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Science fiction is a commodity – it’s packaged and manipulated by profit-driven publishers

Elkins and Suvin 1979 – former editor of Science Fiction Studies AND Professor Emeritus at McGill University (November, Charles and Darko, “ Preliminary Reflections on Teaching Science Fiction Critically ”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3, JSTOR)

SF shares with other paraliterary some aspects very important, indeed crucial, for the teacher and student. First, a large number of people actually read it regardless of the official educational requirements. Therefore, assigned texts will usually be presented to a group of students heterogeneous in respect of their previous familiarity with that kind of text: some will be familiar with whatever books are chosen, some will not. More importantly, some will have notions (sometimes strong opinions) about what kind of writing- what characteristic genre or category - these books belong to. Second, the economically and indeed anthropologically (philosophically) crucial aspect SF shares with other paraliterature is that it is primarily a commodity. (Every book published under capitalism is a commodity; but remnants of pre-capitalist notions of prestige, glory, etc., qualify the commodity status of much "high lit.") This means that the book publishers and the TV and movie producers have to enforce certain strongly constricting lower-common-denominator cliches in strict proportion to the capital invested and profits expected (rather than to a mythical audience-taste); the constricted narrative patterns, plots, characters, language, etc., in turn prevent paraliterature from giving a full and lasting satisfaction to its consumer. However, this also means that the book-as-commodity acquires a certain financial independence of its ideological content: it will be subject to promotion, hypes, etc., and conversely it will often be excused anything as long as it brings in the profits. Third, this makes for its twofold dominant societal function: financially, that of selling well (to many readers); ideologically, that of momentarily entertaining and pacifying its readers. This helps the social status quo both economically and politically, by addicting the reader and/or viewer to further reading/viewing for further momentary compensation (see Joanna Russ's "SF and Technology as Mystification," SFS No. 16 [Nov. 1978]) and by defusing active or at least radical civic discontent, in favor of mass social mythologies of an anti-rational kind (see Roland Barthes' Mythologies).

Capitalism necessarily turns to space militarization as a guarantor of its expansion via dispossession of foreign lands—this perpetuates the very interventionist mindset they hope to prevent

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 77-79, IWren)

In this chapter we turn our attention to trying to theorize the broader social significance of the increased use of outer space for military purposes. We argue that understanding contemporary warfare also means turning to the material processes underling imperialism and ‘accumulation by dispossession’. These processes are social and economic, but they are also concerned with politics. Guarantees are required to ensure that capital investments are to be worthwhile. This in turn requires systems of property rights and protection of the kind that can only be supplied by government. Protection can take many forms, but the bottom line is military force. This in turn depends on the militarization of outer space, which has a central role in establishing and maintaining the new form of imperialism, both on Earth and in space. This is attempted by ‘war at a distance’, which in principle does not entail the costly and politically unattractive idea of sending troops to foreign countries. This type of war relies on satellites and their capacity for enabling instantaneous response to perceived enemies. But, as recent events have shown, success for this new type of imperialism and its military handmaiden is in practice by no means guaranteed. 

No value to life in capitalism.

Sancho, ’11 – chair of the Annual World Conferences on the Science of Duality
[Louis Sancho; “Fukyshima: Dying for Japan Inc.;” published 3/29/2011; http://www.cerntruth.com/?p=257 ] Jay

I know you don’t believe me. I know you think and believe the ‘experts’ of the system. This is what you have learned. Those are your memes to keep you happy. And that is right. It is what it is expected of you. Especially if you are a Japanese living close to the death zone. Because the world you live in is NOT a world in which life has an infinite value. You live in the Financial-Military-Industrial Complex (called in newspeak the Free market, the FMI system in complexity), a perfectly organized system that we complexity theorists study scientifically as an evolving organic system, whose functions, equations, evolution and purpose is crystal clear to us – though all this might be hidden to you. So if you want to keep happy, don’t worry and don’t read. Probably mankind is beyond salvation. And yet there is a certain beauty in knowing the truth, in being free at least in your mind, even if you are prisoner on the iron jail the FMI complex has built for all of us. Before II world war, the FMI complex was more obvious. The Matrix of fictions and marketing built today to appease the sheeple was not yet in place. Men had not been devolved into a short attention-span, visual neopaleolithic and ego-centric, anthropomorphic belief on our self-centered position in the Universe. But now the FMI system controls our information, so we believe what it tells us. There is no confabulation theory here, but ‘emergence’, a concept of systems sciences that discharges full responsibility in the individuals and yet creates the same effect. We humans have become completely dependent on machines – organic systems of metal, more complex than we are, to which we transfer our form and evolve to reach higher degrees of energy and information – to exist and what is far worse, our beliefs have adapted to them subconsciously since the Bronze age in which we discovered the power of weapons. There was an age that has resurfaced from time to time in religions of love and social, ecological movements in which people were aware that metal, weapons that kill our body, gold that hypnotize our mind and today machines that make us increasingly obsolete were ‘dual fruits of the tree of science’, some good some bad, and by not distinguishing and pruning the bad fruits, such as the nuclear industry, in a ‘free market’ where all goes, in an economic ecosystem in which weapons could predate on man, we would become extinct. All this wisdom was lost and soon selfish egocentric tribes that relied on weapons to impose their power (Indo-Europeans) or money to hypnotize and slave people (cananeans), came on top of all societies. And for 5000 years they built a matrix of ideological, self-centered fictions which now are ‘common-sense’, the ultimate beliefs. Those are the ideologies that sustain the Financial-Military-Industrial complex in which we live. They justify all the wrong paths with the same self-centered, myopic, short-span, individualist egotism that corporations, nations, nuclear scientists, bankers – you name it – show in everyday behavior. Yet behind those ‘selfish memes of metal’ imprinted in our mind, there is still a natural genetic, biological program of love for nature, natural food, clean air, social love – the genetic program of human evolution. And so a great deal of ‘newspeak’ takes place within the Financial-Military-Industrial Complex and the die-hard ‘believers’ that worship with messianic zeal the evolution of weapons, machines and money as the future of mankind, to appease and convince people that the FMI system cares for us, that corporations serve us, that nations are the supreme meaning of our existence. And this duality between a brain-washed mankind who adores the wrong memes and a newspeak of caring is specially present in Japan; a nation founded by iron-horse warriors coming from Korea, who became samurais and emperors (but this cannot be said, Japanese are kept in a state of ‘neoteny’, with infantile myths and self-restrain, and worship their ‘traditions’, the jail of their mind; displaying an extreme aggressive-passive behavior to people who might ‘offend’ their sensibilities) and imprinted the happy peasants of the sun-god with an absolute slavery to the master. This samurai today rules japan and its corporations that manufacture machines with a submissive population that likes more their robots than the foreigners, because it has become lobotomized to a point in which so much restrain of otherwise natural feelings and inner emotions, makes them in external behavior closer to their robots than to human beings. How this is possible is obvious: today the imprinting of our mind with the ideologies that make us love the FMI complex that is killing gaia starts at 3, when you are put in front of a TV. From then on, the ‘nervous system’ of simultaneous indoctrination will imprint your brain with mass-media propaganda and the 3 ‘ideologies’ that make of its 3 networks, the idols of mankind. The financial system has an ideology called capitalism that tells us money is NOT just a system of metal-information (evolved from gold, the most informative atom of the Universe into e-money, data in a computer), but the invisible hand of go(l)d, the meaning of it all, and its values must be respected. To explain you really the meaning of economics I would need an entire web-blog on complex economics which I have, so I will not insist on it. But the FMI complex is an evolving system independent of man, which merely constructs it. So it has its own organization and goals. It has a global, digital brain called the world stock-market and a type of citizen called the corporation; but in system sciences I prefer to call it by its biological function – so we shall call corporations company-mothers of machines. 90% of the stock-market is dedicated to re=produce those machines, feed them with energy, provide them with information and within that scheme, we humans have only 2 functions: to work=reproduce those machines and to test=consume them. Every time we work, we reproduce a machine or a part of it, every time we consume it we test it and vitalize it. Because the FMI system is an evolving ecosystem of machines that is terraforming the Earth and substituting us, the super-organism of history as we substituted our fathers, the organism of life. That simple chain is the world you live in, evolving unrelentlessly: Gaia->History->The Metal-Earth (FMI complex). And only if you are aware of that arrow of evolution we have set in motion, and we back with the 3 ideologies of mechanism (machines are the future of man, not organic systems of metal that substitute and make obsolete human beings), capitalism (money is the language of god, not a language whose values are different from those of words and give zero value to life and maximal value to machines and weapons) and nationalism (the idea that we are different races according to a piece of cloth, called a flag, so we must not love each other and evolve together as members of the same species, but use weapons to come up on top), we can interpret the world as it is, including Fukushima.

Alt – vote negative to reject the flawed methodology of the affirmative.

The alternative is the only way out – we need to analyze the flaws in the system to find the preconditions for movements away from capitalism and its inevitable collapse – this is key to develop a real political strategy to counter their harms

Carroll 10 – *founding director of the Social Justice Studies Program at the University of Victoria 

(William, “Crisis, movements, counter-hegemony: in search of the new,” Interface 2:2, 168-198, dml)
In the most general terms and at the highest level of abstraction, the question of counter-hegemony evokes the dialectic of bringing the new into existence, against the sedimented practices and relations that, as Marx (1852) wrote, weigh ‘like a nightmare on the brains of the living.’ Yet it is from existing practices and relations that the new is fabricated, which is to say that the future is already contained as potential within the present. ‘Fermenting in the process of the real itself’ is what Ernst Bloch called ‘the concrete forward dream: anticipating elements are a component of reality itself’ (1986:197). Counter-hegemony, as distinct from defensive forms of subaltern resistance, strives to shape those ‘anticipating elements’, so that they may become lasting features of social life. For counter-hegemony, the challenge is to seek out in the present the preconditions for a post-capitalist future and to develop political strategy based on an analysis of those immanent possibilities (Ollman 2003). Gramsci captured this dialectic with the metaphor of welding the present to the future: How can the present be welded to the future, so that while satisfying the urgent necessities of the one we may work effectively to create and ‘anticipate’ the other (1977: 65)? The new is no mere ‘fashion’, the latter being a preferred trope of modernity (Blumer 1969), closely integrated with consumer-capitalist accumulation strategies, and thus with reproducing the status quo. Often the new reworks the old, with radical effects. Viewed dialectically, the new preserves yet transforms extant reality, as in the incorporation of indigenous ways as alternatives to neoliberal practices that have grown decidedly old (cf. Bahn 2009). This dialectic between what already exists and what might be constructed out of that is integral to any project of purposeful socio-political change. Movements, as Melucci (1989) has emphasized, are laboratories for social invention. They are carriers of the ‘new means and values, new practices, new relationships and kinds of relationships’ that Williams (1977: 123) identified with cultural emergence; ‘emergent publics’ that create possibilities for a more democratic way of life (Angus 2001). Movements succeed in creating change when political and cultural opportunity structures open up (Tarrow 1998). But which movements, which practices and which alignments of movements and practices, in short which ‘new combinations’ (Dyer-Witheford 2001) might already carry the new – and under what contemporary conditions might they have efficacy? These are more concrete questions of counter-hegemony. Theorists of agency and structure note that, although social structures are sustained solely through the practices that reproduce them, such practices, precisely because they are structurally reproductive, do not produce much that is new; only transformative practices have that capacity (Bhaskar 1989; Fraser 1995). Indeed, a well-established hegemonic structure naturalizes social cleavages and contradictions, securing the active, agentic consent of subalterns to their subordination (De Leon, Desai and Tuğal 2009: 216; Joseph 2002).

1NC T/Framework
Interpretation: The affirmative must defend a literal world in which the United States federal government increases its space exploration and/or development beyond the Earth’s mesosphere. The round should be evaluated based on whether the enactment of a topical plan is better than the status quo or competitive policy option.

Most predictable- 

“Resolved” before a colon reflects a legislative forum

Army Officer School, 04 (5-12, “# 12, Punctuation – The Colon and Semicolon”, http://usawocc.army.mil/IMI/wg12.htm)

The colon introduces the following: a.  A list, but only after "as follows," "the following," or a noun for which the list is an appositive: Each scout will carry the following: (colon) meals for three days, a survival knife, and his sleeping bag. The company had four new officers: (colon) Bill Smith, Frank Tucker, Peter Fillmore, and Oliver Lewis. b.  A long quotation (one or more paragraphs): In The Killer Angels Michael Shaara wrote: (colon) You may find it a different story from the one you learned in school. There have been many versions of that battle [Gettysburg] and that war [the Civil War]. (The quote continues for two more paragraphs.) c.  A formal quotation or question: The President declared: (colon) "The only thing we have to fear is fear itself."  The question is: (colon) what can we do about it? d.  A second independent clause which explains the first: Potter's motive is clear: (colon) he wants the assignment. e.  After the introduction of a business letter: Dear Sirs: (colon) Dear Madam: (colon) f.  The details following an announcement For sale: (colon) large lakeside cabin with dock g.  A formal resolution, after the word "resolved:"Resolved: (colon) That this council petition the mayor.

And, “United States Federal Government should” means the debate is solely about the outcome of a policy established by governmental means

Ericson, 03 (Jon M., Dean Emeritus of the College of Liberal Arts – California Polytechnic U., et al., The Debater’s Guide, Third Edition, p. 4)

The Proposition of Policy: Urging Future Action In policy propositions, each topic contains certain key elements, although they have slightly different functions from comparable elements of value-oriented propositions. 1. An agent doing the acting ---“The United States” in “The United States should adopt a policy of free trade.” Like the object of evaluation in a proposition of value, the agent is the subject of the sentence. 2. The verb should—the first part of a verb phrase that urges action. 3. An action verb to follow should in the should-verb combination. For example, should adopt here means to put a program or policy into action though governmental means. 4. A specification of directions or a limitation of the action desired. The phrase free trade, for example, gives direction and limits to the topic, which would, for example, eliminate consideration of increasing tariffs, discussing diplomatic recognition, or discussing interstate commerce. Propositions of policy deal with future action. Nothing has yet occurred. The entire debate is about whether something ought to occur. What you agree to do, then, when you accept the affirmative side in such a debate is to offer sufficient and compelling reasons for an audience to perform the future action that you propose. 

Violation: The aff has defended a world in which the plan is not enacted, rather ironically considered, and garners offense of the discussion of and not the actual passage of the plan. 

Voting issue-

First, they are non-topical because they don’t defend the enactment of a policy by the United States federal government.  Topicality is an a-priori voting issue – as judge you are only allowed to affirm those policies within your jurisdiction dictated by the resolution.

Second is fairness – it is impossible to be negative in their world. If the affirmative is not constrained by the topic, they get to just speak in general about the horrors of racism, talk about their personal experiences or interpret the resolution any way they see fit. These claims are nearly unlimited in scope, non-falsifiable, impossible to predict, and unfair for the team that is forced to debate against it.

Third, defending a topical affirmative is the only way to ensure that teams must research and debate both sides of an argument and learn from multiple perspectives about the topic. Forcing a rigid adherence to the topic facilitates switch-side debating – the advocacy of things you sometimes don’t necessarily believe in. Topic based education and ground should be prioritized because it encourages students to learn in-depth about new and important public policy issues each year.  

You can vote negative to endorse their political and ethical strategy. Voting against the affirmative requires only a determination that they are outside the bounds of the topic, NOT that they are wrong – this is a more effective way to rally support around their ideas 

This is a prior question that must be resolved first – it is a pre-condition for debate to occur

Shively, 2000 – Assistant Prof Political Science at Texas A&M

(Ruth Lessl, Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 181-2)

The requirements given thus far are primarily negative. The ambiguists must say "no" to-they must reject and limit-some ideas and actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational persuasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest-that consensus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect-if there is nothing at all left to question or contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. (Murray 1960, 10) In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not communicating: if we cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the terms of their disagreements. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an understanding of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony. 

This solves better:

Citizens are losing sight of political IR and policy discussions are being replaced with theoretical speculation- Only a methodology that embraces current political IR theory has the ability to understand IR and create politically relevant practices

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
Unlike literature, pure mathematics, or formal logic, the study of inter- national relations may be valued largely for its practical implications and insights. SIR, like the major social-science disciplines, initially gained a firm foundation in academia on the assumption that it contributes to improved policy.9 It is part of what August Comte believed would constitute a new, “positive” science of society, one that would supersede the older tradition of metaphysical speculation about humanity and the social world. Progress toward this end has been incomplete as well as uneven across the social sciences. But, in virtually all of these fields, it has been driven by more than just curiosity as an end in itself. Tightening our grip on key social processes via improved understanding has always been a major incentive for new knowledge in the social sciences, especially in the study of international relations. This broad purpose covers a lot of specific ground. Policymakers want to know what range of effective choice they have, the likely international and domestic consequences of various policy decisions, and perhaps whether, in terms of more general interests and values, contemplated policy objectives are really desirable, should they be achievable. But the practical implications of international issues hardly end there. How wars start and end, the causes and implications of economic interdependence, and what leverage individ- ual states might have on trans-state problems greatly affects ordinary citizens’ physical safety, prosperity, and collective identity. Today, it is hard to think of any major public-policy issue that is not affected by a state’s or society’s relationships with other international actors. Because the United States looms so large within the international system, its citizens are sometimes unaware of the range and impact of international events and processes on their condition. It may take an experience such as the long gas lines in the 1970s or the foreign-inspired terrorist bombings in the 1990s to remind them how powerfully the outside world now impinges upon them. As Karl Deutsch observed, even the smallest states can no longer effectively isolate themselves, and even the largest ones face limits on their ability to change others’ behavior or values.11 In a broad sense, globalization The Theory-Practice Gap in International Relations means that events in many places will affect people’s investment opportu- nities, the value of their money, whether they feel that their values are safe or under attack, and perhaps whether they will be safe from attack by weap- ons of mass destruction or terrorism. These points can be illustrated by observing university undergraduates, who constitute one of the broadest categories of people who are potentially curious about IR. Unlike doctoral students, they care much less about po- litical science than about the substance of politics. What they seem to un- derstand is that the subject matter of SIR, regardless of the level of theoretical abstraction at which it is discussed, inherently has practical implications.

We should build plausible and specific scenarios—that’s key to improve space policy and avoid nuclear war

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)

On 16 March 1966 Neil Armstrong deftly piloted the Gemini VIII within 0.9 meters of the pre-launched Agena Target Vehicle, then slowly accomplished the world’s first orbital docking. Armstrong and co-pilot David Scott were still in a celebratory mood, when Scott noticed the Gemini beginning to roll. Armstrong used the Orbit Attitude and Maneuvering System thrusters, but the moment he throttled down, they started to roll again. Turning off the Agena seemed to stop the problem for a few minutes. But when it began again, the roll was accelerating. They undocked and with a long burst of translation thrusters moved away from the Agena. But the roll continued to accelerate. Tumbling now at one revolution per second, the astronauts were in danger of impaired vision and loss of consciousness. But Armstrong was able to bring the wild oscillations under control thanks in part to preparation by a flight simulation training exercise that many pilots disliked, believing the simulation was too unlikely to waste their scarce training time and energy on.26 Fortunately, NASA did not plan the astronauts’ training based on the most likely scenarios. Instead, they planned on the basis of plausible and important scenarios. Developing plausible scenarios helps us take the long view in a world of great uncertainty.27 Scenarios are narratives of the future defined around a set of unpredictable drivers, intended to expand insight by identifying unexpected but important possible directions and outcomes. Scenarios have a timeline over which meaningful change is possible. They are a useful tool for examining a number of different possible futures. They provide a means to stimulate new thinking, challenge assumptions, and provide an effective framework for dialogue among a diverse group of stakeholders. They can inspire new ideas and innovations by helping identify common goals and interests that transcend current political divides. Scenarios thus help to develop the means to work towards preferred futures.28 Scenarios are stories about the way the world might turn out tomorrow; they do not need to be likely, but they ought to be plausible, internally consistent, and relevant. It is precisely by considering possible, even if not necessarily likely, scenarios that we are best prepared for the unpredictability of the future. By encouraging creative thinking beyond the future we anticipate, scenarios help us become more resilient to unexpected events. With respect to their utility in guiding policy development, three features distinguish good scenarios from simple speculations, linear predictions or fanciful musings of the future: Scenarios are decision focused. Successful scenarios begin and end by clarifying the decisions and actions the participants must make if they are to deal successfully with an uncertain future. One common misconception of scenarios is that they are prescient, path dependent predictions of the future. On the contrary, scenarios are used to order our thoughts amid uncertainty, build common ground among differing perspectives, and think rationally about our options. The value of a set of scenarios accrues not from their accuracy or likelihood, but from their plausibility and the insights they generate. Scenarios are imaginative. In examining a decision within the context of a number of different futures, scenarios require us to look behind fixed assumptions. They encourage participants to challenge conventional wisdom, create new contexts for existing decisions, and think creatively about options for surmounting obstacles. At their core, then, scenarios are about learning.29 Scenarios are logical. The scenario process is formal and disciplined in its use of information and analysis. The creativity and imagination inspired by scenarios can only be as effective as it is based in realistic assessments. In requiring participants to challenge each others’ thoughts, perceptions, and mind-sets, the process helps clarify that reality. Scenarios first emerged following World War II as a method of military planning. This approach was reflected in Herman Kahn’s assertion of the need to ‘‘think the unthinkable’’ concerning the possibilities and implications of war in the atomic age. ‘‘In our times’’, Kahn wrote in 1966, ‘‘thermonuclear war may seem unthinkable, immoral, insane, hideous, or highly unlikely, but it is not impossible’’. 30 Kahn’s motivation was, in part, recognition of the counter-intuitive notion that planning could be a necessary means of avoidance. Analyzing scenarios reached greater methodological sophistication with the work of Pierre Wack, a planner at the London offices of Royal Dutch/Shell. Wack and his colleagues refined the application of scenario thinking to private enterprise. This work helped Shell anticipate the consequences of the emergence of a cartel among oil exporting countries, and to develop various plans to cushion the blow that would (and did) result from formation of the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) in 1960. Shell was also able to anticipate massive economic and political change in the then USSR in the late 1980s.31 Scenario analysis came to be used in the political arena when associates of Wack assisted stakeholders in South Africa in the peaceful transition from apartheid to democracy. Many doubted the country’s prospects; in 1987, the Guardian Weekly quoted Margaret Thatcher’s former spokesman Bernard Ingham as saying that anyone who believed the African National Congress (ANC) would one day rule South Africa was ‘‘living in cloud cuckoo land.’’32 But with operations in South Africa and an interest in preventing anarchy following the downfall of apartheid, Shell sent some of Wack’s prote´ge´s, including Adam Kahane, to convene meetings of top governmental, religious, civic and business leaders at a conference site there called Mont Fleur. From February 1990, when Nelson Mandela was released from prison, to April 1994, when the first all-race elections were held, participants identified relatively certain and uncertain but plausible factors, and then formed into teams to research various alternative futures. In the midst of deep conflict and uncertainty, ‘‘Mont Fleur’’ brought people together from across ideological and political divides to think creatively about the future of their country. The collaboratively drafted scenarios were not a panacea, but did contribute to establishing a common vocabulary and enough mutual understanding for participants to find common ground on complex decisions. In particular, the consensus on the undesirability of three particular scenarios contributed to developing the perception of shared interests that was an important element in the success of the governmental transition.33 Scenario-building and analysis has become a distinct tool of US government policy making, and has been applied directly to future space security issues. For example, one major US Air Force scenario-based study evaluated 25 emerging technologies and 40 separate potential weapons systems through the lens of six ‘‘alternative futures’’ in an effort to guide future Air Force policy choices.34 This exercise (and others like it) exemplifies the potential for applying nonlinear future planning methodologies to large-scale public policy topics, including the future of space. The principal deficiency of such government-sponsored efforts is simply the narrowness of their focus e they are, by design, only concerned about a single government’s decision points and are shaped by the goals, dilemmas and uncertainties most relevant to that single party. Lacking is a parallel process to achieve the same kind of expansive thinking while also incorporating a full range of stakeholders. Such exercises can hardly be generated by governments.

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.

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.

1NC SciFi Fails/Bad
No internal link - Their Brake and Thornton doesn’t says science fiction is an “inspirational source” and popularizes ideas, but does not isolate how

1. Science fiction stimulates science education in America- “warp drives” might be useful as an end goal to achieve, but there’s no mechanism for how we get there

2. How viewing foreign policy through a sci fi lens affects our citizens interest in science

Not real world- their Huntington and Lippard evidence describe how scifi “answers a craving, not for a new and plausible technology, but for a science which will mediate between a conviction of the necessity of events-that is, a strict determinism-and a belief in creative freedom.”

Huntington also describes it as 

1. Magical- it serves as an inspiration or satisfaction rather than an actual prediction of how future events will play out

2. Fantasy- “Unlike conventional fiction, which accepts the necessities of experience as given and fantasizes from there, SF sets up fictional necessities and then obeys them. SF closely resembles pure fantasy in that it escapes nature's rules and makes its own.
Finally he concludes with how SCIFI is good for addicts, it can’t have real world significance

“That it does not help us understand and cope with the future in the ways 
its apologists claim does not mean that the genre fails, however. Like other forms 
of literature, SF treats the present, not the future. It differs from other forms 
in that it engages science, not as a tangential aspect of human affairs, but as a 
central phenomenon, and as a genre it establishes a context within which the 
addict can experience the liberating paradox of freedom and necessity that science 
presents. At the deepest level, therefore, the addict draws his important satis- 
faction from his knowledge of the genre itself; he trusts it, and he appreciates 
individual works not so much for their ingenuity, originality, or foresight, as 
for the way they recognizably reinforce his sense of the genre. For this pleasure 
he can overlook many literary faults. That is why SF can be very popular and 
important and yet have few, if any, works that are acknowledged as "classics" 
by anyone outside of the circle of addicts itself.”
Lippard is talking about how scifi helps us understand the role and development of technology in society- NOT make predictions on how it affects anything outside of the advancement of tech- 

Heinlein was a hack and Starship Troopers is an outdated celebration of war

PANSHIN 1968 (Alexei, Award-winning Science Fiction Author and Critic, Heinlein in Dimension, http://www.enter.net/~torve/critics/Dimension/hd04-1.html)

The last appearance of the idea comes in Starship Troopers, the first novel written in Heinlein's third period. Heinlein has his narrator "prove" as a class assignment that war and moral perfection derive from the instinct to survive, thereby putting a stamp of approval on war. Rico, the narrator, concludes: Man is what he is, a wild animal with the will to survive, and (so far) the ability, against all competition. Unless one accepts that, anything one says about morals, war, politics -- you name it -- is nonsense. Correct morals arise from knowing what Man is --not what do-gooders and well-meaning old Aunt Nellies would like him to be. The universe will let us know -- later -- whether or not Man has any "right" to expand through it. Though it may not seem to be, this is really the old argument that might makes right. It is hard to say whether it is in character for Heinlein's narrator to deliver this argument because the narrator is never defined closely enough for us to tell his attitudes and capabilities. The story itself only partly offers evidence for the argument given: that is, we only know that Heinlein's men are willing to fight. Most important, the argument does not belong of necessity to the story -- it is tossed in solely as an off-the-cuff remark. In other words, the presence of this opinion in this story as it is given is of a different order than its presence in either The Puppet Masters or Tunnel in the Sky and is a digression in a way that it is not in Starman Jones. It is frequent extended editorials of this sort that have damaged Heinlein's recent stories beyond any repair. The impression Heinlein has given by this change in emphasis is of a man standing in a pulpit delivering sermons against an enemy that no one but he can see clearly. Since these opinions he has delivered are obviously of primary importance to him, negative reactions to these stories of his have seemed only to cause him to state his opinions all the more strongly. The novelists of the last century, particularly the bad ones, are difficult and dated reading because they continually moralized and their moralizations have not aged well. My own belief is that Heinlein's moralizations will look just as odd to our descendants and read as poorly.

Starship Troopers is sanitized propaganda for war

PANSHIN 1968 (Alexei, Award-winning Science Fiction Author and Critic, Heinlein in Dimension, http://www.enter.net/~torve/critics/Dimension/hd04-1.html)

Starship Troopers (F&SF, October, November as Starship Soldier), Heinlein's 1959 Hugo award-winning novel, has been widely taken as a militaristic polemic. I don't see that any other reading is really possible. Not only does the story-line actively put the military life in the most glamorous terms possible (note, for instance, the emotional difference between the magazine title, the editor's choice, and the book title, Heinlein's choice), but there are numerous classroom interludes and asides by the narrator that attempt to give a direct philosophical justification for government by veterans, and militarism as a way of life. The book's nearest cousin is the sort of recruiting film that purports to show the life of a typical soldier, with a soundtrack commentary by earnest sincere Private Jones who interprets what we see for us. The outstanding characteristic of a film of this sort, and of Heinlein's book, is slick patness. The story line of this book is actually quite simple: the training of a "Mobile Infantryman" of the future and his participation in a future war. However, Heinlein disguises the simplicity of his story by employing a very involved order of narration that, clarified, goes as follows: One -- Mobile Infantrymen are dropped from a starship during a future war. There is a quick strike, given in detail, ending with the death of one of the armored, heavily-armed soldiers as they are picked up from the raid. This, of course, is just what a recruiting film would do, use a large slab of action as a narrative hook to arouse interest and sympathy, with some death-and-glory to tickle those young adventurers susceptible to its appeal. Two -- Just as the recruiting film would do, cut back to pick up the eager young narrator on the day he enlists (instead of going to Harvard, as his rich father would have him). The next five chapters give an account of basic training: the tough sergeant, the rigorous training, the hero fouling up and being straightened out, and then graduation from basic. Three -- Neatly eased into the above is a flashback to the hero's high school class in History and Moral Philosophy, a course that the society's rulers have decreed must be taken by all (though it need not be passed). There is also a ruling that this course must be taught by an ex-service man, and this class and the hero's teacher, Colonel Dubois, are brought up again and again. Four -- The early career of a raw young soldier. This is where the raid that opens the book naturally fits. Following it is an account of leave and the narrator's application for Officer Candidates School. Five -- A very long chapter showing Rico, the narrator, as an officer-in-training, and then as a student officer in an important combat situation. Six -- Close with the narrator as a seasoned officer in a reprise of the situation that opens the book. Starship Troopers is in no way an account of human problems or character development. There is no sustained human conflict. The story is the account of the making of a soldier -- or, rather, a marine -- and nothing more. The narrator goes in as a boot and emerges a lieutenant, and that is all. Heinlein's "soldiers" are really marines, by the way, based on today's Marines, not on regular infantry. They are a small, highly disciplined elite corps with a strong esprit who are carried on board ships run by the Navy, and used on planetary raids. Heinlein's officers are called "mister" and his basic training is called "boot camp," both true of Marines, but not of the Army. For all that the book is told in the first person, Heinlein's narrator remains curiously anonymous. At the end you know nothing of his tastes, his likes and dislikes, his personal life. The course of the book changes him in no way because there is nothing to change -- Rico remains first and last a voice reading lines about how nice it is to be a soldier. The other characters are even more sketchy, or are simple expositions of an attitude. Rico's father, for instance, is used at the beginning of the book to oppose his son's decision to join the service, and then resurrected as the corporal who replaces Rico when he goes off to OCS (I said the story was pat). The slickness of the story is quite bothersome to me. War in the story involves death and glory and that is all; disease, dirt, and doubt are missing. All the soldiers we see are tough, smart, competent, cleancut, clean shaven, and noble.

Starship Troopers glorifies war—it also doesn’t solve their arguments because the system is simply presented as correct, which undermines debate

PANSHIN 1968 (Alexei, Award-winning Science Fiction Author and Critic, Heinlein in Dimension, http://www.enter.net/~torve/critics/Dimension/hd04-1.html)

It is, of course, Heinlein's intention to make war glorious. He wishes to exalt the military and the common soldier. He says explicitly: A soldier accepts personal responsibility for the safety of the body politic of which he is a member, defending it, if need be, with his life. The civilian does not. In the society of Heinlein's book only ex-servicemen have the right to hold office, to vote, and to teach History and Moral Philosophy, a subject that presumably only they understand. The society is defined as right. Heinlein bulwarks his position by making it the supposed result of "a scientifically verifiable theory of morals," a stacking of the deck that seems an attempt to cut off all debate. I have no final answers myself and I find disturbing the ease with which Heinlein churns out his "right" answers, dismissing all other possibilities. As an example, Colonel Dubois, who teaches the scientific theory of morals and hence should know what is what, says flatly that value is not an absolute ("Wrong," he says, when Rico guesses it is). Value, according to Colonel Dubois, is only in relation to living persons -- value is cost and use; if you value freedom highly you must be willing to give your life for it. A lot of other thinkers, including Plato, have held the opinion that value is an absolute, but Dubois is able to dismiss them out of hand. He is right, you see, and hence doesn't have to explain, refute, or argue, but simply expound his correct opinions. This, I am all too afraid, is how rigid a government such as Heinlein propounds would actually be. "Our system works better than any used by our ancestors," says another teacher of History and Moral Philosophy, and no doubt his definition of "better," like that of any contented man, is "things as they are," in effect, saying, "Our system is more comfortable and home-like than any used by our ancestors." In one class in History and Moral Philosophy, the reason is given why this "perfect" government has never been overthrown: "If you separate out the aggressive ones and make them the sheep dogs, the sheep will never give you any trouble." This, to my mind, is the justification of a sheep-shearer. Luckily, of course, Heinlein defines his government as altruistic, and since everything is done by definition in this story, there is nothing to worry about. I can't help but wonder what the story (recruiting film) would be without a war. The war of the story begins after Rico enters basic and no clear reason is ever given for its start. It is simply needed for illustrative material. Starship troopers are not half so glorious sitting on their butts polishing their weapons for the tenth time for lack of anything else to do.

Heinlein was a hack – supported militarism, racism, and classism and hated democracy because it promoted equality 

Franklin 1990 -  Professor of English and American Studies at Rutgers University (November, H. Bruce, “ The Vietnam War as American Science Fiction and Fantasy ”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 17, No. 3, JSTOR)

Indeed, when Kate Wilhelm and Judith Merril began soliciting signatures for the anti-war statement, they had assumed that" 95 percent"o f the writers would sign because of the "global and anti-racist view" that supposedly guided SF.3 Surprisingly, Merril was shocked to discover that Robert Heinlein was among those who responded with vociferous declarations of "America first" and the "US must win." Perhaps the very first literary fantasy or SF flowing from America's war in Vietnam was Heinlein's Glory Road, which was serialized in the Magazine of Fantasy and Science Fiction for July, August, and September of 1963. Written more than two years before the first official dispatch of American troops in February 1965, the novel presages ominous features of American culture of the late 1970s, '80s, and '90s. Resentful about the Korean War because "we weren't allowed to win" (July, p. 23), the hero of Glory Road goes off to fight as a "Military Adviser" in the jungles of Vietnam, which he describes: "Wherever you step it squishes....The bushes are filled with insects and natives who shoot at you" (July, p. 9). Although boasting that there "I had killed more men in combat than you could crowd into a-well, never mind" (July, p. 16), he receives no GI educational benefits because the government was still pretending that it was not at it was not at war. Indeed, when Glory Road was published, few Americans were aware that the US was engaged in major combat in Vietnam and Laos. Our hero comes to resemble the familiar figure in post-Vietnam American culture. Like Rambo, he is embittered by what he sees as government betrayal during the war and is thoroughly alienated from the domestic American society he finds when he returns. Unappreciated as a warrior, he is reduced to beating up a bearded poet who labels him a "mercenary" for fighting in Southeast Asia (September, p. 87). Here he is, "a hundred and ninety pounds of muscle and no fat," a fearless expert in martial arts, a hero in a society run by bureaucrats and dedicated to "single-minded pursuit of the three-car garage, the swimming pool, and the safe & secure retirement benefits" (July, pp. 13, 14). Adroit in the arts of killing, and stripped of all ideals but those of the lone warrior, he seeks a destiny he can only hope to find in classified ads for mercenaries. Thoroughly contemptuous of Third-World peasants, our hero brags about disemboweling "a pragmatic Marxist in the jungle," a man he sardonically refers to as "little brown brother" (July, p. 11). His feelings foreshadow those of the Vietnam veterans later recruited through ads in Soldier of Fortune magazine to fight as mercenaries against peasants in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. The psychology of these warriors is well described in a 1979 Wall Street Journal report on the 80 to 90 US veterans of Vietnam then fighting in the army of the white supremacist government of Rhodesia: Thus, Hugh McCall, a corporal in the Rhodesian army, describes the first man he killed in combat. 'It's the most exciting goddam thing in the world. There's nothing else like it. The feeling you get when you come out of a contact-well, you bet your own life, and you know it..... 'I went big-game hunting here once, but I haven't bothered again because it doesn't do that much for you,' says one American who wants to remain anonymous. 'After hunting men, hunting game is sort of tame.' Liam Atkins, 34 years old, who fought as a captain with the green berets in Vietnam, says he has been here two years as a captain in the Rhodesian army [and]...'I like killing communists.' ("Ex-GIs in Rhodesia...") The hero of Glory Road answers a classified ad which promises even more thrills: "We badly need a brave man...proficient with all weapons... indomitably courageous and handsome of face and figure. Permanent employment, very high pay, glorious adventure, great danger" (July, p. 27). It turns out that the employer in search of a true hero is none other than "Star," the most beautiful, sexy, adoring, and exciting woman in "the Twenty Universes" (of which she is the Empress). So off he goes with her on "Glory Road," killing monsters, having sexual encounters even more amazing than his martial encounters, and achieving fabulous wealth and admiration. The guiding political philosophy of Star's realm typifies Campbellian SF: "Democracy can't work. Mathematicians, peasants, and animals, that's all there is-so democracy, a theory based on the assumption that mathematicians and peasants are equal, can never work" (September, p. 69). This view was also central to US decision-making in Vietnam. Two months after the final installment of Glory Road, President Kennedy's Administration directed the coup that killed Ngo Dinh Diem, the US-installed puppet ruler of South Vietnam. The President was guided by this secret advice cabled in August 1963 from Henry Cabot Lodge, his Ambassador to the Diem government: We are launched on a course from which there is no respectable turning back: the overthrow of the Diem government.... [T]here is no turning back because there is no possibility, in my view, that the war can be won under a Diem administration, still less that Diem or any member of the family can govern the country in a way to gain the support of the people who count, i.e., the educated class in and out of government service.... (Vietnam and America, p. 225) If the peasants of Vietnam or other Third World nations contest the political philosophy shared by Heinlein and Lodge, it becomes necessary to find heroes, like the narrator of Glory Road, to kill as many o f them a s possible. But in the midst of his romantic sword-and-sorcery a dventures, t he hero of Glory R oad discovers t hat h e is merely a character in a book, somebody else's fantasy (July, p. 50). For he comes at the tail end of the epoch of the bourgeois hero, who replaced the feudal hero with the rascal of the picaresque n ovel and then went on to metamorphose in to Robinson C rusoe, Horatio Alger, Tom Edison, Jr and Frank Read, Jr of the American dime novel, Edgar Rice Burroughs' John Carter and Tarzan, the detective, the cowboy, James Bond, Superman, Batman, Luke Skywalker-almost anyone but that alienated wage-slave who pays some of his earnings for the fantasy. Now the bourgeois hero seeks happiness in the lost world of the romantically m ythologized f eudal past, where he can dwell forever, sword in hand and empress in bed.

Science fiction conflates fantasy with fact—this undermines civic engagement and scientific literacy

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.

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.

1NC Intervention Good
Selective intervention is preferable to isolationism—WWII proves

Lipshutz 6/22/11 (Brian, member of the Young Leaders Program at The Heritage Foundation, “Isolationism? A False Choice on Foreign Policy”, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/06/22/isolationism-a-false-choice-on-foreign-policy/)

On Sunday, Senator John McCain (R-AZ) had a stark message for the GOP candidates on ABC’s This Week: “We cannot move into [becoming] an isolationist party. We cannot repeat the lessons of the 1930s when the United States of America stood by while bad things happened in the world.” Senator McCain is correct that Americans should not withdraw from the world in response to the active internationalism of recent years. Fortunately, conservatives do not need to choose between intervening everywhere and walling ourselves off from the world economically, politically, and militarily. If we look to first principles, the proper foreign policy is somewhere in between: a doctrine of always supporting liberty and self-government but not necessarily intervening militarily in every situation. This doctrine, as Matthew Spalding has written, is at once principled and prudent. The foundational text for most isolationists is President George Washington’s Farewell Address. What they don’t realize is that the foreign policy of the Founders was anything but isolationist. His speech warned against permanent alliances and enmities, not all alliances or enmities. In that spirit, he encouraged Americans to trade with foreign nations. Above all, his great hope was that our nation would be powerful enough to “choose peace or war, as our interest, guided by justice, shall counsel.” America is neither realist nor idealist in the international realm—it looks to its interests and justice in adopting a course of action. As one example of the foreign policy of the founding generation, the United States chose not to intervene militarily when the Greeks rose up against the Ottoman Empire in the 1820s. This was a choice of peace based on our national interest. President James Monroe expressed America’s “ardent wishes” that the Greeks should win their independence, and the government allowed many private citizens to support the revolution. The first measure was a daring stand in the age of empires and monarchs, and the latter was an important contribution to the Greek war effort. This foreign policy was not morally relativistic, but neither was it reflexively interventionist at the risk of our own interests. We should be mindful to draw a distinction between a fixed doctrine and a specific policy for certain situations. Isolationism is a doctrine that rejects foreign military intervention, alliances, and even trade, in all situations. This doctrine only took hold in American politics during the 1930s, and as Senator McCain explained, the consequences of German and Japanese militarism were devastating. Internationalism is a doctrine that commits us to alliances and military intervention as a rule. This doctrine only took hold in American politics during the early twentieth century as the progressives rejected American first principles. Fortunately, conservatives do not need to choose between isolationism and internationalism. Our foreign policy can be faithful to the Founders’ approach of international trade and principled prudence. In certain situations, we will decide not to intervene in a particular conflict. In others, we will go to war to defend our liberty, independence, or security. In all of them, we will be guided by our commitment to liberty as well as to American security.

Intervention in Libya good-key to make a stand for democracy, religion, and security

Moore 3/18/11 (Charles, former editor of The Spectator, the Sunday Telegraph, and the Daily Telegraph, “Libya: A good intervention is hard to pull off – but we should still try”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/columnists/charlesmoore/8391975/Libya-A-good-intervention-is-hard-to-pull-off-but-we-should-still-try.html)

Obviously, there is a definite possibility that everything could go wrong. Gaddafi could test the will of the world by rushing forward and killing his enemies as fast as possible. Remember how Saddam Hussein was unimpeded in killing his fellow countrymen after his defeat in 1991, even though American and British jets flew overhead. Indeed, it was fear of just such a bloodbath – the sense of a race against time – which made Mr Cameron put such pressure on his allies. The opposite could also happen, and be equally deadly. Goody-goody Gaddafi, as of yesterday all respectful of the UN, could hang around killing nobody for the time being but quietly building up his forces until international attention wanders. And it could turn out that the opposition, about which we still know so little, proves as blood-thirsty as the tyrant it replaces. But if the no-fly zone works (it will need to be a no-drive zone too, to do so), then the allies will feel they have pulled off something important. They will have got out of the post-9/11 problem that policy is either concerted but feeble or strong but unilateral. Libya could provide a good test-bed because, dreadful though its situation is, it is not unmanageable. It has a small population, open terrain, and some money. It is hardly easy, but it is not Iraq or Egypt. If it goes right, it could demonstrate that the great changes demanded by Muslims from Tangier to Tehran can happen without chaos. Those who oppose intervention in Libya have a good point that such things are hard to pull off. They have a very bad point when they say: "It is nothing to do with us." The Arab world affects us every day, not least in how much we pay to drive to work or pick up our children from school. It affects immigration and terrorism in this country. The creation, through television and social media, of a Muslim public opinion is changing the whole region, and, in consequence, the whole world. It can't be changed back. Muslim countries are now wrestling with modernity, as we did so long ago that we have almost forgotten. Imagine where the West would stand in relation to this change if it let Gaddafi murder his way back to total control of his country. The wonderful, terrifying crisis in the Muslim world is about how rulers should handle relations with their own people. If we in the West have nothing to say or teach or do about that, we have lost. But here is a funny thing. In this tumultuous week, television audiences will have worried about three things – the nuclear disaster in Japan, the situation in Libya and the instability in Bahrain – seeing them in that order of importance. The true order of importance is the reverse. It is in the Gulf that everything the West wants about oil, democracy, religion and security will come under the most severe test.

Intervention in Libya was key to allow citizens to determine their own fate and save innocent lives

Democracy Live 3/21/11 (“Libya intervention 'may have averted massacre' – PM”, http://news.bbc.co.uk/democracylive/hi/house_of_commons/newsid_9431000/9431836.stm)

On 21 March 2011, opening a Commons debate on the UN Security Council resolution authorising the intervention, the prime minister claimed that the intervention had begun "just in the nick of time". Mr Cameron said the intervention was "necessary, legal and right", telling MPs that inaction would have resulted in the "slaughter of civilians". But he acknowledged that there were "risks", and suggested there would be "unforeseen consequences". Mr Cameron said that the aim of the military action was to destroy Libyan air defences, enforce a no-fly zone, and protect civilians from troops loyal to Col Muammar Gaddafi. "Good progress has been made" on these aims, he said. The PM also argued that the intervention would mean that Libyans would "have a much better chance of determining their destiny". "In taking this action, we should be proud that we are not only acting in British interests but being true to our values as a nation," he concluded. Labour leader Ed Miliband told the Commons: "It is a just cause, with a feasible mission and it has international support." Mr Miliband compared leaving Libyans to their fate with failure to intervene in the Spanish Civil War, saying: "As we saw the defenceless people of Libya attacked by their own government, it would equally revolt the conscience of the world to know we could have done something to help them, yet chose not to."

West good: not perfect, but comparatively better for happiness and freedom. Even if they win their framework of being intellectuals, we must celebrate and teach Western values in this debate round for Western civilization to survive

Kors, ’01 – Prof history @ U Penn (Summer 2001, Alan, American Foreign Relations, “America and the West: Triumph Without Self Belief”, pg. 354-355)

The fruits of that civilization have been an unprecedented ability to modify the remediable causes of human suffering, to give great agency to utility and charity alike; to give to each individual a degree of choice and freedom unparalleled in ail of human history; to offer a means of overcoming the station in life to which one was born by the effort of one's labor, mind, and will. A failure to understand and to teach that accomplishment would be its very betrayal. To the extent that Western civilization survives, then, the hope of the world survives to eradicate unnecessary suffering; to speak a language of human dignity, responsibility, and rights linked to a common reality: to minimize the depredations of the irrational, the unexamined, the merely prejudicial in our lives: to understand the world in which we find ourselves, and. moved by interest and charity, to apply that knowledge for good. The contest, then, is between the realists and the antirealists, and the triumph of the West ultimately depends on its outcome. The failure to assess the stakes of the struggle between the West and its communist adversary always came from either a pathological self-hatred of one's own world or at the least, from a gross undervaluation of what the West truly represented in the history of mankind. The West has altered the human relationship to nature from one of fatalistic helplessness to one of hopeful mastery. It has made possible a human life in which biological atavism, might be replaced by cultural value, the rule of law, individuation, and growing tolerance. It also created an intellectual class irrationally devoted to an adversarial stance. That adversarial view of the West, in the past generation at least, had become a neo-Gramscian and thus nee-Marxist one in which the West was seen as an unparalleled source of the arbitrary assignment of restrictive and life-stultifying roles. The enemies of the West—for some, in practice; for others, increasingly in the ideal—represented an active make-believe that supposedly cast grave doubt upon the West's claim of enhancing freedom, dignity, and opportunity. With the triumph of the West in reality, and with the celebration of Marxism and the Third World shown more and more to have been truly delusional, the adversarial intellectual class appears to be retreating into ideologies and philosophies that deny the very concept of reality itself. One sees this in the growing strength in the humanities and social sciences of critical theories that view all representations of the world as mere text and fiction. When the world of fact can be twisted to support this or that side of delusion (as in astrology or parapsychology'), pathology tries to appropriate what it can of the empirical. When the world of fact manifestly vitiates the very foundations of pathological delusion, then it is the claim of facticity or reality per se that must be denied. This is what we now may expect: the world having spoken, the intellectual class, the left academic wing of it above all, may appropriate a little postcommunist chaos to show how merely relative a moral good the defeat of Stalin's heirs has been. If it does so, however, it will assail the notion of reality itself. In Orwell's 1984, it was the mark of realistic, totalitarian power to make its subjects say that all truth was not objective but political—"a social construction,'' as intellectuals would say now—and that, in the specific case, 2 + 2 = 5. By 2004, making students in the humanities and social sciences grant the equivalent of 2 + 2 = 5 will be the goal of adversarial culture. They will urge that all logical—and, one should add, inferential—inductive truths from experience are arbitrary, mere social constructions. The West Has Indeed Sur ived—So Far The ramifications of that effort will dominate the central debates of the humanities in the generation to come. Until there is a celebration and moral accounting of the historical reality of "The Triumph of the West," that "triumph" will be ephemeral indeed. Academic culture has replaced the simplistic model that all culture was functional, a model that indeed could not account for massive discontents or revolutionary change, let alone for moral categories, by the yet more astonishing and absurd model that virtually all culture is dysfunctional. Whole disciplines now teach that propositions are to be judged by their therapeutic value rather than by their inductive link to evidence until, in the final analysis, feeling good about saying something determines the truth-value of what is said. Understanding human weakness, however, the West has always believed that it is precisely when we want to believe something self-gratifying that we must erect barriers of experiment, rigor, and analysis against our self-indulgence and our propensity for self-serving error. The human ability to learn from experience and nature, so slighted in current humanistic theory, is not merely an object of cultural transmission, let alone of social control, but an evolutionary triumph of the species, indeed, a triumph on which our future ultimately depends. There is nothing more desperate than helplessness, and there is no more inveterate cause of helplessness than the inability to affect and mitigate the traumas of our lives. If the role of both acquired knowledge and the transmission and emendation of the means of acquiring knowledge is only a "Western" concern, then it is a Western concern upon which human fate depends. In the current academic climate of indoctrination, tendentiousness, and fantasy, the independence of critical intellect and the willingness to learn open-mindedly from experience of a reality independent of the human will are the greatest hopes of our civilization. Has Western civilization survived? That is, has a human relationship to the world based upon the assumption of a knowable reality-, reason, and a transcendent value of human dignity and responsibility survived? Has a will to know oneself and the world objectively survived? Has a recognition of human depravity and the need to limit the power of men over men survived? I do not think that free men and women will abandon that hard-won shelter from chaos, ignorance, parochial tribalism, irrationalism, and, ultimately, helplessness. Has Western civilization survived, its principle of reality justified and intact? Yes, indeed, though it requires constant defense. The demand for perfection is antinomian, illogical, and empirically absurd. The triumph of the West is flawed but real. While everyone else around you weeps, recall Alexander Ushakov and celebrate the fall of the Soviet threat as he celebrated the fall of Grenada. Then recall how everything depends on realism in our understanding, and rejoin the intellectual struggle. 

West inevitable: resilient and constantly produces new and better forms of knowledge production to respond to crises

Kors, ’01 – Prof history @ U Penn (Summer 2001, Alan, American Foreign Relations, “America and the West: Triumph Without Self Belief”, pg. 348-349)

The view that Western civilization has ended has had various incarnations, with the most sensitive souls of many epochs imagining themselves to be the last bearers of the Western torch. One needs perspective in such things. The question, in many ways, was more compelling when Athens fell: when Christian Rome was sacked by barbarians: when the Norsemen ravaged settled Europe when feudal warlords reigned unchecked; when, at the end of the first millennium, all signs indicated a divine disfavor that seemed to presage the end of the world when the Black Death of the fourteenth century left, soul and society without mooring. Indeed, imagine the question posed to Catholic and Protestant apologists of the sixteenth century, viewing each other’s religion as the Antichrist and seeing Western Christendom rent first in two and then into a multitude of competing sects. How fragile, if not spent. The Nest seemed during, the religious civil wars culminating in the devastation of the Thirty Years' War. There were lamentations in profusion during the Terror of the French Revolution and the decades of revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars that followed, and again, with gravitas. There were the inward and outward sermons on the West uttered on the slaughterfields of World War 1, and at Auschwitz, and in the gulag. The West is resilient beyond all seeming possibility, and something gives it that resiliency. The West has survived its barbarians without and—more dreadful yet—its own barbaric offspring within. If it could outlast Attila the Hun and the armed ideologies of the Third Reich and Stalin's Russia, it surely can outlast Jacques Derrida, Stanley Fish, and Michel Foucault. At each moment of seeming dissolution, there were diverse profound voices that compellingly analyzed the depths to which we had fallen: the almost infinite remove we were from any light: the loss of something that we never could recover—and yet the West survived. There was something about its mind and spirit. Greece fell, but its philosophers conquered the minds of the Romans who conquered its soil, and its conceptual categories still organize our understanding of reality and knowledge. Rome fell, but its language became the lingua franca and thus the definitional universe of Christendom, while its history became the great drama by which to understand the glory and the baseness of political life. The barbarian tribes believed that they had conquered Rome, but Rome in greater part had conquered them. Their descendants called their realm the Holy Roman Empire, terms that were not, until much later, bereft of meaning. When the Norsemen came, learning fled to monasteries, and that learning and even those monasteries eventually conquered the Norse, whose Norman descendants in Britain founded universities that live to this day. It is the last thing that any frightened monk taking desperate shelter in the eighth century ever could have imagined. The Thirty Years' War seemed to sensitive and moral observers the end of civilization, but its battles are mostly forgotten, and what is it that remains of the seventeenth century? Bacon, Galileo, Descartes, Hobbes, Pascal, Bayle, Boyle, Fenelon, Harvey, Huyghens, Newton, Locke. Louis XIV is a tourist attraction at Versailles: his wars changed precious little. The conceptual revolution of the West, however, changed a great deal in that same century. It arose from the very dynamics of the West's models of learning-disputation, accounting for appearances, refining inductive and deductive logic-now linked to expanded education and printing. What happened in the minds of the graduates of Europe's Christian universities changed the human relationship to nature, to knowledge, to the rights of inquiry and conscience, and to political and economic life. The Christian West kept the traditions of the Greek mind alive, and thus, through its own debates, it overthrew the presumptive authority of the past in matters of natural knowledge and its application. The West believed that we were not cast fatally adrift in this world, but that we could learn new things and that we could alter the sorry scheme of experience closer to the heart's desire for knowledge, order, and well-being. It was not Faust, who dreamed of occult knowledge that would make him a demigod, but Bacon, who commanded that knowledge proceed from humility and charity, who becarne the prophet of the great scientific revolution of the West. Louis XIV is a statue; Bacon is a living force wherever the West touches minds. 

The U.S. is mischaracterized as an empire—reciprocal economic partnerships and democratic agreements are the norm. 

Ikenberry, 04. Professor of Geopolitics. G. John Ikenberry. “Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004. 

Is the United States an empire? If so, Ferguson's liberal empire is a more persuasive portrait than is Johnson's military empire. But ultimately, the notion of empire is misleading -- and misses the distinctive aspects of the global political order that has developed around U.S. power. The United States has pursued imperial policies, especially toward weak countries in the periphery. But U.S. relations with Europe, Japan, China, and Russia cannot be described as imperial, even when "neo" or "liberal" modifies the term. The advanced democracies operate within a "security community" in which the use or threat of force is unthinkable. Their economies are deeply interwoven. Together, they form a political order built on bargains, diffuse reciprocity, and an array of intergovernmental institutions and ad hoc working relationships. This is not empire; it is a U.S.-led democratic political order that has no name or historical antecedent.To be sure, the neoconservatives in Washington have trumpeted their own imperial vision: an era of global rule organized around the bold unilateral exercise of military power, gradual disentanglement from the constraints of multilateralism, and an aggressive effort to spread freedom and democracy. But this vision is founded on illusions of U.S. power. It fails to appreciate the role of cooperation and rules in the exercise and preservation of such power. Its pursuit would strip the United States of its legitimacy as the preeminent global power and severely compromise the authority that flows from such legitimacy. Ultimately, the neoconservatives are silent on the full range of global challenges and opportunities that face the United States. And as Ferguson notes, the American public has no desire to run colonies or manage a global empire. Thus, there are limits on American imperial pretensions even in a unipolar era. Ultimately, the empire debate misses the most important international development of recent years: the long peace among great powers, which some scholars argue marks the end of great-power war. Capitalism, democracy, and nuclear weapons all help explain this peace. But so too does the unique way in which the United States has gone about the business of building an international order. The United States' success stems from the creation and extension of international institutions that have limited and legitimated U.S. power.

America is objectively the best model for the future – unconditionally denouncing imperialism promotes relativism that encourages inaction in the face of injustice

Rothkopf 97 – *adjunct professor of international affairs at Columbia

 (David, “In Praise of Cultural Imperialism?”, Foreign Policy no. 107 (Summer 1997) pg 38-53, JSTOR, dml)

Many observers contend that it is distasteful to use the opportunities created by the global information revolution to promote American culture over others, but that kind of relativism is as dangerous as it is wrong. American culture is fundamentally different from indigenous cultures in so many other locales. American culture is an amalgam of influences and approaches from around the world. It is melded-consciously in many cases into a social medium that allows individual freedoms and cultures to thrive. Recognizing this, Americans should not shy away from doing that which is so clearly in their economic, political, and security interests and so clearly in the interests of the world at large. The United States should not hesitate to promote its values. In an effort to be polite or politic, Americans should not deny the fact that of all the nations in the history of the world, theirs is the most just, the most tolerant, the most willing to constantly reassess and improve itself, and the best model for the future. At the same time, Americans should not fall under the spell of those like Singapore's Lee Kuan Yew and Malaysia's Mahathir bin-Mohamad, who argue that there is "an Asian way," one that non-Asians should not judge and that should be allowed to dictate the course of events for all those operating in that corner of the world. This argument amounts to self-interested political rhetoric. Good and evil, better and worse coexist in this world. There are absolutes, and there are political, economic, and moral costs associated with failing to recognize this fact. Repression is not defensible whether the tradition from which it springs is Confucian, Judeo-Christian, or Zoroastrian. The repressed individual still suffers, as does society, and there are consequences for the global community. Real costs accrue in terms of constrained human creativity, delayed market development, the diversion of assets to enforce repression, the failure of repressive societies to adapt well to the rapidly changing global environment, and the dislocations, struggles, and instability that result from these and other factors. Americans should promote their vision for the world, because failing to do so or taking a "live and let live" stance is ceding the process to the not always-beneficial actions of others. Using the tools of the Information Age to do so is perhaps the most peaceful and powerful means of advancing American interest. If Americans now live in a world in which ideas can be effectively exported and media delivery systems are powerful, they must recognize that the nature of those ideas and the control of those systems are matters with which they should be deeply concerned. Is it a threat to U.S. interests, to regional peace, to American markets, and to the United States's ability to lead if foreign leaders adopt models that promote separatism and the cultural fault lines that threaten stability? It certainly is. Relativism is a veil behind which those who shun scrutiny can hide. Whether Americans accept all the arguments of Huntington or not, they must recognize that the greater the cultural value gaps in the world, the more likely it is that conflict will ensue. The critical prerequisite for gaining the optimum benefits of global integration is to understand which cultural attributes can and should be tolerated-and, indeed, promoted-and which are the fissures that will become fault lines.

Turn – imperialism is key to liberation from the actual oppressors

Shaw 2 – Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex

(Martin, “Exploring imperia: Western-global power amidst the wars of quasi-imperial states,” http://www.theglobalsite.ac.uk/press/212shaw.htm, dml)

It is worth asking how the politics of anti-imperialism distorts Western leftists' responses to global struggles for justice. John Pilger, for example, consistently seeks to minimise the crimes of Milosevic in Kosovo, and to deny their genocidal character - purely because these crimes formed part of the rationale for Western intervention against Serbia. He never attempted to minimise the crimes of the pro-Western Suharto regime in the same way. The crimes of quasi-imperial regimes are similar in cases like Yugoslavia and Indonesia, but the West's attitudes towards them are undeniably uneven and inconsistent. To take as the criterion of one's politics opposition to Western policy, rather than the demands for justice of the victims of oppression as such, distorts our responses to the victims and our commitment to justice. We need to support the victims regardless of whether Western governments take up their cause or not; we need to judge Western power not according to a general assumption of 'new imperialism' but according to its actual role in relation to the victims. The task for civil society in the West is not, therefore to oppose Western state policies as a matter of course, à la Cold War, but to mobilise solidarity with democratic oppositions and repressed peoples, against authoritarian, quasi-imperial states. It is to demand more effective global political, legal and military institutions that genuinely and consistently defend the interests of the most threatened groups. It is to grasp the contradictions among and within Western elites, conditionally allying themselves with internationalising elements in global institutions and Western governments, against nationalist and reactionary elements. The arrival in power of George Bush II makes this discrimination all the more urgent. In the long run, we need to develop a larger politics of global social democracy and an ethic of global responsibility that address the profound economic, political and cultural inequalities between Western and non-Western worlds. We will not move far in these directions, however, unless we grasp the life-and-death struggles between many oppressed peoples and the new local imperialisms, rather than subsuming all regional contradictions into the false synthesis of a new Western imperialism.

---------------------------

***2NC/1NR
***Cap K
Notes

I wrote out the basic strategy at the top of the perm block- it’s the most important part of the debate.  If the team goes for anything but a link turn and the perm then they’re not smart.  With that aff, they will get destroyed at the impact level.  They will go for the perm. You will stop them. Read every link. Every. Last. One.

Enjoy. If you have any questions come ask.

Rob

Link Ext.
Extend the 1NC Elkins and Suvin 79 evidence.  Multiple warrants for why science fiction is inherently capitalist

A. Paraliterature is commodified- things like fantasy, comics and graphic novels are all for the sole purpose of turning a profit

B. Starship Troopers is a franchise- The movie sucked. It was a B-rate flick with a low production value for the sole purpose of fattening the wallet of Paul Verhoeven

C. The hidden messages in the movie were just used to sell more tickets.  No one questioned American imperialism after they were finished with their popcorn

SF is dominated by publishers interested in profit – results in censorship

Zebrowski 2006 – award winning SF author (July 6, George, “ We Are Not Alone A Talk by George Zebrowski ” http://www2.ku.edu/~sfcenter/Zebrowski.htm)

The position of writers much more resembles that of "Bambi Meets Godzilla," than that of partners in an industry. Adapt or get squashed; usually get squashed, and contribute to the larger tally of a company's earnings even when your work is individually accounted a loss, or further enslaved when the publisher refuses to revert rights through the subterfuge of a token "in print" claim, to beef up the assets column, which includes losses. "Publishers kill authors by creative bookkeeping," wrote Richard Curtis in his pioneering study of the 1990s. "By depriving authors of vital information about book sales, delaying disbursements interminably, obscuring the meaning of figures, manipulating collection dates of subsidiary income, and withholding excessive royalties as a cushion against returns, many publishers figuratively strangle writers and literally poison their good will." Royalty statements are fictional because, as more than one accountant has noticed, the information provided tells you nothing beyond the fact that someone wrote it down and forces you to take his word for it. I refer mostly to big publishing, which today is better at hiding its ways, not to the often brave small and midsized venture whose failings arise from having to share breath with T-Rex distributors who make and keep a dishonest environment encouraged by the big houses. The smaller houses are slowly taking publishing back to its roots, especially in science fiction, even as the big houses are seeking to sell off divisions and bury the records of a diseased past before it can be excavated. The most surprising thing is how well known and uncontested the facts are and how little has been done to change them. Writers grow used to things and have to choose what to do first. Even if I could pay the legal costs, I cannot sacrifice the time needed to find out what happened to the "bragged about" last 300 copies of Brute Orbits, my 1999 Campbell Prize winner, or try to discover the why of the ever-receding earnout figures for my Star Trek novels, where the records probably no longer exist. Publishing contracts are inherently one-sided, and illegal to one degree or another, because they fail to perform what is promised while saying that they will, by claiming in too many pages of non-English that they are not responsible for anything even when they are. Publishers get defensive toward protesting authors who point out this and other failings, even threatening them with "junk publication"--a minimal edition, for show, which only claims to fulfill the contract, by putting them on an economic blacklist that amounts to censorship. These threats are well known even among authors who earn good money, so called in the allowed accounting, and is carried out in other contexts, as when a publisher wishes to downsize books from planned hardcovers to a smaller printing in mass paperback. This happened to a novel of mine, which subsequently made the New York Times Notable Books of the Year, which infuriated the editor, whose judgment and ulterior motives were suddenly exposed. The small printing, on the cheapest paper stock, was in fact the uncorrected proof, with some fifty errors, all corrected on time by me, left unfixed. The editors at Easton Press, a book club, made all the corrections for their signed, leatherbound hardcover first edition--of a mass paperback, which further irritated my editor, who had reverted the book club rights to me, thinking it a worthless concession that would shut me up. The downsizing was later admitted, with no sense of irony, to have been useless. The justice that comes to authors is much smaller than the original injustice. The good faith clause was violated, since my novel was to have been a hardcover, but this provision is always violated in one way or another. It's not that more is done for one author's book over another, but that nothing or next to nothing is done for most, even as bookstores are paid to display certain titles prominently. Laws governing the conduct of contracts, rather than the contracts themselves, are routinely ignored. Take it or leave it. Don't bite the hand that feeds you crumbs--sometimes big ones, but not what is owed. An editor can mislead a writer, even tell him in good faith how many copies were printed or how few remain in the warehouse, but this has no accountability because of the merely insisted upon whole-contract-and-nothing-but-the-contract wording of that illegal contract clause. An editor may promise you a contract, even tell your agent, then retract and say that his word is without contractual meaning, and claim to be the sole arbiter of that claim. The full law of contracts and the laws governing contracts disagrees, but they count on your being unable to fight the case, even with words on paper.

Impact Ext.
Extend the Dickens and Ormrod 7 evidence from the 1nc.  Capitalism results in nuclear imperialism of earth and the heavens.  This card has a few implications

A) It is a case turn- if we win the aff is capitalist; it will only spur more violent interventions in places like Libya.  

B) We access root cause- Ultimately, all expansion is motivated by the search for capital.  This is empirically proven by Columbus- he was searching for faster routes to Indian markets, the crusades- the Vatican was in need of funds, the Muslims had them and Vietnam- American labor became expensive so we needed a place to set up our sweatshops.  Libya is no different, just look at the Middle East interventions- they’re all just guises to acquire cheap oil 

Extend the Sancho 11 evidence.  Capitalism inherently destroys one’s value to life because you become a commodity to the system. If you are considered to be unprofitable then you will die.  You can’t get a job, you can’t get assistance and you will be exterminated.  People that are part of the system become slaves to it.  We lose all feeling and emotion and turn into black tie robots used only for our energy potential. This is what Heidegger calls a standing reserve.  Even if we don’t win alt solvency you can still vote neg on the value to life disad to the plan

And,

We must reject capitalism because it makes global extermination inevitable- future scenarios for nuclear war, genocide and ecological devastation are predicated on the sustenance of the capitalist order 

(Please note, I really recommend reading this evidence.  It is a slayer if the 1ar drops it, which they probably will, not to mention that the card is sweet.  I have included my 2nr extension of this card, but I recommend reading it for yourself and writing out your own extension—it will help you understand the warrants much better)

Internationalist Persepective, 2k

[Internationalist Perspective; “Capitalism and Genocide,” Issue 36, Spring 2000; http://www.reocities.com/wageslavex/capandgen.html] 

For Anders, the first industrial revolution introduced the machine with its own source of power as a means of production, while the second industrial revolution saw the extension of commodity production to the whole of society, and the subordination of man to the machine. According to Anders, the third industrial revolution, in the epoch of which humanity now lives, has made humans obsolete, preparing the way for their replacement by machines, and the end of history (Endzeit). For Anders, the Holocaust marked the first attempt at the systematic extermination of a whole group of people by industrial means, opening the way for the extension of the process of extermination to virtually the whole of the human species; a stage which he designates as "post-civilized cannibalism" [postzivilisatorischen Kannibalismus], in which the world is "overmanned", and in which Hiroshima marks the point at which "humanity as a whole is eliminatable"[tötbar]. Anders's philosophy of technology is unabashedly pessimistic, leaving virtually no room for Marxist hope (communist revolution). Nonetheless, his vision of a totally reified world, and technology as the subject of history, culminating in an Endzeit, corresponds to one side of the dialectic of socialism or barbarism which presides over the present epoch. Moreover, Anders's concept of an overmanned world can be fruitfully linked to the immanent tendency of the law of value to generate an ever higher organic composition of capital, culminating in the present stage of automation, robotics, computers, and information technology, on the bases of which ever larger masses of living labor are ejected from the process of production, and, indeed, from the cycle of accumulation as a whole, ceasing to be -- even potentially -- a productive force, a source of exchange-value, in order to become an insuperable burden for capital, a dead weight, which, so long as it lives and breathes, threatens its profitability. This "obsolescence of man" can at the level of total capital thereby create the necessity for mass murder; inserting the industrial extermination of whole groups of people into the very logic of capital: genocide as the apotheosis of instrumental reason! Reason transmogrified into the nihilistic engine of destruction which shapes the late capitalist world. Michel Foucault's concept of bio-power can also be refunctioned to explicitly link it to the basic tendencies of the development of capitalism, in which case it provides a point of intersection between the triumph of the real domination of capital economically, and the political and ideological transformation of capitalist rule, while at the same time making it possible to grasp those features of capital which propel it in the direction of genocide. The extension of the law of value into every sphere of human existence, the culminating point of the real domination of capital, is marked by the subordination of the biological realm itself to the logic of capital. This stage corresponds to what Foucault designates as bio-politics, which encapsulates both the "statification of the biological", and the "birth of state racism". Bio-politics entails the positive power to administer, manage, and regulate the intimate details of the life -- and death -- of whole populations in the form of technologies of domination: "In concrete terms ... this power over life evolved in two basic forms ... they constituted ... two poles of development linked together by a whole intermediary cluster of relations. One of these poles ... centered on the body as a machine: its disciplining, the optimization of its capabilities, the extortion of its forces, the parallel increase of its usefulness and its docility, its integration into systems of efficient and economic controls, all this was ensured by the procedures of power that characterized the disciplines: an anatomo-politics of the human body. The second ... focused on the species body, the body imbued with the mechanics of life and serving as the basis of the biological processes: propagation, births and mortality, the level of health, life expectancy and longevity, with all the conditions that can cause these to vary. Their supervision was effected through an entire series of interventions and regulatory controls: a bio-politics of the population." Such a bio-politics represents the subjugation of biological life in its diverse human forms to the imperatives of the law of value. It allows capital to mobilize all the human resources of the nation in the service of its expansion and aggrandizement, economic and military. The other side of bio-politics, of this power over life, for Foucault, is what he terms "thanatopolitics," entailing an awesome power to inflict mass death, both on the population of one's enemy, and on one's own population: "the power to expose a whole population to death is the underside of the power to guarantee an individual's continued existence. .... If genocide is indeed the dream of modern powers ... it is because power is situated at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population." Nuclear, chemical, and biological, weapons make it possible to wield this power to condemn whole populations to death. Bio-politics, for Foucault, also necessarily entails racism, by which he means making a cut in the biological continuum of human life, designating the very existence of a determinate group as a danger to the population, to its health and well-being, and even to its very life. Such a group, I would argue, then, becomes a biological (in the case of Nazism) or class enemy (in the case of Stalinism, though the latter also claimed that biological and hereditary characteristics were linked to one's class origins). And the danger represented by such an enemy race can necessitate its elimination through physical removal (ethnic cleansing) or extermination (genocide). The Foucauldian concept of bio-politics allows us to see how, on the basis of technologies of domination, it is possible to subject biological life itself to a formidable degree of control, and to be able to inflict mass death on populations or races designated as a biological threat. Moreover, by linking this concept to the real domination of capital, we are able to see how the value-form invades even the biological realm in the phase of the real domination of capital. However, while bio-power entails the horrific possibility of genocide, it is Foucault's ruminations on the binary division of a population into a "pure community" and its Other, which allows us to better grasp its necessity. Such a perspective, however, intersects with the transformations at the level of the political and ideological moment of capital, and it is to these, and what I see as vital contributions to their theorization by Antonio Gramsci and Ernst Bloch, that I now want to turn in an effort to better elucidate the factors that propel capital in the direction of mass death and genocide. What is at issue here is not Gramsci's politics, his political practice, his interventions in the debates on strategy and tactics within the Italian Communist Party, where he followed the counter-revolutionary line of the Stalinist Comintern, but rather his theorization of the political and ideological moment of capital, and in particular his concept of the "integral state", his understanding of the state as incorporating both political and civil society, his concept of hegemony, and his understanding of ideology as inscribed in practices and materialized in institutions, which exploded the crude base-superstructure model of orthodox Marxism and its vision of ideology as simply false consciousness, all of which have enriched Marxist theory, and which revolutionaries ignore at their peril.   

IP Ext. (2nr)
We have 2 Impacts:

The first is Lives Lived:  Capital perpetually consumes ever larger masses of people as living labor, turning them into a complicit unit in the process of production.  Capital’s power expands to invade the realm of life – managing and regulating the population.  It also entails racism.  Certain groups of people are designated as a threat to the systems’ profitability or as unproductive and thereby as inferior.  

The second Impact is Lives Lost:  Groups viewed as unexploitable are exterminated as in Nazism and Stalinism because capital’s power over life comes to justify mass murder.  The holocaust was the extermination of a people by industrial means.  Capital’s power over the population means it can mobilize whole populations in the name of expansion, entailing the ability to condemn whole populations to death using Nuclear, Chemical and Biological weapons.  Hiroshima marks the point at which all of humanity is eliminable- read, extinction is possible.  Capitalism necessitates mass genocide.

Alt Ext
The 1AC presents a methodology for solving problems that is a solution based within science fiction. The alternative is a methodology that steps out of those structures. We are advocating an individual rejection. We as individuals can say no.

Now…

Take two, righteous steps back and look at the big picture:

We are making the delineation that there is a different way to look at the world than the one presented by the 1AC.  When faced with things that we think are bad we reject them and adopt approaches that are in our mindset.  Our Carroll evidence indicates that individual rejections are the first step to bringing down the entire system, but more importantly, that you as a judge can and should refuse to engage in a system that destroys the environment and gentrifies violence.

HUGE DELENIATION between the affirmative and the alternative:
We have a political strategy, they do not.  Even if they win 100% of their arguments why sci fi is good for policy, they have no methodology to accomplish that feat.  We are the only ones with comparative evidence on the question of who has the best political strategy- that’s the Carroll 10 card.  The BEST way to combat hegemony is to seek out a post-capitalist future

A2 Perm
Don’t read the below paragraph in the debate- read it before and use it to frame your strategy.

(*PLEASE NOTE* This is going to be the biggest part of the debate, and will likely determine whether or not you win or lose.  Critique affirmatives like Sci-Fi are dependent on the permutation to answer critiques. You cannot let them win that your and their advocacy are compatible.  I recommend investing substantial cross-x time to fleshing out the details of their permutation solvency cards, because in all likelihood, they’re garbage. You CANNOT let them win a risk that the perm solves the links.  For this reason, I really recommend going through the 1nc and the cap file to write more specific arguments that you think are coherent and you can extend in the later rebuttals to thwart their attempts at k cheating.  I know this because if I were running this aff, I would devote 90% of my 2ar time on the perm and the other 10% on the alt can’t solve by itself.  If you win the perm you will win the debate. If you lose the perm you will lose the debate)

(*MORE NOTES* Delete the analytics from the speech doc.  I know this a <insert expletive here> move, but the aff is cheating, so its justified. And they probably can’t flow, since they’re reading a k aff, so this will destroy their ability to beat you.  Additionally, I included object fiat 2nc counterplans in the theory part of the perm. I highly recommend doing this because 1) any theoretical objection they could make just supercharges your framework args 2) EVERYONE concedes them. It makes your 2nr really easy if they drop counterplan: Aff harms won’t happen. If they do flow your speech and ask about the counterplans in cx, just say they’re theory args and you won’t advocate them (hehe).  Just remember, they cheated first, so it’s your responsibility to cheat as much as possible.  As. Much. As. Possible.  For every inch they give you, take a mile)

Group all the perms.

1. Cross-apply the link debate.  We’ll isolate this contradiction as the masking disad to the perm.  

2. The perm is severance and intrinsic. Two reasons:

A. The alt is “reject the aff”.  This puts them in a double bind. Either you vote neg on perm text reject the aff, or any other perm is intrinsic.  This makes stable neg offense impossible because they can just intrinsically perm out of impact turns and politics disads. Voting issue and justifies counterplan text: Aff harms won’t happen.

B. If we win a link to the aff, then the perm effectively severs part of their advocacy.  This would be the same as kicking out of a straight-turned advantage.  This makes any sort of neg offense impossible and eliminates our ability to run anything but procedurals.  Voting issue and justifies counterplan text: End capitalism.

3. Perm doesn’t solve the Kritik AND doesn’t solve the case.  

4. No net benefit to the perm

5. Make them explain how they solve back each individual link

6.  Development and exploration of space is an uncritically capitalistic project that seeks quick fixes to structural problems, necessarily precluding the exploration of alternative possibilities. This is a double bind- either they link to the k or you vote neg because they’re anti-topical

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 77-78, IWren)

Taken together, our two theoretical starting points lead us to argue first that the humanization of outer space is a product of economic and social crisis and second that such humanization is a means of reasserting hegemonic authority. Capitalism expands into outer space as a result of its inherent contradictions, capital being drawn from the primary circuit and invested in more speculative projects that extend the system in time and space through the secondary and tertiary circuits. Property rights are central to this process as capitalism attempts a series of outer spatial fixes. That this should happen is generally considered common Outer spatial fixes are part of a hegemonic solution to the world’s problems. Rather than try to figure alternative social relationships, the extension of the current socio-economic system into space is supported uncritically. Space technology itself plays a central role in disseminating a hegemonic Western culture in which a possessive individualism is promoted; something that prevents those alternative social relationships from forming. There is, however, always hope for resistance, and for the moment it is to organic intellectuals within the Global Network and similar organizations that we must look for critical new visions of our relationship with the universe. 

7.  Their policies will always be tainted by militaristic global capitalism killing value to life.
Rajiva 6 – Masters in Economics, Doctoral work in international relations and political philosophy 

(Lila, The New Centennial Review 6.1 (2006) 133-169, “Prometheus The Emergence of the Police State in America “) NAR

Indeed, to act with impunity, the state prefers a control that leaves no marks, that operates through fear, that appears to its citizens as invisible satellite eyes in outer space, as robot sensors, as scanners that probe mechanically, as spy software that reads keystroke to keystroke the random fluctuations of inner space. Through fear, control remains anonymous and invisible. Invisible, it becomes inevitable, virtuous, and complete. In this fascination with collapsing the boundaries of spirit and body, with dynamism and flux, with probing the outermost and the innermost, the Promethean betrays itself as romantic in its aesthetic, despite its rhetoric of reason and law. Entrepreneurship presents itself less as a necessity of capitalism than as a spiritual ideal of initiative and strife. The ethos of business and military blend into each other in the doctrine of perpetual war. A war not merely to fatten defense budgets but to deplete the civilian, for to the Prometheans, populations present themselves as recalcitrant flesh to be disciplined and spiritualized through strife. Under the rhetoric of democracy and egalitarianism, hierarchy is the reality, a hierarchy in which business elites, technocrats, and their ideologues control the masses with the wand of propaganda (Laughland 2003). Thus, the concept of space becomes central to the Promethean ideology. It is articulated through the ethos of competition and the survival of the fittest, the maintenance of distance between the elites and the masses. Space is the unifying concept in the expansion of the state territorially into the heavens and internally into the psyche. It is also behind the definition of everything outside the state as a lack needing to be remedied or filled, as failed states, regressed cultures, as gaps in order. Into these gaps, whether in the heavens or on earth, the state inserts its rationality through the stealthy monitoring of a robotic technology, which represents the elimination of the human. In so expressing rationality without the inconvenience of undisciplined flesh, the Promethean state articulates the demigod. Sensing its own robot impunity and limitless expansiveness, it arrives at that dangerous [End Page 161] solipsism, reflected in such statements as, "We create our own reality." In a world thus fashioned and driven from within, external constraints become not merely ineffective but irrelevant.
Really important cards
HIDE THESE CARDS SOMEWHERE ON THE FLOW. ANYWHERE THEY WONT FIND IT. THE OVERVIEW OR THE FRAMEWORK DEBATE OR ON ASPEC. ANYWHERE. I CANNOT STRESS THIS ENOUGH

Science fiction is both the product of and the sustainment for hegemonic, capitalist power relations by normalizing dystopian futures and depicting economic tension as inevitable

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 69-71, IWren)

Some commentators on science fiction have also argued that the stories told there about human exploration and settlement of space are distinctly hegemonic. Yet it should also be noted that there are those who emphasize the way in which science fiction explores the conflicts of Western society, and highlights the problems with imperialism and capitalism. Some science fiction clearly goes even further with narratives that attack the legitimacy of contemporary social relations through telling dystopian stories about how a human future in space might look. Kim Stanley Robinson’s (1993, 1994, 1996) trilogy of books on a Martian mining colony explore the ethics of exporting capitalism to the rest of the cosmos, for example. In the trilogy, groups of Martian settlers break away from the capitalist mining operations to establish their own social order based on socialist, environmentalist and even nudist principles. As such, there is probably some truth to DeWitt Douglas Kilgore’s assessment of the scope of science fiction and science writing about space (what he calls ‘astrofuturism’): Astrofuturist speculation on space-based exploration, exploitation, and colonization is capacious enough to contain imperialist, capitalist ambitions and utopian, socialist hopes. [. . .] This [speculative] impulse has produced a strand of futurist thought that seeks an eternal extension of contemporary political and economic arrangements, albeit stripped of unpleasant resonances and rendered innocent. However, astrofuturism also carries within it an idealism, a liberal or utopian commitment that seeks alternatives and solutions to these problems and conflicts characterizing contemporary American life. It can imagine space frontiers predicated on experimental arrangements and the production of relationships uncommon or unknown in the old world. (Kilgore 2003: 1, 4) However, it is hard to deny that science fiction, and especially popular science fiction, is often supportive of existing social practices. The futures imagined by most science fiction writers reflect a hegemonic worldview simply through their demonstrated inability to imagine anything other than an extension of contemporary social relations. This is a point made eloquently by Sardar and Cubbitt: Science fiction shows us not the plasticity but the paucity of the human imagination that has become quagmired in the scientist industrial technological, cultural-socio-psycho babble of a single civilizational paradigm. Science fiction is the fiction of mortgaged futures. (Sardar and Cubbitt 2002: 1) Sardar and Cubbitt, like Kilgore, retreat from this altogether critical position to discuss the ways in which science fiction can play out the conundrums of civilization. However, some writers influenced by the critical theory of the Frankfurt School have been much more outspoken against the duping effect that science fiction has on an audience that is encouraged to accept social relations as inevitable through witnessing them projected in time and space. Goulding (1985) has argued that science fiction shows like Star Trek ‘preserve a “halo of free choice” within rigid rules and structured inequalities’. The Federation to which the Enterprise belongs promulgates male authority (preserved through the notion of the chain of command), capitalism (through military and diplomatic protection of mining colonies), possessive individualism and the ‘Darwinian ethic’ of the survival of the fittest. As Goulding argues, the narratives of the show are stories about the crew of the Enterprise teaching the various space colonies which they visit to be American. In one episode, he reports, the crew are disturbed upon visiting a planet on which people worked the minimum amount of time possible and spent all their free time high on drugs. This obvious transgression against the protestant ethic had to be redressed by the Enterprise crew. Our imagination as regards possible human futures in space is the product of hegemonic relations. Not only is the imagined spacefaring civilization one that continues to operate on neo-liberal principles, but, more importantly, alternative Earthly solutions to our social and environmental problems are ignored entirely in favour of exporting them to space. Whether or not the readers of science fiction have the ability to critically dissect the messages of the shows they watch and the books they read has been hotly debated. Goulding’s position has been attacked by writers like Jenkins (Jenkins 1992; Tulloch and Jenkins 1995), who has argued that the science fiction audience is highly creative and reflexive. If this is so, there is clearly some hope that critical science fiction writing and the critical reading of science fiction can contribute to the exploration of alterative futures to the extension of global capitalism into space, but this requires engagement in praxis. 

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. 

Reject the militaristic language of the aff – furthers imperialism 

Farnsworth 7- Lt. Colonel at US army war college 

(Jeffrey, “SPACEPOWER: A STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT AND WAY FORWARD,” 3/30/07, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA469671) 

Taken together, these considerations pose a moral challenge in adhering to the just cause, right intent, proportionality and legitimacy considerations of the Just War tradition.70 Just as the specter of space weapons and Soviet space domination sparked the space race and the strong U.S. response in the Cold War, the same or worse reaction against U.S. space hegemony should be expected. Pursuit of unilateral U.S. space superiority would likely exacerbate perceptions of American imperialism, could permanently fracture important international relationships, and result in undesirable if not irreparable consequences. Further, the U.S. constitutional formula that separates and balances power to protect liberty and tranquility from tyranny, suggests that space dominance by any nation is antithetical to fundamental national beliefs and values.71 Proper space strategy objectives must be congruent with these notions of peaceful international coexistence under the rule of law, balance and separation of power, and reflect the preference for collective security arrangements to protect common space interests while adhering to the Just War tradition.

 Thus, while the new space policy does not advocate space superiority as an objective, its inculcation of defense policy and doctrine language, which does, is problematic.72 DoD policy and doctrine advocating U.S. space control, space superiority, and force application should be expected, but these notions are advocated without a full theoretical foundation to rationalize the need for and consequences of space preeminence. This is not to say that objectives to establish some form of a controlled and stable space operating environment or the capacity to protect and defend space interests are not needed. It is to say that adopting current language from defense policy and doctrine into space strategy is probably not acceptable. Different paradigms are needed to formulate more appropriate objectives and temper cultural tendencies toward unilateralist space dominance objectives. 

Alt – Floating PIC
Alt doesn’t preclude the plan but it’s a prerequisite to solving the link

Dickens and Ormrod 7 - *Visiting Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex AND **Lecturer in Sociology at the University of Brighton 

(Peter and James, Cosmic Society: Towards a Sociology of the Universe pg 190, dml)

Alternatively, rather than being founded on the interests of capital, and individualist fantasies, the humanization of outer space could emphasize collective responsibilities on Earth and try to ensure that any gains made through space exploration were spread throughout to improve the lot of the dispossessed on Earth (as was the original aim of the United Nations Moon Agreement). To quote Etzioni, ‘As we move deeper into space we should be facing Earth and allow our deprived world to set the pace’ (1964: 198). In theory, so long as funds are not diverted from more socially necessary projects, this is not incompatible with scientific exploration of outer space aimed at simply discovering how the universe is structured. Earth imaging technology available freely to all can be used to track refugee populations, or chart changes in the environment caused by global warming. So long as it is not motivated by fear and panic, ‘space for peace’ could also include diverting risk stemming from Earth-bound asteroids: a plan under active development by NASA and the European Space Agency (Gray 2007).

***T/Framework
Overview:

Our interpretation of this debate is that it should be centered around a literal world where the United States federal government implements the plan immediately and without irony or figurative action. Affirmative advantages can ONLY be garnered off a world of plan implementation. 

Researching and defending policy proposals in the area of social policy fosters education and critical thinking skills 

They have violated this-they defend an ironic world in which the government sort of but doesn’t really ironically do things. 

This is a voting issue for topicality, vote down the way they execute the change, not the actual change they seek to implement

Interpretation:

Cross-apply from the overview

Prefer our interpretation-

It is the most predictable. 

The word “resolved” before the colon means the plan must be enacted in a legislative forum, that’s Army Officer School.

“United States federal government should” means any discussion of the plan should be about the consequences after the government enacts it, literally, that’s Ericson.

An affirmative with the resolution “at its center” doesn’t mean anything. It simply allows the affirmative team to mention space once in the 1AC then talk about anything. Predictability is key to a well-researched neg team and good debate. That’s key to education, clash increases the depth in which we explore different arguments. Our education is preferable to theirs—it is topic specific and turns out citizens who are educated in the way real world policy works.

Researching and defending policy proposals in the area of social policy fosters education and critical thinking skills 

Keller, et. al, 01 – Asst. professor School of Social Service Administration U. of Chicago 

(Thomas E., James K., and Tracly K., Asst. professor School of Social Service Administration U. of Chicago, professor of Social Work, and doctoral student School of Social Work, “Student debates in policy courses: promoting policy practice skills and knowledge through active learning,” Journal of Social Work Education, Spr/Summer 2001, EBSCOhost)

Policy practice encompasses social workers' "efforts to influence the development, enactment, implementation, or assessment of social policies" (Jansson, 1994, p. 8). Effective policy practice involves analytic activities, such as defining issues, gathering data, conducting research, identifying and prioritizing policy options, and creating policy proposals (Jansson, 1994). It also involves persuasive activities intended to influence opinions and outcomes, such as discussing and debating issues, organizing coalitions and task forces, and providing testimony. According to Jansson (1984,pp. 57-58), social workers rely upon five fundamental skills when pursuing policy practice activities:

* value-clarification skills for identifying and assessing the underlying values inherent in policy positions;

* conceptual skills for identifying and evaluating the relative merits of different policy options;

* interactional skills for interpreting the values and positions of others and conveying one's own point of view in a convincing manner;

* political skills for developing coalitions and developing effective strategies; and
* position-taking skills for recommending, advocating, and defending a particular policy.
These policy practice skills reflect the hallmarks of critical thinking (see Brookfield, 1987; Gambrill, 1997). The central activities of critical thinking are identifying and challenging underlying assumptions, exploring alternative ways of thinking and acting, and arriving at commitments after a period of questioning, analysis, and reflection (Brookfield, 1987). Significant parallels exist with the policy-making process--identifying the values underlying policy choices, recognizing and evaluating multiple alternatives, and taking a position and advocating for its adoption. Developing policy practice skills seems to share much in common with developing capacities for critical thinking.

Impact debate:

1) Topicality-the plan does not defend the implementation of an actual plan by the US federal government, therefore it is untopical. This is an a priori issue and should be evaluated before anything else in the round, because the judge’s role is to evaluate a policy that is enacted by actual policymakers.

2) Fairness-it’s difficult to be negative in their world. The neg research burden is already great, but they explode it. If the aff is not confined by the limits of the resolution, this gives them free reign to talk about whatever issue they feel is relevant. While the discussion may be great and educational, it makes being negative impossible and kills switch-side debate. The neg cannot possibly research all possible aff ground and may sometimes be forced to such small ground as racism good, which is morally repugnant.

3) Switch-side debate-they kill it. The resolution exists to ensure that both the aff and neg have ample things to say. A topical affirmative is key to ensure both sides learn about and debate multiple facets of an argument to best understand why an issue may be significant. In-depth topic education is the best kind because it both diversifies but also deepens our knowledge about issues that are very relevant to the real world.

Switch side policy debates empirically promotes critical thinking and greater knowledge on social issues

Keller, et. al, 01 – Asst. professor School of Social Service Administration U. of Chicago 

(Thomas E., James K., and Tracly K., Asst. professor School of Social Service Administration U. of Chicago, professor of Social Work, and doctoral student School of Social Work, “Student debates in policy courses: promoting policy practice skills and knowledge through active learning,” Journal of Social Work Education, Spr/Summer 2001, EBSCOhost)

Discussion 

The results of the surveys suggest that debates have value as an active learning strategy to enhance student learning. On survey questions and in written comments, students expressed satisfaction with the debates. The majority of students were pleased with the debates as a class assignment. Most indicated that participation in the debates raised the level of their policy skills and knowledge. In addition, the educational value of debates was rated as higher than more traditional assignments. It should be noted, however, that a desire to report favorably on class experiences may have influenced reported satisfaction with the debates (i.e., acquiescence bias). 

Student comments supported the view that debates promote critical thinking by encouraging serious consideration of both sides of a policy issue. Comments also indicated that the active learning approach had generated more classroom interest and energy than usual. On the other hand, some comments noted how the debates might have detracted from a positive learning experience. 

All four hypotheses regarding changes in student-rated knowledge were supported by the analysis. Students reported statistically significant increases in knowledge on topics covered during the course--a result which is reassuring for the instructors. Gains in self-reported knowledge from simply observing debates were equivalent to gains based on traditional forms of instruction. Observing a debate appears comparable to acquiring information through a class lecture or discussion. By contrast, debate participation generated significantly greater increases in self-reported knowledge than were obtained by observing debates or by learning through traditional forms of instruction. This result, which is consistent with the principles of experiential learning, suggests the educational advantage of using debates to engage students in learning. 

The findings are noteworthy considering the use of conservative nonparametric statistics on a small sample. However, the results should be interpreted somewhat cautiously due to certain study limitations. First, the dependent variable was self-reported and highly subjective in nature. The study did not contain objective measures of knowledge, and the findings pertain only to students' self-perceptions of their knowledge regarding particular topics. Second, although attrition from pretest to posttest was not associated with the pretest measures, differential attrition related to unmeasured factors, including objective knowledge of the topics, is a potential source of bias. Third, the assumption of independence among cases may be questionable given that students worked closely as members of debate teams. Finally, other plausible explanations for the general increase in knowledge over time, besides taking the class, cannot be ruled out. Nevertheless, the differential improvement in self-rated knowledge in favor of debaters would still be a credible finding, and this was a main objective of the analysis. 

Conclusion 

The purposes of this article were to examine the potential of student debates for fostering the development of policy practice knowledge and skills, to demonstrate that debates can be effectively incorporated as an in-class assignment in a policy course, and to report findings on the educational value and level of student satisfaction with debates. Based on a review of the literature, the authors' experience conducting debates in a course, and the subsequent evaluation of those debates, the authors believe the development of policy practice skills and the acquisition of substantive knowledge can be advanced through structured student debates in policy-oriented courses. The authors think debates on important policy questions have numerous benefits: prompting students to deal with values and assumptions, encouraging them to investigate and analyze competing alternatives, compelling them to advocate a particular position, and motivating them to articulate a point of view in a persuasive manner. We think engaging in these analytic and persuasive activities promotes greater knowledge by stimulating active participation in the learning process. 

However, the use of debates in a classroom setting is not without certain drawbacks. Schroeder and Ebert (1983) noted several limitations which were also encountered in this experience. First, staging debates presents logistical challenges for the instructor. These administrative concerns include creating teams, selecting topics, determining the debate format, and scheduling. Second, the amount of time devoted to the specific topic of a debate can detract from covering a wider scope of course material. Third, although debating encourages the examination of issues from two opposing positions, many policy dilemmas can be approached from several angles. A structured debate does not necessarily foster a multidimensional examination of policy options. Fourth, as in most group projects, some debate team members may have contributed more to the effort than others. Finally, the competitive aspects of debating may polarize the issue. 

For those interested in using debates as an instructional technique, the importance of thorough advance planning with respect to the mechanics of conducting the debates must be stressed. Flexibility to make adjustments during the process is equally important. Special attention should be given to debriefing sessions after debates to discuss perceptions of the debate experience, areas of common agreement, and possibilities for policy compromise and consensus. The integration of opposing views into a coherent and purposeful course of action is a central feature of the theoretical framework presented earlier, and students expressed a need for more resolution and closure. For example, one student suggested, "I think it would be more effective to do an active brainstorming/planning session for identifying solutions/alternatives following the debates." 

The final word on debates should come from students themselves. In the debriefing session immediately following a debate, one student stated, "I thought the debate was good because it forced me to articulate the position, and that is something we will need to do to be advocates." Another student described how her opinion of debating changed, "When I first heard about this assignment, I really questioned its value. I thought it would be a waste of class time. But I learned so much about family preservation services. I learned more than I ever would have any other way." 

This turns back any solvency they hope to achieve because only through switch-side debate can they hope to successfully implement their changes

This is not an argument why what they defend is a bad thing, it’s an argument for why how they defend that argument is bad. This must be a prior question to their actual affirmative because any debate starts at a baseline of common agreement. The two teams must agree what they are debating about before an effective conversation can begin, that’s Shively.

AT: Resolved means our interpretation

Resolved cannot mean the debaters’ interpretation of the resolution-that is the worst standard for debate ever. There is no literature on their take on the resolution and no predictability-we are not mind readers.

Counter-interpretation: the resolution posits a question that must be affirmed by the affirmative 

Parcher, 2001 (Jeff, “Re: Jeff P--Is the resolution a question?” eDebate, www.ndtceda.com/archives/200102/0790.html)

(1) Pardon me if I turn to a source besides Bill. American Heritage Dictionary: Resolve: 1. To make a firm decision about. 2. To decide or express by formal vote. 3. To separate something into constiutent parts See Syns at *analyze* (emphasis in orginal) 4. Find a solution to. See Syns at *Solve* (emphasis in original) 5. To dispel: resolve a doubt. - n 1. Frimness of purpose; resolution. 2. A determination or decision. (2) The very nature of the word "resolution" makes it a question. American Heritage: A course of action determined or decided on. A formal statement of a decision, as by a legislature. (3) The resolution is obviously a question. Any other conclusion is utterly inconcievable. Why? Context. The debate community empowers a topic committee to write a topic for ALTERNATE side debating. The committee is not a random group of people coming together to "reserve" themselves about some issue. There is context - they are empowered by a community to do something. In their deliberations, the topic community attempts to craft a resolution which can be ANSWERED in either direction. They focus on issues like ground and fairness because they know the resolution will serve as the basis for debate which will be resolved by determining the policy desireablility of that resolution. That's not only what they do, but it's what we REQUIRE them to do. We don't just send the topic committtee somewhere to adopt their own group resolution. It's not the end point of a resolution adopted by a body - it's the prelimanary wording of a resolution sent to others to be answered or decided upon. (4) Further context: the word resolved is used to emphasize the fact that it's policy debate. Resolved comes from the adoption of resolutions by legislative bodies. A resolution is either adopted or it is not. It's a question before a legislative body. Should this statement be adopted or not. 

AT: Your framework is exclusionary
Our framework allows them to read the arguments on the neg or access scifi through a topical plan. This functions as a framework perm-by reading a topical/neg version of scifi, we still access all the possible benefits of scifi education but also avoid all the harms they link to by reading a non-topical affirmative.

AT: Fiat is illusory, roleplaying is bad
We understand fiat is an illusion. However, it is important to focus policy debates on the SHOULD aspect of the resolution, not the COULD aspect.

Roleplaying as governmental actors is good-it’s key to understand the government. Even social activists who hope to break it down must know how it functions to know the most effective solution in changing it.

Role-playing is uniquely empowering --- this imagination is critical to understand how the government reaches decisions, how to hold it accountable and determine how we should act

Rawls ‘99 (John, Professor Emeritus – Harvard University, The Law of Peoples, p. 54-7)

Developing the Law of Peoples within a liberal conception of justice, we work out the ideals and principles of the foreign policy of a reasonably just liberal people. I distinguish between the public reason of liberal peoples and the public reason of the Society of Peoples. The first is the public reason of equal citizens of domestic society debating the constitutional essentials and matters of basic justice concerning their own government; the second is the public reason of free and equal liberal peoples debating their mutual relations as peoples. The Law of Peoples with its political concepts and principles, ideals and criteria, is the content of this latter public reason. Although these two public reasons do not have the same content, the role of public reason among free and equal peoples is analogous to its role in a constitutional democratic regime among free and equal citizens. Political liberalism proposes that, in a constitutional democratic regime, comprehensive doctrines of truth or of right are to be replaced in public reason by an idea of the politically reasonable addressed to citizens as citizens. Here note the parallel: public reason is invoked by members of the Society of Peoples, and its principles are addressed to peoples as peoples. They are not expressed in terms of comprehensive doctrines of truth or of right, which may hold sway in this or that society, but in terms that can be shared by different peoples. 6.2. Ideal of Public Reason. Distinct from the idea of public reason is the ideal of public reason. In domestic society this ideal is realized, or satisfied, whenever judges, legislators, chief executives, and other government officials, as well as candidates for public office, act from and follow the idea of public reason and explain to other citizens their reasons for supporting fundamental political questions in terms of the political conception of justice that they regard as the most reasonable. In this way they fulfill what I shall call their duty of civility to one another and to other citizens. Hence whether judges, legislators, and chief executives act from and follow public reason is continually shown in their speech and conduct. How is the ideal of public reason realized by citizens who are not government officials? In a representative government, citizens vote for representatives-chief executives, legislators, and the like-not for particular laws (except at a state or local level where they may vote di​rectly on referenda questions, which are not usually fundamental ques​tions). To answer this question, we say that, ideally, citizens are to think of themselves as if they were legislators and ask themselves what statutes, supported by what reasons satisfying the criterion of reciprocity, they would think it most reasonable to enact.7l When firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate public reason, forms part of the political and social basis of liberal democracy and is vital for its enduring strength and vigor. Thus in domestic society citizens fulfill their duty of civility and support the idea of public reason, while doing what they can to hold government officials to it. This duty, like other political rights and duties, is an intrinsically moral duty. I emphasize that it is not a legal duty, for in that case it would be incompatible with freedom of speech. 

AT: Switch-side debate is morally bankrupt
Switch-side debate allows us to question the base assumptions our values are grounded in. We don’t necessary believe what we are saying, we just need to know both sides of an argument to make an educated decision.

Even Malcolm X understood the value of switch side debate – he’d take the side of his opponents in order to better understand their arguments and later defeat them

Branham, 95 – Professor Rhetoric at Bates College (Robert, Argumentation and Advocacy, “`I Was Gone On Debating': Malcolm X's Prison Debates And Public Confrontations,” Winter, vol. 31, no. 3, p.117)

As Malcolm X sought new outlets for his heightened political consciousness, he turned to the weekly formal debates sponsored by the inmate team. "My reading had my mind like steam under pressure," he recounted; "Some way, I had to start telling the white man about himself to his face. I decided to do this by putting my name down to debate" (1965b, p. 184). Malcolm X's prison debate experience allowed him to bring his newly acquired historical knowledge and critical ideology to bear on a wide variety of social issues. "Whichever side of the selected subject was assigned to me, I'd track down and study everything I could find on it," wrote Malcolm X. "I'd put myself in my opponent's place and decide how I'd try to win if I had the other side; and then I'd figure out a way to knock down those points" (1965b, p. 184). Preparation for each debate included four or five practice sessions.

AT: The ground you lose is bad ground

They have mooted our ground for topic specific, uniqueness based Das that rely on actual plan passage-things like politics Das and counterplans that are key to expand topic education and understand the implications of national action in space. It is also a way to understand the political system and the most current happenings in our government.

As long we can prove specific links or solvency deficits to you plan that the DA or CP is able to capture, it proves the applicability and germaneness to the topic. 

***Solvency (SciFi doesn’t affect policy)
Studying international relations is very relevant for people today. Even if debaters don’t go into fields of policy, citizens should understand how the world order works. Only by engaging in policy discussions can we access this kind of education, that’s Lepgold and Nincic. 

In the context of space, simulating and evaluating specific scenarios is key to prevent possible future disasters and also improve space policy. Only through literal interpretations of what could happen can we prepared for possible future scenarios, that’s Huntley.

Predictions about the future of space must be rigorous and realistic—their science fiction stories don’t qualify

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)

Few space security analysts have focused on the possibilities for cooperation to function more organically as an element of the evolution of human space activities, rather than simply as a structure applied to that evolution. The more organic possibility reflects the potential over time for cooperative agreements and institutions to change state interests themselves. Processes facilitating such evolution include strategic interest convergence, information creation and sharing, ‘‘spillover’’ and ‘‘feedback’’ effects, issue scope expansion and integration, and the facilitation of transnational linkages. Interacting synergistically with the interests they are influencing, such cooperation evolves dynamically as well. As such cooperation deepens its roots among all parties, it can begin to endure self-sustainably.21 The potential for more organic principles and cooperative institutions to shape the nature of political relations themselves suggests a more expansive concept of the underlying nature of interstate relations e one that need not always resemble the realist image of a Hobbesian ‘‘war of all against all’’. Hedley Bull’s ‘‘anarchical society’’ and Daniel Deudney’s ‘‘negarchy,’’ for example, capture the past and present existence of international political orders that, despite the absence of hierarchical government, have functioned as qualitatively distinct governance systems.22 Application of concepts of qualitatively distinct political ordering principles to developing governance conditions of the future human presence in space is as yet largely unexplored.23 The fluidity of interests and capabilities with respect to space activities suggests a relatively large potential for organized cooperation to influence their evolution. Such cooperative principles and institutions would then become intrinsic to the dynamic political forces shaping the expanding human presence in space, growing and evolving with them, rather than acting as exogenous static structures seeking to constrain those forces.24 The rate and uncertainty of change in both the technological and political dimensions of expanding human space activities complicates this task. Herein lies the value of ‘‘realistic visions’’. Rigorous articulations of the interplay of the wide variety of constraints, tradeoffs, uncertainties, and values entailed in human expansion into space can facilitate evaluation of the applicability of alternative governance concepts to human space activities in the context of dynamic change. Among other things, such visions can explore how alternative futures in space are intimately linked to terrestrial conditions. As the human presence in space develops into an integral aspect of global life, it will increasingly reflect the prevailing conditions of global life. Anticipation of space weaponization premises continued earthly insecurity and conflict, while ambitions for growing commercial and exploratory development of space presume increasing international integration and collaboration. A future in which space becomes a domain of conflict and arms race competition may be irreconcilable with visions for increasing peaceful human presence embodied in today’s growing commercial and exploratory activities. Choices among alternative futures for the human presence in space may depend upon choices among alternative futures for life on Earth as well. The following section reviews the potential for scenariobuilding techniques to inform these choices by providing rigorous detailed visions of future worlds that account for a wide range of current realities and span the spectra of the most important uncertainties. The resulting plausible, integrated visions can yield feasible policy-relevant insights that demonstrably enable current policy making to be more farsighted. Beyond the fruits of the exercises themselves, the longer time-frames entailed in scenario building also facilitate dialogue among diverse parties divided on nearer-term questions. The collaboration enabled can inspire innovation and integrated analysis among diverse experts, leading to the development of a productive ‘‘epistemic community’’25 addressing the full scope of future human space activities. Vision development is only one aspect of long-term planning. Comprehensive knowledge generation and strategies for policy making are also required. But vision development is currently the least well advanced. All global policy debate, including US national security policy making, can benefit from having a fuller range of rigorous and credible assessments of long-term prospects from which to draw.

Framework turns their offense-Their Miller and Bennett evidence—their solvency evidence—comes from an article which concludes that science fiction is necessary to understand the future of human relationships with technology. The solvency deficit this then means for the plan is another argument. However, scenario building can bring together the ideas of many experts on space and out of that conclude what the best policy is to deal with space technology and the peaceful use of space, that’s Huntley. 

Scifi can’t be used to affect policy-there is too much of a fundamental disconnect between science fiction writers and policy makers. Scifi writers view the political as evil bodies corrupted by technology, whil policymakers see scifi writers as habiting a world other than the real one, that’s Berger.

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.

All of their evidence about scifi influencing politics is wrong-it cites flawed empirics. All scifi movements began in the cultural sphere, became mass movements with cult followings, and then spilled over into the political sphere. They are trying to start the scifi movement directly from the political sphere, which will fail because it hasn’t been correctly adapted for real world use.

***SciFi Fails/Bad
Science Fiction bad

A. No internal link- Brake and Thorton describe the psychological benefits of reading about a fantasy world and how it inspires citizens, but doesn’t provide a mechanism for extending science education in America, which is the key internal link to their framework- it posits teleportation as an end goal, but no policy for how students will achieve scientific knowledge

B. Empirics- sci fi was pretty big in the 60’s but we still had the same “lens of viewing the world”- no evidence on how this will affect our foreign policy 

C. Not real world- their Huntington and Lippard evidence says scifi answers an inner craving for new tech and science, using terms such as “magical” and “fantasy” to describe the most it can be, outside of the fictional literature society- Huntington literally says “ SF closely resembles pure fantasy in that it escapes nature's rules and makes its own” 

Finally he concludes with how SCIFI is good for addicts, it can’t have real world significance- it treats the present and can’t cope with the future- it can only function as a addiction among scifi lovers.

They say predictions- Lippard is talking about predictions for future technology that could/should be developed, NOT its relation to international relations- even if we think space blasters are sweet, that won’t help us predict Chinese aggression.

Few solvency deficits-

A. Outdated- extend Panshin #1, he is living in that time and realizes that by now all this lit is going to “look odd to our descendants”- it celebrates war, prefer it because he is an Award-winning Science Fiction Author and Critic which means he is the MOST qualified to indict Heinlein

B. Propaganda- Panshin #2, Heinlein glorifies the military, ignoring the true conditions of war- ignoring the trauma, etc. that result from it, this ignorance shows the book as an advocacy for war rather than something to be revered for its “ironic” nature- it misrepresents confclit

C. Non falsifiable- Panshin #3,—it doesn’t solve their arguments because the system is simply presented as correct, which undermines debate

Extend the indict- that’s Franklin 90, he was militarist, racist, classist and anti-democratic because it promoted equality among the “peasant” and the “mathematician” – this guy is crazy, he was disappointed we weren’t allowed to win the Korean war and consistently demonstrates hostility to foreigners and/or Third Worlders- his “America first” ideology is the justification for all his arguments

Extend the turn- that’s Kluger 11- 18% of Americans believe we live in a geocentric solar system, that’s the epitome of stupidity- centuries after realizing the earth isn’t the center of the solar system the population isn’t aware of basic knowledge- its terrifying that these people become the leaders of the future- there’s no time to amuse ourselves with stories, otherwise people won’t know the difference between shuttle enterprise and Starship enterprise- its better to not incentivize working in the science industry, than trying to motivate kids by confusing them- cross apply the  sci fi bad stuff from above.

Status quo solves-schools and the public domain both have lots of science fiction that people are able to access that address these issues, means debate is not uniquely key to solve their harms, that’s Reynolds.

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

***Intervention Good
NOTE: More cards for this can be found in Aff K toolbox 3-West/Imperialism Good

Intervention General

Intervention is better than isolationism-this is empirically proven. In the 1930s, America decided to stay to itself, and then a World War erupted and continued for a really long time because we would get involved to end it. Selective intervention is necessary to control some conflicts that could escalate into full scale wars. They can’t only break down the bad parts of American intervention-that doesn’t make sense. They have no way to choose which parts are the bad ones, that’s Lipshutz.

They are isolationist (secretly) which is bad-American ideals have upheld peace and world order for decades

Smith 6/30/11 (Marion, graduate fellow in the B. Kenneth Simon Center for Principles and Politics at the Heritage Foundation, “Call it Isolationism!”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2011/06/Call-it-Isolationism)

Isolationism, in its academic meaning, is a coherent grand strategy composed of economic protectionism, military non-involvement, and cultural detachment. In essence, the doctrine seeks to withdraw America from the world. Over time, however, the term isolationism has often been conflated with strictly military non-interventionism. Pres. Calvin Coolidge in 1925, for example, warned the nation to follow neither the Progressive internationalism of Wilson, nor its counterpoised isolationism: “It will be well not to be too much disturbed by the thought of either isolation or entanglement of pacifists and militarists.” Instead, Coolidge advised, America should maintain “such a military force as comports with the dignity and security of a great people.” Coolidge recognized and celebrated America’s indispensable role in the world. Coolidge also recognized that a policy of non-intervention — or neutrality — is sometimes appropriate, but that a doctrine of strict and absolute non-interventionism leads to isolationism. Silent Cal’s words are especially pertinent today, because in 1925 he was seeking to keep conservatives from veering into the murky waters of isolationism. By the late 1930s it became clear that his words had not been heeded, as Americans embraced a doctrine of non-interventionism. America’s refusal to look at events in Europe realistically and to stand for its principles and interests culminated in the uncontested rise of Hitler’s Germany and the attack on Pearl Harbor. The Republican party must now chart America’s course through 21st-century international relations. The waters, though, have been thoroughly muddied by military actions with ambiguous objectives and the frequent misuse of the terms “isolationism” and “non-interventionism.” Yet, there are indeed distinctly isolationist voices on the right that are dragging the GOP discussion about foreign policy noticeably to the left. Ron Paul, for example, recently employed very isolationist (and even anti-war) arguments in support of his non-interventionism doctrine — and received standing ovations from the (evidently) war-weary Southern Republican Leadership Conference in New Orleans. That’s a problem. First, it threatens this nation’s security. Many isolationist non-interventionists appear to believe that combating America’s enemies abroad makes America less safe at home. They believe that Osama bin Laden told the truth about “why they hate us” and that we should expect terrorist attacks. This inaccurate belief inspires a foreign-policy approach that puts American interests and security at risk. Pres. John Adams understood this, as did his navy secretary, Benjamin Stoddert, who said in 1798 that “by keeping up incessant attacks upon the [enemy] on their own ground, they will in a degree at least be prevented from coming on ours.” Such actions actually prevented a full war with France and continued George Washington’s clearly stated preference for peace through strength. Second, on the question of America’s role in the world, the doctrinal non-interventionists declare simply that America should “mind its own business.” This sentiment contradicts the very character of America, which, unlike other nations, is dedicated to a set of universal principles that it must uphold in the international realm (though not necessarily through military incursions). So it is a mistake to proclaim isolationism a “pro-American foreign policy.” There can hardly be a more “pro-American” foreign policy than that espoused by America’s Founding Fathers. The guiding principles and actions of early U.S. foreign policy are a powerful testament to America’s commitment to securing liberty at home and prudently defending it abroad. America was the leading country in the world supporting the cause of republican self-government for the Latin American republics in 1821, Greece in 1823, and Hungary in 1848. Thomas Jefferson, who coined the phrase “entangling alliances with none,” committed American troops in a military coalition with England, Sweden, and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies to fight the Barbary Pirates and protect peaceful American commerce. Jefferson understood these actions to be consistent with America’s interpretation of the “Law of Nations,” which the Constitution granted the U.S. government the power to define and enforce. America’s character, interests, and principles animated American engagement abroad, which has proven an indispensable good throughout most of our history. Those who advocate withdrawing America from engagement in the world through a strict non-interventionist doctrine may not be isolationists properly understood (meaning they do not embrace all of the elements of an isolationist grand strategy). But they are most certainly isolationists as the term is commonly understood. We should have a prudent foreign policy committed to America’s Founding principles, and that will probably mean employing a policy of neutrality from time to time. However, those who want to advance a traditional American statecraft should call the isolationist doctrine of non-interventionism what it is — a return to the naïve and dangerous isolation Coolidge warned against. 

Libya Specific
The Libyan intervention was a good idea-it made a stand for American values of freedom of person because it sent the message we were willing to fight to protect them, that’s Moore.

Libya intervention was morally justified and had concrete beneficial effects

Evening Standard comment 3/22/11 (London Evening Standard, “A risky path but Libya intervention is right”, http://www.thisislondon.co.uk/standard/article-23933912-a-risky-path-but-libya-intervention-is-right.do)

The air strikes against Libyan government targets have had one good outcome: the rebel stronghold of Benghazi did not fall, as it would otherwise have done, and the inevitable massacre of rebels did not take place. This is a gain from intervention, and a solid one. But what else flows from our actions in Libya remains uncertain. It is possible that Colonel Gaddafi will play safe and sit tight on his gains; a stalemate along those lines would result in de facto partition of Libya and could last for years. Our UN mandate for action does not include outright regime change, and we should respect its limitations. But as former foreign secretary Sir Malcolm Rifkind has pointed out, the arms embargo is one-sided in its effects, handicapping the rebels more than the government; that needs changing. Overthrowing Colonel Gaddafi is a task for the Libyans but there is no reason why we should not help the rebels to do so. Such negative gains are unshowy. Ultimately Libya needs a political solution, not a military one: without democratic regime change, this could be a long and difficult Western deployment. Still, it is worth reflecting on what we have already achieved. Despots in the Middle East who stood to lose from the revolution may now think again about how they use force. The West has shown that its support for Arab democracy goes beyond warm words. Had we left the rebels to their fate, that would have sent a grim signal to the Middle East. But Arab League backing was crucial. Now it seems that the secretary-general of the League, Amr Moussa, has backpedalled on his support, criticising the use of force. There is a remedy for that - for Arab nations to play a more active role in the intervention. Qatar is taking part but other Arab nations could do so too. Egypt has a big air force and if its army, after their own revolution, were to act against Libya, it would send a powerful message. Today the Commons votes on intervention. MPs should argue the case fully, drawing attention to the difficulties, not least that we know little about those who would replace Colonel Gaddafi. But for all the uncertainties, our intervention, backed by Labour, is morally justifiable and the Commons should acknowledge as much.

Intervention was good-it gave the Libyan people the chance to decide their own fate and also protected them from the Qaddafi massacre. This isn’t American imperialism, Qaddafi announced he would massacre the rebels and was not allowing anyone to have a say in the government, that’s Democracy Live.

Intervention in Libya was entirely justified and prevented the deaths of thousands of civilians

Serwer 3/19/11 (Daniel, professorial lecturer at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies and a Scholar at the Middle East Institute, “The Strikes on Libya: Humanitarian Intervention, Not Imperial Aggression”, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/03/the-strikes-on-libya-humanitarian-intervention-not-imperial-aggression/72740/)

A coalition of the willing attacks an Arab country; French warplanes strike armored vehicles; American cruise missiles take down air defenses. It all sounds to some too much like Iraq redux. But it's not. The proper analogy is Srebrenica. This is the international community acting under international law to prevent mass murder. The current military action against Libya is clearly approved by the UN Security Council. Qaddafi has claimed it is illegal, but even China and Russia (who abstained from the UN vote) cannot doubt that Resolution 1973 authorized the use of force to protect Libyan civilians. Neither will Germany, Brazil, nor India (all of whom abstained). Angela Merkel has already said "We share the aims of this resolution. Don't confuse abstention with neutrality." The others may not like it, but if they had serious legal or political objections they could have voted against. Or maybe their interests in becoming permanent Security Council members overwhelmed their reserves. Either way, the resolution had all the votes it needed. These strikes are not based on doubtful evidence. Qaddafi has said plainly what he intends to do to civilians who resist, even peacefully, and he has demonstrated repeatedly that he is prepared to carry out his threats. Even on the morning of the attacks, his armor entered Benghazi, in clear contradiction of his own Foreign Minister's declaration that Tripoli would respect the cease-fire. Later Qaddafi's spokesman disowned the foreign minister's statement. There is a solid coalition backing the military action, one that includes several Arab countries as well as the U.S., France and the United Kingdom. Even the Italians, who have historically close relations with Libya and even with Qaddafi personally, are on board. Iraq, Qatar, Jordan, Morocco, and the United Arab Emirates were present for the meeting in Paris that launched implementation of the UN resolution, as was the Arab League. (Saudi Arabia was missing.) While Russia, China, India, and Brazil were absent, Germany was present. The U.S., while it has claimed outsized credit for the diplomacy, is not visibly in the lead of the military action. UK and France have claimed that honor, with NATO as the operational forum. American contributions are likely to be substantial, in particular when it comes to cruise missiles, intelligence, command-and-control, and other U.S. assets. But this is not an American operation with a coalition tacked on. Which leaves the question of purpose. Is this offensive, like the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, an effort at regime change, with Qaddafi the ultimate target? Or is the objective, as Hillary Clinton claimed after the Paris meeting, only to protect civilians? For the moment, this is a distinction without a difference. Unless Qaddafi changes not just his tune but his behavior, he represents an imminent threat to civilians throughout Libya. It is up to him to convince the coalition that he is prepared to change his behavior, as he successfully did in 2003 when he gave up his nuclear weapons program. But it seems Qaddafi won't change: He appears as attached to the use of force against his people as Ratko Mladic was against thousands of Muslims in Srebrenica, Bosnia. Qaddafi rightly knows he can only stay in power if he can kill Libyans. Srebrenica, not Iraq, is the right historical precedent for what is happening in Libya. In 1995 the West failed its declared intention to protect civilians in a Muslim-populated enclave in eastern Bosnia, declared a "safe area" by the UN. There weren't enough Dutch peacekeepers in the area to defend the Muslims and, as a result, thousands of men and boys were massacred in cold blood. Only a few weeks later NATO responded to Serb attack on another "safe area," Sarajevo. NATO launched a bombing campaign that broke apart the Bosnian Serb Army and allowed Croat and Muslim Federation forces to advance on the Serb army. As the Serbs reeled from the air attack, they took hostages and used them as human shields. They also parked armored vehicles near mosques and schools. We should expect Qaddafi to do likewise. When NATO stopped the war, the Muslim Federation had taken about 66 percent of Bosnian territory and might well have gotten to 80 percent within 10 days. At the Dayton Peace Accords, we rolled the federation forces back to 51 percent of the territory, because of a previous agreement between parties on how to bring peace to Bosnia. This decision to curb the federation made implementing peace the difficult task that it remains today, more than 15 years after the end of the conflict. 

Imperialism-Inevitable
The West is inevitable-it is resilient and will always just adapt its forms of knowledge production to be able to counter any movement against it. This is empirically proven-the West survived the Black Death, the collapse of the Roman Empire, the Huns, Nazi Germany, etc. No matter what, the Western ideology will persist, that’s Kors.

And, that’s a good thing-

Enlightenment thinking and western rationality good—key to human rights, democracy and quality of life—the alternative is fascism

Thomas Pangle, professor of political science. 1992. (The Enobling of Democracy: The Challenge of the Postmodern Age, google books, pp 3)

Nothing characterizes the spiritual climate of the West today so much as the pervasive disbelief in these once all-powerful philosophic pillars of modernity. Our philosophic currents are negative, skeptical, disillusioned. Indeed, one may with justification suggest that to speak of "currents" is already to mislead: the most influential trends in contemporary philosophy may be too weak and fragmentary to constitute anything so forceful as currents. Yet there is unquestionably a common ground, defined negatively. The “postmodern” has as yet nothing that is clearly its own; it is best defined, not merely by what it comes after, but by that from which it has become estranged: the modern-Modernity. But when we are in a decisive sense still defined by this Modernity. The postmodern is not "what exists after modernity"; it is rather the state of being entangled in modernity, IIS something from which we cannot escape but in which we can no longer put, or find, faith. What is this modernity that defines us still? What is this from which we have become alienated, in such a way that we are defined by nothing so clearly as this alienation? At the heart of modernity is the trust or faith in scientific reason, under-stood as the source not only of vast powers but of authoritative guidance as to how to use those powers. The long battle that succeeded in winning intellectual predominance for modern science was simultaneously a struggle for a new culture of universal humanity to be based on scientific reason as thc only solid basis for truly common bonds among all human beings as such. Struggle for science was simultaneously a struggle for a culture of universal, popular enlightenment. The new culture was to take root in a movement of liberation from age-old particularist superstitions. lt was to emerge out of a revolution against illegitimate economic and political hegemonies rooted in nonrational, prescientifìc tribal and national and sectarian traditions. But of course the negation was to be followed or accompanied by affirmation: the new culture was to have a new content, a new goal, a new conception of the good life. Scientific morals, politics, aesthetics, philosophy, and religion were to replacc the old prescientific or traditional morals, politics, aesthetics, philosophy, and religion. The very titles of some of thc masterpieces of the Enlightenment reflect this great positive aspiration: Ethics Demonstrated in Geometricaf Order {Spinoza); An Essay concerning the True Original, Extent, and End of Civil Govemmemt (Lockc); A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of Our Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful (Burke); Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone (Kanr); Principles of a New Science concerning the Nature of the Nations (Vico). Yet the cultural, moral, religious, and even the civic promises of the Enlightenment were fulfilled in a much more ambiguous and controversial fashion than the mathematical, economic, and technological promises. Modem science docs not mean today what it meant for Newton. Modern scientists long ago ceased to think it essential to seek philosophic or theological foundations for their work. And on the other side, modem philosophy and religion have ceased trying to be scientific. As for “political science,” our profession has pretty much abandoned the claim to provide authoritative guidance in establishing the nature of the common good and the ultimate ends of collective and personal existence. The abdication of the vocation of the political scientist as conceived by the Enlightenment is cspccially obvious in the subfield that passes under the stultifyìng rubric of “normative theory” (this is the subfield that, at its all-too​rare best, exercises a kind of museum custodian’s care for the onec​great texts and issues of political theory). The great attempts by the political philosophers of the Enlightenment to provide systematic, rational, and generally acceptable foundations for public and private existence have proved to be inadequate. This is by no means to say that they have been altogether a failure. Some of the leading moral and civic notions--universal humanity and equality, govemment by consent, the frcc market, toleration and the sanctity of the private sphere-remain the bulwark of the liberal public ethos. But the original philosophic and scientific foundations for that ethos have eroded; and the public ethos has itself therefore become fragile and unsteady. Few educated citizens of our time dare to endorse “natural rights“ or even thc “rights of man.“ Property rights, which stood at the core of the Enlightenment conception of thc rights of man, are looked upon with great skepticism by toclay's constitutionalists. Above all, reason itself, and the universalism implied in rationalism. is more and more viewed with distrust. At the popular level, this distrust is animated by the sharp suspicion that rationalism may be the source of "sexist," “Eurocentric,“ inhumanly utilitarian, and technologically driven exploitation. Behind these suspicions looms a greater source of difficulties. Modern ratìonalism has been hammered by succeeding generations of philosophic critics, begin-ning with Rousseau and culminating in Nietzsche: and Heidegger-critics who advance powerful arguments contending that rationalism is incapable of providing an acccptably profound, diverse, "creative," and “historical” account of what is truly human. Here, then, is our situation in a nutshell: we in the West find ourselves in possession of fantastically powerful technological and economic resources; these resources fuel a society that is deeply unsure of its moral purposc and foundations; as an accompaniment or consequence, this society has come to be increasingly penetrated and shaped by a new, highly problematic and skeptical (not to say nihilìstic) cultural dispensation known as "postmodern-ism." This book begins from a selective encounter with a few of the most influential thinkers who epitomíze or stand at the source of this new “ism.” I attempt to do justice to the strengths, while delineating what I see to be thc decisive weaknesses, in this still unfolding worldview. To put it bluntly, I mean to sound an alarm at what I see to be the civic irresponsibility, the spiritual deadliness, and the philisophic dogmatism of this increasingly dominant trend of thinking. I wish to help rescue the genuinely galvanizing spiritual, moral, and civic challenges of our question-ridden age from what I fear may be the banalizing and belittling effects of the new philosophic elite. What I urge is the reopening of the case for grounding in foundational reason as our only source for a firm, as well as sublime, conception of our common humanity, in its grandeur and its limitations, in its lightheartedness and its tragedy. I seek to reopen this case partly on behalf of modernity, and, above all, on behalf of its political achievcmcnt in American consritutionalism. For l am unimpressed by the standard criticisms, as well as the parronizing endorsements, of the great moral and political philosophies of the Enlightenment. I do not find that either the criticism or the praise reflects long meditation on the political-philosophic treatises of Spinoza, of Locke, of Montesquieu, of Hume, or of the authors of the Federalist Papers. Yet I am compelled immediately to add that the rcdiscovery of the power of thc argumcnts underlying liberal constitutionalism carries with it a recognition of the limits or bounds of that power. The reacquisition of intimate familiarity with the grounding treatises of modern republícanism only makes the shortcomings of the Enlightenment’s conception of human freedom and excellence more apparent. The study of the roots of modernity prepares one to appreciate the justification for at least the starting points of the critique of modernity launched by its truly great opponents. It is on these great thinkers, and especially on Heidegger, that our contemporary “postmodernists" are, at their best, dependent for whatever lasting force their attempted deconstructions of rationalism may have. What I seek to stimulate,\ then, is not a flight back to seek shelter under the authority of our eighteenth-century intellectual forebears, but instead the gathering of our powers for a plunge into authentic confrontation with the difficulties in our philosophic origins ar their deepest level. Such a confrontation requires, and indeed culminates in, a genuinely thoughtful encounter with the “other” political rationalism, the political rationalism of Socrates and the Socratic tradition. This Socratic political rationalism has little in common with the senescent “Platonism" and “Aristotelian teleology" that peer out at us from the stilted academic portraits painted by thc conventionally respectable scholar-ship of thc past two centuries. That scholarship-decisively formed by such influential figures as the Kantìan Edmund Zeller-has viewed classical philosophy through the distorting, and indeed patronizing, prism of late-modern rationalism (and then of its rebellious stepchild, modem irrationalism). To fight our way clear of modem rationalism’s impositions on the texts of classical rationalism, to break our of the imprisoning blinders of the past two centuries of classical scholarship, we must find a firm foothold outside the canonical list of “acceptable” or “respectable” interpretations of Socrates, Plato, Xenophon, and Aristotle. Such a foothold is available to us in an old and all-but-forgotten philosophic tradition of what is called the Near East: authentic Socratic or classical political rationalism is a civic philosophy that flourished for the last time in the Islamic and Judaic Middle Ages in such classics as Alfarabi‘s Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle and Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed.' The Socratic political rationalism that these strange and wonderful medieval books open up to us is seriously at odds with modem rationalism and with the liberal republicanism founded upon modern rationalism. Yet the gulf separating the two rationalisms is not unbridgeable. Both, after all, share-even as, and indeed precisely because, they dispute-the common ground of rational argument as the way to objective and rigorous truth about the permanent human condition and the abiding human questions or problems that define that condition. A kind of practical compromise between Socratic and modern political rationalism is then conceivable. But such a compromise will be valid, insofar as it can be valid, only if the basic theoretical disagreements are clearly recognized, and only if the great debate is thoroughly thought (and fought) through to a conclusion. In the process, shortcomings are to be discovered on both sides, and complementary strengths as well as antagonisms or tensions brought to light. Yet in the final analysis, given the depth of the disagreements, it is necessary that one or the other of the two dialectical partners be subordinated. In the American tradition thus far, the attempted synthesis (Benjamin Franklin's is perhaps the best known and the most thoughtful) have subordinated classical republicanism to the republicanism of the Enlightenment, Socratic rationalism to modern rationalism. l suggest we seriously entertain the possibility of reversing the order. By reappropriating classical civic rationalism, we may be afforded a framework that integrates the politically most significant discoveries of modern rationalism into a conception of humanity that does justice no the whole range of the human problem and the human potential, in a way and to 3rd degree never achieved by modern rationalism. It is with a view to provoking the reader to serious inquiry into the possible truth of this admittedly strange and surely debatable contention that the following pages have been written. Obviously, a simple or unqualified return to classical political theory is both undesirable and impossible: impossible, because the large-scale, mass society to which classical political theory devoted its study (especially in the treatises of Xenophon) was of fundamentally different kind from the mass society we inhabit; undesirable, because of the advances that modern republican theory has effected over ancient republican theory. For we ought not to allow the unprecedented political horrors of the twentieth century (the Marxist gulags that have blighted so much of the East. the death camps of the fascists, the ever-present shadow of nuclear holocaust) to eclipse the achievements of modernity, together with the moderate hopes we can sustain in the light of these achievements. I have in mind, not only the defeat of Marxism and fascism and the abolition of slavery, but, more positively, the achievement of dignity and political organization for free labor; the enormous improvement in basic provisions and healthcare: for the mass of humanity; the growth of recognition of universal human dignity in the doctrine: of human rights; and, perhaps most important of all, the protection of human rights and of self-government in constitutional mechanisms and civic practices unknown to classical republican theory. In the words of Publius (Alexander Hamilton) in the Federalist Papers, no. 9: 

Imperialism-No Link
The US is not an empire-our economic ties and agreements with other countries don’t mean we’re trying to control them, it means we are interested in maintaining an integrated role in the global order and because we believe these ties are key to our own personal well-being. The international institutions we are involved in often limit US power, that’s Ikenberry.

Hegemony doesn’t equate to empire—other nations can choose to disengage from US security guarantees. 

Ikenberry, 04. Professor of Geopolitics. G. John Ikenberry. “Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004. 

Johnson also offers little beyond passing mention about the societies presumed to be under Washington's thumb. 

Domination and exploitation are, of course, not always self-evident. Military pacts and security partnerships are clearly part of the structure of U.S. global power, and they often reinforce fragile and corrupt governments in order to project U.S. influence. But countries can also use security ties with the United States to their own advantage. Japan may be a subordinate security partner, but the U.S.-Japan alliance also allows Tokyo to forgo a costly buildup of military capacity that would destabilize East Asia. Moreover, countries do have other options: they can, and often do, escape U.S. domination simply by asking the United States to leave. The Philippines did so, and South Korea may be next. The variety and complexity of U.S. security ties with other states makes Johnson's simplistic view of military hegemony misleading.

Imperialism-Good
American imperialism is good-rejecting imperialism leads to relativism that allows the mindset that people can do whatever they want. This is bad, we have to make sure bad people aren’t killing innocents, that’s Rothkopf.

Imperialism good-we fight the people who are oppressing others, America has empirically only ever intervened when we think that there is something for the population of that country that can be gained by us doing so, that’s Shaw.

American imperialism should be embraced – it has been the greatest force for good in the world 

Boot, 3 (Max, Olin senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, "American Imperialism? No Need to Run Away from Label," 5-18-2003, www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf, JMP)

 

The greatest danger is that we won't use all of our power for fear of the ''I'' word -- imperialism. When asked on April 28 on al-Jazeera whether the United States was ''empire building,'' Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld reacted as if he'd been asked whether he wears women's underwear. ''We don't seek empires,'' he replied huffily. ''We're not imperialistic. We never have been.'' 

That's a fine answer for public consumption. The problem is that it isn't true. The United States has been an empire since at least 1803, when Thomas Jefferson purchased the Louisiana Territory. Throughout the 19th century, what Jefferson called the ''empire of liberty'' expanded across the continent. When U.S. power stretched from ''sea to shining sea,'' the American empire moved abroad, acquiring colonies ranging from Puerto Rico and the Philippines to Hawaii and Alaska. While the formal empire mostly disappeared after World War II, the United States set out on another bout of imperialism in Germany and Japan. Oh, sorry -- that wasn't imperialism; it was ''occupation.'' But when Americans are running foreign governments, it's a distinction without a difference. Likewise, recent ''nation-building'' experiments in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan (news - web sites) are imperialism under another name.  Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive of our goal of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views.  The indications are mixed as to whether the United States is prepared to embrace its imperial role unapologetically. Rumsfeld has said that an Iranian-style theocracy ''isn't going to happen,'' and President Bush (news - web sites) has pledged to keep U.S. troops in Iraq as long as necessary to ''build a peaceful and representative government.'' After allowing a temporary power vacuum to develop, U.S. troops now are moving aggressively to put down challenges to their authority by, for example, arresting the self-declared ''mayor'' of Baghdad.  That's all for the good. But there are also some worrisome signs. Bush asked for only $2.5 billion from Congress for rebuilding Iraq, even though a study from the Council on Foreign Relations and the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy estimates that $25 billion to $100 billion will be needed.  Iraq's oil revenues and contributions from allies won't cover the entire shortfall. The president should be doing more to prepare the U.S. public and Congress for a costly commitment. Otherwise, Iraqis quickly could become disillusioned about the benefits of liberation. 

The cost of our commitment will be measured not only in money but also in troops. While Bush and Rumsfeld have wisely eschewed any talk of an early ''exit strategy,'' they still seem to think that U.S. forces won't need to stay more than two years. Rumsfeld even denied a report that the U.S. armed forces are planning to open permanent bases in Iraq. If they're not, they should be. That's the only way to ensure the security of a nascent democracy in such a rough neighborhood.  Does the administration really imagine that Iraq will have turned into Switzerland in two years' time? Allied rule lasted four years in Germany and seven years in Japan. American troops remain stationed in both places more than 50 years later. That's why these two countries have become paragons of liberal democracy. It is crazy to think that Iraq -- which has less of a democratic tradition than either Germany or Japan had in 1945 -- could make the leap overnight. 

The record of nation-building during the past decade is clear: The United States failed in Somalia and Haiti, where it pulled out troops prematurely. Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan show more promise because U.S. troops remain stationed there. Afghanistan would be making even more progress if the United States and its allies had made a bigger commitment to secure the countryside, not just Kabul.

If we want Iraq to avoid becoming a Somalia on steroids, we'd better get used to U.S. troops being deployed there for years, possibly decades, to come. If that raises hackles about American imperialism, so be it. We're going to be called an empire whatever we do. We might as well be a successful empire. 
Imperialism is good: the defeat of Nazism and the promotion of democracy are proof.

Boot, 03 “American Imperialism? No need to run away from Label” Max Boot, Senior fellow of the Council of foreign relations, USA Today, May 6, 2003. http://66.102.1.104/scholar?hl=en&lr=&q=cache:sP5soPyDtzAJ:www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf+author:max+author:boot).

Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of  unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the  Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during  the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such  as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to  countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they  were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the  U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive

of our goal  of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free  speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is  committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't  hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views. 

**Method K- Science Good**

1NC

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

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.  

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 Sceptic. 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.

The alternative is to reject science fiction in favor of a science-focused rejection of space and terrestrial militarism. 

(CP TEXT/possible) The DoD should remove its provision that “Names, video, identifiable written/oral descriptions or identifiable photographs of wounded service members will not be released without service member’s prior written consent.” The DOD should remove its provision that inflammatory photos/videos of civilians killed by American forces not be released.

Current military censorship publicizes images of a sanitary war- the alt allows the media to capture the suffering of war and provoke public backlash that undermines the rationale for war- solves the advantage to sci fi through falsifiable data

Arnow 7- Reporter for FAIR, a journalistic organization dedicated to challenging censorship

(Pat, April, “From Self-Censorship to Official Censorship,” http://www.fair.org/index.php?page=3095) 

A letter in February to the New York Times (2/3/07) from the commander of the Multinational Corps in Iraq revealed new censorship regulations prohibiting portrayals of U.S. casualties in the media. The tightened rules have been in effect since May 2006, but no media outlet with embedded photographers reported on or objected to the censorship of images. In his letter, Lt. Gen. Raymond T. Odierno protested a January 29 article that portrayed the death of Sgt. Hector Leija during a house-to-house search in Baghdad (“Man Down” by Damien Cave with photo by Robert Nickelsberg). Odierno expressed “profound disappointment in the New York Times’ decision to publish a photograph of a mortally wounded American soldier.” He called the photo (and an online video) “offensive,” and asserted that the “clear depiction is also directly counter to the written agreement made by the reporter and the photographer before publication.” The paper responded with apologies to Leija’s family, followed up with a conversation between Times editor Bill Keller and Odierno, and apparently removed the photos from their website (though the video is still available). It was unclear why the Times felt a need to apologize; the article and photos were most respectful. But the images were also unusual—even when they were still allowed. Throughout the Iraq War, media have rarely shown images of U.S. battlefield casualties, almost never with visible pain or blood. Such restraint provides tacit support for the war. Vietnam showed us that images of the suffering of U.S. troops foster protest. Now publication of pictures of casualties violates new media ground rules for Iraq from the Department of Defense. The regulation states, “Names, video, identifiable written/oral descriptions or identifiable photographs of wounded service members will not be released without service member’s prior written consent”—which seems absurdly unlikely. In addition, the rule mandates, “In respect for family members, names or images clearly identifying individuals ‘killed in action’ will not be released. Names of KIAs may be released 24 hours after Next of Kin have been notified.” In 2005, when I reported on images of casualties for Extra! (7–8/05), photos could still be published of wounded or dead Americans in Iraq. This is the regulation the DoD press office sent me two years ago: “Battlefield casualties may be covered by embedded media as long as the service member’s identity is protected from disclosure for 72 hours or upon verification of NoK [next of kin] notification, whichever is first.” (This was a different regulation from the one prohibiting photos of coffins of dead Americans coming back to the U.S. at Dover Air Force Base—Extra!, 5/91.) The media hardly ever did publish such pictures. When they did, the depictions were discreet—as with a Time magazine online photoessay (10/26/05) marking 2,000 U.S. military deaths and 15,000 injuries in Iraq. “Iraq’s Grim Tally” showed memorials and funerals, but just one picture with a U.S. casualty—a soldier in a hospital bed, surrounded by comrades in uniform, receiving a Purple Heart. After the new regulations came out in May 2006 virtually prohibiting any portrayals, news organizations proceeded as they had. Occasional pictures of wounded Americans, always presented in a sensitive manner, caused no problems. Meanwhile, there’s nothing unusual about pictures of dead, dying and wounded Iraqis—and Afghans as well, when the press remembers to cover that other war. Blood on the sidewalk, twisted remains, friends and families in the depths of grief—these are everyday images in the New York Times and other media. But those pictures overwhelmingly show only one kind of victim—people and things shattered by their fellow countrymen, not by U.S. troops. Look at the powerful photoessays on Iraq and Afghanistan on Time’s website. In eight portfolios with more than a hundred images of war involving U.S. troops in 2006, 20 show the injured or dead felled by “insurgents,” “sectarian violence” or the Taliban. Five show U.S. wounded. (Three of the five are in a series by the intrepid Nickelsberg, who was embedded in Afghanistan at that time.) Two photos showed men killed by American forces. Both are clearly described as threats to U.S. troops. One photoessay, published June 8, that shows the U.S. raid that killed Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, “the Al-Qaeda-linked militant,” begins with the startling image of the face of the dead al-Zarqawi—a photo in a big frame on an easel at a press briefing. Clearly, the military wanted to highlight success. The only other image clearly identified as a casualty of U.S. troops was in a retrospective look at the first three years of war (3/21/06; photo first published 6/21/04). The caption describes the scene: “Mourners carry the body of a militiaman loyal to Moqtada Sadr, killed in clashes with U.S. forces in Baghdad.” In the pictures, Time shows images only of dangerous militants. Suffering of ordinary people caused by Americans remains largely unseen. Still simmering on the back burner, the government refuses to release more photos that it has from Abu Ghraib—despite lengthy court challenges spearheaded by the ACLU (ACLU press release, 2/15/06). Will the photos be published if court challenges finally succeed? Maybe not. Consider this: The Washington Post recently discovered new photos of Iraqi civilians killed by U.S. troops in Haditha among the thousands of pages of Naval Criminal Investigative Service documents. The paper chose not to publish the pictures. “Post editors decided that most of the images are too graphic to publish,” a Post news report noted (1/7/07). “Marine Corps officials believe that many of the photographs—which show the results of grenade explosions inside civilian homes and close-range rifle shots—are inflammatory by their nature, no matter whether a crime was committed.” Exactly. Today, the press—not just the Times, but virtually every U.S. news organization in Iraq—has accepted the military’s sensibility and sensitivities. Without the military’s cooperation, embedding of reporters and photographers would not be possible, and on-the-ground accounts of the war would cease—unless the press kicked up more of a fuss about restraining coverage. Photos of American suffering or suffering caused by Americans might indeed sicken and offend viewers. But by acquiescing to the military’s censorship and avoiding most of these images of American involvement, the media does not offer a true portrayal of the consequences of war. Showing blood on the floor, the fallen soldier, was too much for the military, even though the story of Sergeant Leija was presented sensitively, as a story of bravery in the face of danger. By accepting military censorship without discussion, though, the media demonstrate cowardice. 

Alt Solvency

All American wars are directed by the level of casualties the American public perceives- this is a vital check on militarism and civil-military relations

Feaver and Gelpi 3- both professors of political science @ Duke, 

(Peter and Christopher, “Choosing Your Battles: American Civil-Military Relations and the Use of Force,” http://press.princeton.edu/chapters/s7662.html)

This marked civil-military subtext was matched by another at work in the Iraq debate: would the American public be willing to pay the human costs of a war against Iraq, or would support collapse when body bags showed up on CNN? Opponents of the war, military or otherwise, emphasized that Hussein could be expected to do everything possible to make a war bloody for Americans. Although polls showed consistent and fairly strong support among the general public for war, the support eroded somewhat when pollsters talked about "thousands of U.S. casualties" (see figure 6.2). Even without analyzing specific polls, some pundits were convinced that the body-bag syndrome would sink a war in Iraq. As one retired Marine officer worried aloud, "How long will public support last when hundreds, possibly thousands, of body bags start arriving home? Desert Storm and Afghanistan make war look so easy, with so few casualties. When support at home wanes, how will you turn back the clock?" (Raspberry 2002). This book argues that the Iraq debate is not exceptional. On the contrary, the debate's civil-military and casualty sensitivity subtexts fit a pattern. The pattern is evident in systematic surveys of civilian and military opinion, shows up in case studies of decision making on the use of force since World War II, and shaped American foreign policy in both the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Do civilians and the military in the United States differ in their attitudes about when and how force should be used? Do they differ about the appropriate human costs that the use of force should entail? And do these attitudes, however differentiated, affect the propensity of the United States to use force in international disputes? We answer yes to all three questions, and demonstrate this with original survey data as well as with systematic analysis of the historical record of U.S. involvement in foreign disputes since 1816. Civil-Military Gaps and the Use of Force The debate over Iraq recalls the civil-military turmoil of the 1990s. In his autobiography, General Colin Powell relates his difficulty in dealing with the academic and "nonmilitary" style of the Clinton foreign policy team. He describes his patient efforts early in President Bill Clinton's first term to instruct civilian leaders on when and how to use force. During one such session, Madeleine Albright, then ambassador to the UN and later secretary of state, asked General Powell in frustration, "What is the point of having this superb military that you're always talking about if we can't use it?" Powell reports that he thought he "would have an aneurysm. American GIs were not toy soldiers to be moved around on some sort of global game board" (Powell 1995, 576-77). The Powell-Albright exchange cannot be dismissed as merely a contretemps between two powerful and idiosyncratic personalities. Nearly every post-cold war use of U.S. military force was conducted against the backdrop of some sort of civil-military dispute, and these disputes in broad brush seemed to conform to the Powell-Albright pattern: civilian leaders seemed more willing than military leaders to deploy the military in Bosnia, Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda, Kosovo, and so on (Desch 1999; Feaver 2003). Nor is this simply an artifact of partisanship, with a Democratic administration flummoxed by a Republican-leaning senior military. During the debate over Iraq, Senator Trent Lott, then the Republican leader in the Senate, was asked about the apparent hesitation on the part of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to embrace the Iraqi mission; Lott averred that the chiefs would end up backing the Bush administration in a war, but then went on to express his frustration in Albrightesque terms: "If the military people don't want to fight, what is their role? Do they want to be people that clean up after natural disasters?" (Gertz and Scarborough 2002). Something deeper than personalities or partisanship is at issue--a basic civil-military divide on how force should be integrated into American foreign policy. It is conventional wisdom that military experience colors people's attitudes about America's role in the world. The scholarly literature on civil-military relations argues that there are important differences of opinion between civilian and military leaders (Huntington 1957; Betts 1991; Holsti 1999; Feaver and Kohn 2001b; Kohn 2002; Feaver 2003). At the colloquial level of the media pundit, the insight seems obvious. Of course we should expect civilian and military leaders to approach foreign policy and the use of force differently (Bamford 2002; Kessler 2002c; Van Deerlin 2002). There is even a popular slur--chicken hawk--directed at one of the apparently persistent features of American politics: non-veterans who are gung-ho on the use of force (Cohen 2002a; Kelly 2002). To be sure, exceptions abound, with some prominent civilian politicians showing reluctance and some prominent military officers showing a greater willingness in a given case (Avant 1996/97). At the most senior policymaking levels, the civil-military distinction is blurry and only awkwardly fits the neat categories of classical civil-military relations theory (Roman and Tarr 2001). Nevertheless, reports persist that post-cold war civil-military relations in the United States are characterized by repeated clashes between promiscuous civilians and reluctant warriors (Mandelbaum 1996; Weigley 2001). Even or perhaps especially in the post-September 11th world, many of the most important debates in American foreign policy--how to conduct the war in Afghanistan, whether to attack Iraq, or how to attack Iraq--seem to crystallize along broadly defined civil-military lines (Dowd 2002; Kessler 2002a,b; Landay 2002; Marquis 2002; Milbank 2002a,b; Ricks 2002a,b; Webb 2002). At some level, this makes common sense. Like any other profession, the military immerses its members in a set of beliefs, traditions, and experiences that those outside the institution do not share. Many of these relate to the military's most central mission: fighting and winning wars. Lawyers undoubtedly differ from the general public in terms of their attitudes toward the legal system. Academics surely have distinct views regarding universities. But in the case of civil-military relations, it is important to know what those gaps are and whether even understandable gaps have an impact on U.S. foreign policy. This book is a follow-on project to a larger study of the so-called culture gap between civilians and the military in the United States and what that gap might mean for national security (Feaver and Kohn, 2001a; b). The earlier study responded to concerns that a gap was emerging between the military institution and civilian society that was harmful for military effectiveness and civil-military cooperation; it concluded that as the twenty-first century began, the gap between the military and society in values, attitudes, opinions, and perspectives presented no compelling need to act to avert an immediate emergency. However, there were problems that, if left unaddressed, would over time undermine civil-military cooperation and hamper military effectiveness. The earlier study identified the interface between differing civilian and military worldviews and the actual use of force as a priority for research--hence the need for the separate, sustained, and systematic analysis of the issue presented in this book. In a similar way, the "casualty phobia" question raised by the Iraq case--does the U.S. public have the stomach for war or is it a paper tiger?--was only the continuation of a longer debate that has dominated U.S. post-cold war foreign policy. Certainly the last three tyrants to directly challenge the United States--Saddam Hussein in 1991, Slobodan Milosevic in 1999, and Osama bin Laden in 2001--all believed that the United States could be successfully defied. The key to each of their military strategies was not outright defeat of the U.S. military on the battlefield, a task made hopeless by the United States' unmatched technical prowess. Rather, the key was to defeat the U.S. will, by raising the costs of war beyond what the American public would be willing to pay--something that each of the challengers thought was within his grasp. As one Iraqi general captured during the Gulf War told U.S. intelligence officers, "Saddam Hussein, the man is a gambler. He was certain that you would not attack, and if you did, it would only be by air. He kept telling the Iraqi people that airpower had never won a war in the history of warfare and that Americans would never have the nerve to engage the Iraqi army on the ground. I remember him saying that Americans would not be able to stand the loss of even hundreds of soldiers, that Iraqis were prepared to sacrifice thousands" (Gordon and Trainor 1995). Similarly, in 1999, Slobodan Milosevic referred to the U.S.-led NATO force's reluctance to take casualties in Kosovo when he told German foreign minister Joschka Fisher, "I can stand death--lots of it--but you can't" (Daalder and O'Hanlon 2000). And bin Laden made a similar calculation in 1998 when he told a reporter, "America is a paper tiger that runs in defeat after a few blows" (Strobel 2001). The disastrous Ranger raid in Mogadishu in 1993 seemed to confirm this basic American weakness: if you kill enough Americans, they will go home. Pundits recognized that September 11th may have changed the stakes for the American public, but they still worried that a new war with Iraq might founder on this same body-bag syndrome. After all, the American public might have been willing to pay a huge price to wipe out the perpetrators, Al Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan, but in fact no such price was needed. Once again the Cassandras in the arm-chair strategist community were proved wrong, and after a year of heavy action the U.S. military had suffered only fifty-three casualties in the Afghan war. The real question of how the public would react if casualties ever did start to mount was left begging, even while September 11th brought home the priority of national security. And although the question was usually left hanging, at least since Vietnam the conventional wisdom has supplied only one answer: the American public only wants war on the cheap and will not accept even moderate levels of U.S. casualties. 

Vivid instances of suffering stir mass public backlash to war- death tolls aren’t enough, the public empathy to individual suffering ensures democratic backlash against war

Baum and Potter 8-*Kennedy School of Government, Harvard, **Department of Political Science, UCLA
(Matthew and Phillip, Annual Review of Political Science “The Relationships Between Mass Media, Public Opinion, and Foreign Policy: Toward a Theoretical Synthesis,” www.hks.harvard.edu/fs/mbaum/documents/BaumPotter_AnnualRev.pdf)

Casualty aversion. In contrast to the rally literature, research on the longer-term relationship between public opinion and foreign policy primarily explores the characteristics of the conflicts themselves, particularly the casualties they engender (Mueller 1973, Gartner & Segura 2000) or public perceptions regarding their relative success (Feaver & Gelpi 2004, Gelpi et al. 2005; Eichenberg 2005). Yet, competing ideas have emerged about how such relationships might operate. One view holds that the public reacts negatively to casualties under most circumstances and that this hampers a consistent and well-considered foreign policy (Mueller 1973). Another perspective—somewhat more compatible with the foreign policy market framework—holds that the public turns against a conflict if information comes to light indicating that their delegation of responsibility for foreign policy to decision-making elites is not going well (Larson 2000, Kull & Ramsey 2001). Mueller (1973) famously argues that public tolerance for casualties follows a roughly logarithmic function in which small numbers of casualties produce large drops in support early in a conflict, whereas the public might tolerate even large numbers of casualties later in a conflict. Recent variants of Mueller’s hypothesis suggest that the key factor in determining the influence of casualties on public support is not the raw number of casualties but either their rate (Slantchev 2004) or trend (Gartner 2006). In one form or another, Mueller’s casualty aversion hypothesis underlies a recent strand of research on the differences between democratic and autocratic performance in wars. For instance, some research suggests that sensitivity to negative public reactions to the costs of war—especially casualties—causes democratic leaders to be more cautious than their autocratic counterparts in initiating military conflicts and less credible in their threats to use force in high-risk situations (Filson & Werner 2004). The empirical effect appears to be that democracies are more likely than autocracies to win the wars they fight, at least when such conflicts are relatively brief (Bennett & Stam 1998). It is not, however, clear whether this is because democracies selfselect, only entering conflicts they are likely to win (Reiter&Stam 2002), or because they are selected into such conflicts by risk-acceptant adversaries (Filson &Werner 2004). 

Ext: 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.

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.

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.

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 nec­ essarily 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 sci­ entific 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. 

Impact- Cedes the Political

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.

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
Science 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. 

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.

2NC- Sci Fi Leads to 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.
2NC Sci Fi K/Space Exploration

Science fiction is space development’s worst enemy- creates unrealistic expectations for quick success

Garmon 7- writer for Tech Republic

(Jay, March, “Debate: Is science fiction destroying the future of spaceflight?,” http://www.techrepublic.com/blog/geekend/debate-is-science-fiction-destroying-the-future-of-spaceflight/598) 

Science fiction authors Geoffrey A. Landis, M.M. Buckner and Adam Roberts discuss Project Constellation, NASA’s planned successor to the space shuttle which will also be used as the base platform for planned trips back to the moon and, eventually, Mars. Landis has a couple of Hugos to his name, but he was also an engineer on the Mars Pathfinder team. Buckner is Philip K. Dick Award-winner and noted environmental activist. Roberts is British and occasionally makes fun of Tolkien. It’s a fun group. (This article brought to you via SFSignal.) There’s a lot of great debate in the article: about privatization versus public funding, political will versus realistic technology, and the usual points that get brought up when lamenting the fact that we don’t have vacation moonbases and a rocketplane in every driveway. However, there was another point made that I think is worth investigating: Landis: “In many ways, science fiction may actually be real spaceflight’s worst enemy, because in science fiction, it’s always so easy. Funding is never a problem, because there’s always some maverick trillionaire with an unlimited budget, and one who always knows what’s going to work, too. And every reckless expedient always turns out to work - maybe the engineer says ‘the engines can’na take any more,’ but somehow by good fortune the engines do manage to take it, and the ship doesn’t explode and kill everybody.” 

In order to escape natural threats, we must extend life beyond earth

Huang 5 – Associate Professor @ Rochester

Michael Huang, Associate Professor, Dept. of Electrical & Computer Engineering:  University of Rochester, “Space Flight or Extinction,” http://www.spaext.com/

The aim of astronautics is “to extend life to there”, to establish habitats beyond Earth. This should be achieved not only for its intrinsic value, but to ensure the safety of the human species through a critical stage of its development. A civilization restricted to the surface of a single planet has inevitable threats to its long-term existence. Natural threats such as epidemics and impacts from space objects, and man-made threats such as nuclear and biological war, will be joined by new threats from emerging sciences and technologies. If we have self-sufficient human settlements throughout the solar system, and access to life support technology on Earth, humankind would have a secure future. A global catastrophe, although terrible, would not end the human species and the potential of a universe filled with intelligent life. We have a choice between two possible futures: spaceflight or extinction. To do nothing is a choice for the second future. The aim of this web site is to contribute towards the first.

Extinction outweighs everything else—if our probability is greater than a billionth of one percent we should win

BOSTROM 2011 (Nick, Prof. of Philosophy at Oxford, The Concept of Existential Risk (Draft), http://www.existentialrisk.com/concept.html)

Holding probability constant, risks become more serious as we move toward the upper-right region of figure 2. For any fixed probability, existential risks are thus more serious than other risk categories. But just how much more serious might not be intuitively obvious. One might think we could get a grip on how bad an existential catastrophe would be by considering some of the worst historical disasters we can think of—such as the two world wars, the Spanish flu pandemic, or the Holocaust—and then imagining something just a bit worse. Yet if we look at global population statistics over time, we find that these horrible events of the past century fail to register (figure 3). But even this reflection fails to bring out the seriousness of existential risk. What makes existential catastrophes especially bad is not that they would show up robustly on a plot like the one in figure 3, causing a precipitous drop in world population or average quality of life. Instead, their significance lies primarily in the fact that they would destroy the future. The philosopher Derek Parfit made a similar point with the following thought experiment: I believe that if we destroy mankind, as we now can, this outcome will be much worse than most people think. Compare three outcomes: (1) Peace. (2) A nuclear war that kills 99% of the world’s existing population. (3) A nuclear war that kills 100%. (2) would be worse than (1), and (3) would be worse than (2). Which is the greater of these two differences? Most people believe that the greater difference is between (1) and (2). I believe that the difference between (2) and (3) is very much greater. … The Earth will remain habitable for at least another billion years. Civilization began only a few thousand years ago. If we do not destroy mankind, these few thousand years may be only a tiny fraction of the whole of civilized human history. The difference between (2) and (3) may thus be the difference between this tiny fraction and all of the rest of this history. If we compare this possible history to a day, what has occurred so far is only a fraction of a second. (10: 453-454) To calculate the loss associated with an existential catastrophe, we must consider how much value would come to exist in its absence. It turns out that the ultimate potential for Earth-originating intelligent life is literally astronomical. One gets a large number even if one confines one’s consideration to the potential for biological human beings living on Earth. If we suppose with Parfit that our planet will remain habitable for at least another billion years, and we assume that at least one billion people could live on it sustainably, then the potential exist for at least 1018 human lives. These lives could also be considerably better than the average contemporary human life, which is so often marred by disease, poverty, injustice, and various biological limitations that could be partly overcome through continuing technological and moral progress. However, the relevant figure is not how many people could live on Earth but how many descendants we could have in total. One lower bound of the number of biological human life-years in the future accessible universe (based on current cosmological estimates) is 1034 years.[10] Another estimate, which assumes that future minds will be mainly implemented in computational hardware instead of biological neuronal wetware, produces a lower bound of 1054 human-brain-emulation subjective life-years (or 1071 basic computational operations).(4)[11] If we make the less conservative assumption that future civilizations could eventually press close to the absolute bounds of known physics (using some as yet unimagined technology), we get radically higher estimates of the amount of computation and memory storage that is achievable and thus of the number of years of subjective experience that could be realized.[12] Even if we use the most conservative of these estimates, which entirely ignores the possibility of space colonization and software minds, we find that the expected loss of an existential catastrophe is greater than the value of 1018 human lives. This implies that the expected value of reducing existential risk by a mere one millionth of one percentage point is at least ten times the value of a billion human lives. The more technologically comprehensive estimate of 1054 human-brain-emulation subjective life-years (or 1052 lives of ordinary length) makes the same point even more starkly. Even if we give this allegedly lower bound on the cumulative output potential of a technologically mature civilization a mere 1% chance of being correct, we find that the expected value of reducing existential risk by a mere one billionth of one billionth of one percentage point is worth a hundred billion times as much as a billion human lives. One might consequently argue that even the tiniest reduction of existential risk has an expected value greater than that of the definite provision of any “ordinary” good, such as the direct benefit of saving 1 billion lives. And, further, that the absolute value of the indirect effect of saving 1 billion lives on the total cumulative amount of existential risk—positive or negative—is almost certainly larger than the positive value of the direct benefit of such an action.
AT Perm

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  

Method K- Tradeoff With Science Link

Finite amount of time- focus between science fiction and science

Sci Fi becomes conflated with science- we think of the world like Star Trek, don’t understand conceptions of how the world works

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.

**Colonialism K**

Heinlein’s depiction of invasion and defense replicates racist ideology – makes attempts at extermination inevitable

Seed 7 – Professor of English

David, “Constructing America's Enemies: The Invasions of the USA,” The Yearbook of English Studies, Vol. 37, No. 2, Modern Humanities Research Association

In 1693 Cotton Mather warned his readers that An Army of Drrils is horribly broke- in upon the place which is the Center^ and after a sort, the Rrst-bornof the English Settlements: and the Houses of the Good People there are fill'd with doleful Shrieks of their Children and Servants. Tormented by Invisible Hands, with Tortures altogether preternatural.' This may be the first American invasion narrative; certainly it sets a paradigm that later fiction has developed. The godly terrain of the emerging nation is described as under siege from demonic, invisible forces that have forced an entry even into the citadel of the home. Mather initiates a long tradition in American writing in which the underside of manifest destiny is explored — the fear of failure, defeat, and subversion. Since Mather's day, invasion has become such a routine term in American culture that it is now variously applied to biological species, terrorism, Chinese agents, businessmen Japanese and European), and drug trafficking. The proliferation of American invasion narratives in the late nineteenth century coincides historically with the emergence of the USA as an imperial world power. These narratives draw on a range of methods, all related to science fiction, in that they describe a speculative sequence of events through futuristic reportage 01 symbolic parable. Surveying cultural expressions of the fear of invasion, T,ric Mottram proposes six rough categories: the fear of alien intelligent beings; fear of an underground expressed as a Manichacan strugglc between good and evil; fear of insurrection; fears of internal oppressive agencies; 'fear of invasion from without'; and the lear of total surveillance.7 It is the second and fifth of these categories that primarily concern us here. Briefly, these creatures embody an inverted and demonized version of cherished American values. During periods of anxiety about immigrant labour or nuclear supremacy, invasion narratives give imaginative form to a testing out of national ideology speculating about possible weaknesses not just in civil defence but also In his survey of treatments of the Chinese in American fiction, William K Wu identifies Atwell Whitney's Almond-Eyed (1878) as the earliest novel to describe an Asiatic threat to the USA, which became popularized as the so-called Yellow Peril. Wu finds a pattern in these narratives of presenting the Chinese as an unthinking mass, terrifying because of their sheer number; they infiltrate the USA through California as immigrant workers and then subvert the nation from within, acting like a fifth column.^ Pierton W. Dooner's Last Days of the Republic (1880) similarly presents a near-future chronicle, which records the gradual takeover of the USA by the Chinese Empire. The starting point for Dooner's chronicle is the California Gold Rush, which pushes the door ajar to cheap Coolie labour. Indeed, the whole book can be taken as a warning against the dangers of unfettered immigration. Because he is writing extrapolated history, Dooner paints his action with a broad brush, giving us mass processes that impress by sheer number. Very little attempt is made to dramatize the action; instead, Dooner describes what he presents as an inevitable sequence of events, which, with the benefits of hindsight, America should have recognized from the beginning. He introduces the Chinese anonymously through their collective cultural and racial characteristics as a people 'incapable of assimilation, or of social intercommunication [. . .] Servile to the last degree, they seemed to be a people ordained by nature to be the servants of all mankind'.4 Dooner sets up these generalities as cues to the reader to recognize the Chinese before they are named. Essentially, he traces out a process of racial determinism against which the American people prove powerless. The Chinese are suspicious 'by nature', and when their other dominant characteristics are added, we have the motivation of a massive conspiracy: 'This unwholesome spirit, seconded by a consuming avarice, and directed by a most incredible cunning, laid the foundation of a scheme of conquest unparalleled in the history of the human race.'5 As controls on immigration slacken and as demand for unskilled labour in America rises, the Chinese infiltrate in greater and greater numbers. Despite The menace u< thr Western world lies, not m ihc little liniwn man [theJapanese], Inn in the four hundred millions of yellow men should the liltle brown man undertake their management. The Chinese is not dead to new ideas; he is an efficient worker; makes a good soldier, and is wealthy in the essential materials o| a machine agr. Under a capable management he will go far10 This perception of threat overlays a covert respect for Chinese industry. London's anxiety also emerges in his conviction that Western culture — in practice, American-led culture — has built itself on Christian values like the appeal to conscience, which cannot be taught to the Oriental. London expresses the difference between Western and Asiatic cultures as an absolute barrier represented by the linguistic differences between Saxon and Chinese. Only two years later he used exactly the same linguistic:/racial argument to establish a similar gulf within a speculative narrative, which results in Chinese expansion. 'The Unparalleled Invasion' (written in 1906 and published in The Strength of the Strong, 1910) describes how a crisis occurs in 1976 in China's relation with the Wrest. Once again a difference of language and script is presented as something deeper: 'between them [the countries of the West] and China was no common psychological speech'.u The massive barrier of linguistic difference makes East and West into 'mental aliens'. Japan is used in this narrative as a mediator of Western practice. To realize their 'colossal dream of empire' they take over the 'management' of China, thereby enacting a process London had speculated on in the abstract in 'The Yellow Peril'. Once China has successfully assimilated these managerial methods, they expel Western and Japanese personnel. Here London finds himself in a double-bind: on the one hand, he insists that 'The Chinese was not an imperial race. It was industrious, thrifty, and peace-loving",'12 on the other, the Chinese birth-rate facilitates an expansion of China's influence into nearby countries. Although he does not present this process as a deliberate national strategy, London agrees with Dooner about the effect of virtually the same process, and also plays on the fear of sheer numbers. The Chinese expand into and take over Indo-China, Siam, and Central Asia, at which point the West takes action. While the united Western armies mass along China's new borders, an airship drops a biological agent on the Chinese that rapidly kills off millions from cholera, smallpox, and plague. This is described literally as a form of ethnic cleansing, because the few survivors are killed off by Western troops, China is 'sanitized,1 and then resetUed by different nationalities under the guidance of America. Although London never describes an invasion of the USA, the expansion of China is shown to challenge American hegemony and therefore to present a crucial threat to Western (American?) culture that can only be fought off by the complete erasure of the Chinese population. In that sense 'The Unparalleled Invasion' mounts a warning to Western complacency. Its tide is studiously ambiguous: is the 'unparalleled invasion' the Chinese infiltration of adjoining countries or the Western use of biological weapons? The stories that formed the basis for Philip Nowlan's Buck Rogers series, Armageddon 2419 AD. (1928) and The Airlords of Han (1929), carry the racial logic of the Yellow Peril fear to its ultimate conclusion. Buck Rogers falls asleep at a point where the USA is the most powerful country in the world, only to awake in the twentv-fifth centurv when America has become a 'total wreck' ruled over by the Mongolian Han. These rulers embody the qualities we have already encountered: a coldly scientific outlook, a willingness to sacrifice the individual to the group, and a tendency to despotism. In case the reader misses the point, we are told that their soldiers wear bright yellow uniforms. Armageddon zjiy A.I). (the subsequent collective title for the two stories) describes how the USA raises itself from serfdom to reassert its rightful position in the world. Looking back on these events, Buck reflects that the Han were a 'monstrosity among the races of men which originated as a hybrid somewhere in the dark fastnesses of interior Asia, and spread itself like an inhuman blight over (he lace of the globe*. Because there was 'something inhuman' about them, their fate was inevitable, and Buck appeals to the satisfaction of all right-thinking readers in stating 'the fact remains that they have been exterminated'.' * In the period between the wars Yellow Peril narratives were strengthened by the publication in America of Sax Rohmer's l'u Manchu novels. Up to this period Chinese strategy was hinted at through vague suggestions of behind-the-scenes government machinations. As William Wu explains, Fu Manchu made his impact as a leader. He filled a 'power vacuum that bad existed in the tales of Chinese immigration and infiltration'.'1 Yellow Peril narratives do not stop with the end of the Second World War; they simply go through a further permutation during the Cold War period. Dooner's pattern of assault and defeat is reversed in Robert Heinlein's 'Ihe Day after Tomorrow. Here the action starts at the moment of national collapse in America of the near future. Washington has been destroyed; Manhattan lies in ruins; and the country has been overrun by the PanAsians, referred to once as 'Mongolians' but really an amalgamation of the Chinese and Japanese. The surviving remnant hidden in a Rocky Mountain military refuge is defined in numbers: 'six men against four hundred million'.15 And while this group devises the super-weapon to use against the invaders, the PanAsians are simply referred to as a mass, 'othercd' as the enemy. Heinlein's story, originally published in 1941 under the title Sixth (Column, was an idea given him by John W. Campbell and then revised "to remove racist aspects of the original story line'."' Despite these changes. Heinlein's narrative rests almost entirely on Yellow Peril fears. The PanAsians are presented as a single-minded horde, tunning and remorseless in their dealings with the captive Americans. ()nc survivor diagnoses their mentality in racial terms: 'Behind their arrogance is a racial inferiority complex, a mass paranoia'.17 And here lies their Achilles' heel on which the American resistance group plays. Having devised a catch-all scientific weapon that can kill, transform matter, or just stun, the group takes advantage of the one thing the invaders allow the Americans - religion. Under cover of a new cult, they establish a network of centres around the country from which they launch their final, successful uprising. At every point the Americans play on the main defining characteristic of the PanAsians their code of honour, which does not allow them to lose face. In two of the very few sequences where Heinlein focalizes events through a PanAsian official, the latter sneers at the .Americans as inferior 'aborigines' and 'crazy savages,' ironically consolidating the racial level of the action. In setting up his basic polarity of Americans against their enemy, Heinlein attempts to introduce an intermediary racial category represented by one Frank Roosevelt Mitsui, an American citizen of mixed Hawaiian and Japanese origins. Mitsui, in fact, represents a group that the PanAsians are systematically liquidating, and he could therefore have an important role in demonstrating the Americans' lack of racism. Ultimately, however, the schematic oppositions of the novel actually minimize his participation in the action. When first seen, even by an old friend, he is deindividualized: 'the sight of a flat, yellow face' makes his friend's 'hackles rise', and when he first goes to the mountain refuge he is almost shot by the guard in a reflex action. Mitsui's part in the action is limited to giving advice about the reactions of the PanAsians, after which he is dropped until the denouement where he heroically loses his life killing a megalomaniac American officer. At this point Heinlein modifies his racial designation to a 'short stocky brown man', but still definitely not that of a white member of the reborn America.18 In a talk of 1941 called 'The Discovery of the Future' Heinlein stressed his commitment to the scientific method' and argued that science fiction could preserve reason in times of crisis: During a period of racial insanity; mass psychoses, hysteria, manic depression, paranoia, it is possible for a man who bHicves in change to hold on, to arrest his judgement, to go slow, to take a look at the facts, and not be badly hurt.19 The Day after Tomorrow imagines such a period in the ultimate terms of a threat to America, and then describes the salvation of the republic by technological know-how and pragmatic inventiveness. Although Heinlein demonizes the PanAsians as themselves racist, he never examines the racial basis of his own narrative, which plays directly to fears of the yellow horde. Indeed, his racism is more extreme than Dooner's in that Heinlein never gives much motivation for the invasion (although he blames the US Non-Intercourse Acts for fostering ignorance . and he provides only a perfunctory account of how the invasion takes place.20 His concern is clearly to establish the worst national situation as quickly as possible so as to begin his narrative of racial triumphalism.

This deliniation of populations makes war and genocide inevitable

Mendieta ‘2 (Eduardo, SUNY @ Stony Brook, Meeting of the Foucault Circle from To make live and to let die – Foucault on Racism, April 25)

This is where racism intervenes, not from without, exogenously, but from within, constitutively. For the emergence of biopower as the form of a new form of political rationality, entails the inscription within the very logic of the modern state the logic of racism. For racism grants, and here I am quoting: "the conditions for the acceptability of putting to death in a society of normalization. Where there is a society of normalization, where there is a power that is, in all of its surface and in first instance, and first line, a bio-power, racism is indispensable as a condition to be able to put to death someone, in order to be able to put to death others. The homicidal [meurtrière] function of the state, to the degree that the state functions on the modality of bio-power, can only be assured by racism "(Foucault 1997, 227) To use the formulations from his 1982 lecture "The Political Technology of Individuals" –which incidentally, echo his 1979 Tanner Lectures –the power of the state after the 18th century, a power which is enacted through the police, and is enacted over the population, is a power over living beings, and as such it is a biopolitics. And, to quote more directly, "since the population is nothing more than what the state takes care of for its own sake, of course, the state is entitled to slaughter it, if necessary. So the reverse of biopolitics is thanatopolitics." (Foucault 2000, 416). Racism, is the thanatopolitics of the biopolitics of the total state. They are two sides of one same political technology, one same political rationality: the management of life, the life of a population, the tending to the continuum of life of a people. And with the inscription of racism within the state of biopower, the long history of war that Foucault has been telling in these dazzling lectures has made a new turn: the war of peoples, a war against invaders, imperials colonizers, which turned into a war of races, to then turn into a war of classes, has now turned into the war of a race, a biological unit, against its polluters and threats. Racism is the means by which bourgeois political power, biopower, re-kindles the fires of war within civil society. Racism normalizes and medicalizes war. Racism makes war the permanent condition of society, while at the same time masking its weapons of death and torture. As I wrote somewhere else, racism banalizes genocide by making quotidian the lynching of suspect threats to the health of the social body. Racism makes the killing of the other, of others, an everyday occurrence by internalizing and normalizing the war of society against its enemies. To protect society entails we be ready to kill its threats, its foes, and if we understand society as a unity of life, as a continuum of the living, then these threat and foes are biological in nature.

2nc Link

More ev

Seed 7 – Professor of English

David, “Constructing America's Enemies: The Invasions of the USA,” The Yearbook of English Studies, Vol. 37, No. 2, Modern Humanities Research Association

Ever since 1947, the year in which UFOs were allegedly seen in Washington State, reports of aliens have- proliferated to the point where, as Bryan Appleyard puts it, 'extraterrestrials are now a routine aspect of our culture1.4*' Certainly, in the post-war period invasion fantasies frequently portray assaults on America .1 threats to the human species, and, in line with Cold War fears of subversion, describe invasions by stealth. In her famous essay on SF narratives of the Cold War Susan Sontag argues that SF monster films present a 'negative imagination of the impersonal'. The invading creatures either 'proceed with an absolutely regular, unalterable movement' if they are non-human; if human, 'they obey the most rigid military discipline, and display no personal characteristics whatsoever'.41 As a general warning to consider symbolic displacements, Sontag's essay is useful but risks flattening out these narratives into standardized repetitions of Cold War themes. In fact, as Cindy Heathershot has shown, even the most overtly ideological SF films tend to be more complex than Sontag suggests, and they sometimes conflate the Soviets and Nazis into a composite enemy.42 Her discussion further strengthens my general argument here that invasion narratives involve national and cultural self-examination. The nature of the threat often raises questions about perceived cultural weakness, partly shown through Americans' inability to identify and therefore resist that threat. Robert Heinlcin's The Puppet Masters (1951) opens with a retrospective question ('Were they truly intelligent?') which tantalizes the reader by withholding information, but which at the same lime reassures us that a danger has passed. Whoever 'they' were, they are no longer a present threat. Heinlein screens his invasion behind an SF cliche of the period - flying saucers — in order to set up his own narrative, which plays on our primal (ears. Heinlein's invaders are amorphous blobs originating from Titan that fasten on to the base of their victims' necks and direct the latter's actions. The first time this creature is described, the reaction evoked is one of disgust: 'Grayish, faintly translucent, and shot through with darker structure, shapeless — it reminded me of a giant clot of frogs' eggs. It was clearly alive, for it pulsed and quivered and moved by flowing.'43 The object represents potential life, but has attached itself to an adult human and so comes to embody a transformational process that seems to be unnervingly psychological while carrying minimal physical markers — primarily the appearance of having a humped back. Throughout most of the novel these creatures are referred to as 'slugs', which risks familiarizing them and which strikes an awkward note of slowness, awkward because Hcinlein actually describes the takeover of the central USA within a very brief timespan.

AT: Plan Solves / Criticizes Imperialism

Science fiction doesn’t solve imperialism – serves to deflect criticisms of terrestrial military expansionism

Latham 7 – Professor of English and American Studies

Rob, “Biotic Invasions: Ecological Imperialism in New Wave Science Fiction,” The Yearbook of English Studies, 37.2, Modern Humanities Research Association

Of course, to interpret most invasion stories of SF's pulp era as critical of Western progress requires reading against the grain, since their evident message is the fearlessness and ingenuity of Euro-American peoples when confronted by hostile forces. The magazine Astounding Stories, during its 1940s golden age, operated under a philosophy that Brian Stableford and David Pringle identify as 'human chauvinism1, by the terms of which 'humanity was destined to get the better of any and all alien species'.10 Editor John Campbell saw the extraterrestrial expansion of the human race not only as a logical extrapolation of the exploratory impulse of Western civilization, but also explicidy as an outlet for martial aggression; as he remarked in a letter to A. E. van Vogt, when 'other planets are opened to colonization [. ..] we'll have peace on earth — and war in heaven!'.u One of the few tales of successful 'foreign' invasion published during Astounding* heyday was Robert Heinlein's Sixth Column (1941), where the invaders are not aliens from space but a Pan-Asiatic horde that occupies the United States, only to be undermined and eventually defeated by an underground scientific elite masquerading as a popular religion; reverse colonization is thus foiled and the Westward trend of empire reaffirmed. Sixth Column is a forerunner of post-war tales of communist menace, such as Heinlein's own The Puppet Masters (1951), in which slug-like parasites seek to brainwash the US citizenry but ultimately prove no match for the native resourcefulness and righteous rage of humankind: 'they made the mistake of tangling with the toughest, meanest, deadliest, most unrelenting — and ablest — form of life in this section of space, a critter that can be killed but can't be tamed'.112 The cinema of the [950s was filled with similar scenarios of sinister alien infiltration and dogged human resistance; essentially, they allegorized the US struggle with global communism and usually ended with the defeat of the invaders. Yet close readings of these stories reveal a strong undercurrent of unease beneath the bland surface confidence in American values. For example, in Invaders from Mars (1953), as I have argued in a previous essay, 'the paranoia about alien invasion and takeover may merely serve to deflect anxieties about how seamlessly militarist power has inscribed itself into the suburban American landscape13 Similar disquiets can be perceived in films that depict literal communist attacks and occupations, such as Invasion USA (1952), which is, as Cyndy Hendershot has shown, as much about fears of US decadence and conformism as it is about Soviet perfidy.14 In other words, even invasion stories that valorize human (that is, Western) cunning and bravery may be troubled by doubts regarding the susceptibility to external incursions, the lurking rot at the imperial core that permits such brazen raids from the periphery.

**SQ Solves- Body Bags**

SQ solves- reversal of Bush’s ban on reveals the true cost of war, their ev doesn’t assume

CNN 9

(April, Mike Mount, “Ban lifted, media witness solemn return of fallen service member,” http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/04/06/photo.ban.lifted/) 

DOVER AIR FORCE BASE, Delaware (CNN) -- His name was Phillip A. Myers. A staff sergeant in the U.S. Air Force, he was killed in a roadside bombing in Afghanistan on Saturday. The return of his body to the United States aboard a charter aircraft Sunday marked a solemn moment that has been repeated more than 5,000 times at Dover Air Force Base in Delaware since the start of the war in Afghanistan in late 2001. Much of this night was like so many of the others: The well-practiced and crisp movement of the carry team silently transferring the body from the plane to the truck that would transport it to the base mortuary and the presence of Myers' family, quietly watching every step and order, ensured dignity and respect for the fallen in an atmosphere that does not lend itself to peace and quiet. This night, however, was not like the other nights. Watching all of this were about 40 journalists allowed to cover the return of Myers' remains. It was the first time in almost 20 years the return of a fallen U.S. service member was able to be recorded by the media. Myers' widow was the first to be asked by the military, under a new policy by Defense Secretary Robert Gates, if she wished to have news media at Dover Air Force Base for her husband's final return home. Her decision to do so was historical and allowed the public to see a side of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq the country has not yet seen. The only noise on the flight line was the perpetual whine of the Atlas Air 747's power generator. This was the plane that had brought Myers and another fallen soldier back to the United States. The media were not allowed to cover the other soldier's transfer and were not given his name or the circumstances of his death, because the family had not granted permission. On the flight line, journalists were asked not to speak, use camera flashes or make undue movement while watching the transfer. With cameras rolling, an eight-member carry team wearing battle-dress uniforms and white gloves stood by the flag-draped transfer case carrying Myers, as the chaplain, Maj. Klabens Noel, said a prayer. The team slowly moved the transfer case from the aircraft onto the loader. With a jolt, the quiet of the night was shattered as a diesel engine was started to lower the loader toward the ground and then was shut off. Bathed in light from the giant floodlights along the flight line, the team hoisted the transfer case and carried it to a waiting panel truck. As the transfer case was secured, the carry team saluted, the doors of the truck were slowly closed and then driven under police escort to the base mortuary. Seven family members watched the truck until it was out of sight, one man among them crying into a tissue. Myers was from Hopewell, Virginia, and died Saturday of wounds suffered in a roadside bombing, the Air Force said. He was assigned to the 48th Civil Engineer Squadron, with the Royal Air Force Lakenheath, UK, and in March 2008 received the Bronze Star for valor. He was 30 years old. Casualties: Afghanistan | Iraq The ban on media coverage of returning war dead was implemented by President George Bush in 1991 and the policy has been the subject of much debate since. Some called it censorship; others said it allowed privacy and respect for the families during a very difficult time. Watch an Army widow call the policy is 'dignified' » An exception on the ban by President Bill Clinton in 2000 allowed coverage of the return of sailors killed in the attack on the USS Cole. Shortly after taking office, President Obama asked Gates to take a look at the policy. In February, Gates reversed it, but with conditions. Family members would be asked if they wanted news media to cover the transfer of their loved one's body. iReport.com: What do you think about this decision? Service members' support groups had mixed opinions on the change. Some welcomed the change to show the human cost of war, and others opposed it. 

Media coverage of deceased military personnel enables democratic debate which questions the cost of war

Devereaux 4- graduate student in Women’s Studies at Memorial University of Newfoundland, winner of the Dalton Camp Award for democratic journalism
(Danielle, “Democracy as Dialogue: How the Media Influence Canadian Democracy,” www.friends.ca/files/PDF/DCA/Devereaux.pdf) 

Is the Bush administration hiding its war dead? Historically, honouring a country’s fallen soldiers has been seen as an opportunity to rally patriotism. Patriotically speaking, the solemn grandeur of military ceremonies carries a lot of weight. Yet in the October 21, 2003 edition of the Washington Post, Dana Milbank reported on a directive handed down by the US government stating, “There will be no arrival ceremonies for, or media coverage of, deceased military personnel returning to or departing from Ramstein [Germany] airbase or Dover [Del.] base, to include interim stops”. This media ban was ordered the same day the US invaded Iraq. This is an invasion Canada did not support. Canadian troops are not serving in the Iraq war; what then, does a protest in Delaware have to do with the media’s influence on Canadian democracy? Canadian soldiers may not be in Iraq, but they are dying. Compare the media ban prohibiting the filming of caskets coming off military planes in the US, to Canada’s media coverage of Canadian soldiers killed on peacekeeping missions in Afghanistan; the “no arrival ceremonies” homecoming of Marine Lance Corporal Jesus Suarez del Solar Navarro, to the honour guard that stood waiting on the tarmac for the homecoming of Corporal Jamie Murphy. A suicide bomber killed Corporal Jamie Murphy, a young man from Conception Harbour, Newfoundland, on January 27, 2004. The media coverage of this tragedy, on a national and local level, was extensive. Our media did not shut off the cameras as his remains were returned to Canadian soil. News of his death and life were everywhere – from national newspapers, television and radio stations, to community and university media outlets. Does this mean that as a country we treat our fallen soldiers with greater respect? I’m not sure, but I am certain that the difference between Jamie Murphy’s homecoming and Jesus Suarez del Solar Navarro’s homecoming, does have something to do with democracy. Glenn Deir interviewed Jamie Murphy’s family for CBC Television’s evening newscast Canada Now. The interview is extremely difficult to watch. Partway through a broken Norman Murphy, Jamie’s father, leaves. As the interview continues, Jamie’s sisters and mother remember Jamie as a loving, wonderful young man; they also question whether or not Canadian troops should be in Afghanistan. Jamie’s mother, Alice Murphy, tells Deir, “They shouldn't be over there. I always said they shouldn't be over there.” Norma Murphy, Jamie’s sister, asks, “What’s the sense of it? …As long as they’re over there they’re going to be dying…he won’t be the last one.” This question – what is the sense of it? – was further debated in the media, at least in Newfoundland and Labrador, when residents of the province were invited to call in to a special CBC Radio open line show to talk about Jamie’s death and the Murphy family’s television interview. Should Canada be in Afghanistan? I’m not sure. The media plays an important role for Canadian democracy not because it can answer this question, but because it can facilitate the debate. There is a media ban on US military bases for a reason. Flag-draped caskets invite questions, conversations and debate. Debates are dangerous, they bring with them possibility – the possibility that the American public may well decide, as many already have, that the US should not be in Iraq; that Canadians may well decide that Canada should not be in Afghanistan. 

***NEG
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.
Predictions about the future of space must be rigorous and realistic—their science fiction stories don’t qualify

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)

Few space security analysts have focused on the possibilities for cooperation to function more organically as an element of the evolution of human space activities, rather than simply as a structure applied to that evolution. The more organic possibility reflects the potential over time for cooperative agreements and institutions to change state interests themselves. Processes facilitating such evolution include strategic interest convergence, information creation and sharing, ‘‘spillover’’ and ‘‘feedback’’ effects, issue scope expansion and integration, and the facilitation of transnational linkages. Interacting synergistically with the interests they are influencing, such cooperation evolves dynamically as well. As such cooperation deepens its roots among all parties, it can begin to endure self-sustainably.21 The potential for more organic principles and cooperative institutions to shape the nature of political relations themselves suggests a more expansive concept of the underlying nature of interstate relations e one that need not always resemble the realist image of a Hobbesian ‘‘war of all against all’’. Hedley Bull’s ‘‘anarchical society’’ and Daniel Deudney’s ‘‘negarchy,’’ for example, capture the past and present existence of international political orders that, despite the absence of hierarchical government, have functioned as qualitatively distinct governance systems.22 Application of concepts of qualitatively distinct political ordering principles to developing governance conditions of the future human presence in space is as yet largely unexplored.23 The fluidity of interests and capabilities with respect to space activities suggests a relatively large potential for organized cooperation to influence their evolution. Such cooperative principles and institutions would then become intrinsic to the dynamic political forces shaping the expanding human presence in space, growing and evolving with them, rather than acting as exogenous static structures seeking to constrain those forces.24 The rate and uncertainty of change in both the technological and political dimensions of expanding human space activities complicates this task. Herein lies the value of ‘‘realistic visions’’. Rigorous articulations of the interplay of the wide variety of constraints, tradeoffs, uncertainties, and values entailed in human expansion into space can facilitate evaluation of the applicability of alternative governance concepts to human space activities in the context of dynamic change. Among other things, such visions can explore how alternative futures in space are intimately linked to terrestrial conditions. As the human presence in space develops into an integral aspect of global life, it will increasingly reflect the prevailing conditions of global life. Anticipation of space weaponization premises continued earthly insecurity and conflict, while ambitions for growing commercial and exploratory development of space presume increasing international integration and collaboration. A future in which space becomes a domain of conflict and arms race competition may be irreconcilable with visions for increasing peaceful human presence embodied in today’s growing commercial and exploratory activities. Choices among alternative futures for the human presence in space may depend upon choices among alternative futures for life on Earth as well. The following section reviews the potential for scenariobuilding techniques to inform these choices by providing rigorous detailed visions of future worlds that account for a wide range of current realities and span the spectra of the most important uncertainties. The resulting plausible, integrated visions can yield feasible policy-relevant insights that demonstrably enable current policy making to be more farsighted. Beyond the fruits of the exercises themselves, the longer time-frames entailed in scenario building also facilitate dialogue among diverse parties divided on nearer-term questions. The collaboration enabled can inspire innovation and integrated analysis among diverse experts, leading to the development of a productive ‘‘epistemic community’’25 addressing the full scope of future human space activities. Vision development is only one aspect of long-term planning. Comprehensive knowledge generation and strategies for policy making are also required. But vision development is currently the least well advanced. All global policy debate, including US national security policy making, can benefit from having a fuller range of rigorous and credible assessments of long-term prospects from which to draw.
We should build plausible and specific scenarios—that’s key to improve space policy and avoid nuclear war
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)
On 16 March 1966 Neil Armstrong deftly piloted the Gemini VIII within 0.9 meters of the pre-launched Agena Target Vehicle, then slowly accomplished the world’s first orbital docking. Armstrong and co-pilot David Scott were still in a celebratory mood, when Scott noticed the Gemini beginning to roll. Armstrong used the Orbit Attitude and Maneuvering System thrusters, but the moment he throttled down, they started to roll again. Turning off the Agena seemed to stop the problem for a few minutes. But when it began again, the roll was accelerating. They undocked and with a long burst of translation thrusters moved away from the Agena. But the roll continued to accelerate. Tumbling now at one revolution per second, the astronauts were in danger of impaired vision and loss of consciousness. But Armstrong was able to bring the wild oscillations under control thanks in part to preparation by a flight simulation training exercise that many pilots disliked, believing the simulation was too unlikely to waste their scarce training time and energy on.26 Fortunately, NASA did not plan the astronauts’ training based on the most likely scenarios. Instead, they planned on the basis of plausible and important scenarios. Developing plausible scenarios helps us take the long view in a world of great uncertainty.27 Scenarios are narratives of the future defined around a set of unpredictable drivers, intended to expand insight by identifying unexpected but important possible directions and outcomes. Scenarios have a timeline over which meaningful change is possible. They are a useful tool for examining a number of different possible futures. They provide a means to stimulate new thinking, challenge assumptions, and provide an effective framework for dialogue among a diverse group of stakeholders. They can inspire new ideas and innovations by helping identify common goals and interests that transcend current political divides. Scenarios thus help to develop the means to work towards preferred futures.28 Scenarios are stories about the way the world might turn out tomorrow; they do not need to be likely, but they ought to be plausible, internally consistent, and relevant. It is precisely by considering possible, even if not necessarily likely, scenarios that we are best prepared for the unpredictability of the future. By encouraging creative thinking beyond the future we anticipate, scenarios help us become more resilient to unexpected events. With respect to their utility in guiding policy development, three features distinguish good scenarios from simple speculations, linear predictions or fanciful musings of the future: Scenarios are decision focused. Successful scenarios begin and end by clarifying the decisions and actions the participants must make if they are to deal successfully with an uncertain future. One common misconception of scenarios is that they are prescient, path dependent predictions of the future. On the contrary, scenarios are used to order our thoughts amid uncertainty, build common ground among differing perspectives, and think rationally about our options. The value of a set of scenarios accrues not from their accuracy or likelihood, but from their plausibility and the insights they generate. Scenarios are imaginative. In examining a decision within the context of a number of different futures, scenarios require us to look behind fixed assumptions. They encourage participants to challenge conventional wisdom, create new contexts for existing decisions, and think creatively about options for surmounting obstacles. At their core, then, scenarios are about learning.29 Scenarios are logical. The scenario process is formal and disciplined in its use of information and analysis. The creativity and imagination inspired by scenarios can only be as effective as it is based in realistic assessments. In requiring participants to challenge each others’ thoughts, perceptions, and mind-sets, the process helps clarify that reality. Scenarios first emerged following World War II as a method of military planning. This approach was reflected in Herman Kahn’s assertion of the need to ‘‘think the unthinkable’’ concerning the possibilities and implications of war in the atomic age. ‘‘In our times’’, Kahn wrote in 1966, ‘‘thermonuclear war may seem unthinkable, immoral, insane, hideous, or highly unlikely, but it is not impossible’’. 30 Kahn’s motivation was, in part, recognition of the counter-intuitive notion that planning could be a necessary means of avoidance. Analyzing scenarios reached greater methodological sophistication with the work of Pierre Wack, a planner at the London offices of Royal Dutch/Shell. Wack and his colleagues refined the application of scenario thinking to private enterprise. This work helped Shell anticipate the consequences of the emergence of a cartel among oil exporting countries, and to develop various plans to cushion the blow that would (and did) result from formation of the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) in 1960. Shell was also able to anticipate massive economic and political change in the then USSR in the late 1980s.31 Scenario analysis came to be used in the political arena when associates of Wack assisted stakeholders in South Africa in the peaceful transition from apartheid to democracy. Many doubted the country’s prospects; in 1987, the Guardian Weekly quoted Margaret Thatcher’s former spokesman Bernard Ingham as saying that anyone who believed the African National Congress (ANC) would one day rule South Africa was ‘‘living in cloud cuckoo land.’’32 But with operations in South Africa and an interest in preventing anarchy following the downfall of apartheid, Shell sent some of Wack’s prote´ge´s, including Adam Kahane, to convene meetings of top governmental, religious, civic and business leaders at a conference site there called Mont Fleur. From February 1990, when Nelson Mandela was released from prison, to April 1994, when the first all-race elections were held, participants identified relatively certain and uncertain but plausible factors, and then formed into teams to research various alternative futures. In the midst of deep conflict and uncertainty, ‘‘Mont Fleur’’ brought people together from across ideological and political divides to think creatively about the future of their country. The collaboratively drafted scenarios were not a panacea, but did contribute to establishing a common vocabulary and enough mutual understanding for participants to find common ground on complex decisions. In particular, the consensus on the undesirability of three particular scenarios contributed to developing the perception of shared interests that was an important element in the success of the governmental transition.33 Scenario-building and analysis has become a distinct tool of US government policy making, and has been applied directly to future space security issues. For example, one major US Air Force scenario-based study evaluated 25 emerging technologies and 40 separate potential weapons systems through the lens of six ‘‘alternative futures’’ in an effort to guide future Air Force policy choices.34 This exercise (and others like it) exemplifies the potential for applying nonlinear future planning methodologies to large-scale public policy topics, including the future of space. The principal deficiency of such government-sponsored efforts is simply the narrowness of their focus e they are, by design, only concerned about a single government’s decision points and are shaped by the goals, dilemmas and uncertainties most relevant to that single party. Lacking is a parallel process to achieve the same kind of expansive thinking while also incorporating a full range of stakeholders. Such exercises can hardly be generated by governments.
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.
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
CAPITALISM LINKS

Science fiction is a commodity – it’s packaged and manipulated by profit-driven publishers

Elkins and Suvin 1979 – former editor of Science Fiction Studies AND Professor Emeritus at McGill University (November, Charles and Darko, “ Preliminary Reflections on Teaching Science Fiction Critically ”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3, JSTOR)

SF shares with other paraliterary some aspects very important, indeed crucial, for the teacher and student. First, a large number of people actually read it regardless of the official educational requirements. Therefore, assigned texts will usually be presented to a group of students heterogeneous in respect of their previous familiarity with that kind of text: some will be familiar with whatever books are chosen, some will not. More importantly, some will have notions (sometimes strong opinions) about what kind of writing- what characteristic genre or category - these books belong to. Second, the economically and indeed anthropologically (philosophically) crucial aspect SF shares with other paraliterature is that it is primarily a commodity. (Every book published under capitalism is a commodity; but remnants of pre-capitalist notions of prestige, glory, etc., qualify the commodity status of much "high lit.") This means that the book publishers and the TV and movie producers have to enforce certain strongly constricting lower-common-denominator cliches in strict proportion to the capital invested and profits expected (rather than to a mythical audience-taste); the constricted narrative patterns, plots, characters, language, etc., in turn prevent paraliterature from giving a full and lasting satisfaction to its consumer. However, this also means that the book-as-commodity acquires a certain financial independence of its ideological content: it will be subject to promotion, hypes, etc., and conversely it will often be excused anything as long as it brings in the profits. Third, this makes for its twofold dominant societal function: financially, that of selling well (to many readers); ideologically, that of momentarily entertaining and pacifying its readers. This helps the social status quo both economically and politically, by addicting the reader and/or viewer to further reading/viewing for further momentary compensation (see Joanna Russ's "SF and Technology as Mystification," SFS No. 16 [Nov. 1978]) and by defusing active or at least radical civic discontent, in favor of mass social mythologies of an anti-rational kind (see Roland Barthes' Mythologies).
SF is dominated by publishers interested in profit – results in censorship

Zebrowski 2006 – award winning SF author (July 6, George, “ We Are Not Alone A Talk by George Zebrowski ” http://www2.ku.edu/~sfcenter/Zebrowski.htm)

The position of writers much more resembles that of "Bambi Meets Godzilla," than that of partners in an industry. Adapt or get squashed; usually get squashed, and contribute to the larger tally of a company's earnings even when your work is individually accounted a loss, or further enslaved when the publisher refuses to revert rights through the subterfuge of a token "in print" claim, to beef up the assets column, which includes losses. "Publishers kill authors by creative bookkeeping," wrote Richard Curtis in his pioneering study of the 1990s. "By depriving authors of vital information about book sales, delaying disbursements interminably, obscuring the meaning of figures, manipulating collection dates of subsidiary income, and withholding excessive royalties as a cushion against returns, many publishers figuratively strangle writers and literally poison their good will." Royalty statements are fictional because, as more than one accountant has noticed, the information provided tells you nothing beyond the fact that someone wrote it down and forces you to take his word for it. I refer mostly to big publishing, which today is better at hiding its ways, not to the often brave small and midsized venture whose failings arise from having to share breath with T-Rex distributors who make and keep a dishonest environment encouraged by the big houses. The smaller houses are slowly taking publishing back to its roots, especially in science fiction, even as the big houses are seeking to sell off divisions and bury the records of a diseased past before it can be excavated. The most surprising thing is how well known and uncontested the facts are and how little has been done to change them. Writers grow used to things and have to choose what to do first. Even if I could pay the legal costs, I cannot sacrifice the time needed to find out what happened to the "bragged about" last 300 copies of Brute Orbits, my 1999 Campbell Prize winner, or try to discover the why of the ever-receding earnout figures for my Star Trek novels, where the records probably no longer exist. Publishing contracts are inherently one-sided, and illegal to one degree or another, because they fail to perform what is promised while saying that they will, by claiming in too many pages of non-English that they are not responsible for anything even when they are. Publishers get defensive toward protesting authors who point out this and other failings, even threatening them with "junk publication"--a minimal edition, for show, which only claims to fulfill the contract, by putting them on an economic blacklist that amounts to censorship. These threats are well known even among authors who earn good money, so called in the allowed accounting, and is carried out in other contexts, as when a publisher wishes to downsize books from planned hardcovers to a smaller printing in mass paperback. This happened to a novel of mine, which subsequently made the New York Times Notable Books of the Year, which infuriated the editor, whose judgment and ulterior motives were suddenly exposed. The small printing, on the cheapest paper stock, was in fact the uncorrected proof, with some fifty errors, all corrected on time by me, left unfixed. The editors at Easton Press, a book club, made all the corrections for their signed, leatherbound hardcover first edition--of a mass paperback, which further irritated my editor, who had reverted the book club rights to me, thinking it a worthless concession that would shut me up. The downsizing was later admitted, with no sense of irony, to have been useless. The justice that comes to authors is much smaller than the original injustice. The good faith clause was violated, since my novel was to have been a hardcover, but this provision is always violated in one way or another. It's not that more is done for one author's book over another, but that nothing or next to nothing is done for most, even as bookstores are paid to display certain titles prominently. Laws governing the conduct of contracts, rather than the contracts themselves, are routinely ignored. Take it or leave it. Don't bite the hand that feeds you crumbs--sometimes big ones, but not what is owed. An editor can mislead a writer, even tell him in good faith how many copies were printed or how few remain in the warehouse, but this has no accountability because of the merely insisted upon whole-contract-and-nothing-but-the-contract wording of that illegal contract clause. An editor may promise you a contract, even tell your agent, then retract and say that his word is without contractual meaning, and claim to be the sole arbiter of that claim. The full law of contracts and the laws governing contracts disagrees, but they count on your being unable to fight the case, even with words on paper.
QUEER THEORY LINKS

The aff’s traditional SF understands the future as a heterosexual future – alt creates a far more radical vision of SF that solves the case 

Pearson 99 -- PhD student in English Studies at the University of Wollongong in Australia. She has an MA in English from McGill University in Canada and taught for fifteen years in Cultural Studies and English at Trent University before returning to doctoral studies (Wendy, “Alien Cryptographies: The View from Queer.” Science Fiction Studies, Volume 26, Part 1 http://www.depauw.edu/sfs/backissues/77/pearson77.htm)

I have argued in this essay that a queer reading is performative in itself and that it is, in the long run, less about content—we have already considered the lack of queerness of gay and lesbian content within mimetic representations—than about worldview. Queer readings are informed by a desire to understand the text both in terms of its potential for representing dissident sexual subjectivities outside of a Cartesian understanding of the subject and in terms of the text’s engagement with a specific historico-cultural understanding of dissident sexualities and of the place of such sexualities within the sex/gender system that regulates and constructs normative—and thus also non-normative—ways of being-in-the-world as a sexed and sexual subject. When the questions raised by the formulations "queer reading" and "queer text" are brought to bear on sf, what is revealed is a complex and contradictory fictional arena. On the one hand, there is the particular aptness of sf, as a non-mimetic form of writing, to produce stories in which sexuality does not need to be understood in ways "vouched for by human senses and common sense" and to interrogate the ways in which sexual subjectivities are created as effects of the system that sustains them. On the other hand, there are also the variety of ways in which most sf texts, regardless of their identification as "estranged fictions," are completely unselfconscious in their reproduction of the heteronormative environment in which they were written. A queer reading may then work through a range of different strategies— from decoding the outlaw cryptographies that have hidden—and may still hide—issues of sexual difference (often in plain sight) to delineating the specifics that may make a particular text queer, to disinterring the many and peculiar ways through which the dominant twentieth-century Western conception of sexuality underlies, is implicated in, and sometimes collides with sf’s attempt to envision alternative ways of being-in-the-world, ways which are always, no matter how deeply their signs are hidden, already about being-in-the-world as a person with a sex, a gender, and a sexuality. The subversive potential of sf as a mode through which non-Cartesian subjectivities can be represented is a function precisely of sf’s ability to create a "radically or significantly different formal framework" (Suvin 18), of its very estrangement from the mimetic attempt of naturalistic—or mundane—fiction to reiterate faithfully a teleological understanding of humanity’s being-in-the-world, to represent the subject as the cause rather than the effect of the system. Thus, sf’s "foundational infidelity" (Jackson 125) to the world "vouched for by human senses and common sense" at one and the same time makes it possible—although obviously not inevitable—for sf to tell alternative stories—other stories, alien stories—of both sexual ontologies and the systems that sustain and create them. Sf narratives may, seen from a queer viewpoint(s), provide a map or chart of those alien spaces—whether inner or outer—in which queers do, have, and will exist. Queer sf provides spaces to go beyond simply writing gay men and lesbians into uninterrogated hetero-normative visions of both present and future and may, at its best, answer Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick’s call to bypass the old familiar routes "across the misleadingly symmetrical map ... fractured in a particular historical situation by the profound asymmetries of gender oppression and heterosexist oppression" and, instead, to engage in the more promising project [which] would seem to be a study of the incoherent dispensation itself, the indisseverable girdle of incongruities under whose discomfiting span, for most of a century, have unfolded both the most generative and the most murderous plots of our culture. (90)
STARSHIP TROOPERS BAD

Heinlein was a hack and Starship Troopers is an outdated celebration of war

PANSHIN 1968 (Alexei, Award-winning Science Fiction Author and Critic, Heinlein in Dimension, http://www.enter.net/~torve/critics/Dimension/hd04-1.html)
The last appearance of the idea comes in Starship Troopers, the first novel written in Heinlein's third period. Heinlein has his narrator "prove" as a class assignment that war and moral perfection derive from the instinct to survive, thereby putting a stamp of approval on war. Rico, the narrator, concludes: Man is what he is, a wild animal with the will to survive, and (so far) the ability, against all competition. Unless one accepts that, anything one says about morals, war, politics -- you name it -- is nonsense. Correct morals arise from knowing what Man is --not what do-gooders and well-meaning old Aunt Nellies would like him to be. The universe will let us know -- later -- whether or not Man has any "right" to expand through it. Though it may not seem to be, this is really the old argument that might makes right. It is hard to say whether it is in character for Heinlein's narrator to deliver this argument because the narrator is never defined closely enough for us to tell his attitudes and capabilities. The story itself only partly offers evidence for the argument given: that is, we only know that Heinlein's men are willing to fight. Most important, the argument does not belong of necessity to the story -- it is tossed in solely as an off-the-cuff remark. In other words, the presence of this opinion in this story as it is given is of a different order than its presence in either The Puppet Masters or Tunnel in the Sky and is a digression in a way that it is not in Starman Jones. It is frequent extended editorials of this sort that have damaged Heinlein's recent stories beyond any repair. The impression Heinlein has given by this change in emphasis is of a man standing in a pulpit delivering sermons against an enemy that no one but he can see clearly. Since these opinions he has delivered are obviously of primary importance to him, negative reactions to these stories of his have seemed only to cause him to state his opinions all the more strongly. The novelists of the last century, particularly the bad ones, are difficult and dated reading because they continually moralized and their moralizations have not aged well. My own belief is that Heinlein's moralizations will look just as odd to our descendants and read as poorly.
Starship Troopers is sanitized propaganda for war

PANSHIN 1968 (Alexei, Award-winning Science Fiction Author and Critic, Heinlein in Dimension, http://www.enter.net/~torve/critics/Dimension/hd04-1.html)
Starship Troopers (F&SF, October, November as Starship Soldier), Heinlein's 1959 Hugo award-winning novel, has been widely taken as a militaristic polemic. I don't see that any other reading is really possible. Not only does the story-line actively put the military life in the most glamorous terms possible (note, for instance, the emotional difference between the magazine title, the editor's choice, and the book title, Heinlein's choice), but there are numerous classroom interludes and asides by the narrator that attempt to give a direct philosophical justification for government by veterans, and militarism as a way of life. The book's nearest cousin is the sort of recruiting film that purports to show the life of a typical soldier, with a soundtrack commentary by earnest sincere Private Jones who interprets what we see for us. The outstanding characteristic of a film of this sort, and of Heinlein's book, is slick patness. The story line of this book is actually quite simple: the training of a "Mobile Infantryman" of the future and his participation in a future war. However, Heinlein disguises the simplicity of his story by employing a very involved order of narration that, clarified, goes as follows: One -- Mobile Infantrymen are dropped from a starship during a future war. There is a quick strike, given in detail, ending with the death of one of the armored, heavily-armed soldiers as they are picked up from the raid. This, of course, is just what a recruiting film would do, use a large slab of action as a narrative hook to arouse interest and sympathy, with some death-and-glory to tickle those young adventurers susceptible to its appeal. Two -- Just as the recruiting film would do, cut back to pick up the eager young narrator on the day he enlists (instead of going to Harvard, as his rich father would have him). The next five chapters give an account of basic training: the tough sergeant, the rigorous training, the hero fouling up and being straightened out, and then graduation from basic. Three -- Neatly eased into the above is a flashback to the hero's high school class in History and Moral Philosophy, a course that the society's rulers have decreed must be taken by all (though it need not be passed). There is also a ruling that this course must be taught by an ex-service man, and this class and the hero's teacher, Colonel Dubois, are brought up again and again. Four -- The early career of a raw young soldier. This is where the raid that opens the book naturally fits. Following it is an account of leave and the narrator's application for Officer Candidates School. Five -- A very long chapter showing Rico, the narrator, as an officer-in-training, and then as a student officer in an important combat situation. Six -- Close with the narrator as a seasoned officer in a reprise of the situation that opens the book. Starship Troopers is in no way an account of human problems or character development. There is no sustained human conflict. The story is the account of the making of a soldier -- or, rather, a marine -- and nothing more. The narrator goes in as a boot and emerges a lieutenant, and that is all. Heinlein's "soldiers" are really marines, by the way, based on today's Marines, not on regular infantry. They are a small, highly disciplined elite corps with a strong esprit who are carried on board ships run by the Navy, and used on planetary raids. Heinlein's officers are called "mister" and his basic training is called "boot camp," both true of Marines, but not of the Army. For all that the book is told in the first person, Heinlein's narrator remains curiously anonymous. At the end you know nothing of his tastes, his likes and dislikes, his personal life. The course of the book changes him in no way because there is nothing to change -- Rico remains first and last a voice reading lines about how nice it is to be a soldier. The other characters are even more sketchy, or are simple expositions of an attitude. Rico's father, for instance, is used at the beginning of the book to oppose his son's decision to join the service, and then resurrected as the corporal who replaces Rico when he goes off to OCS (I said the story was pat). The slickness of the story is quite bothersome to me. War in the story involves death and glory and that is all; disease, dirt, and doubt are missing. All the soldiers we see are tough, smart, competent, cleancut, clean shaven, and noble.
Starship Troopers glorifies war—it also doesn’t solve their arguments because the system is simply presented as correct, which undermines debate
PANSHIN 1968 (Alexei, Award-winning Science Fiction Author and Critic, Heinlein in Dimension, http://www.enter.net/~torve/critics/Dimension/hd04-1.html)
It is, of course, Heinlein's intention to make war glorious. He wishes to exalt the military and the common soldier. He says explicitly: A soldier accepts personal responsibility for the safety of the body politic of which he is a member, defending it, if need be, with his life. The civilian does not. In the society of Heinlein's book only ex-servicemen have the right to hold office, to vote, and to teach History and Moral Philosophy, a subject that presumably only they understand. The society is defined as right. Heinlein bulwarks his position by making it the supposed result of "a scientifically verifiable theory of morals," a stacking of the deck that seems an attempt to cut off all debate. I have no final answers myself and I find disturbing the ease with which Heinlein churns out his "right" answers, dismissing all other possibilities. As an example, Colonel Dubois, who teaches the scientific theory of morals and hence should know what is what, says flatly that value is not an absolute ("Wrong," he says, when Rico guesses it is). Value, according to Colonel Dubois, is only in relation to living persons -- value is cost and use; if you value freedom highly you must be willing to give your life for it. A lot of other thinkers, including Plato, have held the opinion that value is an absolute, but Dubois is able to dismiss them out of hand. He is right, you see, and hence doesn't have to explain, refute, or argue, but simply expound his correct opinions. This, I am all too afraid, is how rigid a government such as Heinlein propounds would actually be. "Our system works better than any used by our ancestors," says another teacher of History and Moral Philosophy, and no doubt his definition of "better," like that of any contented man, is "things as they are," in effect, saying, "Our system is more comfortable and home-like than any used by our ancestors." In one class in History and Moral Philosophy, the reason is given why this "perfect" government has never been overthrown: "If you separate out the aggressive ones and make them the sheep dogs, the sheep will never give you any trouble." This, to my mind, is the justification of a sheep-shearer. Luckily, of course, Heinlein defines his government as altruistic, and since everything is done by definition in this story, there is nothing to worry about. I can't help but wonder what the story (recruiting film) would be without a war. The war of the story begins after Rico enters basic and no clear reason is ever given for its start. It is simply needed for illustrative material. Starship troopers are not half so glorious sitting on their butts polishing their weapons for the tenth time for lack of anything else to do.
HEINLEIN BAD

Heinlein was a hack – supported militarism, racism, and classism and hated democracy because it promoted equality 

Franklin 1990 -  Professor of English and American Studies at Rutgers University (November, H. Bruce, “ The Vietnam War as American Science Fiction and Fantasy ”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 17, No. 3, JSTOR)

Indeed, when Kate Wilhelm and Judith Merril began soliciting signatures for the anti-war statement, they had assumed that" 95 percent"o f the writers would sign because of the "global and anti-racist view" that supposedly guided SF.3 Surprisingly, Merril was shocked to discover that Robert Heinlein was among those who responded with vociferous declarations of "America first" and the "US must win." Perhaps the very first literary fantasy or SF flowing from America's war in Vietnam was Heinlein's Glory Road, which was serialized in the Magazine of Fantasy and Science Fiction for July, August, and September of 1963. Written more than two years before the first official dispatch of American troops in February 1965, the novel presages ominous features of American culture of the late 1970s, '80s, and '90s. Resentful about the Korean War because "we weren't allowed to win" (July, p. 23), the hero of Glory Road goes off to fight as a "Military Adviser" in the jungles of Vietnam, which he describes: "Wherever you step it squishes....The bushes are filled with insects and natives who shoot at you" (July, p. 9). Although boasting that there "I had killed more men in combat than you could crowd into a-well, never mind" (July, p. 16), he receives no GI educational benefits because the government was still pretending that it was not at it was not at war. Indeed, when Glory Road was published, few Americans were aware that the US was engaged in major combat in Vietnam and Laos. Our hero comes to resemble the familiar figure in post-Vietnam American culture. Like Rambo, he is embittered by what he sees as government betrayal during the war and is thoroughly alienated from the domestic American society he finds when he returns. Unappreciated as a warrior, he is reduced to beating up a bearded poet who labels him a "mercenary" for fighting in Southeast Asia (September, p. 87). Here he is, "a hundred and ninety pounds of muscle and no fat," a fearless expert in martial arts, a hero in a society run by bureaucrats and dedicated to "single-minded pursuit of the three-car garage, the swimming pool, and the safe & secure retirement benefits" (July, pp. 13, 14). Adroit in the arts of killing, and stripped of all ideals but those of the lone warrior, he seeks a destiny he can only hope to find in classified ads for mercenaries. Thoroughly contemptuous of Third-World peasants, our hero brags about disemboweling "a pragmatic Marxist in the jungle," a man he sardonically refers to as "little brown brother" (July, p. 11). His feelings foreshadow those of the Vietnam veterans later recruited through ads in Soldier of Fortune magazine to fight as mercenaries against peasants in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. The psychology of these warriors is well described in a 1979 Wall Street Journal report on the 80 to 90 US veterans of Vietnam then fighting in the army of the white supremacist government of Rhodesia: Thus, Hugh McCall, a corporal in the Rhodesian army, describes the first man he killed in combat. 'It's the most exciting goddam thing in the world. There's nothing else like it. The feeling you get when you come out of a contact-well, you bet your own life, and you know it..... 'I went big-game hunting here once, but I haven't bothered again because it doesn't do that much for you,' says one American who wants to remain anonymous. 'After hunting men, hunting game is sort of tame.' Liam Atkins, 34 years old, who fought as a captain with the green berets in Vietnam, says he has been here two years as a captain in the Rhodesian army [and]...'I like killing communists.' ("Ex-GIs in Rhodesia...") The hero of Glory Road answers a classified ad which promises even more thrills: "We badly need a brave man...proficient with all weapons... indomitably courageous and handsome of face and figure. Permanent employment, very high pay, glorious adventure, great danger" (July, p. 27). It turns out that the employer in search of a true hero is none other than "Star," the most beautiful, sexy, adoring, and exciting woman in "the Twenty Universes" (of which she is the Empress). So off he goes with her on "Glory Road," killing monsters, having sexual encounters even more amazing than his martial encounters, and achieving fabulous wealth and admiration. The guiding political philosophy of Star's realm typifies Campbellian SF: "Democracy can't work. Mathematicians, peasants, and animals, that's all there is-so democracy, a theory based on the assumption that mathematicians and peasants are equal, can never work" (September, p. 69). This view was also central to US decision-making in Vietnam. Two months after the final installment of Glory Road, President Kennedy's Administration directed the coup that killed Ngo Dinh Diem, the US-installed puppet ruler of South Vietnam. The President was guided by this secret advice cabled in August 1963 from Henry Cabot Lodge, his Ambassador to the Diem government: We are launched on a course from which there is no respectable turning back: the overthrow of the Diem government.... [T]here is no turning back because there is no possibility, in my view, that the war can be won under a Diem administration, still less that Diem or any member of the family can govern the country in a way to gain the support of the people who count, i.e., the educated class in and out of government service.... (Vietnam and America, p. 225) If the peasants of Vietnam or other Third World nations contest the political philosophy shared by Heinlein and Lodge, it becomes necessary to find heroes, like the narrator of Glory Road, to kill as many o f them a s possible. But in the midst of his romantic sword-and-sorcery a dventures, t he hero of Glory R oad discovers t hat h e is merely a character in a book, somebody else's fantasy (July, p. 50). For he comes at the tail end of the epoch of the bourgeois hero, who replaced the feudal hero with the rascal of the picaresque n ovel and then went on to metamorphose in to Robinson C rusoe, Horatio Alger, Tom Edison, Jr and Frank Read, Jr of the American dime novel, Edgar Rice Burroughs' John Carter and Tarzan, the detective, the cowboy, James Bond, Superman, Batman, Luke Skywalker-almost anyone but that alienated wage-slave who pays some of his earnings for the fantasy. Now the bourgeois hero seeks happiness in the lost world of the romantically m ythologized f eudal past, where he can dwell forever, sword in hand and empress in bed.

A2: SCIENCE EDUCATION
Science fiction conflates fantasy with fact—this undermines civic engagement and scientific literacy
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.
