is a political matter rather than an epistemic one. It is what it is good for the community to believe, not (necessarily) what corresponds to some state of affairs in the world or some mind-independent object. This system or method is still popular not only because it promotes unity but also perhaps because it frees up a lot of energy. Letting the higher authorities, whether autocrat or majority opinion, do our denying for us saves us large amounts of time and effort, allowing us to get on with other things- earning a living, having fun, improving the world, smelling the flowers. The thought “Reverend X says that’s wrong’ or ‘Our Leader says that’s an Enemy-idea’ can be a highly effective bypass or shunting device to deflect our muscle and brain power to work or reproduction.

Impact – Policymaking

Debates and facts based on evidence are the best means to ground policy- political groups will manipulate information in the absence of empirical checks to control populations and start aggressive wars

Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

Rather, my concern that public debate be grounded in the best available evidence is, above all else, ethical. To illustrate the connection I have in mind between epistemology and ethics, let me start with a fanciful example: Suppose that the leader of a militarily powerful country believes, sincerely but erroneously, on the basis of flawed “intelligence", that a smaller country possesses threatening weapons of mass destruction; and suppose further that he launches a preemptive war on that basis, killing tens of thousands of innocent civilians as “collateral damage". Aren't he and his supporters ethically culpable for their epistemic sloppiness? I stress that this example is fanciful. All the available evidence suggests that the Bush and Blair administrations first decided to overthrow Saddam Hussein, and then sought a publicly presentable pretext, using dubious or even forged “intelligence" to “justify" that pretext and to mislead Congress, Parliament and the public into supporting that war. 34 Which brings me to the last, and in my opinion most dangerous, set of adversaries of the evidence-based worldview in the contemporary world: namely, propagandists, public-relations, hacks and spin doctors, along with the politicians and corporations who employ them - in short, all those whose goal is not to analyze honestly the evidence for and against a particular policy, but is simply to manipulate the public into reaching a predetermined conclusion by whatever technique will work, however dishonest or fraudulent.

Science fiction’s conflation of truth and fantasy reject empiricism- this leads to right wing takeover and extinction

Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science

why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

Statements as clear-cut as these are, however, rare in the academic postmodernist literature. More often one finds assertions that are ambiguous but can nevertheless be interpreted (and quite often are interpreted) as implying what the foregoing quotations make explicit: that science as I have defined it is an illusion, and that the purported objective knowledge provided by science is largely or entirely a social construction. For example, Katherine Hayles, professor of English at UCLA and former president of the Society for Literature and Science, writes the following as part of her feminist analysis of uid mechanics: Despite their names, conservation laws are not inevitable facts of nature but constructions that foreground some experiences and marginalize others. . . . Almost without exception, conservation laws were formulated, developed, and experimentally tested by men. If conservation laws represent particular emphases and not inevitable facts, then people living in di erent kinds of bodies and identifying with different gender constructions might well have arrived at di erent models for [fluid] flow. (What an interesting idea: perhaps: people living in different kinds of bodies" will learn to see beyond those masculinist laws of conservation of energy and momentum.) And Andrew Pickering, a prominent sociologist of science, asserts the following in his otherwise-excellent history of modern elementary-particle physics: [G]iven their extensive training in sophisticated mathematical techniques, the preponderance of mathematics in particle physicists' accounts of reality is no more hard to explain than the fondness of ethnic groups for their native language. On the view advocated in this chapter, there is no obligation upon anyone framing a view of the world to take account of what twentieth-century science has to say. But let me not spend time beating a dead horse, as the arguments against postmodernist relativism are by now fairly well known - rather than plugging own writings, let me suggest the superb book by Canadian philosopher of science James Robert Brown, Who Rules in Science?: An Opinionated Guide to the Wars. Suffice it to say that postmodernist writings systematically confuse truth with claims of truth, fact with assertions of fact, and knowledge with pretensions to knowledge - and then sometimes go so far as to deny that these distinctions have any meaning. Now, it's worth noting that the postmodernist writings I have just quoted all come from the 1980s and early 1990s. In fact, over the past decade, academic postmodernists and social constructivists seem to have backed off the most extreme views that they previously espoused. Perhaps I and like-minded critics of postmodernism can take some small credit for this, by initiating a public debate that shed a harsh light of criticism on these views and forced some strategic retreats. But most of the credit, I think, has to be awarded to George W. Bush and his friends, who have shown just where science-bashing can lead in the real world. Nowadays, even sociologist of science Bruno Latour, who spent several decades stressing the so-called “social construction of scientific facts", laments the ammunition he fears he and his colleagues have given to the Republican right-wing, helping them to deny or obscure the scientific consensus on global warming, biological evolution and a host of other issues. 14 He writes: While we spent years trying to detect the real prejudices hidden behind the appearance of objective statements, do we now have to reveal the real objective and incontrovertible facts hidden behind the illusion of prejudices? And yet entire Ph.D. programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth, that we are always prisoners of language, that we always speak from a particular standpoint, and so on, while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. That, of course, is exactly the point I was trying to make back in 1996 about socialconstruction talk taken to subjectivist extremes. I hate to say I told you so, but I did. As did, several years before me, Noam Chomsky, who recalled that in a not-so-distant past, Left intellectuals took an active part in the lively working class culture. Some sought to compensate for the class character of the cultural institutions through programs of workers' education, or by writing best-selling books on mathematics, science, and other topics for the general public. Remarkably, their left counterparts today often seek to deprive working people of these tools of emancipation, informing us that the “project of the Enlightenment" is dead, that we must abandon the “illusions" of science and rationality - a message that will gladden the hearts of the powerful, delighted to monopolize these instruments for their own use.

FRAMEWORK/SOLVENCY

Sci-fi empirically can’t understand or affect policy 

Berger 1976 – award winning science fiction author (July, Albert I., “ The Triumph of Prophecy: Science Fiction and Nuclear Power in the Post-Hiroshima Period”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 3, No. 2, JSTOR)

This naivete about politics and preoccupation with technological solutions was the obverse of the prevailing SF distaste for politics. Politics had always had a bad press in the science-fiction magazines, being portrayed as the captive of technologically, if not socially reactionary special interests. The appalling scientific ignorance and prejudice displayed by Congress after Hiroshima, and its general unwillingness to be educated, merely compounded the problem in the eyes of science-fiction writers and readers. This distaste for politics was testified to not only by letters-to-the-editor in Astounding and the fan magazines but also by an article by W.B. de Graeff, "Congress is too Busy" (Sept 1946), detailing with a gleeful contempt the most mundane and ridiculous chores of a member of Congress. By 1950 even an old stalwart like E.E. Smith could take up nearly a third of a novel-First Lensman (not serialized; Fantasy Press 1950)-with a detailed account of an election in which military heroes act both as police forces and as candidates arrayed against a corrupt political machine. The use of conspicuously armed poll watchers and what amounts to a military coup are justified by the criminal tactics of the opposition. Smith's villains are supposed to be the pawns of a sinister conspiracy of aliens, but their methods are described as normal American practice.

SF alone isn’t enough – new socio-literary techniques are needed for public engagement

Miller and Bennett 2008  -  Associate Director of the Consortium for Science, Policy and Outcomes, Associate Director and CoPI of the Center for Nanotechnology in Society, and Chair of the PhD Program in Human and Social Dimensions of Science and Technology at Arizona State University. He is also a Senior Fellow in the Center for World Affairs and the Global Economy at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. He holds a PhD in electrical engineering from Cornell University AND  PhD in biochemistry from Arizona State University in 2003 and today is an Assistant Research Professor in the Consortium for Science, Policy and Outcomes and the Center for Nanotechnology in Society at Arizona State University (October, Clark A. and Ira, “ Thinking longer term about technology: is there value in science fiction-inspired approaches to constructing futures? ”  Science and Public Policy, 35(8), Ebsco)

Even if science fiction offers an alternative approach to fostering thinking about longer-term developments in technology — one that focuses as much or more on the social dimensions of technological change than the technological — new kinds of socio-literary techniques would still be needed in order to exploit this approach in public engagement or technology assessment exercises. In the past two years, we have undertaken or participated in several exercises that have explored how aspects of science fiction might be used in interesting ways that we describe in brief here. We do not mean these to rise to the standard of proof of concept, by any stretch of the imagination. Nevertheless, we offer them as illustrations of a couple of possible approaches we have taken, early on in our explorations of how we might use science fiction-inspired techniques to advance the objectives of societal reflection on technological futures.

Our framework arguments turn their technological democracy impact—credible and specific scenarios are critical to manage technological change

HUNTLEY et al 2010 (Wade L. Huntley, US Naval Postgraduate School; Joseph G. Bock, Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies; Miranda Weingartner, Weingartner Consulting; “Planning the unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space,” Space Policy 26)

It is this last type of scenario-building and analysis that is most appropriate for initiating and continuing dialogue around the future use of space. Generative scenarios are particularly well suited to addressing three core challenges:  anticipating the technological changes relevant to the full range of the growing human utilization of space that will inevitably unfold over the coming decades;  guiding and planning integration across the full range of human space activities in conjunction with evolving terrestrial political conditions;  identifying and responding to the critical uncertainties over the directions and implications of long-term developments in both the previous dimensions. Scenario building can address these challenges by providing rigorous, detailed visions of future worlds accounting for a wide range of variables, inevitable change and uncertainty. The collaboration entailed in scenario building can also inspire the creativity and imagination of an expert community representing diverse viewpoints on immediate issues. The resulting plausible, integrated visions, responsive to current realities and robust against future uncertainties, can yield feasible policy-relevant ideas for promoting peaceful development of the future human presence in space despite the wide range of possible future developments both in space and on Earth. As noted earlier, vision development is only one aspect of long-term planning. A comprehensive knowledge base and strategies for policy-making are also required. By integrating expertise in these other areas into vision development, scenario-building exercises can contribute valuable long-term insights to policy debates. The following section reports the results of one such exercise.
Science fiction as resistance fails—it’s appropriated by capital to project social issues far into the future, glossing over war and crises to fragment contemporary resistance.

Dickens and Ormrod 7 - *Peter, Affiliated Lecturer in the Faculty of Social and Political Sciences at the University of Cambridge and Visiting Professor of Sociology, University of Essex and **James, Lecturer in Sociology at the University of Brighton 

(Cosmic Society: Towards a sociology of the universe, pg 96-97, IWren)

Fear of Soviet domination of space was also reflected in contemporary science fiction films. Science fiction studies is a massive field, and one that has much to contribute to a sociology of the universe. However, unfortunately, here we can only offer a few examples. One relevant to our present discussion is the 1951 Robert Wise movie, The Day the Earth Stood Still. This had a flying saucer landing in Washington DC and its captain ordering world leaders to abandon the nuclear arms race or face annihilation from aliens (McCurdy 1997). This is just one instance of public suspicion and paranoia being reflected and amplified by the producers of popular movies. In 1938, for example, Orson Welles caused widespread panic with his radio version of the 1898 H. G. Wells classic novel The War of the Worlds, an account of an alien invasion from Mars. The programme was broadcast at precisely the time when America was jittery about the threat of fascism and Nazi Germany. The alien races in Star Trek have been read as representations of a number of threats to the US from cultural ‘others’, for example, the Borg as communists as well as Asians (Wertheim 2002), or the Klingons as Vietnamese (Goulding 1985). In our own time Steven Spielberg’s 2005 version of War of the Worlds deliberately played on fears stemming from the attacks on 11 September 2001. The ideological dimensions of wars being conducted in space are most obviously discussed, however, in relation to the Star Wars series of films. George Lucas, the films’ director, is an anti-war propagandist and the films can be read as a commentary on the greed, aggressiveness, hatred and fear underlying war (Lancashire 2002). Still more acutely, it is an attack on greedy corporations whose interests are served by war. The natural parallel with American society is made clearer in the second-made trilogy (which are actually prequels to the first trilogy), in which we witness the formation of the Empire. Here Lucas is deliberately critical of American society, represented by the Republic, which turns its back on democracy to become the Empire. Separatists work a deal with corporations (the Trade Federation) to destroy the Republic, bringing ‘profits beyond your wildest imagination’. The Republic, motivated by fear, is manipulated by greedy and ambitious rulers into investing in the development of immense military power. In the later films the empire will be defeated by distinctly American rebels seeking freedom. This is how Lucas presents the cycle of empire (Lancashire 2002). A war far, far away However, despite what is potentially a powerful critique of a contemporary American society gone wrong, the Star Wars films can also be interpreted in a less subversive light. Hegemony works not by suppressing the truth – it is not propaganda in that sense – but by dissipating resistance to the social order (Lee Harvey (1990) uses the terms ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ ideology to make this distinction). In this case, it is not impossible to imagine a film offering a critical commentary on society that actually contributes to hegemony. One way in which films might do this is by projecting contemporary political issues far away from today’s material reality. In the case of Star Wars it all takes place in a distant future and a galaxy ‘far, far away’. They also shore up the notion of a pure war by using laser weapons, faster-than-light travel and other technological developments that remove the picture of war away from its brutal realities. The images of the movies abstract away from particular capitalist interests or particular parts of the political class. All its moral messages are worthwhile, but not here and not just yet. It offers hope that good will win out at some point in the future through the fantastic powers of an extraordinary group of activists, allowing a contemporary weakening of resistance. Furthermore, the Star Wars films are entrenched in an American movie culture intimately bound to capital. Even if the message of the plot contains the potential for critical thought, then the franchise’s marketing operations subsume it in another ‘Disneyized’ consumption spectacle (to use a term from Bryman 2004). Star Wars merchandise was worth billions of dollars to Lucas, as consumers bought into the Star Wars brand. This is a great example of the one-dimensionality of capitalism identified by Herbert Marcuse (1991). Capitalism is capable of making even our most revolutionary impulses part of its own system of social power. Of course, no single movie is going to exert ideological hegemony on its own. And it will not do so indefinitely. Still less will it halt an anti-war movement in its tracks. But the widespread and constant projection of such messages and images must have its effect. Furthermore, such messages are always up for revision. Continuing concessions and possible solutions are made without clarifying, and undermining, the fundamental social and economic institutions and processes involved. 

