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FAQ—TIPS ON USING THIS AFF
This guide is supposed to answer some predictable questions about this aff.  If this isn’t satisfactory and you intend to read this affirmative, feel free to ask me (Calum) more questions directly.

What’s the One Big Trick of this aff?

Framework.  The whole thing revolves around “science fiction is a good way to talk about policy.”  If you win this, you’ll almost certainly win, because whether or not the aff defends specific elements of the story is unclear, and there’s little offense to it (besides impact turning).  You’ve got to think about how to describe the impact narrowly to avoid impact turns and be ready to debate them, but besides that, if you win the basic legitimacy of the framework, it’s hard to lose because most arguments can be solved by the argument that you’re just imagining the ideas of the story, not necessarily advocating them.
Are we defending all the ideas in the story?

Not necessarily.  The purpose of the aff is to use Heinlein’s story to examine the interconnections between citizenship and military service.  The point is that in America citizens support war without sacrifice, in the world of Starship Troopers, one can’t even vote unless one has done national service.  The idea is to imagine a world where this is true because it might limit our willingness to support imperial interventions; the point is not to say that such a world is necessarily good (although we have some ideas for that version of the aff too, which can’t be sustained by the evidence we’ve included here).  This is really important, because you must be able to say that critiques of Starship Troopers don’t link—in fact, the aff may solve them—because it imagines and investigates that world, but doesn’t necessarily do so to say that our own society should actually be organized that way.  This is the “ironic” interpretation of the Whitehall evidence, although the Simmers evidence is less ambiguous.

Why is that particular part of Starship Troopers included in the 1AC?

Because it is about a peripheral raid against a non-central enemy, and it’s a supposedly limited intervention rather than the full-on war.  That’s included because it’s more analogous to the war in Libya than the main campaigns of Starship Troopers are.  The part where Diaz dies is important because it shows that citizens sacrifice for the war; the parts about murdering civilians are in there to show the ambiguity (or illegitimacy) of these interventions.

Does the aff link to heg bad?

Probably, but you should pretend it doesn’t.  The way to do this is to say that it’s not a critique of military power overall, merely a critique of American imperial interventions.  The Kroker impact card is about a) high-tech militarism, which is not necessarily the same as simply possessing an army and b) the casualization of nuclear weapons use in small conflicts (which is why the nuclear-weapons part of the story is underlined).  The neg can likely say that your critique of imperialism would mean no hegemony, but you can make the argument that Empire is not the same as simply being powerful—it’s about the attitude of the US, not just its capabilities (which we think our evidence supports).
Is this topical? Why is the plan text written as it is?

The 1AC is largely constructed as a defense of science fiction, so we would argue that the literal implementation of the plan is irrelevant to negative ground anyway.  Arguably, the plan is topical—it explores alien planets (by attacking them).  The agent of the plan is the Mobile Infantry, but our Simmers evidence says that we should read the story as an allegory for the United States war in Libya, so that term arguably refers to the United States (or at least the aff is about the US).  “Mobile Infantry” is selected because the government names are different between the novel (Terran Federation) and the movie (United Citizen Federation) are different, but we wanted the aff to be about the story overall, not one or the other version of it.  The film is satirical and ironic; the book is not, so you can say that the lack of clarity about this issue is part of the point (it allows us to examine different elements of the narrative or even to illustrate how “serious” texts can be redeployed).  The United States is part of the Terran Federation, by the way, so the action of the plan is arguably US action even without the Libya-US allegory.

Do we even need a plan text?

Probably not.  It’s in there as an example and because we think it makes the irony arguments stronger, but it’s certainly possible to read this aff without a plan text.  Not much really changes, since to win T the neg probably has to win framework anyway.

What is the function of all these “science fiction good” cards?

Primarily framework, but also solvency.  Many of these are included as link turns to “policy good” arguments, hence all the stuff about democracy and the value of SF for policy making.  You can also use the technology/democracy arguments as an advantage to the aff or a defense of this framework versus alternative (i.e., neg critique-based) ones.

I never read Starship Troopers.  What’s the plot?

Before you read this aff, it might be a good idea to read the book (Starship Troopers, by Robert A. Heinlein) and also see the movie (just the first one, not the sequels—it’s rated “R,” so get permission if necessary).  You can use different elements of the story to help your arguments, and you’ll also know what the critics are talking about.  If you aren’t going to do that (but seriously, do), then here’s the summary of the book:  

Juan (“Johnny”) Rico is a young man in a society where citizenship is conditional upon government service.  His father, a wealthy businessman who is not a citizen, does not want Rico to do service, but Rico joins the Mobile Infantry anyway.  They are basically space Marines, armed with futuristic weapons and fighting in mechanical powered armor.  The book begins with the section quoted in the beginning of the 1AC.  After that, Rico flashes back to his Boot Camp training, and recalls the beginning of humanity’s war with the Pseudo-Arachnids (or “Bugs”) who have managed to launch an attack on Earth, destroying Buenos Aires.  Rico recounts his fight against them, ultimately leading to their homeworld, Klendathu.

How is the movie different?

In the movie, the government of Earth is more openly militaristic and fascistic.  Humans don’t fight in powered armor, and the bugs aren’t technologically advanced, so the battles tend to be bloodier and the humans come off worse.  The movie seems like it’s partly a satire of the book—the propaganda is over-the-top and it parodies the militarism and conservative politics of the book.  The military looks much worse.  The movie has a similar plot though, except that the allies of the Bugs aren’t mentioned (thus the scene in the 1AC doesn’t occur), and Rico is from Buenos Aires, not the Philippines.  Women also fight in the Mobile Infantry—Flores is female, and still dies after a drop, but at a later point in the story.  Other differences are mostly insignificant.

How do I answer framework?

Thoroughly, I hope.  Many of the 1AC cards are designed to answer framework—from the arguments that traditional politics are a “hyperreal” fantasy (Bogard), the argument that all acts of imagination are science-fiction to some extent (Freedman), the argument that traditional fiat is also “fictional” in that it misrepresents policy (Claude), the arguments that science fiction is necessary for deliberative democracy (Brake and Thornton), to the arguments that science fiction improves traditional policy and decision-making skills (Weldes, Huntington, Lippard), basically the entire 1AC is meant to answer framework.  

This Bogard card seems Baudrillard-ish.  Do we have to defend that?

We don’t suggest it.  If possible, stick just to the claims made in that evidence, and don’t defend a larger Baudrillard argument since it means that you’ll link to more stuff.

I’m planning to run this during the year, or at least something like it.  What more needs to be done?

Everything.  Due to limited time, we didn’t cut every good framework card or “sci fi good” card that exists.  This aff was written so a very critical aff would be available at camp, both for people who like reading that style of argument and for people who need practice against it (i.e., everyone).  We suggest changing the story periodically during the year and reading evidence specific to it (this also probably means changing the advantages) so that you can stay ahead of anyone who does work specific to Starship Troopers.  Isaac Asimov, Ray Bradbury, Ursula Le Guin, Frank Herbert, Harlan Ellison, and Orson Scott Card are just a few authors who have been written about extensively.  If you stick with the present version of this aff, you’ll need to do a lot of work on the war in Libya.  Impact turning that is one potential neg strategy (although the link is maybe debatable).
What do I go for if I’m neg?
Framework and T is an excellent option.  Queer theory is another.  There are many applicable cards (including irony answers that you should read in tandem with “Heinlein = fascist”) in the forthcoming K Toolbox.  You could also impact turn imperialism and/or the war in Libya, but this strategy might be harder to pull off against a good team.  If the aff incorporates utopianism arguments then it might make sense to use the capitalism links as offense against them.  This aff is obviously contrived; there are probably many things you could go for; but framework is perhaps the best among them.
***AFF

STARSHIP TROOPERS 1AC
I always get the shakes before a drop. I've had the injections, of course, and hypnotic preparation, and it stands to reason that I can't really be afraid. The ship's psychiatrist has checked my brain waves and asked me silly questions while I was asleep and he tells me that it isn't fear, it isn't anything important -- it's just like the trembling of an eager race horse in the starting gate. I couldn't say about that; I've never been a race horse. But the fact is: I'm scared silly, every time. At D-minus-thirty, after we had mustered in the drop room of the Rodger Young, our platoon leader inspected us. He wasn't our regular platoon leader, because Lieutenant Rasczak had bought it on our last drop; he was really the platoon sergeant, Career Ship's Sergeant Jelal. Jelly was a Finno-Turk from Iskander around Proxima -- a swarthy little man who looked like a clerk, but I've seen him tackle two berserk privates so big he had to reach up to grab them, crack their heads together like coconuts, step back out of the way while they fell. Off duty he wasn't bad -- for a sergeant. You could even call him "Jelly" to his face. Not recruits, of course, but anybody who had made at least one combat drop. But right now he was on duty. We had all each inspected our combat equipment (look, it's your own neck -- see?), the acting platoon sergeant had gone over us carefully after he mustered us, and now Jelly went over us again, his face mean, his eyes missing nothing. He stopped by the man in front of me, pressed the button on his belt that gave readings on his physicals. "Fall out!" "But, Sarge, it's just a cold. The Surgeon said -- " Jelly interrupted. " `But Sarge!' " he snapped. "The Surgeon ain't making no drop -- and neither are you, with a degree and a half of fever. You think I got time to chat with you, just before a drop? Fall out!" Jenkins left us, looking sad and mad -- and I felt bad, too. Because of the Lieutenant buying it, last drop, and people moving up, I was assistant section leader, second section, this drop, and now I was going to have a hole in my section and no way to fill it. That's not good; it means a man can run into something sticky, call for help and have nobody to help him. Jelly didn't downcheck anybody else. Presently he stepped out in front of us, looked us over and shook his head sadly. "What a gang of apes!" he growled. "Maybe if you'd all buy it this drop, they could start over and build the kind of outfit the Lieutenant expected you to be. But probably not -- with the sort of recruits we get these days." He suddenly straightened up, shouted, "I just want to remind you apes that each and every one of you has cost the gov'ment, counting weapons, armor, ammo, instrumentation, and training, everything, including the way you overeat -- has cost, on the hoof, better'n half a million. Add in the thirty cents you are actually worth and that runs to quite a sum." He glared at us. "So bring it back! We can spare you, but we can't spare that fancy suit you're wearing. I don't want any heroes in this outfit; the Lieutenant wouldn't like it. You got a job to do, you go down, you do it, you keep your ears open for recall, you show up for retrieval on the bounce and by the numbers. Get me?" He glared again. "You're supposed to know the plan. But some of you ain't got any minds to hypnotize so I'll sketch it out. You'll be dropped in two skirmish lines, calculated two-thousand-yard intervals. Get your bearing on me as soon as you hit, get your bearing and distance on your squad mates, both sides, while you take cover. You've wasted ten seconds already, so you smash-and-destroy whatever's at hand until the flankers hit dirt." (He was talking about me -- as assistant section leader I was going to be left flanker, with nobody at my elbow. I began to tremble.) "Once they hit -- straighten out those lines! -- equalize those intervals! Drop what you're doing and do it! Twelve seconds. Then advance by leapfrog, odd and even, assistant section leaders minding the count and guiding the envelopment." He looked at me. "If you've done this properly -- which I doubt -- the flanks will make contact as recall sounds . . . at which time, home you go. Any questions?" There weren't any; there never were. He went on, "One more word -- This is just a raid, not a battle. It's a demonstration of firepower and frightfulness. Our mission is to let the enemy know that we could have destroyed their city -- but didn't -- but that they aren't safe even though we refrain from total bombing. You'll take no prisoners. You'll kill only when you can't help it. But the entire area we hit is to be smashed. I don't want to see any of you loafers back aboard here with unexpended bombs. Get me?" He glanced at the time. "Rasczak's Roughnecks have got a reputation to uphold. The Lieutenant told me before he bought it to tell you that he will always have his eye on you every minute . . . and that he expects your names to shine!" Jelly glanced over at Sergeant Migliaccio, first section leader. "Five minutes for the Padre," he stated. Some of the boys dropped out of ranks, went over and knelt in front of Migliaccio, and not necessarily those of his creed, either -- Moslems, Christians, Gnostics, Jews, whoever wanted a word with him before a drop, he was there. I've heard tell that there used to be military outfits whose chaplains did not fight alongside the others, but I've never been able to see how that could work. I mean, how can a chaplain bless anything he's not willing to do himself? In any case, in the Mobile Infantry, everybody drops and everybody fights chaplain and cook and the Old Man's writer. Once we went down the tube there wouldn't be a Roughneck left aboard -- except Jenkins, of course, and that not his fault. I didn't go over. I was always afraid somebody would see me shake if I did, and, anyhow, the Padre could bless me just as handily from where he was. But he came over to me as the last stragglers stood up and pressed his helmet against mine to speak privately. "Johnnie," he said quietly, "this is your first drop as a non-com." "Yeah." I wasn't really a non-com, any more than Jelly was really an officer. "Just this, Johnnie. Don't buy a farm. You know your job; do it. Just do it. Don't try to win a medal." "Uh, thanks, Padre. I shan't." He added something gently in a language I don't know, patted me on the shoulder, and hurried back to his section. Jelly called out, "Tenn . . . shut!" and we all snapped to. "Platoon!" "Section!" Migliaccio and Johnson echoed. "By sections-port and starboard-prepare for drop!" "Section! Man your capsules! Move!" "Squad!" -- I had to wait while squads four and five manned their capsules and moved on down the firing tube before my capsule showed up on the port track and I could climb into it. I wondered if those old-timers got the shakes as they climbed into the Trojan Horse? Or was it just me? Jelly checked each man as he was sealed in and he sealed me in himself. As he did so, he leaned toward me and said, "Don't goof off, Johnnie. This is just like a drill." The top closed on me and I was alone. "Just like a drill," he says! I began to shake uncontrollably. Then, in my earphones, I heard Jelly from the center-line tube: "Bridge! Rasczak's Roughnecks . . . ready for drop!" "Seventeen seconds, Lieutenant!" I heard the ship captain's cheerful contralto replying -and resented her calling Jelly "Lieutenant." To be sure, our lieutenant was dead and maybe Jelly would get his commission . . . but we were still "Rasczak's Roughnecks." She added, "Good luck, boys!" "Thanks, Captain." "Brace yourselves! Five seconds." I was strapped all over-belly, forehead, shins. But I shook worse than ever. It's better after you unload. Until you do, you sit there in total darkness, wrapped like a mummy against the accelerations, barely able to breathe -- and knowing that there is just nitrogen around you in the capsule even if you could get your helmet open, which you can't -- and knowing that the capsule is surrounded by the firing tube anyhow and if the ship gets hit before they fire you, you haven't got a prayer, you'll just die there, unable to move, helpless. It's that endless wait in the dark that causes the shakes -- thinking that they've forgotten you . . . the ship has been hulled and stayed in orbit, dead, and soon you'll buy it, too, unable to move, choking. Or it's a crash orbit and you'll buy it that way, if you don't roast on the way down. Then the ship's braking program hit us and I stopped shaking. Eight gees, I would say, or maybe ten. When a female pilot handles a ship there is nothing comfortable about it; you're going to have bruises every place you're strapped. Yes, yes, I know they make better pilots than men do; their reactions are faster and they can tolerate more gee. They can get in faster, get out faster, and thereby improve everybody's chances, yours as well as theirs. But that still doesn't make it fun to be slammed against your spine at ten times your proper weight. But I must admit that Captain Deladrier knows her trade. There was no fiddling around once the Rodger Young stopped braking. At once I heard her snap, "Center-line tube . . . fire!" and there were two recoil bumps as Jelly and his acting platoon sergeant unloaded -- and immediately: "Port and starboard tubes -- automatic fire!" and the rest of us started to unload. Bump! and your capsule jerks ahead one place -- bump! and it jerks again, precisely like cartridges feeding into the chamber of an old-style automatic weapon. Well, that's just what we were . . . only the barrels of the gun were twin launching tubes built into a spaceship troop carrier and each cartridge was a capsule big enough (just barely) to hold an infantryman with all field equipment. Bump! -- I was used to number three spot, out early; now I was Tail-End Charlie, last out after three squads. It makes a tedious wait, even with a capsule being fired every second; I tried to count the bumps -- bump! (twelve) bump! (thirteen) bump! (fourteen -with an odd sound to it, the empty one Jenkins should have been in) bump! -And clang! -- it's my turn as my capsule slams into the firing chamber -- then WHAMBO! the explosion hits with a force that makes the Captain's braking maneuver feel like a love tap. Then suddenly nothing. Nothing at all. No sound, no pressure, no weight. Floating in darkness . . . free fall, maybe thirty miles up, above the effective atmosphere, falling weightlessly toward the surface of a planet you've never seen. But I'm not shaking now; it's the wait beforehand that wears. Once you unload, you can't get hurt -- because if anything goes wrong it will happen so fast that you'll buy it without noticing that you're dead, hardly. Almost at once I felt the capsule twist and sway, then steady down so that my weight was on my back . . . weight that built up quickly until I was at my full weight (0.87 gee, we had been told) for that planet as the capsule reached terminal velocity for the thin upper atmosphere. A pilot who is a real artist (and the Captain was) will approach and brake so that your launching speed as you shoot out of the tube places you just dead in space relative to the rotational speed of the planet at that latitude. The loaded capsules are heavy; they punch through the high, thin winds of the upper atmosphere without being blown too far out of position -- but just the same a platoon is bound to disperse on the way down, lose some of the perfect formation in which it unloads. A sloppy pilot can make this still worse, scatter a strike group over so much terrain that it can't make rendezvous for retrieval, much less carry out its mission. An infantryman can fight only if somebody else delivers him to his zone; in a way I suppose pilots are just as essential as we are. I could tell from the gentle way my capsule entered the atmosphere that the Captain had laid us down with as near zero lateral vector as you could ask for. I felt happy -- not only a tight formation when we hit and no time wasted, but also a pilot who puts you down properly is a pilot who is smart and precise on retrieval. The outer shell burned away and sloughed off -- unevenly, for I tumbled. Then the rest of it went and I straightened out. The turbulence brakes of the second shell bit in and the ride got rough . . . and still rougher as they burned off one at a time and the second shell began to go to pieces. One of the things that helps a capsule trooper to live long enough to draw a pension is that the skins peeling off his capsule not only slow him down, they also fill the sky over the target area with so much junk that radar picks up reflections from dozens of targets for each man in the drop, any one of which could be a man, or a bomb, or anything. It's enough to give a ballistic computer nervous breakdowns -- and does. To add to the fun your ship lays a series of dummy eggs in the seconds immediately following your drop, dummies that will fall faster because they don't slough. They get under you, explode, throw out "window," even operate as transponders, rocket sideways, and do other things to add to the confusion of your reception committee on the ground. In the meantime your ship is locked firmly on the directional beacon of your platoon leader, ignoring the radar "noise" it has created and following you in, computing your impact for future use. When the second shell was gone, the third shell automatically opened my first ribbon chute. It didn't last long but it wasn't expected to; one good, hard jerk at several gee and it went its way and I went mine. The second chute lasted a little bit longer and the third chute lasted quite a while; it began to be rather too warm inside the capsule and I started thinking about landing. The third shell peeled off when its last chute was gone and now I had nothing around me but my suit armor and a plastic egg. I was still strapped inside it, unable to move; it was time to decide how and where I was going to ground. Without moving my arms (I couldn't) I thumbed the switch for a proximity reading and read it when it flashed on in the instrument reflector inside my helmet in front of my forehead. A mile and eight-tenths -- A little closer than I liked, especially without company. The inner egg had reached steady speed, no more help to be gained by staying inside it, and its skin temperature indicated that it would not open automatically for a while yet -- so I flipped a switch with my other thumb and got rid of it. The first charge cut all the straps; the second charge exploded the plastic egg away from me in eight separate pieces -- and I was outdoors, sitting on air, and could see! Better still, the eight discarded pieces were metal-coated (except for the small bit I had taken proximity reading through) and would give back the same reflection as an armored man. Any radar viewer, alive or cybernetic, would now have a sad time sorting me out from the junk nearest me, not to mention the thousands of other bits and pieces for miles on each side, above, and below me. Part of a mobile infantryman's training is to let him see, from the ground and both by eye and by radar, just how confusing a drop is to the forces on the ground -- because you feel awful naked up there. It is easy to panic and either open a chute too soon and become a sitting duck (do ducks really sit? -- if so, why?) or fail to open it and break your ankles, likewise backbone and skull. So I stretched, getting the kinks out, and looked around . . . then doubled up again and straightened out in a swan dive face down and took a good look. It was night down there, as planned, but infrared snoopers let you size up terrain quite well after you are used to them. The river that cut diagonally through the city was almost below me and coming up fast, shining out clearly with a higher temperature than the land. I didn't care which side of it I landed on but I didn't want to land in it; it would slow me down. I noticed a dash off to the right at about my altitude; some unfriendly native down below had burned what was probably a piece of my egg. So I fired my first chute at once, intending if possible to jerk myself right off his screen as he followed the targets down in closing range. I braced for the shock, rode it, then floated down for about twenty seconds before unloading the chute -- not wishing to call attention to myself in still another way by not falling at the speed of the other stuff around me. It must have worked; I wasn't burned. About six hundred feet up I shot the second chute . . . saw very quickly that I was being carried over into the river, found that I was going to pass about a hundred feet up over a flat-roofed warehouse or some such by the river . . . blew the chute free and came in for a good enough if rather bouncy landing on the roof by means of the suit's jump jets. I was scanning for Sergeant Jelal's beacon as I hit. And found that I was on the wrong side of the river; Jelly's star showed up on the compass ring inside my helmet far south of where it should have been -- I was too far north. I trotted toward the river side of the roof as I took a range and bearing on the squad leader next to me, found that he was over a mile out of position, called, "Ace! dress your line," tossed a bomb behind me as I stepped off the building and across the river. Ace answered as I could have expected -- Ace should have had my spot but he didn't want to give up his squad; nevertheless he didn't fancy taking orders from me. The warehouse went up behind me and the blast hit me while I was still over the river, instead of being shielded by the buildings on the far side as I should have been. It darn near tumbled my gyros and I came close to tumbling myself. I had set that bomb for fifteen seconds . . . or had I? I suddenly realized that I had let myself get excited, the worst thing you can do once you're on the ground. "Just like a drill," that was the way, just as Jelly had warned me. Take your time and do it right, even if it takes another half second. As I hit I took another reading on Ace and told him again to realign his squad. He didn't answer but he was already doing it. I let it ride. As long as Ace did his job, I could afford to swallow his surliness -- for now. But back aboard ship (if Jelly kept me on as assistant section leader) we would eventually have to pick a quiet spot and find out who was boss. He was a career corporal and I was just a term lance acting as corporal, but he was under me and you can't afford to take any lip under those circumstances. Not permanently. But I didn't have time then to think about it; while I was jumping the river I had spotted a juicy target and I wanted to get it before somebody else noticed it -- a lovely big group of what looked like public buildings on a hill. Temples, maybe . . . or a palace. They were miles outside the area we were sweeping, but one rule of a smash & run is to expend at least half your ammo outside your sweep area; that way the enemy is kept confused as to where you actually are -- that and keep moving, do everything fast. You're always heavily outnumbered; surprise and speed are what saves you. I was already loading my rocket launcher while I was checking on Ace and telling him for the second time to straighten up. Jelly's voice reached me right on top of that on the all-hands circuit: "Platoon! By leapfrog! Forward!" My boss, Sergeant Johnson, echoed, "By leapfrog! Odd numbers! Advance!" That left me with nothing to worry about for twenty seconds, so I jumped up on the building nearest me, raised the launcher to my shoulder, found the target and pulled the first trigger to let the rocket have a look at its target -- pulled the second trigger and kissed it on its way, jumped back to the ground. "Second section, even numbers!" I called out . . . waited for the count in my mind and ordered, "Advance!" And did so myself, hopping over the next row of buildings, and, while I was in the air, fanning the first row by the river front with a hand flamer. They seemed to be wood construction and it looked like time to start a good fire -- with luck, some of those warehouses would house oil products, or even explosives. As I hit, the Y-rack on my shoulders launched two small H. E. bombs a couple of hundred yards each way to my right and left flanks but I never saw what they did as just then my first rocket hit -- that unmistakable (if you've ever seen one) brilliance of an atomic explosion. It was just a peewee, of course, less than two kilotons nominal yield, with tamper and implosion squeeze to produce results from a less-than-critical mass -- but then who wants to be bunk mates with a cosmic catastrophe? It was enough to clean off that hilltop and make everybody in the city take shelter against fallout. Better still, any of the local yokels who happened to be outdoors and looking that way wouldn't be seeing anything else for a couple of hours -- meaning me. The dash hadn't dazzled me, nor would it dazzle any of us; our face bowls are heavily leaded, we wear snoopers over our eyes -- and we're trained to duck and take it on the armor if we do happen to be looking the wrong way. So I merely blinked hard -- opened my eyes and stared straight at a local citizen just coming out of an opening in the building ahead of me. He looked at me, I looked at him, and he started to raise something -- a weapon, I suppose -- as Jelly called out, "Odd numbers! Advance!" I didn't have time to fool with him; I was a good five hundred yards short of where I should have been by then. I still had the hand flamer in my left hand; I toasted him and jumped over the building he had been coming out of, as I started to count. A hand flamer is primarily for incendiary work but it is a good defensive anti-personnel weapon in tight quarters; you don't have to aim it much. Between excitement and anxiety to catch up I jumped too high and too wide. It's always a temptation to get the most out of your jump gear -- but don't do it! It leaves you hanging in the air for seconds, a big fat target. The way to advance is to skim over each building as you come to it, barely clearing it, and taking full advantage of cover while you're down -- and never stay in one place more than a second or two, never give them time to target in on you. Be somewhere else, anywhere. Keep moving. This one I goofed -- too much for one row of buildings, too little for the row beyond it; I found myself coming down on a roof. But not a nice flat one where I might have tarried three seconds to launch another peewee A-rocket; this roof was a jungle of pipes and stanchions and assorted ironmongery -- a factory maybe, or some sort of chemical works. No place to land. Worse still, half a dozen natives were up there. These geezers are humanoid, eight or nine feet tall, much skinnier than we are and with a higher body temperature; they don't wear any clothes and they stand out in a set of snoopers like a neon sign. They look still funnier in daylight with your bare eyes but I would rather fight them than the arachnids -- those Bugs make me queezy. If these laddies were up there thirty seconds earlier when my rocket hit, then they couldn't see me, or anything. But I couldn't be certain and didn't want to tangle with them in any case; it wasn't that kind of a raid. So I jumped again while I was still in the air, scattering a handful of ten-second fire pills to keep them busy, grounded, jumped again at once, and called out, "Second section! Even numbers! . . . Advance!" and kept right on going to close the gap, while trying to spot, every time I jumped, something worth expending a rocket on. I had three more of the little A-rockets and I certainly didn't intend to take any back with me. But I had had pounded into me that you must get your money's worth with atomic weapons -- it was only the second time that I had been allowed to carry them. Right now I was trying to spot their waterworks; a direct hit on it could make the whole city uninhabitable, force them to evacuate it without directly killing anyone -- just the sort of nuisance we had been sent down to commit. It should -- according to the map we had studied under hypnosis -- be about three miles upstream from where I was. But I couldn't see it; my jumps didn't take me high enough, maybe. I was tempted to go higher but I remembered what Migliaccio had said about not trying for a medal, and stuck to doctrine. I set the Y-rack launcher on automatic and let it lob a couple of little bombs every time I hit. I set fire to things more or less at random in between, and tried to find the waterworks, or some other worth-while target. Well, there was something up there at the proper range -- waterworks or whatever, it was big. So I hopped on top of the tallest building near me, took a bead on it, and let fly. As I bounced down I heard Jelly: "Johnnie! Red! Start bending in the flanks." I acknowledged and heard Red acknowledge and switched my beacon to blinker so that Red could pick me out for certain, took a range and bearing on his blinker while I called out, "Second Section! Curve in and envelop! Squad leaders acknowledge!" Fourth and Fifth squads answered, "Wilco"; Ace said, "We're already doin' it -- pick up your feet." Red's beacon showed the right flank to be almost ahead of me and a good fifteen miles away. Golly! Ace was right; I would have to pick up my feet or I would never close the gap in time -- and me with a couple of hundredweight of ammo and sundry nastiness still on me that I just had to find time to use up. We had landed in a V formation, with Jelly at the bottom of the V and Red and myself at the ends of the two arms; now we had to close it into a circle around the retrieval rendezvous . . . which meant that Red and I each had to cover more ground than the others and still do our full share of damage. At least the leapfrog advance was over with once we started to encircle; I could quit counting and concentrate on speed. It was getting to be less healthy to be anywhere, even moving fast. We had started with the enormous advantage of surprise, reached the ground without being hit (at least I hoped nobody had been hit coming in), and had been rampaging in among them in a fashion that let us fire at will without fear of hitting each other while they stood a big chance of hitting their own people in shooting at us -- if they could find us to shoot at, at all. (I'm no games-theory expert but I doubt if any computer could have analyzed what we were doing in time to predict where we would be next.) Nevertheless the home defenses were beginning to fight back, co-ordinated or not. I took a couple of near misses with explosives, close enough to rattle my teeth even inside armor and once I was brushed by some sort of beam that made my hair stand on end and half paralyzed me for a moment -- as if I had hit my funny bone, but all over. If the suit hadn't already been told to jump, I guess I wouldn't have got out of there. Things like that make you pause to wonder why you ever took up soldiering -- only I was too busy to pause for anything. Twice, jumping blind over buildings, I landed right in the middle of a group of them -- jumped at once while fanning wildly around me with the hand flamer. Spurred on this way, I closed about half of my share of the gap, maybe four miles, in minimum time but without doing much more than casual damage. My Y-rack had gone empty two jumps back; finding myself alone in sort of a courtyard I stopped to put my reserve H.E. bombs into it while I took a bearing on Ace -- found that I was far enough out in front of the flank squad to think about expending my last two A-rockets. I jumped to the top of the tallest building in the neighborhood. It was getting light enough to see; I flipped the snoopers up onto my forehead and made a fast scan with bare eyes, looking for anything behind us worth shooting at, anything at all; I had no time to be choosy. There was something on the horizon in the direction of their spaceport -- administration & control, maybe, or possibly even a starship. Almost in line and about half as far away was an enormous structure which I couldn't identify even that loosely. The range to the spaceport was extreme but I let the rocket see it, said, "Go find it, baby!" and twisted its tail -- slapped the last one in, sent it toward the nearer target, and jumped. That building took a direct hit just as I left it. Either a skinny had judged (correctly) that it was worth one of their buildings to try for one of us, or one of my own mates was getting mighty careless with fireworks. Either way, I didn't want to jump from that spot, even a skimmer; I decided to go through the next couple of buildings instead of over. So I grabbed the heavy flamer off my back as I hit and dipped the snoopers down over my eyes, tackled a wall in front of me with a knife beam at full power. A section of wall fell away and I charged in. And backed out even faster. I didn't know what it was I had cracked open. A congregation in church -- a skinny flophouse -- maybe even their defense headquarters. All I knew was that it was a very big room filled with more skinnies than I wanted to see in my whole life. Probably not a church, for somebody took a shot at me as I popped back out just a slug that bounced off my armor, made my ears ring, and staggered me without hurting me. But it reminded me that I wasn't supposed to leave without giving them a souvenir of my visit. I grabbed the first thing on my belt and lobbed it in -- and heard it start to squawk. As they keep telling you in Basic, doing something constructive at once is better than figuring out the best thing to do hours later. By sheer chance I had done the right thing. This was a special bomb, one each issued to us for this mission with instructions to use them if we found ways to make them effective. The squawking I heard as I threw it was the bomb shouting in skinny talk (free translation): "I'm a thirty-second bomb! I'm a thirty-second bomb! Twenty-nine! . . . twenty-eight! . . . twenty-seven! -- " It was supposed to frazzle their nerves. Maybe it did; it certainly frazzled mine. Kinder to shoot a man. I didn't wait for the countdown; I jumped, while I wondered whether they would find enough doors and windows to swarm out in time. I got a bearing on Red's blinker at the top of the jump and one on Ace as I grounded. I was falling behind again -- time to hurry. But three minutes later we had closed the gap; I had Red on my left flank a half mile away. He reported it to Jelly. We heard Jelly's relaxed growl to the entire platoon: "Circle is closed, but the beacon is not down yet. Move forward slowly and mill around, make a little more trouble -- but mind the lad on each side of you; don't make trouble for him. Good job, so far -- don't spoil it. Platoon! By sections . . . Muster!" It looked like a good job to me, too; much of the city was burning and, although it was almost full light now, it was hard to tell whether bare eyes were better than snoopers, the smoke was so thick. Johnson, our section leader, sounded off: "Second section, call off!" I echoed, "Squads four, five, and six -- call off and report!" The assortment of safe circuits we had available in the new model comm units certainly speeded things up; Jelly could talk to anybody or to his section leaders; a section leader could call his whole section, or his non-coms; and the platoon could muster twice as fast, when seconds matter. I listened to the fourth squad call off while I inventoried my remaining firepower and lobbed one bomb toward a skinny who poked his head around a corner. He left and so did I -- "Mill around," the boss man had said. The fourth squad bumbled the call off until the squad leader remembered to fill in with Jenkins' number; the fifth squad clicked off like an abacus and I began to feel good . . . when the call off stopped after number four in Ace's squad. I called out, "Ace, where's Dizzy?" "Shut up," he said. "Number six! Call off!" "Six!" Smith answered. "Seven !" "Sixth squad, Flores missing," Ace completed it. "Squad leader out for pickup." "One man absent," I reported to Johnson. "Flores, squad six." "Missing or dead?" "I don't know. Squad leader and assistant section leader dropping out for pickup." "Johnnie, you let Ace take it." But I didn't hear him, so I didn't answer. I heard him report to Jelly and I heard Jelly cuss. Now look, I wasn't bucking for a medal -- it's the assistant section leader's business to make pickup; he's the chaser, the last man in, expendable. The squad leaders have other work to do. As you've no doubt gathered by now the assistant section leader isn't necessary as long as the section leader is alive. Right that moment I was feeling unusually expendable, almost expended, because I was hearing the sweetest sound in the universe, the beacon the retrieval boat would land on, sounding our recall. The beacon is a robot rocket, fired ahead of the retrieval boat, just a spike that buries itself in the ground and starts broadcasting that welcome, welcome music. The retrieval boat homes in on it automatically three minutes later and you had better be on hand, because the bus can't wait and there won't be another one along. But you don't walk away on another cap trooper, not while there's a chance he's still alive -- not in Rasczak's Roughnecks. Not in any outfit of the Mobile Infantry. You try to make pickup. I heard Jelly order: "Heads up, lads! Close to retrieval circle and interdict! On the bounce!" And I heard the beacon's sweet voice: " -- to the everlasting glory of the infantry, shines the name, shines the name of Rodger Young!" and I wanted to head for it so bad I could taste it. Instead I was headed the other way, closing on Ace's beacon and expending what I had left of bombs and fire pills and anything else that would weigh me down. "Ace! You got his beacon?" "Yes. Go back, Useless!" "I've got you by eye now. Where is he?" "Right ahead of me, maybe quarter mile. Scram! He's my man ." I didn't answer; I simply cut left oblique to reach Ace about where he said Dizzy was. And found Ace standing over him, a couple of skinnies flamed down and more running away. I lit beside him. "Let's get him out of his armor -- the boat'll be down any second!" "He's too bad hurt!" I looked and saw that it was true -- there was actually a hole in his armor and blood coming out. And I was stumped. To make a wounded pickup you get him out of his armor . . . then you simply pick him up in your arms -- no trouble in a powered suit -and bounce away from there. A bare man weighs less than the ammo and stuff you've expended. "What'll we do?" "We carry him," Ace said grimly. "Grab ahold the left side of his belt." He grabbed the right side, we manhandled Flores to his feet. "Lock on! Now . . . by the numbers, stand by to jump -- one -- two!" We jumped. Not far, not well. One man alone couldn't have gotten him off the ground; an armored suit is too heavy. But split it between two men and it can be done. We jumped -- and we jumped -- and again, and again, with Ace calling it and both of us steadying and catching Dizzy on each grounding. His gyros seemed to be out. We heard the beacon cut off as the retrieval boat landed on it -- I saw it land . . . and it was too far away. We heard the acting platoon sergeant call out: "In succession, prepare to embark!" And Jelly called out, "Belay that order!" We broke at last into the open and saw the boat standing on its tail, heard the ululation of its take-off warning -- saw the platoon still on the ground around it, in interdiction circle, crouching behind the shield they had formed. Heard Jelly shout, "In succession, man the boat -- move!" And we were still too far away! I could see them peel off from the first squad, swarm into the boat as the interdiction circle tightened. And a single figure broke out of the circle, came toward us at a speed possible only to a command suit. Jelly caught us while we were in the air, grabbed Flores by his Y-rack and helped us lift. Three jumps got us to the boat. Everybody else was inside but the door was still open. We got him in and closed it while the boat pilot screamed that we had made her miss rendezvous and now we had all bought it! Jelly paid no attention to her; we laid Flores down and lay down beside him. As the blast hit us Jelly was saying to himself, "All present, Lieutenant. Three men hurt -- but all present!" I'll say this for Captain Deladrier: they don't make any better pilots. A rendezvous, boat to ship in orbit, is precisely calculated. I don't know how, but it is, and you don't change it. You can't. Only she did. She saw in her scope that the boat had failed to blast on time; she braked back, picked up speed again -- and matched and took us in, just by eye and touch, no time to compute it. If the Almighty ever needs an assistant to keep the stars in their courses, I know where he can look. Flores died on the way up.
This excerpt from Robert Heinlein’s novel Starship Troopers describes a human attack on the Skinnies, an alien species allied with humanity’s greatest enemies, the Arachnids or Bugs.  Just as American soldiers today rely on dazzling technological superiority over our impoverished, low-tech enemies, troopers wearing robotic power armor execute a raid—not quite a war, but a limited intervention, designed to show what humanity is capable of.  Much like the United States intervention in Libya, this is only a small part of a much broader conflict, but the consequences are real.  Johnny Rico, the hero of Starship Troopers, kills untold numbers of civilians in this scene with flamethrowers, grenades, and nuclear warheads.  There is no remorse for the alien enemy, but Johnny won’t leave his wounded comrades behind.  Enemy lives may be cheap, but the Mobile Infantry looks out for its own.
The soldiers of our Mobile Infantry are all volunteers, but in the society of Starship Troopers, citizenship is a privilege, not a right.  No one can vote or participate in politics without first serving in combat.  Heinlein’s novel has been criticized as thinly-veiled fascist propaganda, where the alien enemies are stand-ins for America’s Communist enemies in Asia.  At the height of the Cold War, Heinlein seemed to be in favor of restricting democracy and giving up on the concept of equality.  

There is another reading, however—interventions might happen in the world of Starship Troopers, but at least the decisions are made by the same people who bear the costs.  In modern America, civilians get behind interventions like the war in Libya because they are isolated from the true sacrifices of war.  A hyperreal culture of mass media distortion makes war seem clean, even humanitarian.  Heinlein’s politics might be extreme, but the story of Starship Troopers provides a corrective to this armchair militarism, forcing us to rethink constant imperial interventions.
SIMMERS 2011 (Erich, PhD in English, U of Florida expected 2011, “The Importance of Starship Troopers Today: Reflecting on Bloom, Heinlein, and Libya,” Weaponized Culture, April 27, http://weaponizedculture.wordpress.com/2011/04/27/the-importance-of-starship-troopers/)

Wading through Twitter this morning, I came across Andrew Exum’s post on Harold Bloom’s dismissal of Robert Heinlein’s 1959 novel Starship Troopers, which appeared in The New Yorker. Rolf Potts asked Bloom what he thinks of the novel’s inclusion in military reading lists, and the literary critic is less than impressed. “I can’t take that seriously, I’m sorry,” he said. “I suppose it’s on the list because that’s the world we’re headed towards.” The world, I can only assume, Bloom is referring to is a hyper-technological state of exception where franchise is linked to military service. From orbit, soldiers in armored exoskeletons descend onto alien worlds and exterminate a largely nameless, faceless other who is posited as an existential threat to humanity. From its Cold War context to the contemporary War on Terrorism, Starship Troopers has struck an alarming chord for many in the academic left for this very reason–the foreclosure of anti-war dissidence and the limitless weaponization of technology. As much as its vision of the future frightens some, it seduces many more–not the least of which are the military and defense industry. Space-bound light infantry in exoskeletons would seem to be the an answer to a logistical prayer at a time when Afghanistan–or other far-flung sites of foreign intervention–might as well be an alien planet and the fighting load of warfighters has not only crippled their ability to fight but also, in many cases, their bodies as chronic back injuries haunt them. However, these nightmare and fantasy readings of Starship Troopers belie the importance of the novel as social commentary that is particularly relevant now given the sudden enthusiasm for military intervention in Libya. First, the chasm between civilians who would ask the military to intervene and the military men and women who must bear the cost of such intervention presents an ethical breech within the democratic process. Secondly, no matter how technology shapes the battlefield, war is fought and won by men (and women) on the ground.* The first issue addresses the divide between those who have experienced war and those who have not. In Starship Troopers, much of Heinlein’s social commentary comes through the character Mr. DuBois, a veteran and teacher of a class named “History and Moral Philosophy.” Through him, Heinlein sets up his most controversial claim about the civilian-military divide–that citizenship should be reserved for those who have served in the military. Detractors of the novel have linked this to a fascist impulse in which only those who desire violence are given a voice in the political process, but I have a different reading. In class, DuBois asks what is the “moral difference” between a soldier and a civilian and Rico, the story’s protagonist, answers: “The difference,” I answered carefully, “lies in the field of civic virtue. 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.” (Heinlein 24) For Heinlein, this “personal responsibility” is linked not only to a willingness to assume the physical risks for political decisions but also an understanding of what those risks entail. Throughout the novel, there is the sentiment that decision makers, participating citizens, and officers–leaders of the society–must understand the meaning of those risks through experience. Citizens must have been soldiers; officers must first be enlisted. Before one can send another off to die for whatever cause, one must have been so ordered. The result is not a citizenry of hawks; rather, a citizenry who understand the inescapable violence of war. This understanding of war’s violence is more important than ever, given fantasies old and new. With the ascendency of counterinsurgency theory in the popular imagination, there has been a proliferation of the misunderstanding that war has become a string of humanitarian acts like building schools and providing medical care like those described the now-fictional Three Cups of Tea. Similarly, the technological abstraction of war has given an ignorant populace the idea that no-fly zones, drone strikes, and a host of half-measures can skirt the violence of war–or at least the worst of it–and restore order for those abused and disenfranchised. These are not the fantasies of those who have fought the twenty-first century’s wars, but those who have seen their simulacra on cable news and Modern Warfare. In a recent Small Wars Journal op-ed entitled “War by Any Other Name Is War,” Jason Whiteley–an Iraq veteran and author of the forthcoming Father of Money: Buying Peace in Baghdad–describes the disconnect between citizens and the soldiers: Yet, American civilians are prepared to wave yellow ribbons and project support for soldiers while remaining comfortably ensconced in cozy lifestyles. In this way, American civilians can feel supportive of those who wage war on their behalf without personally experiencing the effects. [...] This disconnect can only create an aura of irresponsibility. As long as the troops are supported, why should we care about what they actually do? Consider that the average American consumes only a few minutes of news per day and that news tends to be sensational or highly anecdotal. Soldiers have missions that are routine and, hopefully, boring. Their day to day activity does not excite America. Instead, an uninformed and disinterested public continues to live through euphemisms created under the guise of humanitarianism and technological abstraction. While warfighters may act as humanitarians, they know there is no non-violent war. They have born the costs. Here, we return to the question of Libya. Whether or not we subscribe to Heinlein’s theories on citizenship, his notion of “moral responsibility” does warrant consideration. The general public, familiar not with the violence of war but the narcissistic media in which they wallow, has seemingly been enticed by the so-called “Twitter and Facebook revolutions.” War can be fought–so they think–with 140-character dribble rather than soldiers and revolutionaries. This ignorance is why Starship Troopers is worth reading. For all his jingoism, Heinlein does not let us forget that the violence of war is inescapable and soldiers on the ground will pay the costs.
These interventions are not harmless.  Heinlein’s space war and the casual use of nuclear weapons will be brought on by the confluence of hyperreal media saturation and cost-free militarism.  The endless manufacture of new threats and new interventions can only end in extinction.
KROKER AND KROKER 2006 [Arthur Kroker is Canada Research Chair in Technology, Culture and Theory, Professor of Political Science, and Director of the Pacific Centre for Technology and Culture at the University of Victoria. Marilouise Kroker is Senior Research Scholar at the University of Victoria. Interview with William Wood published in “Culture, power, and history: studies in critical sociology”, Stephen J. Pfohl, ed., Google Books] 

Krokers: The theory of viral power was written within weeks of the terror. Since then, the theory of viral power has become the political reality of power, with rogue terrorism quickly evolving into the viral logic of the rogue state. Confronted by a direct challenge to its symbolic power, the empire of the global American state itself adopts the logic of terrorism. Through a new light-based system of military communication, the "war on terrorism" cir​culates at accelerated speed through an expanding network of so-called ter​rorist havens. Through a binary rhetoric of "friend or enemy," the war menu of the empire is imprinted on the political skin of the world. Through a logic of apprehended threats to the internal security of the American "homeland," state security forces "disappear" always suspected "aliens" and mute most domestic political dissent into silence. Unconventional, circulating, parasitical, the rogue state that is the essence of American empire enters the political bloodstream of world terrorism, study​ing its codes, its methods of operation, its weapons of financing. Like a virus hidden deep inside the terrorist attack of 9/11, state terrorism is itself trig​gered by the attack. Certainly not weakened by the terror, definitely not frag​ile because of its global (financial) virtuality, the hegemony of American empire is clearly strengthened, indeed reanimated, by the events of last September. Breaking with the rules of the now superceded empire of nor​malized inter-national relations, the new empire of the viral state goes it alone. For example/ consider the highly charged symbolism of the twin towers of light that memorialized the six-month anniversary of the terror. A monu​ment of cold blue light. 88 spotlights were used: double symbols of infinity. The industrial age of the mechanical skyscraper is over. The electronic age of light-based power is about to begin. America is about to move from an empire based on steel and glass to an empire moving at the speed of light. The empire of steel and glass is destructible, combustible, pierceable, reach​able. The empire of (electronic) light rises triumphantly from the ruins, firewalled from the terror, reaching to the heavens and beyond the stars. This is a double ceremony: the ending of one form of empire, and the beginning of another. An empire of light, speed, and violence. That viral power is based on light, not matter, is confirmed by the recent Pentagon position paper on a new "Nuclear Posture" recommending a basic change in American nuclear strategy. Breaking with the logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction, the Pentagon now promotes the idea of the "conventional use" of nuclear weaponry for "precise strikes" against enemy forces. Nuking caves. As reported in The New York Times, Ivo Daalder, an analyst at the Brookings Institution, noted: "The policy has been turned upside down. It is to keep nuclear weapons as a tool of war-fighting rather than a tool of deterrence."2 However, in the way of all media, remember Marshall McLuhan's famous thesis that the final act of old media is to serve as content for the invisible form of new media. Consequently, if the Pentagon wishes now to conven​tionalize nuclear weapons, it probably indicates that in reality we are already living in a post-nuclear age: an era of viral power not nuclear power; bio- power not the power of physics; circulation not deterrence; parasiting the language of terrorism not dissuasion. Ironically, the stage may be finally set for global nuclear holocaust as the final "accident" of a declining form of power. Or perhaps something different. In its futurist scenario, Space War 2020, American military strategic planners, acknowledging that the United States will likely experience no credible military threats in the next two decades, have already created the conceptual framework for a coming age of galactic warfare: extra-terrestrial, satellite-based, warfare in the darkness of space.
Hence the plan: the Mobile Infantry should assault alien worlds held by the Pseudo-Arachnids and their allies throughout the galaxy.
Our reading of Starship Troopers can challenge the ontological and epistemological certainty of world politics—this deployment of the story can be an ironic challenge to the politics of security


WHITEHALL 2003 – Associate Professor, Political Science, Acadia University (Geoffrey, “The problem of the ‘world and beyond,’ in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Senior Lecturer, Bristol University. Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 179) 
Notwithstanding the dominance of this reading, Starship Troopers can also be re-read as a minor literature deeply invested in examining the politics of security in modernity and displacing the major literature it exemplifies. Instead of managing the beyond to justify a geo-political framework (i.e., a world united or divided), the film mobilizes the beyond as a creative literary space to disrupt the normalized practice of reading and writing world politics. Whereas Star Trek secures a specific representation of world politics, Starship Troopers uses the beyond to open world politics to political interpretation. Starship Troopers, as a minor literature, recognizes the impossibility of securing humanity’s universal realization in the ways that major literatures like Kant and Star Trek desire. Starship Troopers examines what the political securing of an ontological and epistemological world politics conceals. The beyond can be used as a space through which it is possible critically to re-read and re-write “the problem of the world and beyond.” It produces a play of insecurities. Against the over-determined narrative about securing the possibility of reason, humanity, and the world from the wrath of the Arachnids, Starship Troopers mobilizes an ironic interpretive strategy that makes unfamiliar modern political readings of security. Through irony, Starship Troopers seeks to unsettle and contest the normalized practices of world politics. As a critical device, irony develops a different epistemological and ontological relationship to the beyond than does Kant’s representational world. Instead of managing a philosophical and political matrix of intelligibility, irony puts such productions into question. Because irony targets the dominant structures of intelligibility, often any use of irony is cast as an anti-political, anti-social, and anti-public strategy (Conway and Seery, 1992:2). The typical reaction to Starship Troopers said it lacked authenticity and realism. 2 Ironic strategies always run the risk of being branded relativistic and solipsistic because irony operates on the limits of assumed political, social, and public sensibilities. Obviously, this is only a condemnation if the meanings associated with the political, the social, and the public are assumed themselves to be apolitical, asocial, and assumed by public consensus. If, however, these concepts are themselves to be opened to political, social, and public challenge, then irony can be championed as a device that works against the political, social, and public domination of one epistemological and ontological practice over all others. A politics that uses irony to challenge this domination can take the form of what William Connolly calls a practice of projectional interpretation. As a critical use of the beyond, projectional interpretation (irony) operates “first, by affirming the contestable character of its own projections, second, by offering readings of particular features of contemporary life that compete with detailed accounts offered by others, and, third, by moving back and forth between these two levels as it introduces alternative interpretations onto the established field of discourse” (Connolly, 1992: 145). As a practice, projectional interpretation instills the beyond into spaces of closure. It therefore offers a critical propinquity to the subject being challenged. Grabbed from the unknown, from the space that exceeds Kantian sensibilities, irony forces the beyond into the ritualized practices that over-determine modern politics. It opens the naturalized secured world to a plurality of alternative interpretations.
Destroying the hyperreal fictions of the media-militarist society requires us to tell stories that are impossibly false—science fiction is a gift that the system can only receive by destroying itself
BOGARD 2004 (Bill Bogard, “Hyperfacticity and Fatal Strategies,” Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 30, No. 2)

A social science fiction is not some Utopia or dystopia. It is not some future state to which we can compare the reality of the present, or some imaginary state of affairs that might or might not materialize in the ways it is projected. A social science fiction is the reality of the present, the fiction of real politics and technology, right now, in your face. What is more fictional than the events of 9/11, or 24-hour news, or John Poindexter's plan for "Total Information Awareness"? What is more unreal than cloning, or "smart bombs," or an Internet chat room? There is a certain truth in what J.G. Ballard says: we have to learn how to make the reality of events more fictional than fiction. Real fiction is tame by comparison to the fiction of the real. The modern world is more than just a bad science fiction novel (although it is that, too). At least I can stop reading the latter. The fiction of the real has none of the charm of a grade “B” thriller, none of its loose ends and incoherencies. No, I'm with Baudrillard on this. Everything today is obscenely visible and immaculately packaged, totally coherent, controlled in advance by models and codes and simulations that disguise the absence of anything remotely or nakedly real anymore. The sheer bizarreness and excessiveness of twenty-first-century technological civilization far outstrips what even the worst science fiction writer is capable of depicting on a bad day. Baudrillard says that what you have today is the order of the "truer-than-true." Hyperfacticity, that's the word. Information overload, endless polls, universal testing (am I beautiful enough, am I smart enough, am I pure and perfect enough?). To all that you must oppose the "falser-than-false," which he likens to evil outbidding evil. Fiction, of course, has always been aligned with the false and against the true. But when truth has been murdered and its death masked by the truer-than-true, you require something more dangerous than fiction, something worse, as a kind of antidote to the oppressive climate of facticity that envelops us today (It's a fact! I saw it on CNN!). Of course, it's that very obsession with not just facts but with facticity that is so fictional about our current condition. And none of this is contradictory; it's all perfectly and stupidly consistent. The truer-than-true is just bad fiction. So what do we do? How do we get to the more fictional than fiction, the falser-than-false? In the end, you have to give the world a gift to which it cannot respond except by its own death. What can destroy the fiction of the hyperfactual truer-than-true information-soaked bestiality of the postmodern world other than the gift of an even more monstrous and bestial fiction, which even it cannot outdo. This, of course, was Ballard's insight, and the insight of all the great science fiction writers who, taking matters to their extreme (Crash!), present to a world already at the extremity, at the limits of ugliness and perversity and terror, an irresistible image of its own desire. Fatal strategy.
Science fiction representations motivate social action—our story will inspire real change

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)

Architects draw plans and build models in order to stimulate people’s ideas of what they want — or don’t want — in their future home or office. Outside of science fiction, no such models exist for the technological futures of societies. It is hard not to watch Gattaca, for example, without arriving at some sort of moral judgment, good or bad, about a world in which each individual’s life is structured by statistical likelihoods expressed in their genome. Even if the answer is not to give up genomic medicine — which is hardly likely given today’s trends — such imageries provide guidance about choices regarding new and emerging technologies and about kinds of problems to look out for in the future.
The point of our Aff is not that Starship Troopers is good or bad, just that our investigation of it can have positive social effects

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)

This means that the teacher of SF, just like the critic, cannot simply be the writer's or even the text's advocate. No doubt, he/she has to be able not only to function on the text's wavelength in order to understand it but also to point out its strengths (if it has no strengths, it should not be taught). But the teacher should, we believe, properly be neither for nor against the writer, and the cult of personalities so rife in SF should be staunchly resisted, whether we are dealing with Asimov or Le Guin. The teacher's loyalties are not even to the text, except as the text is the privileged tool of class investigation. In our opinion the teacher should finally be the advocate of the provisional yet meaningful truth and value that she/he and the class will come to at the end of the investigation which started from the text, but passed through its confrontation with our common social reality in order to return to the text with a full understanding of its values. Since there is no eternal truth in and by itself but only a truth-in-context and truth-for-a-historical-group we, believe the teacher should be the advocate of an ideal non-alienated and libertarian reader who has the right to receive all the evidence of how, why and in whose interest the text has interpreted our common universe. Such an ideal reader is only an imaginative heuristic construct, yet we believe it to be an indispensable one in order to counter both shipwreck in day-to-day pragmatic concerns and flying off at private, quite eccentric and idiosyncratic, tangents.
Fiat is merely an act of imagination.  Any act of imagination or even attempt at representation automatically includes science fiction elements—the only difference between our Aff and more traditional ones is that we acknowledge the role of fiction

FREEDMAN 2000 -- Associate Professor of English at Louisiana State University (Carl, “Critical Theory and Science Fiction” Wesleyan University Press, University Press of London, 20-22) 

It is a priori likely that most texts display the activity of numerous different genres, and that few or no texts can be adequately described in terms of one genre alone. Genre in this sense is analogous to the Marxist concept of the mode of production as the latter has gained new explanatory force by being contrasted, in the Althusserian vocabulary, with the category of social formation – a term that is preferred to the more familiar notion of society, because the latter connotes a relatively homogeneous unity, whereas the former is meant to suggest an overdetermined combination of different modes of production at work in the same place and during the same time. Though it is thus impossible simply to equate a given social formation with a given mode of production, it is nonetheless legitimate to affirm that (for instance) the United States "is" capitalist, so long as we understand that the copulative signifies not true equation or identity but rather conveys that, of the various and relatively autonomous modes of production active within the U.S. social formation, capitalism enjoys a position of dominance. In the same way, the dialectical rethinking of genre does not in the least preclude generic discrimination. We may validly describe a particular text as science fiction if we understand the formulation to mean that cognitive estrangement is the dominant generic tendency within the overdetermined textual whole. Accordingly, there is probably no text that is a perfect and pure embodiment of science fiction (no text, that is to say, in which science fiction is the only generic tendency operative) but also no text in which the science fiction tendency is altogether absent. Indeed, it might be argued that this tendency is the precondition for the constitution of fictionality – and even of representation – itself. For the construction of an alternative world is the very definition of fiction: owing to the character of representation as a nontransparent process that necessarily involves not only similarity but difference between representation and the "referent" of the latter, an irreducible degree of alterity and estrangement is bound to obtain even in the case of the most "realistic" fiction imaginable. The appearance of transparency in that paradigmatic realist Balzac has been famously exposed as an illusion;2 ' nonetheless, it is important to understand the operation of alterity in realism not as the failure of the latter, but as the sign of the estranging tendency of science fiction that supplies (if secretly) some of the power of great realistic fiction 25 Furthermore, just as some degree of alterity and hence estrangement is fundamental to all fiction, finally including realism itself, so the same is true (but here the limit case is fantasy) of that other dialectical half of the science-fiction tendency: cognition. The latter is after all an unavoidable operation of the human mind (however precritical, and even if clinically schizophrenic) and must exercise a determinant presence for literary production to take place at all. Even in The Lord of the Rings-to consider again what is perhaps the most thoroughgoing fantasy we possess, by an author who stands to fantasy rather as Balzac stands to realism – cognition is quite strongly and overtly operative on at least one level: namely that of the moral and theological values that the text is concerned to enforce. 2 It is, then, in this very special sense that the apparently wild assertions that fiction is science fiction and even that the latter is a wider term than the former may be justified: cognition and estrangement, which together constitute the generic tendency of science fiction, are not only actually present in all fiction, but are structurally crucial to the possibility of fiction and even of representation in the first place. Yet in more routine usage, the term of science fiction ought, as I have maintained above, to be reserved for those texts in which cognitive estrangement is not only present but dominant. And it is with this dialectical understanding of genre that we may not reconsider the apparently difficult cases of Brecht, on the one hand, and Star Wars on the other. 
Traditional conceptions of government fiat are also fiction, they simply present themselves as fact—fiat misrepresents the process of government decisionmaking, which means it’s neither educational nor predictable

CLAUDE 1988 (Inis, Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs, University of Virginia, States and the Global System, pages 18-20)

This view of the state as an institutional monolith is fostered by the notion of sovereignty, which calls up the image of the monarch, presiding over his kingdom. Sovereignty emphasizes the singularity of the state, its monopoly of authority, its unity of command and its capacity to speak with one voice. Thus, France wills, Iran demands, China intends, New Zealand promises and the Soviet Union insists. One all too easily conjures up the picture of a single-minded and purposeful state that decides exactly what it wants to achieve, adopts coherent policies intelligently adapted to its objectives, knows what it is doing, does what it intends and always has its act together. This view of the state is reinforced by political scientists’ emphasis upon the concept of policy and upon the thesis that governments derive policy from calculations of national interest. We thus take it for granted that states act internationally in accordance with rationally conceived and consciously constructed schemes of action, and we implicitly refuse to consider the possibility that alternatives to policy-directed behaviour may have importance–alternatives such as random, reactive, instinctual, habitual and conformist behaviour. Our rationalistic assumption that states do what they have planned to do tends to inhibit the discovery that states sometimes do what they feel compelled to do, or what they have the opportunity to do, or what they have usually done, or what other states are doing, or whatever the line of least resistance would seem to suggest. Academic preoccupation with the making of policy is accompanied by academic neglect of the execution of policy. We seem to assume that once the state has calculated its interest and contrived a policy to further that interest, the carrying out of policy is the virtually automatic result of the routine functioning of the bureaucratic mechanism of the state. I am inclined to call this the Genesis theory of public administration, taking as my text the passage: ‘And God said, Let there be light: and there was light’. I suspect that, in the realm of government, policy execution rarely follows so promptly and inexorably from policy statement. Alternatively, one may dub it the Pooh-Bah/Ko-Ko theory, honouring those denizens of William S. Gilbert’s Japan who took the position that when the Mikado ordered that something e done it was as good as done and might as well be declared to have been done. In the real world, that which a state decides to do is not as good as done; it may, in fact, never be done. And what states do, they may never have decided to do. Governments are not automatic machines, grinding out decisions and converting decisions into actions. They are agglomerations of human beings, like the rest of us inclined to be fallible, lazy, forgetful, indecisive, resistant to discipline and authority, and likely to fail to get the word or to heed it. As in other large organizations, left and right governmental hands are frequently ignorant of each other’s activities, official spokesmen contradict each other, ministries work at cross purposes, and the creaking machinery of government often gives the impression that no one is really in charge. I hope that no one will attribute my jaundiced view of government merely to the fact that I am an American–one, that is, whose personal experience is limited to a governmental system that is notoriously complex, disjointed, erratic, cumbersome and unpredictable. The United States does not, I suspect, have the least effective government or the most bumbling and incompetent bureaucracy in all the world. Here and there, now and then, governments do, of course perform prodigious feats of organization and administration: an extraordinary war effort, a flight to the moon, a successful hostage-rescue operation. More often, states have to make do with governments that are not notably clear about their purposes or coordinated and disciplined in their operations. This means that, in international relations, states are sometimes less dangerous, and sometimes less reliable, than one might think. Neither their threats nor their promises are to be taken with absolute seriousness. Above all, it means that we students of international politics must be cautious in attributing purposefulness and responsibility to governments. To say the that the United States was informed about an event is not to establish that the president acted in the light of that knowledge; he may never have heard about it. To say that a Soviet pilot shot down an airliner is not to prove that the Kremlin has adopted the policy of destroying all intruders into Soviet airspace; one wants to know how and by whom the decision to fire was made. To observe that the representative of Zimbabwe voted in favour of a particular resolution in the United Nations General Assembly is not necessarily to discover the nature of Zimbabwe’s policy on the affected matter; Zimbabwe may have no policy on that matter, and it may be that no one in the national capital has ever heard of the issue. We can hardly dispense with the convenient notion that Pakistan claims, Cuba promises, and Italy insists, and we cannot well abandon the formal position that governments speak for and act on behalf of their states, but it is essential that we bear constantly in mind the reality that governments are never fully in charge and never achieve the unity, purposefulness and discipline that theory attributes to them–and that they sometimes claim.
The point of our advocacy is to cultivate a more responsible model of democracy.  Science fiction is critical to a functioning deliberative democracy because it educates citizens about the crucial role of technology in modern politics
BRAKE AND THORNTON 2003 -- *Principal Lecturer and Professor of Science Communication at the University of Glamorgan, AND ** teacher of Science and Science Fiction degree at the University of Glamorgan (“Science fiction in the classroom.” 2003 Phys. Educ. 38 31, Google Scholar) 
Our intention in relation to teaching science has always been to broaden the franchise, both for science and for higher education in general. Recently there has been an explosive growth in the number of students entering higher education, with an increasing proportion of these young people uninterested in studying specialist degrees. Science is often portrayed in the media as being rather dull and dry; and claims of inability in the sciences and maths seem to somehow be socially acceptable. If we are to attract students to sciencebased courses, perhaps we need to recognize that they may wish to study some science but also acquire a degree of scientiﬁc literacy. It is our contention that knowledge of science is fundamental in a participatory democracy. We live in a society utterly dependent on science and technology; science itself implies social and economic change, and such change requires a sequence of vital decisions. How can a citizen with little or no understanding of science be an informed decision-maker in such a society? Science ﬁction exists not just as a rich genre of text and ﬁlm but as a cultural phenomenon that encourages an imaginative way of observing and interpreting the world. In September 2000 the Science Museum in London opened its ‘Star Trek: Federation Science’ exhibition in an attempt to help the public understand space-age technology. Contributors were not unaware of the potential pitfalls, and were careful to avoid confusion between science ﬁction and fact. The success of this exhibition demonstrated the potential of this approach. A further example of this link is that the European Space Agency (ESA) is searching science ﬁction for ideas and technologies that could be used in future missions. Dr David Raitt, coordinator of the Innovative Technologies From Science Fiction For Space Applications project (ISTF), and other ESA researchers are currently scouring novels and short stories published in the early decades of the last century to see if technology has caught up with ideas that were futuristic when ﬁrst put into print. Any good ideas turned up in the search will be assessed to see if they can help the agency in its mission to explore space. Knowledgeable fans are also being encouraged to send in suggestions to help ESA identify potential sources of good concepts. Authors such as Gregory Benford, Greg Bear and Larry Niven have helped NASA draw up ideas for a mission to explore Europa, one of Jupiter’s four largest moons and now known to have an icy surface. The agency looked to the authors to come up with inventive ideas for piercing the ice to get at the molten world below. NASA is also conducting research into futuristic ideas such as warp drives. The ultimate aim of its Breakthrough Propulsion Physics Project is a massless engine for a spacecraft that would be able to reach near-light speeds. The genre of science ﬁction has always been used as a way of examining the relationship between science, technology and society, both as an inspirational source guiding the direction of scientiﬁc development and as a way of popularizing and disseminating scientiﬁc ideas. Commercially, science ﬁction has an impressive history, and since many people’s main exposure to science is through science ﬁction, the portrayals of both the scientist and the nature of scientiﬁc activity are of crucial importance for issues relating to the public’s attitudes toward science. Unfortunately, the ﬁlm industry has often portrayed scientists as being single-minded, obsessive, social outcasts, fostering unrealistic suspicions about science in many public debates.
Deliberative democracy that breaks the monopoly of technological experts is critical to human survival

STANNARD 2006 (Matt, Department of Communication and Journalism, University of Wyoming, Spring 2006 Faculty Senate Speaker Series Speech, April 18, http://theunderview.blogspot.com/2006/04/deliberation-democracy-and-debate.html)
The complexity and interdependence of human society, combined with the control of political decisionmaking—and political conversation itself—in the hands of fewer and fewer technological "experts," the gradual exhaustion of material resources and the organized circumvention of newer and more innovative resource development, places humanity, and perhaps all life on earth, in a precarious position. Where we need creativity and openness, we find rigid and closed non-solutions. Where we need masses of people to make concerned investments in their future, we find (understandable) alienation and even open hostility to political processes. The dominant classes manipulate ontology to their advantage: When humanity seeks meaning, the powerful offer up metaphysical hierarchies; when concerned masses come close to exposing the structural roots of systemic oppression, the powerful switch gears and promote localized, relativistic micronarratives that discourage different groups from finding common, perhaps "universal" interests. Apocalyptic scenarios are themselves rhetorical tools, but that doesn’t mean they are bereft of material justification. The "flash-boom" of apocalyptic rhetoric isn’t out of the question, but it is also no less threatening merely as a metaphor for the slow death of humanity (and all living beings) through environmental degradation, the irradiation of the planet, or the descent into political and ethical barbarism. Indeed, these slow, deliberate scenarios ring more true than the flashpoint of quick Armageddon, but in the end the "fire or ice" question is moot, because the answers to those looming threats are still the same: The complexities of threats to our collective well-being require unifying perspectives based on diverse viewpoints, in the same way that the survival of ecosystems is dependent upon biological diversity. In Habermas’s language, we must fight the colonization of the lifeworld in order to survive at all, let alone to survive in a life with meaning. While certainly not the only way, the willingness to facilitate organized democratic deliberation, including encouraging participants to articulate views with which they may personally disagree, is one way to resist this colonization.
Science fiction can’t be separated from world politics—incorporating this perspective is the only way to make sense of traditional policy education
WELDES 2003 – Senior Lecturer, Bristol University; PhD (Minn) (Jutta, “Popular culture, science fiction, and world politics: exploring inter textual relations” in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 12-13)  

But this is at best a partial understanding of the relationship between representation and “the real.” The realities we know— the meanings they have for us— are discursive products. 14 “Because the real is never wholly present to us— how it is real for us is always mediated through some representational practice— we lose something when we think of representation as mimetic” (Shapiro, 1988: xii). SF is not just a “window” onto an already pre-existing world. Rather, SF texts are part of the processes of world politics themselves: they are implicated in producing and reproducing the phenomena that Gregg and others assume they merely reflect. 15 Instead of reading these texts as simple reflections of the real, we can read “the real”—in our case world politics— as itself a social and cultural product. “[T]o read the ‘real’ as a text that has been produced (written) is to disclose an aspect of human conduct that is fugitive in approaches that collapse the process of inscription into a static reality” (ibid.). For instance, through its overtly liberal ideology and mechanisms like the Prime Directive— which forbids interference by the United Federation of Planets in the normal internal development of technologically less developed societies— Star Trek helps to produce U.S. foreign policy as non-interventionary and benign (Weldes, 1999: 124– 127). World politics, then, is itself a cultural product. Based as they are on such assumptions, our analyses have more in common with Cynthia Weber’s use of popular film to “access what IR theory says, how it plots its story, and how all this together gives us a particular vision of the world” (2001: 132, emphasis added).

Science fiction hones our decisionmaking skills—no other medium can improve our abilities to make predictions as well as this one can
HUNTINGTON 1975 – teaches English at The University of Rhode Island and for the last five years has given a course on Science Fiction. (John, “Science Fiction and the Future.” College English, Vol. 37, No. 4 (Dec., 1975), JSTOR) 

FROM THE VERY BEGINNING of modern SF, enthusiasts, apparently unsatisfied with the mere popularity of the form, perceiving that at some level it does more than simply give pleasure, have asserted that SF serves an important educational pur- pose: by engaging us in the act of imagining the unknown (they tell us) SF prepares us for the future. William Rupp takes it as a "favorable sign" that 48% of a sampling of English professors defined SF as "a type of story that . . . tries to anticipate the impact of future technological developments on society." Some recent guides to the future go so far as to insist that anyone who expects to cope with the future at all must read SF. "Science fiction should be required reading for Future I," declares Alvin Toffler. Arthur C. Clarke maintains that "A critical . . . reading of science fiction is essential training for anyone wishing to look more than ten years ahead."1 Though these "futurologists" refrain from claiming the kind of literal prophesy popular with SF apologists thirty years ago, they nevertheless agree with the earlier defenders in believing that SF trains its readers to anticipate the unexpected and helps them to encounter change and a future that will certainly differ radically from the present. There is, to be sure, a genuine intellectual pleasure to be derived from imagining in the fullest detail possible a previously unknown or unthought-of machine, society, race, or environment, but this pleasure probably does not have the educational value that is claimed for it. Though SF often gives us a sense of facing the unknown, its true insights are generally into the known, and its primary value lies not in its ability to train us for the future, but in its ability to engage a particular set of problems to which science itself gives rise and which be- long, not to the future, but to the present. At its core SF is a powerfully con- ventional and deeply conservative-though not necessarily right wing-form of literature which, rather than assaulting the unknown by bold risks of the imagination, tames the threat of the future and in doing so articulates one aspect of our present human situation in a way no other literary form can. In asserting that SF does not open up the future in the way its defenders wish it did, I may seem to be merely repeating what the debunkers of such literature have always claimed. The debunkers, of course, have not been entirely without truth. Where they have gone astray is in thinking that since SF is not what some of its loudest touters say, it is a cheap fraud. On the contrary, though one regrets that SF is not always all that it might be, one can perceive a value in even the mediocre hack work. My concern, therefore, is not to disavow typical SF, but to reinter- pret its function.
Science fiction overcomes short-term myopia and allows broad public involvement in predictions and scenario planning

LIPPARD 2010 -  Sr. Security Product Manager for Global Crossing and a Ph.D. student in Human and Social Dimensions of Science and Technology at Arizona State University (April 29, Jim, “ Science fiction scenarios and public engagement with science ” http://lippard.blogspot.com/2010/04/science-fiction-scenarios-and-public.html)

Science fiction has been a popular genre at least since Jules Verne’s 19th century work, and arguably longer still. But can it have practical value as well as be a form of escapist entertainment? Clark Miller and Ira Bennett of ASU suggest that it has potential for use in improving the capacity of the general public “to imagine and reason critically about technological futures” and for being integrated into technology assessment processes (“Thinking longer term about technology: is there value in science fiction-inspired approaches to constructing futures?" Science and Public Policy 35(8), October 2008, pp. 597-606). Miller and Bennett argue that science fiction can provide a way to stimulate people to wake from “technological somnambulism” (Langdon Winner’s term for taking for granted or being oblivious to sociotechnical changes), in order to recognize such changes, realize that there may be alternative possibilities and that particular changes need not be determined, and to engage with deliberative processes and institutions that choose directions of change. Where most political planning is short-term and based on projections that simply extend current trends incrementally into the future, science fiction provides scenarios which exhibit “non-linearity” by involving multiple, major, and complex changes from current reality. While these scenarios “likely provide...little technical accuracy” about how technology and society will actually interact, they may still provide ideas about alternative possibilities, and in particular to provide “clear visions of desirable--and not so desirable--futures.” The article begins with a quote from Christine Peterson of the Foresight Institute recommending that “hard science fiction” be used to aid in “long-term” (20+ year) prediction scenarios; she advises, “Don’t think of it as literature,” and focus on the technologies rather than the people. Miller and Bennett, however, argue otherwise--that not only is science fiction useful for thinking about longer-term consequences, but that the parts about the people--how technologies actually fit into society--are just as, if not more important than the ideas about the technologies themselves.
SCI FI GOOD

Science fiction is a lens to analyze politics of the present
Weldes 2003 – Senior Lecturer, Bristol University; PhD (Minn) (Jutta, “Popular culture, science fiction, and world politics: exploring inter textual relations” in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 10-11)  

SF offers an exceptionally useful focus for analysis because it concerns itself quite self-consciously with political issues; it directly addresses issues like technological and social change, confronting contemporary verities with possible alternatives. For instance, SF often extrapolates into the future. 11 As a strategy, extrapolation is “based on the metonymical extension of the ends of reality” (Stockwell, 1996: 5). That is, it starts with the known and projects or expands some part of it into the unknown. SF texts, in this sense, “reflect where this present is heading, both in terms of how they envisage the future but also as cognitive spaces that help to shape and direct how people conceive and make the future” (Kitchin and Kneale, 2001: 32). Utopias, for instance, tell us something about what we hope the future will be, dystopias something about what we fear it might be. Dystopias, of course, extrapolate negatively from contemporary trends. As a result, they often provide themes directly critical of contemporary world politics. William Gibson’s “Sprawl” series 12 is a good example. Rooted in a 1980s perception that the state was declining at the expense of multinational corporations (MNCs), it portrays a genuinely globalized future in which states have been eclipsed by cyberspace, global corporations, and global organized crime. The global market is dominated by the Yakuza and MNCs: “Power... meant corporate power. The zaibatsus, the multinationals that shaped the course of human history, had transcended old barriers. Viewed as organisms, they had attained a kind of immortality” (1984: 242). Both Yakuza and MNCs are “hives with cybernetic memories, vast single organisms, their DNA coded in silicon” (242). Technology has run rampant. This is a world of body and mind “invasion” (Sterling, 1986: xii); a world of prosthetic limbs (Gibson, 1984: 9); eyes—“sea-green Nikon transplants”—that are “vatgrown” (33); and a cyborg dolphin, “surplus from the last war” and a heroin addict (Gibson, 1981: 23). Through such dystopias, we can criticize the trends of contemporary politics. In Mike Davis’s words: “William Gibson... has provided stunning examples of how realist, ‘extrapolative’ science fiction can operate as prefigurative social theory, as well as an anticipatory opposition politics to the cyber-fascism lurking over the horizon” (1992: 3).

More important, of course, SF tells us about the present. As Ronnie Lipschutz notes later in this volume, SF never really is about the future: “It is about us and the world in which we live.” William Gibson agrees: “What’s most important to me,” he has explained, “is that it’s about the present.... It’s a way of trying to come to terms with the awe and terror inspired in me by the world in which we live” (in Kitchin and Kneale, 2001: 31). This is because SF “presents syntagmatically developed possible worlds, as models (more precisely as thought-experiments) or as totalizing and thematic metaphors” (Suvin, 1988: 198). These possible worlds allow us to explore elements of contemporary society in more or less estranged settings. SF of the 1950s and 1960s, for example, used myriad future scenarios to explore the consequences and possible ramifications of nuclear war. With its focus on alternative worlds, SF can “accommodate radical doubt and questioning” (Davies, 1990: 4), thus providing space to interrogate contemporary politics.
Science fiction is the best means to discuss technology and future scientific and political change

SUVIN 1972 – Ph.D. from the University of Zagreb and teaches in the Department of English at McGill University (Darko, “On the Poetics of the Science Fiction Genre.” College English, Vol. 34, No. 3 (Dec., 1972), JSTOR) 

If the whole above argumentation is found acceptable, it will be possible to sup- plement it also by a survey of forms and sub-genres. Beside some which recur in an updated form-such as the utopia and fabulous voyage-the anticipation, the superman story, the artificial intelligence story (robots, androids, etc.), time-travel, catastrophe, the meeting with aliens, etc., would have to be analyzed. The various forms and sub-genres of SF could then be checked for their relationships to other literary genres, to each other, and to various sciences. For example, the utopias are-whatever else they may be- clearly sociological fictions or social- science-fiction, whereas modern SF is analogous to modern polycentric cosmol- ogy, uniting time and space in Einsteinian worlds with different but co-variant di- mensions and time scales. Significant mod- ern SF, with deeper and more lasting sources of enjoyment, also presupposes more complex and wider cognitions: it discusses primarily the political, psycho- logical, anthropological use and effect of sciences, and philosophy of science, and the becoming or failure of new realities as a result of it. The consistency of ex- trapolation, precision of analogy and width of reference in such a cognitive discussion turn into aesthetic factors. (That is why the "scientific novel" dis- cussed above is not felt as completely satisfactory-it is aesthetically poor be- cause it is scientifically meager.) Once the elastic criteria of literary structuring have been met, a cognitive-in most cases strictly scientific-element becomes a measure of aesthetic quality, of the spe- cific pleasure to be sought in SF. In other words, the cognitive nucleus of the plot co-determines the fictional estrangement in SF. This works on all literary levels: e.g., purely aesthetic, story-telling reasons led modern SF to the cognitive assump- tion of a hyperspace where flight speed is not limited by the speed of light. Finally, it might be possible to sketch the basic premises of a significant criti- cism, history and theory of this literary genre. From Edgar Allan Poe to Damon Knight, including some notable work on the older sub-genres from the utopia to Wells, and some general approaches to literature by people awake to method- ological interest, much spadework has been done.9 In the work of Lem (see note 1) we may even possess some corner- stones for a needed critical home. If one may speculate on some fundamental fea- tures or indeed axioms of such criticism, the first might be the already mentioned one that the genre has to be evaluated proceeding from its heights down, apply- ing the standards gained by the analysis of its masterpieces. The second axiom might be to demand of SF a level of cognition higher than that of its average reader: the strange novelty is its raison d'etre. As a minimum, we must demand from SF that it be wiser from the world it speaks to. In other words, this is an educational literature, hopefully less deadening than most compulsory education in our split national and class societies, but irrever- sibly shaped by the pathos of preaching the good word of human curiosity, fear, and hope. Significant SF (to which, as in all genres-but somewhat disappointingly so-at least 95 % of printed matter claim- ing the name does not belong) denies thus the "two-cultures gap" more efficiently than any other literary genre I know of. Even more importantly, it demands from the author and reader, teacher and critic, not merely specialized, quantified posi- tivistic knowledge (scientia) but a social imagination whose quality, whose wis- dom (sapientia), testifies to the maturity of his critical and creative thought.

SF is a useful tool for preparing for the future – tech and social predictions

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)

IN 2006, CHRISTINE PETERSON, Vice President for Public Policy at the Foresight Institute, delivered a lecture titled ‘Thinking Longer Term about Technology’ at Arizona State University’s Biodesign Institute — one of the world’s leading centers for research in the field of synthetic biology and a place that is busy inventing the future. In her lecture, Peterson laid out the process by which the Foresight Institute makes long-term predictions (by their definition, 20+ years) about technological change. Those processes, she opined, frequently made use of ‘hard science fiction’ — science fiction that stresses faithfulness to the laws of nature — as one source of prediction. Her suggestion, however: ‘Don’t think of it as literature.’ Skim the parts about people; only pay attention to the details of the predicted technologies. And be careful. Many science fiction writers ‘selectively violate a physical law on occasion to make a human story’. The fundamentals of technology prognostication, she insisted, involved strict adherence to ‘physical law’ (Peterson, 2006).

Peterson’s lecture prompted us to write this article. While we understand why an organization like the Foresight Institute might be committed to a logic of technical rationality — science fact, not science fiction — we argue here that most ‘thinking longer term about technology’ ought not limit itself in these narrow technical terms. Indeed, in contrast, we argue that efforts to grapple with the long-term societal implications of technological change must pursue a more balanced approach that stresses the social at least as much as the technical. New and emerging technologies take their place, their form, and their influence in society from a dynamic interplay of human forces: emotions, ambitions, values, neuroses, conflicts, passions, and politics (Teich, 2006). Technology does not drive history; rather, humans create new ways of living with, in, and through technologies via a wide range of interpretations, applications, and rejections of technological systems (Smith and Marx, 1994; Bijker et al, 1987; Winner, 1986). Hence, if society is going to become more reflexive in assessing and anticipating technological change and its implications for society (see e.g. Guston and Sarewitz, 2002), it seems to us crucial to  identify novel strategies for thinking longer term about technology that can incorporate questions of meaning and social dynamics — no less than physical laws — as foundational elements of analysis.
SCI FI FRAMEWORK

Science fiction scenarios solve all the advantages of public policy better than their framework does—sci fi provides a corrective on short-term politics and improves predictions and risk analysis
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)

Over time, the most important project may be to try to identify mechanisms through which science fiction could be meaningfully integrated into society’s practices and institutions for public engagement and technology assessment. This will not be easy. American political culture is deeply oriented toward the present, especially with regard to the framing of its regulatory gaze. As highlighted by the dissenting opinions to the recent Supreme Court ruling forcing the Environmental Protection Agency to regulate carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, US regulatory culture is founded on the axiom that only harms that are actual or imminent are generally subject to regulation and redress. Thinking prospectively about the kinds of technological risks we may face in the future is, at best, not central to the framing of US risk assessment or technology assessment enterprises. And yet, it would seem that finding ways to be more future-oriented would add substantial value to our assessment processes. In some cases, growing attention is being given within assessments to the practice of scenario-building — which in many ways is a form of science fiction writing. Judicious mixing of science fiction writing sensibilities into scenario writing practices could substantially enhance the public engagement possibilities associated with scenarios. This fact was recognized by the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, a major international scientific assessment, which used drama to communicate scenarios to a range of publics in Africa. We should learn from this experience. But science fiction can be more than just a communication tool. Citizens could be given new opportunities to contribute creatively to assessments through science fiction writing exercises, perhaps working with scenarios, perhaps in other ways. Experiments with citizens writing scenarios in an ecological assessment conducted by the University of Wisconsin showed that these methods have considerable power in facilitating citizen buy-in to the assessment process, results, and policy recommendations. They also shaped the scenarios in directions unexpected by the expert participants. Likewise, as a forerunner to a formal assessment process — such as the UK GM Nation exercise, where citizens were asked to meet and dialogue about their preferences with regard to genetically modified organisms — writers might be asked to develop multiple stories and dialogues that could be shared with the public alongside more technical reports.

Politics is influenced by SF – academics ought to analyze political representations of scientific futures 

Weldes 2003 – Senior Lecturer, Bristol University; PhD (Minn) (Jutta, “Popular culture, science fiction, and world politics: exploring inter textual relations” in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 1-5)  

Why examine science fiction if we are interested in world politics? On the face of it, there seems to be little relation between the two. World politics, common sense tells us, is first and foremost about life-and-death issues: war and peace, ethnic cleansing and genocide, the global spread of AIDS, refugees, natural disasters, nuclear proliferation, terrorism and counter-terrorism, global trafficking in arms, drugs, and human beings, famines, free trade, rapacious corporations, globalization. World politics is serious business; it is difficult policy choices and intractable differences of opinion in “a domain of hard truths, material realities, and irrepressible natural facts” (Ó Tuathail and Agnew, 1992: 192). Science fiction, in contrast, is precisely fictional. It is make-believe, and we read it, watch it, argue about it, and poach on it for fun. 1 As everyone knows, science fiction (or SF) deals with imagined futures, alien landscapes, bizarre cityscapes, sleek ships for traveling through space, improbable machines for escaping time, encounters with fantastic creatures from other worlds or our own future, and radical transformations of societies and their inhabitants. Its hallmark, writes Darko Suvin, is “an imaginative framework alternative to the author’s empirical environment” (1979: 9) that, through strategies like extrapolation and estrangement, helps us to transcend our mundane environment. So what is the connection to world politics? The apparent great divide between the “hard truths” of world politics and the imagined worlds of SF is deceiving, however. The dividing line between world politics’ material realities and natural facts and the fictional worlds and imaginative possibilities of SF is far from clear. For instance: • NASA/Star Trek: As Constance Penley has shown, a pervasive connection exists between the discourse of the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and that of Star Trek (1997: 4; see also Nichols, 1994). It is perhaps best illustrated in the naming of the first U.S. space shuttle. Initially to be called The Constitution, it was in fact christened The Enterprise— in honor of Star Trek’s flagship— after U.S. President Gerald Ford, in the wake of a letter-writing campaign by Star Trek fans, directed NASA to change the name (18– 19). This same U.S. space shuttle Enterprise then found its way back to Star Trek: it appears in the succession of ships called Enterprise shown in the montage that opens each episode of the fifth Star Trek series, Enterprise. 2 SDI/Star Wars: On March 23, 1983, U.S. President Ronald Reagan delivered a nationwide television address calling for research into defenses that could “intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they reached our own soil or that of our allies,” thus rendering “nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete” (Reagan, 1983). The next day, SDI critics in the U.S. Congress lampooned Reagan’s vision of a defensive military umbrella, successfully relabeling it “Star Wars” after George Lucas’s block-buster SF movie (1977) (Smith, nd.). Hiroshima/Locksley Hall: U.S. President Harry Truman’s decision to drop the newly developed atomic bomb on Hiroshima and Nagasaki was apparently influenced by his belief that demonstrating the power of an “ultimate superweapon” could end the war. Truman had copied 10 lines from Tennyson’s poem Locksley Hall— lines that depict “ultimate aerial superweapons for the future, waging a terrible climactic war in the skies” (Franklin, 1990a: 157)—and carried them in his wallet for 35 years. In July 1945, realizing that he was about to gain control over just such a superweapon, Truman “pulled that now faded slip of paper from his wallet, and recited those lines... to a reporter” (ibid.). 3 Globalization/Spaceship Earth: The Economist depicts liberal globalization using many SF references. In particular, the magazine is awash in images of “spaceship Earth.” This ubiquitous trope constructs the increasingly globalized world as, on the one hand, “a sin gle totality, ‘the global village,’ making it appear easily accessible” while, on the other hand, positioning it “out there” on “the final frontier” of space (Hooper, 2000: 68). For The Economist, liberal globalization is made sensible “through imagery which integrates science, technology, business, and images of globalisation into a kind of entrepreneurial frontier masculinity, in which capitalism meets science fiction” (65). The Revolution in Military Affairs/future war fiction: The so-called Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) might better be called “military science fiction.” This ideology of the technological fix, championed in both official military futurology (e.g., U.S. Army’s Army Vision 2010 or U.S. Space Command’s Vision for 2020) and in a broader corpus of think tank projections (e.g., Shukman, 1996; O’Hanlon, 2000; Metz, 2000), aims to transform threat perceptions and the technological, doctrinal, and organizational basis of warfare. The RMA, however, tells us less about the future of warfare than about “contemporary cultural obsessions and the continuing influence of powerful historical concerns, pre-occupations, fixations, and desires” (Latham, 2001: 9). In fact, the RMA is better understood not as a rational response to objective changes in military technology or the geo-strategic environment but as a cultural artifact powerfully shaped by enduring SF fantasies of future war, such that official military futurology mirrors SF’s characteristic “anxieties, desires, fears, fetishes, insecurities, and cognitive and affective predispositions” (10). Neo-liberal globalization/Foundation: The neo-liberal discourse of globalization dominating public discussion is a self-fulfilling prophecy (Hay and Marsh, 2000: 9) that rests on a well-rehearsed set of narratives and tropes, including an Enlightenment commitment to progress, the wholesome role of global markets, a rampant technophilia, the trope of the “global village,” and the interrelated narratives of an increasingly global culture and an expanding pacific liberal politics. As I’ve argued elsewhere (Weldes, 2001), this discourse displays striking homologies to American techno-utopian SF (exemplified in Isaac Asimov’s classic Foundation novels [1951, 1952, 1953, 1982, 1986, 1988, 1993]). These homologies help to render neo-liberal globalization both sensible and seemingly “inexorable” (Gray, 1998: 206). Moreover, underlying Asimov’s Foundation universe lies a barely concealed authoritarian politics that alerts us to the covertly, but nonetheless demonstrably, un-democratic character of globalization and contemporary global governance. While some of the connections between world politics and SF illustrated here are superficial, others are more deeply rooted. For example, explicit references might be made from one domain to the other. NASA poaches from Star Trek, while SDI’s critics attempt to dismiss it as Star Wars (but even these relations turn out to be more complex). In other cases, deeper relations exist. Globalization and claims to a “global village” are made commonsensical through space-based images of “Spaceship Earth” that, although they became practically possible only in 1966, when the first photographs taken in outer space showed “planet Earth as one location” (Scholte, 1997: 16– 17), have long been a staple of SF. Similarly, in hoping that his new “superweapon” would bring an end to World War II, Truman was no different from many of his compatriots, “who had grown up in a cultural matrix bubbling with fantasies of ultimate weapons.” Such fantasies, Franklin explains, profoundly shaped “the nation’s conceptions of nuclear weapons and responses to them, decades before they materialized” (1990a: 157; 1988). A long history of fantastic enemies and sophisticated high-tech wars— from H. G. Wells’ The War of the Worlds (1898), through Robert Heinlein’s Starship Troopers (1959), to Roland Emmerich’s film Independence Day (1996)—renders desirable a future of militarized security seemingly attainable through advanced weapons and information warfare. Conversely, SF is rife with references to wars, empires, diplomatic intrigue, and so forth— the very stuff of world politics. The first chapter of the 1954 edition of Arthur C. Clarke’s Childhood’s End, 4 for instance, makes direct reference to contemporary politics. The context is explicitly the cold war, “the cleavage between East and West” (2). The U.S. carrier James Forrestal searches for Russian submarines off the Pacific island launch site of the Columbus, soon to be headed for Mars; the U.S. space program is spurred on by new intelligence that “the Russians are nearly level with us” (2); a Russian gloats that “In another month we will be on our way, and the Yankees will be choking themselves with rage” (3). Many works of SF begin with, make explicit reference to, and poach on politics, including historical and contemporary events, situations, and characters from world politics. The relations between SF and world politics, then, are more numerous and more complex than is generally assumed. Curiously, although we live in a time when “the political and the cultural can no longer be decoupled” (Dean, 2000: 2), this intimate relationship has rarely been examined. This is especially true of scholars of world politics or “International Relations,” who have generally devoted their attention to “high politics,” eschewing both the depths of low politics and the shallows of a frivolous popular culture. As Cynthia Weber put it: “Whether by neglect, by design, or by displacement, the politics of the popular is among the most under-valued and therefore under-analyzed aspects of international politics” (2001: 134). If it is unusual for popular culture in general to be studied in connection with world politics, it is even more so for world politics and SF to be studied together.
Politics and SF are coproductive – impossible to analyze politics without its SF undercurrents 

Weldes 2003 – Senior Lecturer, Bristol University; PhD (Minn) (Jutta, “Popular culture, science fiction, and world politics: exploring inter textual relations” in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 15-16)  

Crucial here is not only the reproduction, across the SF/world politics intertext, of similar images— whether of cyberspace, the post-modern city, or spaceship Earth. 18 These are the easiest relations to illustrate but, although central to the production of common sense, they are not ultimately the most significant aspect of the SF/world politics intertext. Instead, what renders this intertext so crucial to our understanding of world politics is the deep metaphysical— epistemological and ontological— overlap across its constituent texts. Their structural homologies, in other words, extend to their most basic assumptions: the nature of Self and Other, the character of knowledge, the possibilities of knowing the Self, or the Other, the nature of and relations between good and evil, the possibilities for community. The language of “inter-text” subtly implies that different texts are produced in different spaces/times/cultures. These different texts then have an interface: they meet and relate to one another. But if these texts already overlap at such fundamental metaphysical levels, then the notion of an “intertext” relies too heavily on an ontology of difference. Quite different texts— the constituent elements of the SF/world politics intertext— do get produced, but they share deeply rooted assumptions. Both SF texts and the texts of world politics are grounded in the same reservoir of cultural meanings. The SF/world politics intertext— as the RMA or cyberspace shows— has no clear beginning or end. Instead, there is an endless circulation of meanings from world politics to SF, from SF to world politics, and back again. The analyses in this volume, then, highlight aspects of a world that is already fully present, never really new.
SF solves their education claims – research indicates it has pedagogical benefits  

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)

Some techniques utilized by these teachers in- cluded building models of cities of the future, see- ing earth through alien eyes, and inventing a planet or spaceship for human use. It appears that there are as many basic purposes for utilizing sci- ence fiction in the classroom as there are teachers with innovative ideas. Many of the teachers sur- veyed mentioned the application of science fiction to the study of the social foundations of educa- tion, history, economics, and the social sciences. They found that the science fiction short story or novel is particularly adaptable to pedagogical ob- jectives. An analysis of the science fiction short story or novel reveals usually that the theme is developed in the context of an action-filled back- ground, meaningful situations, and characters which the classroom teacher can utilize in discus- sions and written assignments. What are some of these basic themes?

SF is an effective teaching tool – same process as creating a theory or novel, demonstrates that history isn’t inevitable 

Woodcock et al. 1979 – professor at Connecticut State University (November, John,  Gregory Benford, Samuel Delany, Robert Scholes, Alan J. Friedman, “ Teaching Science Fiction: Unique Challenges (Proceedings of the MLA Special Session, New York, December 1978) ”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3, JSTOR)

Greg also mentioned the fun of nailing people, of finding the weakness in SF's science. There is a more positive way to look at what Greg called "cheating" - and if he'd said that in a roomful of scientists he would have been stoned: we don't call it "cheating," we call it "hypothesizing"'! The process of creating an SF story in which you have to bend things a little bit to make your story hold together is, according to Jacob Bronowski, precisely the same process you use in science to create a new theory. The act of creating a new axiom in science, says Bronowski, is precisely the same as the act of creating a poem or a novel or a painting. The product may be different, but the act of creation is the same. And you can use SF to get across this idea, which is startling to most literature students, and to most science students, too.  I like what Chip Delany said in his presentation about how SF can get us into attitudes. The attitude of Sherlock Holmes in not wanting to know about the Copernican theory is surprisingly widespread among students in both science and literature towards the other culture. There is almost a pride in saying, "Oh, I don't know anything about math" or "I got out of taking the comp. lit. course." SF gives us the means for discussing the question of attitude. Where I'd like to modify what Chip said is in regard to the methods of teaching science with which you can avoid some of that tiresome repetition he complained of. I'll get to those in just a minute.

Professor Scholes described SF as a possible antidote to the failure of imagination. The concept, for instance, that history itself may not be inevitable, that it may be subject to re-invention, or deconstruction, is not easy to get acrosst o either literature or science students, and Professor Scholes has convincingly demonstrated that SF gives us a marvellous resource with which to try to do that.
FIAT = SI FI

Fiat is science fiction – the process of imagining “what if” is a subset of the SF genre 

LAZ 1996 – Associate Professor of Sociology, University of Southern Maine (Cheryl, “Science Fiction and Introductory Sociology: The "Handmaid" in the Classroom.” Teaching Sociology, Vol. 24, No. 1 (Jan., 1996), pp. 54-63, JSTOR) 

Sociology often has an eye to the future, in terms of either social change, preserving the status quo, or (in less an obviously ideologi- cal way) simple prediction. SF, aside from the future setting of its stories, likewise looks ahead. But science fiction, Ursula Le Guin contends, is not about the future or about prediction. Rather, it is descriptive and speculative. Le Guin describes science fic- tion as "a thought experiment. Let's say (says Mary Shelley) that a young doctor creates a human being in his laboratory; let's say (says Philip K. Dick) that the Allies lost the sec-ond world war; let's say this or that is such and so, and see what happens..." (Le Guin 1976). Much science fiction can be read in such "thought experiment" terms. What if (Margaret Atwood asks in The Handmaid's Tale) some group wanted to take over the United States? How could they accomplish it? What if (Marge Piercy asks in He, She, andIt) cyborgs were programmed to acquire emotions and desires and to be self-correct- ing? What then would differentiate people from machines? Le Guin, however, believes that science fiction is not about the future. Despite the apparent futuristic quality of The Left Hand of Darkness (set in Ekumenical Year 1490-97 and peopled by androgynes), Le Guin argues, I'm merely observing in the peculiar, devious, and thought-experimental manner proper to science fiction, that if you look at us at certain odd times of day in certain weathers, we already are [androgy- nous]. I am not predicting, or prescribing. I am describing. I am describing certain aspects of psy- chological reality in the novelist's way, which is by inventing elaborately circumstantial lies (1976). SF authors thus create striking and un- usual thought experiments; they invent lies-fictions-to represent "reality" and to present "truth." As sociology teachers using SF, we create a classroom situation in which we ask students to apply sociological skepti- cism and sociological principles derived from "real" life to the world of what is, on the surface, fiction.
HYPERREALITY EXT

All texts are SF – the boundaries between the real and the SF text has dissolved 

Crawford 2003 – PhD MIT in Political Science; Professor of Political Science and African American Studies at BU (Neta C., “Feminist Futures” in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Senior Lecturer, Bristol University. Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 197) 

Scholars of world politics, even those concerned with promoting peace and justice, tend to agree with Marx, Engels, Carr, and Thompson, that utopianism is out of order. 1 However, unwillingness to engage utopias— whether in science fiction or really existing communities— marks a triple hesitation and a deep fear. The fear is that world politics is already a science fiction dystopia, that the clear distinction between science fiction and our present world has dissolved altogether. Or as Donna Haraway argues, “the boundary between science fiction and social reality is an optical illusion” (1985: 66). 2 The science fiction writer J. G. Ballard proclaimed in 1971 that “Everything is becoming science fiction” (quoted in Landon 1991: 327). Writing about Ballard’s work, Baudrillard claimed that the “sort of projection, the extrapolation, this sort of pantographic exuberance which made up the charm of SF are now no longer possible. It is no longer possible to manufacture the unreal from the real, to create the imaginary from the data of reality” (1991: 311). SF, Baudrillard argues, is “no longer an elsewhere, it is an everywhere” (312).
DEMOCRACY EXT

Incorporating science fiction into political decisionmaking allows democratic controls of emerging technology
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)

Our relatively limited exercises to date offer cautious optimism for believing that science fiction may offer potential for enhancing the capacity of democratic societies to govern emerging science and technology and imagine and construct future technological worlds. The next step is two-fold: to experiment with these and other innovative socio-literary techniques that draw on aspects of science fiction to explore possible ways to think longer term about technology, while also taking the next step of beginning to contemplate how novel socio-literary techniques might be integrated effectively into broader deliberations about the futures of technology and society. A great deal of reading and discussion of science fiction stories takes place throughout society, yet this activity is rarely brought to bear on technological decision-making (Greenpeace’s use of the Frankenstein myth is a rare exception that is never, for that matter, explored in depth). The challenge, therefore, is to find ways to bring the construction and deliberation of science fiction narrative productively into engagement with technological assessment and decision-making — to add to current modalities of science fiction writing and reading new kinds of socio-literary forms of production, consumption, and deliberation that allow for alternative and additional approaches to democratic engagement with possible technological futures. This challenge is open to all participants in technology assessment. We offer a few suggestions.
Science fiction promotes public engagement in the impact of technological change

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)

A central problem in contemporary democratic societies is to engage the public in questions about the technological future. Narratives of sociotechnical futures are already central in the technological imaginaries of contemporary societies, of course (Van Lente and Rip, 1998; Brown et al, 2000), as well as in the literature of science fiction. By and large, however, these narratives and the imaginaries of which they form a crucial element are rarely subjected to systematic public analysis and deliberation in democratic societies (Jasanoff, 2005). Despite the foundational — one might even argue constitutional — importance of technological infrastructures in shaping the social and political arrangements of modern societies, these aspects of technology are often largely ignored in conventional forms of technology assessment, let alone broader societal dialogue and deliberation about technology. Thus, Langdon Winner, in his classic book, The Whale and the Reactor, for example, argues that modern societies are engaged in a form of technological somnambulism — sleepwalking through rapid changes in the technological constitution of society (Winner, 1986: 5–10). Likewise, Sheila Jasanoff argues in Designs on Nature for renewed attention to strengthening the pathways by which democratic societies collectively know and imagine their futures — pathways she terms civic epistemologies (Jasanoff, 2005: 247–271). These critiques, which have begun to be taken seriously especially in the European Union, have led to a growing array of efforts to engage democratic polities more broadly in the process of technology assessment (Felt et al, 2007). Engaging the public in such questions is not easy, however. Government reports addressing such questions languish unread by all but a small elite, for example, prompting in recent decades wide-ranging calls for the democratization of technological decisionmaking (e.g. Sclove, 1995; Petersen, 1984; Nelkin, 1977). Responding to this call for greater public engagement in technological choices, the US government has built public comment periods and public hearings into regulatory decision-making processes, while European governments and universities have pioneered novel forms of public engagement such as consensus conferences and cafés scientifiques. These are important and novel venues for public input into decision-making. Nonetheless, public involvement in these activities remains small. The largest public engagement exercise ever held, for example, the UK Government’s GM Nation, directly engaged roughly one out of every 1,000 UK citizens. The resulting deliberation involved over 600 local, regional, and national town meetings and debates, as well as 24,000 individuals visiting the GM Nation website. That said, however, this kind of experiment may very well never be repeated, and the vast majority of European public engagement exercises are substantially smaller, with most directly engaging fewer than 100 individuals. One of the aspects of science fiction that makes it potentially interesting, in contrast, is the scale of its readership. More than 250 science fiction novels were published in 2003, as well as over 300 issues of magazines devoted to science fiction, testifying to broad public engagement.2 Sales volumes for science fiction books are not easy to find; however, as we write this, Scott Sigler’s Ancestor is the No. 7 bestseller on Amazon.com, indicating a sales total probably in excess of one million. Eighty years after its initial publication, Huxley’s Brave New World rates among the top 2,500 books on Amazon.com in terms of annual sales. An NSF survey from 2001 notes that 30% of Americans read science fiction, including 31% of men and 28% of women. The question is whether novel forms of technology assessment, inspired by science fiction, can take advantage of the popularity of science fiction to engage publics more broadly in deliberations about technology. Nor is science fiction simply a one-way exercise in the dissemination of ideas from authors to publics. One survey of websites estimated over 1 million fan fiction stories3 had been posted on a single website <fanfiction.net> by 2003. While not all of these are science fiction, over 1,000 fan-authored books are included in the genre of hard science fiction (by comparison, over 24,000 books have been posted by fans of the world of The Lord of the Rings). <Sf-fandom.com>, one of several fan websites built for discussions of science fiction, has over 7,000 members. Nor do these numbers count viewers of mega-hits, such as the Star Trek TV series and films.

SF is key to 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)

Perhaps the most important aspect of science fiction for broad public engagement in technological decisionmaking is the challenge of resonance and meaning. Why should the public be engaged in deliberations about technological choices? It is not always clear how technological choices may impact the things people care most deeply about. Even today, after two decades of voluminous reports from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the significance of many decisions about technologies that impact the Earth’s climate remains unclear to the large majority of people around the globe. Science fiction, by virtue of the centrality of narrative and myth — the very quality most despised by the technical realists, and yet crucial to effective public communication — can help overcome this barrier and engage people’s deep-seated, cultural sensibilities about what is significant and important in life. It is not accidental that Orson Scott Card’s novels of Ender Wiggin are bestsellers.5 People resonate with the depth of his characters, whose moral struggles remind us of our own and suggest ways of thinking about the latter in new light.
SF teaching can lead us to becoming global citizens – key to survival – recognizing this is a prerequisite to effective debate

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)

4. On the Goals of SF Teaching The main and the highest goal of SF teaching - as of all teaching - ought, in our opinion, to be a specific form of civic education. We propose that, though SF can be used for popularizing science or religion or city planning, or for promoting cathartic togetherness, this does not do justice to its possibilities. First, it is quite possible that SF can be used for awakening interest in science (hard or soft) or religion, in literary form or sociology, or in anything else one cares to mention. But we deny that this is its most efficacious and most fruitful use, and we therefore deny that this should be its main use. Second, by civic education we don't mean an instrumental use of literature and art as "a disguise for morality or prettification of knowledge" but (to continue the quotation from Brecht's Messingkauf Dialogues) "as an independent discipline that represents the various other disciplines in a contradictory manner." This emphatically does not mean propagating uncritically any values taken for granted today. It means something that can be heard in the very word "civic" if one listens to it carefully: that we are all cives, "citizens," of the same Earthly City, which will not survive unless we learn that we all belong to one another, and that this belonging in our scientific age is to be demonstrated by understanding how the science which deals with people living together ought to inform all the other sciences. This ideal of civic education would thus be located somewhere between Jesus of Nazareth's "Love thy neighbour as thyself' and Karl Marx of Trier's "The world has been merely explained, the point is to change it." But even such an ideal cannot be "served" by SF texts; they can only be explained as (in the best cases) in their own way leading to it (if and when they do). In any event, we trust that even those who do not share this goal - which we are aware of having expressed in a provocative, because abbreviated, fashion will agree that no good teaching can come about unless the teacher in her/his daily practice knows what the goals of his/her teaching are. These goals shape the teaching from the beginning; they influence the choice of texts we teach, our scholarly and pedagogical approaches to those texts, our role as teachers, and our criteria of evaluating class success. Therefore, at least in this explicit discussion, we would articulate our purposes as clearly as possible.

Long-term SF speculation is key to successful democracies – understanding tech 

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)

The technical realism of many conventional forms of public engagement and technology assessment often constrains one to consider only the present, the past, and maybe the near future. Christine Peterson argued in her lecture that it was almost impossible to foresee technologies in a technically realistic way beyond a decade or so — for the Foresight Institute, 20 years is long-term speculation. And yet, when engaging democratic publics in the task of imagining technological futures, surely some kind of grip on longer timescales would have value. Most technological infrastructures, for example, have life cycles of over 30 years. Considerable housing stock in the United States has lasted now 100 years or more. David Brin acknowledged as much in his novel Earth, set in the mid-21st century. Brin argues that medium-term science fiction, which he defines as a half century in the future, is the most difficult to write well. It is also the most difficult to factor into decision-making. Nonetheless, it is crucial to the ability of democracies to understand and set in motion key elements of the technological worlds societies of the future will inhabit.
SCIENCE EDUCATION

Science fiction encourages public engagement with science

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)

Many scientists and engineers who love science fiction in their own personal reading habits also seem to deride it with regard to the public understanding of science. Michael Crichton’s heavyhanded criticism of scientists in many fields, for example, has damaged the positive relationships that have long bonded science fictions writers with the scientists and scientific fields that they write about. Crichton’s recent novels have pilloried scientists involved in climate research, nanotechnology, and genetic engineering. Ultimately, however, we believe that scientists’ current disparagement of the role of science fiction in public life is misplaced. Where this rejection stems from a sense of loss of control over social narratives about science, generally, as well as about specific scientific ideas, scientists need to recognize a broader societal obligation to create joint narratives with society. Science has become one of the most powerful forces of social transformation, a fact that the atomic scientists recognized at the first testing of the weapon they created. Once science leaves the laboratory, it can no longer be controlled by scientists — a fact we are reminded of every day as more and more nations develop and deploy nuclear weapons. What is of concern in science and technology are the collective futures of all of us on the planet. All of us, therefore, should have some call on what is happening in the laboratory — at least to know what is being proposed and researched and what it might mean for our lives. We need, therefore, to develop new tools that can help the public engage vitally with scientific and technological futures, which increasingly are caught up not only in the physical transformation of matter but the biological transformation of life. One such potential tool is new socio-literary techniques built on the strengths of science fiction.
STORY KEY

Story-telling is key to SF’s significance

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)
The potential power of science fiction (and, arguably, fiction more generally) to shape the public imagination of science and technology derives fundamentally from its form of narrative story-telling. This form of story-telling departs markedly from the forms of technical rationality common to more classic approaches to thinking longer term about technology. ‘Why speculate about technological possibilities that cannot exist?’ these approaches seem to suggest. And yet, why not? In 1932, when Huxley wrote Brave New World, he imagined his story as taking place 600 years in the future. By 1946, when he wrote the preface to the paperback edition, he imagined it perhaps 100 years in the future. In 1932, by the standards of technical realism espoused in technological assessments today, Brave New World would have been branded the most outlandish of fiction. Watson and Crick wouldn’t identify the structure of DNA for another quarter century, while Dolly the sheep’s birth 60 years later would still take the world by surprise. Surely few in 1932 could have imagined the technical possibility of sequencing a human genome or the existence of a vast pharmaceutical industry devoted to the production of new drugs like Prozac. (Recall, the first blockbuster drug, penicillin, is a product of World War II). What then did Huxley offer to his readers, besides speculation? In our view, the best science fiction accords careful attention to what it means to be human and to live in human societies. Science fiction stories are just stories, myths, narratives, nothing more. And yet, writers like Orson Scott Card offer them as true5 — true in the sense of careful, thoughtful representations of what it might be like to live in the kind of world we might get in the future; true in the deeper sense of reflecting enduring realities of human existence, meaning, and identity; true in the sense of illustrating fundamental moral dilemmas faced by individuals and communities when confronted by new and emerging technologies, and the struggles to grapple meaningfully with those dilemmas in the only ways humans know how. So what does this alternative truth offer us?
UTOPIANISM ADVANTAGE

Science fiction the best form of utopian thinking – allows the criticism of traditional dominant structures and the emergence of hope 
Freedman 2000 -- Associate Professor of English at Louisiana State University (Carl, “Critical Theory and Science Fiction” Wesleyan University Press, University Press of London, 67-70)  

As a version of critical theory, then, the utopian hermeneutic of Bloch not only ranks in importance with Bakhtinian stylistics and Lukacsian genre analysis but illustrates more emphatically than they do a crucial dialectical doubleness at the heart of the whole critical-theoretical project. On the one hand, utopia, the supreme positive value, nonetheless implies a ruthless negation and demystification of actuality: "The essential function of utopia is a critique of what is present. If we had not already gone beyond the barriers, we could not even perceive them as barriers." 31 The perspective of utopia alone makes completely clear how banal and corrupt are the barriers of the status quo that utopia works to transcend. Indeed, the fact that utopian plenitude can only be apprehended in the most elusive and fragmentary anticipations-that utopia emerges only in the teeth, as it were, of the mundane – is the most devastating commentary upon the latter. On the other hand, the specifically negative dimension of the utopian dialectic-the dimension of critique in the familiar sense of astringent demystification -can never, as we have seen, remain wholly self-identical: in every concrete instance it points to a corresponding positivity and plenitude, that is, to authentic utopian fulfillment. Of course, a substantially similar dialectic does operate in the theories of Bakhtin and Lukacs. For the former, the critical heteroglossia or multiaccentuality of novelistic style – as opposed to the closed monologism of the poetic- possesses a potentially revolutionary charge in its grasp of the diverse and contradictory interconnectedness of the social field. Indeed, one might even argue that, for Bakhtin, the open, polyvalent style of the novel actually functions, in Blochian terms, as a utopian figure of a multicultural liberated humanity. For Lukacs, authentic critical realism, through its concrete historical-materialist ontology and epistemology that negate (and sublate) the abstractions of naturalism and psychologism, directly serves the revolutionary project; as we have already seen, a purely realistic text could only be composed from the standpoint of utopia- the standpoint, that is, of the transparency that only a postrevolutionary classless society could enable. Indeed, we can go so far as to say that the telos of critical theory in general can only be the transformation (in thought, language, and action) of reality into utopia. The elaborate demystifying apparatuses of Marxist (and, though to a lesser degree, Freudian and even some poststructuralist) thought exist, ultimately, in order to clear space upon which positive alternatives to the existent can be constructed. Of all versions of critical theory, however, it is perhaps Bloch's that provides the amplest, most explicit demonstration of the reciprocity and indispensability of the negative and positive moments of the critical dialectic; not accidentally, it may well be Bloch's utopian hermeneutic that bears the deepest affinity with science fiction. For Bloch all genuine art- virtually by definition- finds its true significance in utopian construing. Nevertheless, there are discriminations to be made, not only among individual artworks but, perhaps more pertinently, among whole genres, some of which participate more fully in the utopian dialectic than others. Though Bloch (like Bakhtin and Lukacs) exhibits little or no personal acquaintance with science fiction as such, he indirectly provides a guide to the utopian dimension of science fiction in his two great companion essays in genre criticism, "A Philosophical View of the Detective Novel," and "A Philosophical View of the Novel of the Artist."33 Bloch sees the two genres as comparable, frequently "popular" forms (but such a juxtaposition might more likely pair detective fiction with science fiction), which are, however, philosophically antithetical. Detective fiction is a deeply conservative form in which utopia is at a minimum. The essentially Oedipal structure of the detective novel is oriented decisively toward the past, when the crime that constitutes the chief datum of the text was committed. The plot of the novel is thus devoted to the strictly reactionary project of solving the crime and identifying the culprit in order that the status quo ante – the as-if-unproblematic condition of the detective's society prior to the (singular) crime-may be restored. Now, although Bloch himself does not pursue this line of thought, there is no doubt that a comprehensively Blochian reading would be capable of constructing anticipatory pre-illuminations of utopian collectivity even from such regressive Tory loci as a rural English village in Agatha Christie or an Oxford college in Dorothy Sayers. What Bloch actually stresses, however, is the much greater utopian energy at work in the novel of the artist. Here the chief structuring datum is a real Novum, namely, the imaginary works of art that give the protagonist his generic identity as an artist, but that can be located only on the Front, as works that may be coming into being but possess no established empirical validation yet. "Whereas the detective novel," as Bloch summarizes, "requires a process of collecting evidence, penetrating backward to a past crime, the novel of the artist requires recognition of an interest in the creative person who brings out something new instead of something past" (Utopian Function 267). For the German-speaking Bloch, Mann's Doctor Faustus (1947) is the principal exemplar of the novel of the artist, but Joyce's A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man (1916), which probably occurs more readily to the Englishspeaking reader, provides an even more pertinent illustration of the Blochian point. Stephen Dedalus, after all, is not, precisely, an artist (for that title cannot be earned by a single haunting villanelle ), but a future artist, an artist as a young man. The great artworks that constitute Stephen as the hero of a Bildungsroman about an artist are not only imaginary but, even within the world of the text, exist only on the level of the Not-Yet, as pure though concrete potentiality. In strictly utopian manner, it is the future – the fractional anticipations of that which is coming into existence – that structures Stephen: and not only him individually but, as he himself suggests in his determination to "forge in the smithy of my soul the uncreated conscience of my race," 34 our entire view of the society that his artistic achievements will retroactively redefine. Bloch's fundamental generic point about the novel of the artist is even more relevant to science fiction. The estranging novelties that characterize the genre correspond precisely to the Blochian Novum-which, as we have seen, is never a single new element inserted into an essentially unchanged mundane environment, but is instead such a radical novelty as to reconstitute the entire surrounding world and thus, in a sense, to create (though certainly not ex nihilo) a new world. Likewise, the science-fictional text is, as we have also seen, defined by its creation of a new world whose radical novelty estranges the empirical world of the status quo. And this is equally true whether the Novum of science fiction is expressed by the wholesale production of new worlds (as in Last and First Men or its even more wide-ranging sequel, Star Maker [1937]), or whether (as in Frankenstein) the Novum manifests itself as one novelty of such radical and profound newness that (as was discussed in the preceding section) the superficially mundane context is dynamically reconstituted as a potential future, new and strange. Furthermore, the utopian aspect of such science-fictional futures is heightened by the cognitive and critical nature of science-fictional estrangement. Although (as Bloch himself makes clear) the longings expressed in fantasies and fairy tales may well possess authentic utopian value, utopia cannot finally be understood as simply cut off from the empirical world of actuality. It is the transformation of actuality into - utopia that constitutes the practical end of utopian critique and the ultimate object of utopian hope. In other words, such shards of utopia as may be found in fantastic representations of Cockaigne or Never-Never Land involve the recasting of utopia into irrationalist form. By contrast, the cognitive rationality (at least in literary effect) of science fiction allows utopia to emerge as more fully itself, genuinely critical and transformative. In this way, the dynamic of science fiction can on one level be identified with the hope principle itself. The reading of science fiction drives us into lands where we have never set foot and yet which-because they are cognitively linked to the world we do know and are invested with our actual longings-do indeed amount to a kind of homeland. Even more than in the novel of the artist, the defining features of science fiction are located on the In-Front-of-Us, at the level of the Not-Yet Being, and in the dimension of utopian futurity.
Science fictional utopias solve alienation and exclusion  

Freedman 2000 -- Associate Professor of English at Louisiana State University (Carl, “Critical Theory and Science Fiction” Wesleyan University Press, University Press of London, 199-200) 

It is, then, the general circumstances of postmodernity that necessarily define the status and importance of science fiction today. As I have already discussed, science fiction is, at least in our time, the privileged generic tendency for utopia; that is, for those anticipatory figurations of an unalienated future that constitute the deepest critical truth of which art is capable. More difficult to attain even than critique in its negative, demystifying dimension, utopia has never been so desperately needed as it is now, in our postmodern environment that ruthlessly tends toward total reification. Indeed, not since before the October Revolution itself (whose ultimate overthrow in 1991 constituted only the sickening final chapter of a downward narrative begun with bureaucratization and Stalinist betrayal almost six decades earlier) has it been harder and lonelier to imagine a social organization beyond alienation and exploitation, or to imagine sociopolitical forces more decisive than the regime of exchange-value (of "the market," in currently fashionable jargon). Such imagining, however close to impossible it may be, must now be the principal vocation of science fiction. To what degree science fiction will prove adequate to the task cannot be predicted. Yet there is at least one sense in which science fiction is particularly well suited to the postmodern situation (however hostile, in most other respects, postmodernity may be to the critical and utopian power of science fiction at its most radical). Science fiction has, as we have seen, its general orientation primarily toward the future. Indeed, it should be remembered that the advent of science fiction during the moment of Mary Shelley is inseparable from the very invention of history and the future as these terms are now meaningful. Though this does not, as we have also seen, imply any sort of futurism in the positivistic sense, it does mean that of all literary modes science fiction ought to be the least tempted by the kind of premodern regressivity whose strength still largely defines the moment of modernism itself. Accordingly, even more than the modernist fictionality-still very far from formally exhausted-of Joyce or Proust, science fiction must scorn the concept of regression to the premodern, even while encountering substantial difficulty with the kind of progression that postmodernity has in fact entailed. In other words, it is in the generic nature of science fiction to confront the future, no matter how unpromising a critical and utopian activity that may seem (as now) to be. “No one,” as Nieztsche writes, “is free to be a crab. … One must go forward – step by step further into decadence (that is my definition of mondern ‘progress’).” 
SF is the best form of utopian thinking –

a. critical to experiencing the present 

Jameson 2005 -- William A. Lane Professor in The Program in Literature and Romance Studies at Duke University (Frederic, “Archeaologies of the Future,” Verso, London, 287-88, first published 1982) 

In reality, the relationship of this form of representation, this specific narrative apparatus, to its ostensible content - the future - has always been more complex than this. For the apparent realism, or representationality, of SF has concealed another, far more complex temporal structure: not to give us "images" of the future - whatever such images might mean for a reader who will necessarily predecease their "materialization" - but rather to de familiarize and restructure our experience of our own present, and to do so in specific ways distinct from all other forms of defamiliarization. From the great intergalactic empires of an Asimov, or the devastated and sterile Earth of the post-catastrophe novels of a John Wyndham, all the way back in time to the nearer future of the organ banks and space miners of a Larry Niven, or the conapts, autofabs, or psycho-suitcases of the universe of Philip K. Dick, all such apparently full representations function in a process of distraction and displacement, repression and lateral perceptual renewal, which has its analogies in other forms of contemporary culture. Proust was only the most monumental "high" literary expression of this discovery: that the present in this society, and in the physical and psychic dissociation of the human subjects who inhabit it - is inaccessible directly, is numb, habituated, empty of affect. Elaborate strategies of indirection are therefore necessary if we are somehow to break through our monadic insulation and to "experience", for some first and real time, this "present", which is after all all we have. In Proust, the retrospective fiction of memory and rewriting after the fact is mobilized in order for the intensity of a now merely remembered present to be experienced in some time-released and utterly unexpected posthumous actuality. Elsewhere, with reference to another sub-genre or mass-cultural form, the detective story, I have tried to show that at its most original, in writers like Raymond Chandler, the ostensible plots of this peculiar form have an analogous function.s What interested Chandler was the here and now of the daily experience of the now historical Los Angeles: the stucco dwellings, cracked sidewalks, tarnished sunlight, and roadsters in which the curiously isolated yet typical specimens of an unimaginable Southern Californian social flora and fauna ride in the monadic half-light of their dashboards. Chandler's problem was that his readers - ourselves - desperately needed not to see that reality: humankind, as T.S. Eliot's magical bird sang, is able to bear very little of the unmediated, unfJltered experience of the daily life of capitalism. So, by a dialectical sleight-of-hand, Chandler formally mobilized an "entertainment" genre to distract us in a very special sense: not from the real life of private and public worries in general, but very precisely from our own defense mechanisms against that reality. The excitement of the mystery-story plot is, then, a blind, fixing our attention on its own ostensible but in reality quite trivial puzzles and suspense in such a way that the intolerable space of Southern California can enter the eye laterally, with its intensity undiminished. It is an analogous strategy of indirection that SF now brings to bear on the ultimate object and ground of all human life, History itself. How to fix this intolerable present of history with the naked eye? We have seen that in the moment of the emergence of capitalism the present could be intensified, and prepared for individual perception, by the construction of a historical past from which as a process it could be felt to issue slowly forth, like the growth of an organism. But today the past is dead, transformed into a packet of wellworn and thumbed glossy images. As for the future, which may still be alive in some small heroic collectivities on the Earth's surface, it is for us either irrelevant or unthinkable. Let the Wagnerian and Spenglerian world-dissolutions of J.G. Ballard stand as exemplary illustrations of the ways in which the imagination of a dying class - in this case the canceled future of a vanished colonial and imperial destiny - seeks to intoxicate itself with images of death that range from the destruction of the world by fire, water and ice to lengthening sleep or the berserk orgies of high-rise buildings or superhighways reverting to barbarism.
b. Demonstrates the failures of the present 

Jameson 2005 -- William A. Lane Professor in The Program in Literature and Romance Studies at Duke University (Frederic, “Archeaologies of the Future,” Verso, London, 288-89, first published 1982) 

We must therefore now return to the relationship of SF and future history and reverse the stereotypical description of this genre: what is indeed authentic about it, as a mode of narrative and a form of knowledge, is not at all its capacity to keep the future alive, even in imagination. On the contrary, its deepest vocation is over and over again to demonstrate and to dramatize our incapacity to imagine the future, to body forth, through apparently full representations which prove on closer inspection to be structurally and constitutively impoverished, the atrophy in our time of what Marcuse has called the utopian imagination, the imagination of otherness and radical difference; to succeed by failure, and to serve as unwitting and even unwilling vehicles for a meditation, which, setting forth for the unknown, fmds itself itrevocably mired in the all-too-familiar, and thereby becomes unexpectedly transformed into a contemplation of our own absolute limits. This is indeed, since I have pronounced the word, the unexpected rediscovery of the nature of utopia as a genre in our own time.6 The overt utopian text or discourse has been seen as a sub-variety of SF in general. What is paradoxical is that at the very moment in which utopias were supposed to have come to an end, and in which that asphyxiation of the utopian impulse alluded to above is everywhere more and more tangible, SF has in recent years rediscovered its own utopian vocation, and given rise to a whole series of powerful new works - utopian and SF all at once - of which Ursula Le Guin's The Dispossessed, Joanna Russ' The Female Man, Marge Piercy'S Woman on the Edge of Time, and Samuel Delany's Triton are only the most remarkable monuments. A few fmal remarks are necessary, therefore, on the proper use of these texts, and the ways in which their relationship to social history is to be interrogated and decoded.
c. skillfully combines the fanciful and the material 

Williams 1978 – one of SFS's Editorial Consultants; Professor of Drama at Cambridge University (Raymound, Science Fiction Studies 5.3, http://www.depauw.edu/sfs/backissues/16/williams16art.htm)  

3. The projection of new heavens and new hells has been a commonplace in SF. Yet perhaps a majority of them, just because they are so often literally out of this world, are functions of fundamental alteration: not merely the intervention of altered circumstance, which in the type of the externally altered world is a minor mode of the utopian, but a basic recasting of the physical conditions of life and thence of its life forms. And then in most stories this is a simple exoticism, generically tied to the supernatural or magical romance. There is a range from casual to calculated fantasy, which is at the opposite pole from the hypothesised "science" of SF. Yet, perhaps inextricable from this genre, though bearing different emphases, there is a mode which is truly the result of a dimension of modern science: in natural history, with its radical linkages between life-forms and life-space; in scientific anthropology, with its methodological assumption of distinct and alternative cultures. The interrelation between these is often significant. The materialist tendency of the former is often annulled by an idealist projection at the last, mental phase of the speculation; the beast or the vegetable, at the top of its mind, is a human variation. The differential tendency of the latter, by contrast, is often an overriding of material form and condition: an overriding related to idealist anthropology, in which alternatives are in effect wholly voluntary. Yet it is part of the power of SF that it is always potentially a mode of authentic shift: a crisis of exposure which produces a crisis of possibility; a reworking, in imagination, of all forms and conditions. In this at once liberating and promiscuous mode, SF as a whole has moved beyond the utopian; in a majority of cases, it is true, because it has also fallen short of it. Most direct extrapolation of our own conditions and forms — social and political but also immanently material — has been in effect or in intention dystopian: atomic war, famine, overpopulation, electronic surveillance have written 1984 into millennia of possible dates. To live otherwise, commonly, is to be other and elsewhere: a desire displaced by alienation and in this sense cousin to phases of the utopian, but without the specific of a connected or potentially connecting transformation and then again without the ties of a known condition and form. So that while the utopian transformation is social and moral, the SF transformation, in its dominant Western modes, is at once beyond and beneath: not social and moral but natural; in effect, as so widely in Western thought since the late 19th century, a mutation at the point of otherwise intolerable exposure and crisis: not so much, in the old sense, a new life as a new species, a new nature.
SF solves utopia – makes the ideal known 

Suvin 72 -- Ph.D. from the University of Zagreb and teaches in the Department of English at McGill University (Darko, “On the Poetics of the Science Fiction Genre.” College English, Vol. 34, No. 3 (Dec., 1972), JSTOR) 

Thus, it is not only the basic human and humanizing curiosity that gives birth to SF. Beside an undirected inquisitive- ness, a semantic game without clear re- ferent, this genre has always been wedded to a hope of finding in the unknown the ideal environment, tribe, state, intelli- gence or other aspect of the Supreme Good (or to a fear of and revulsion from its contrary). At all events, the possibil- ity of other strange, co-variant coordinate systems and semantic fields is assumed. The approach to the imaginary local- ity, or localized daydream, practiced by the genre of SF is a supposedly factual one. Columbus' (technically or genologi- cally non-fictional) letter on the Eden he glimpsed beyond the Orinoco mouth, and Swift's (technically non-factual) voyage to "Laputa, Balnibarbi, Glubbdubbdrib, Luggnagg and Japan," stand at the oppo- site ends of a ban between imaginary and factual possibilities. Thus SF takes off from a fictional ("literary") hypothesis and develops it with extrapolating and totalizing ("scientific") rigor-in genre, Columbus and Swift are more alike than different. The effect of such factual re- porting of fictions is one of confronting a set normative system-a Ptolemaic-type closed world picture-with a point of view or glance implying a new set of norms; in literary theory, this is known as the attitude of estrangement. This con- cept was first developed on non-natural- (ostranenie, Viktor Shklovsky, 1917), and most successfully underpinned by an anthropological and historical approach in the opus of Bertolt Brecht, who wanted to write "plays for a scientific age." While working on a play about the prototype scientist Galileo, he defined this attitude (Verfremdungseffekt) in his Short Organon for the Theatre (1948): "A representation which estranges is one which allows us to recognize its subject, but at the same time makes it seem un- familiar." And further: for somebody to see all normal happenings in a dubious light, "he would need to develop that detached eye with which the great Gali- leo observed a swinging chandelier. He was amazed by the pendulum motion as if he had not expected it and could not understand its occurring, and this enabled him to come at the rules by which it was governed." Thus, the look of estrange- ment is both cognitive and creative; and as Brecht goes on to say: "one cannot simply exclaim that such an attitude per- tains to science, but not to art. Why should not art, in its own way, try to serve the great social task of mastering Life?'"4 (Later, Brecht was also to note it might be time to stop speaking in terms of masters and servants altogether.)

UTOPIANISM SOLVES CAPITALISM

Cap exists because people are afraid of utopias – the plan is your alt 

Jameson 2005 -- William A. Lane Professor in The Program in Literature and Romance Studies at Duke University (Frederic, “Archeaologies of the Future,” Verso, London, xi-xiv)
 Paradoxically, the older Marxist traditions, drawing uncritical lessons from Marx and Engels' historical analyses of Utopian socialism in The Communist Manifesto, and also following Bolshevik usage,3 denounced its Utopian competition as lacking any conception of agency or political strategy, and characterized Utopianism as an idealism deeply and structurally averse to the political as such. The relationship between Utopia and the political, as well as questions about the practical-political value of Utopian thinking and the identification between socialism and Utopia, very much continue to be unresolved topics today, when Utopia seems to have recovered its vitality as a political slogan and a politically energizing perspective. Indeed, a whole new generation of the post-globalization Left - one which subsumes remnants of the old Left and the New Left, along with those of a radical wing of social democracy, and of First World cultural minorities and Third World proletarianized peasants and landless or structurally unemployable masses - has more and more frequently been willing to adopt this slogan, in a situation in which the discrediting of communist and socialist parties alike, and the skepticism about traditional conceptions of revolution, have cleared the discursive field. The consolidation of the emergent world market - for this is really what is at stake in so-called globalization - can eventually be expected to allow new forms of political agency to develop. In the meantime, to adapt Mrs Thatcher's famous dictum, there is no alternative to Utopia, and late capitalism seems to have no natural enemies (the religious fundamentalisms which resist American or Western imperialisms having by no means endorsed anti-capitalist positions). Yet it is not only the invincible universality of capitalism which is at issue: tirelessly undoing all the social gains made since the inception of the socialist and communist movements, repealing all the welfare measures, the safety net, the right to unionization, industrial and ecological regulatory laws, offering to privatize pensions and indeed to dismantle whatever stands in the way of the free market all over the world. What is crippling is not the presence of an enemy but rather the universal belief, not only that this tendency is irreversible, but that the historic alternatives to capitalism have been proven unviable and impossible, and that no other socioeconomic system is conceivable, let alone practically available. The Utopians not only offer to conceive of such alternate systems; Utopian form is itself a representational meditation on radical difference, radical otherness, and on the systemic nature of the social totality, to the point where one cannot imagine any fundamental change in our social existence which has not first thrown off Utopian visions like so many sparks from a comet.

STARSHIP TROOPERS GOOD

Starship Troopers describes a perfect government—military service maintains democracy and allows a path to equality for everyone

DOLMAN 1997 (Everett, the same one you’re thinking of, “Military, Democracy, and the State in Robert A. Heinlein’s Starship Troopers,” Political Science Fiction, ed. Hassler and Wilcox, p. 197-198)
For many of Starship Troopers’ detractors, the occurrence of democratic and military values in a single state is the embodiment of paradox.  These two ideals are thought to be at least contrary, if not mutually exclusive, and denunciations of the political utopia described in Starship Troopers are generally variations on this theme.  Support for this position is historically naïve, however, and is based in subjective perception rather than objective argument.  There is ample evidence for a very close and parallel evolution of military structure and democratic values, and this relationship has had enormous impact on the emergence of the modern democratic state (Mancias; Porter 20, 214-5).  Max Weber stated the case flatly: “The basis for democracy is everywhere purely military in character” (324).  The salient issue becomes not whether military and democratic values can coexist, but can the truly democratic state independently emerge—much less maintain itself—without the democratizing influence of the authoritarianly organized military to nurture it?  Starship Troopers’ Terran Federation, Heinlein’s last attempt to articulate a perfect government (Smith 159), describes the ultimate embrace of both military and democratic ideals within a single state.  This fantasy utopia lends itself to an historical comparison of the positive effects of the military on liberty and personal freedom.  Such a comparison will also highlight the inherent potential threat to liberty the military poses simply by its existence (see Finer; Nordlinger; Downing).  If, in this idealized state, militarism can be recognized as an ever-present menace, then, a fortiori, the danger it represents is even more critical for existing democracies.  Broadly drawn, the Terran Federation is a liberal, representative democracy.  All residents are protected by the state’s constitution, and enjoy the same legal rights and privileges as citizens with two exceptions: only citizens may participate in politics—vote and (presumably) hold public office—and only citizens have access to select civil service positions (e.g., state police).  Citizenship is open to all, regardless of race, creed, religion, gender, or handicap, but it is not a birthright.  It can be acquired only through demonstrated service to the state.  A resident, upon reaching the age of eighteen, may formally volunteer for appropriate qualifying service.  That service can include any number of rather unpleasant duties, such as mundane labor or clerical chores on a remote research colony, but it is explicitly understood that volunteers unconditionally present themselves for possible military assignment.  Of course, the volunteer may request alternate duty, but the needs of the state determine placement.  Upon satisfactory completion of two years service (which  can be involuntarily and indefinitely extended by the state), the volunteer is discharged and granted suffrage.
A2: YOUR STORY SUCKS

Science fiction overall is good—the mode of storytelling is more important than the narrative details of our story

Whitehall 2003 – Associate Professor, Political Science, Acadia University (Geoffrey, “The problem of the ‘world and beyond,’ in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Senior Lecturer, Bristol University. Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 173) 

Science fiction can help us think about how the beyond can be used to reimagine the performances of world politics and the limits of the political. This genre has appeal because the modern political imaginary is so deeply committed to a singular reified world political performance. This performance endlessly secures and manages change, movement, and the beyond within the problematic of sovereignty. It is fair to say that science fiction does not necessarily deal substantively with the complexities of world politics; in fact, its themes are often restricted to sterile liberal constructions (i.e., democracy vs. dictatorship, freedom vs. equality, and exploitation vs. self-determination) that this chapter seeks to displace. This may be a blessing in disguise. Although provocative, we cannot rely on science fiction only as a meditation on contemporary political problems. For the purposes of this chapter, science fiction will be treated as a genre of the beyond. On this view, the political appears in the different usages of the beyond and not in the specific details of a story’s narrative dilemmas. What is said is less interesting than how the beyond is used.
A2: HEG GOOD

Our argument is not that military power is always bad, just that we should be more selective about using it—endless interventions undermine democracy and result in imperial wars and extinction, but nothing about the 1AC totally precludes the use of American power

The exchange of citizenship for military service makes the military more effective—this evidence is in the context of Starship Troopers

DOLMAN 1997 (Everett, the same one you’re thinking of, “Military, Democracy, and the State in Robert A. Heinlein’s Starship Troopers,” Political Science Fiction, ed. Hassler and Wilcox, p. 201)
In order to coerce large portions of the population to fight for the state, the state was forced to reciprocate by granting or endowing individuals with proportional franchise in the affairs of government.  When it matters little who rules—the lot of individuals being such that the replacement of one despotism by another does not materially affect their condition—the individual is poorly motivated to engage in battle to support the existing realm.  When an individual has been endowed with certain rights and privileges, and a change in governemtn could alter the relationship of the state and individual, that person may become highly motivated to participate in war.  These newly motivated combatants could in turn be counted on to fight with greater elan than their mercenary counterparts (an argument forcefully made by Machiavelli in The Art of War), and thus the democratization of the state plays a role in increasing the effective fighting force of the military.  
A2: SCIENCE BAD

SF is key to breaking down myths surrounding the neutrality of science

NUNAN AND HOMER 1981 – Author on Science-Fiction AND English Instructor and professional writer (November, E.E. and David, “Science, Science Fiction, and a Radical Science Education” Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 8, No. 3, JSTOR)

3. SF offers one avenue for approaching the contradiction between the school-science myth and the reality of the scientific enterprise. We will presently suggest some of the ways in which specific "traditional" and "New Wave" SF texts might be employed for that purpose. First, however, we might consider why it is that SF generally lends itself to such uses. In recent years, SF has moved towards "final emancipation from ... its domination by adolescent technological fetishism." As Parrinder emphasizes,'9 the genre has always involved some degree of imaginative transcendence of the existing social and "natural" order. One of the features of New Wave SF is a consciousness of the effort and struggle necessary for achieving that kind of detachment. It has moved SF towards the "soft" (social) sciences and towards speculative extensions of theory rather than the technological "filling in" of a theory. Even SF not properly belonging to the New Wave has come to focus increasing attention on systems of values derived from the implications of scientific theories. The "parallel" or "alternative" worlds of modern SF, with their self-consistent ground rules, offer themselves as analogues of the social, political, and psychic processes of the present human situation. The SF text depicts science and society as subject to an evolutionary process; and knowledge about them takes the form of a series of different possibilities for action rather than what the science textbook insinuates: a fixed and immutable "given." Furthermore, many works of SF seriously confront the contemporary state of science and provide a kind of contextual analysis of scientific knowledge and the operations of scientists in respect to the social, economic, and ideological circumstances of that scientific enterprise. New Wave SF in particular often does more than predict a future or envision another world: at its most significant, it locates science within specific value-systems, demonstrates the limitations of both, and examines alternatives. SF of this sort has a special educational relevance. It can be used as a means for bridging the gap between real science and school-science. It can serve to call attention to the value-emphases inherent in different types of science and for placing science in a socio-cultural context. So employed, the SF text can lead to an awareness of the assumptions hidden in school-science. For such purposes, the SF text must be looked upon as a fiction generated by extrapolating from scientific theory. The "textbook science" behind that extrapolation is sometimes considerable (as in Hoyle's The Black Cloud), and other times almost nugatory (as in Le Guin's The Dispossessed). But in either case, the extrapolation must be the central concern for determining what the fiction has to tell us about the larger factors affecting scientific theory and the paradigms they exemplify.
Belief in science is a prerequisite to criticizing SF

Russ 1975  -  writer, academic and feminist, professor at University of Washington. She is the author of a number of works of science fiction, fantasy and feminist literary criticism, Buffy fan (July, Joanna, “Towards an Aesthetic of Science Fiction”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 2, No. 2, JSTOR)

Unless a critic can bring to The time Machine not only a knowledge of the science that stands behind it, but the passionate belief that such knowledge is real and that it matters, the critic had better stay away from science fiction. Persons to whom the findings of science seem only bizarre, fanciful, or irrelevant to everyday life, have no business with science fiction-or with science for that matter-although they may deal perfectly well with fiction that ignores both science and the scientific view of reality.
A2: TECH BAD

Strategies from SF prevent harmful dominance of technology

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)

What is important in our approach is not prediction, in contrast to the approach offered by the Foresight Institute. Rather, tools built on science fiction might serve as means for building a reflexive capacity into the governance of technology: for helping individuals and communities to meaningfully deliberate technologies and to democratically construct technological futures (Jasanoff, 2005). Nearly every student in the United States reads George Orwell’s 1984 or Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World in class. More people in the United States take Science Fiction 101 in college each year than will ever read most government reports or even participate in public dialogues about technology. Even in its current literary forms, science fiction is, de facto, technology assessment for the rest of us. Indeed, science fiction authors have pursued technological criticism for well over a century. Rather than rejecting that success, societal efforts to understand and assess new technologies might embrace it. Effectively integrating science fiction into such efforts may take considerable effort, but if it can help create the capacity in society to meaningfully evaluate new and emerging technologies and to democratically govern the design and construction of future technological worlds, then it will be well worth it. 

SF uses tech more peacefully

Berger 89 [Albert I. “towards a Science of the Nuclear Mind: Science-Fiction Origins of Dianetics” Science Fiction Studies, Volume 16, Number 2 pp. 123-144, July 1989 MV]
The interest readers of SF showed in "null-A" discipline was in some ways a clear response to the ignorant manner in which Congress debated the issue of permanent control of nuclear energy. As a social philosophy, "null-A" is presented solely as the mass product of disciplinary exercises performed by individual devotees. Not only are the broader senses of social and political processes (and participation) which distinguish Heinlein's work absent from van Vogt's; "null-A" also implies that such processes will cease to be necessary. The discipline purportedly creates a method of personal and political integration that serves both as a guide to moral conduct and as a system of personal training insuring that the individual subject will instinctively act correctly in any given situation, without any communal organization of any kind. As later with Dianetics, many readers thought extremely highly of "null-A." Many others thought it nonsense. However, those who took van Vogt seriously agreed with his substitution of semantic psychology for both the physical sciences and organized political institutions. In 1948, a fan named Albert Manley wrote urgently to Campbell, requesting that he follow up on the fictional speculation. "[S]ince knowledge of nuclear physics, etc. will not prevent a war, how about something solid along the sociological or psychological line?" Manley suggested a series by van Vogt on General Semantics, "which short of psychoanalysis for everybody, seems the best method of fighting this trend toward world suicide" (ASF, 9.48). At least one writer agreed with Manley's general direction, if not necessarily with his interest in Semantics.
A2: PSYCHOANALYSIS

Psychoanalysis doesn’t apply to SF – fails to understand science

Russ 1975  -  writer, academic and feminist, professor at University of Washington. She is the author of a number of works of science fiction, fantasy and feminist literary criticism, Buffy fan (July, Joanna, “Towards an Aesthetic of Science Fiction”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 2, No. 2, JSTOR)

A third example of ways science fiction can be mis-read can be provided by Hal Clement's novel, Close to Critical. The story treats of an alien species inhabitating a planet much like Jupiter. Some psychoanalytic critic, whose name I have unfortunately forgotten, once treated material like this (the story was, I think, Milton Rothman's "Heavy Planet") as psychoneurotic, i.e. the projection of repressed infantile fears. And certainly a Jovian or Jovianlike landscape would be extremely bizarre. Clement's invented world, with its atmosphere 3000 times as dense as ours, its gravity three times ours, its total darkness, its pine-cone-shaped inhabitants, its hundred-foot wide "raindrops" that condense at night and evaporate each morning, can easily be perceived by the scientifically ignorant as a series of grotesque morbidities. In such a view Close to Critical is merely nightmarish. But to decide this is to ignore the evidence. Clement's gas-giant is neither nightmarish nor grotesque, but merely accurate. In fact, Mr. Clement is the soberest of science fiction writers and his characters are always rational, humane, and highly likeable. The final effect of the novel is exactly the opposite of nightmare; it is affectionate familiarity. The Jovian-like world is a real world. One understands and appreciates it. It is, to its inhabitants, no worse and no better than our own. It is, finally, beautiful-in the same way and for the same reasons that Earth is beautiful. Close to Critical evokes Knight's "sense of wonder" because it describes a genuinely possible place, indeed a place that is highly likely according to what we know of the universe. The probability of the setting is what makes the bookelegant-in the mathematical sense, that is: aesthetically satisfying. If there is anything grotesque in Clement's work, it is in the strain caused by the split between idea-as-hero (which is superbly handled) and the human protagonists, who are neither interesting, probable, nor necessary, and whose appearance in the book at all is undoubtedly due to the American pulp tradition out of which American science fiction arose after World War I. The book suffers from serious confusion of form. 


Scifi is an accurate depiction of the human psyche 

Berger 89 [Albert I. “towards a Science of the Nuclear Mind: Science-Fiction Origins of Dianetics” Science Fiction Studies, Volume 16, Number 2 pp. 123-144, July 1989 MV]
Heinlein projected the development of his "science of social relations" for circa 2600 AD. Closer to home, he posited "a gradual deterioration of mores, orientation and social institutions, terminating in mass psychoses...." Heinlein's scientist-hero in "Blowups Happen" (September1 940) is portrayed as the last student of semanticist Alfred Korzybski. Korzybski's Science and Sanity (1933) was something of a pop cult success in its own day, with a considerable following among SF fans-Heinlein conspicuous among them. Heinlein's semanticist is the socio-psychological therapist most responsible for ending the social dislocation, the "pandemic neuroses," of these "Crazy Years," as Heinlein calls them. Later in his imaginary chronology (although it appears in Heinlein's first novel-length work, "If This Goes On..."[ February-March19 40]), "aspects of psychodynamics and psychometrics, mass psychology and social control "are "developed by the priest class," and he makes overcoming them the focus of his entire story.1l Heinlein and many of his colleagues extrapolated their approach to psychology from their perceptions of modern advertising as a successful application of positivistic, behavioristic, motivational psychology. "Both mathematical physics and psychology are branches of the same subject, symbology," Heinlein has his hero say in "Blowups Happen." "Human reaction is almost entirely reaction to symbols, and only negligibly to phenomena," the semanticist reminds an associate (ASF, 9.40). Heinlein did not push his extrapolation along these lines too far beyond the advertising and propaganda practices of his own day. However, his point of view did leave open possibilities rather more far-reaching than those he used in his own stories.
A2: READING SF SOLVES

Reading science fiction is not enough—students must be able to manipulate the stories and apply them to new purposes

Woodcock et al. 1979 – professor at Connecticut State University (November, John,  Gregory Benford, Samuel Delany, Robert Scholes, Alan J. Friedman, “ Teaching Science Fiction: Unique Challenges (Proceedings of the MLA Special Session, New York, December 1978) ”  Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3, JSTOR)

I do have a theoretical overlay which explains, to me at least, why SF can indeed be such a successful tool for teaching both literature to science majors and science to literature majors. This theoretical overlay is based on the work of Jean Piaget. To brutally reduce the idea I have borrowed from him, it is that, whatever you are trying to teach, people will learn it much faster and better if they can manipulate it – preferably physically, but cerebral manipulation works, too. If we want students to appreciate something about a concept in physics or in the design fiction, we need to let them design some fiction, we need to let them manipulate some physics. The best thing about SF as an educational tool is that it can be manipulated. It invites you to manipulate it, to manipulate science, to manipulate literature. If you listen to science students telling each other about literature, they're telling each other plots. But if those plots are SF plots, the students begin almost immediately to manipulate them. It goes something like: "I read a neat story somewhere about people who changed their sex every month. I wonder what it would be like if they only changed it once a year. Or if someone else could change your sex without your consent once a year. " You see, you have manipulation of an idea. That's something we don't permit students to do enough of in introductory science courses or, as far as I can tell, in introductory literature courses, either. But SF almost forces you to do this, to look back at the story and ask yourself "what if. . . " and to reinvent the story for yourself - all this being the manipulation which Piaget says encourages people to learn something about unfamiliar topics. And that's why I'm so hopeful that SF may help us in closing the two-cultures gap.
A2: SF = STUPID

The role of SF is not scientific accuracy 

Suvin 72 -- Ph.D. from the University of Zagreb and teaches in the Department of English at McGill University (Darko, “On the Poetics of the Science Fiction Genre.” College English, Vol. 34, No. 3 (Dec., 1972), JSTOR) 

SF can thus be used as a hand-maiden of futurological foresight in technology, ecology, sociology, etc. Whereas this may be a legitimate secondary function the genre can be made to bear, any obliv- ion of its strict secondariness may lead to confusion and indeed danger. Onto- logically, art is not pragmatic truth nor fiction fact. To expect from SF more than a stimulus for independent thinking, more than a system of stylized narrative devices understandable only in their mu- tual relationships within a fictional whole and not as isolated realities, leads insen- sibly to critical demand for and of scien- tific accuracy in the extrapolated realia. Editors and publishers of such "hard" per- suasion have, from the U.S. pulp maga- zines to the Soviet agitprop, been in- clined to turn the handmaiden of SF into the slavey of the reigning theology of the day (technocratic, psionic, utopian, catastrophic, or whatever). Yet this fun- damentally subversive genre languishes in strait-jackets more quickly than most other ones, responding with atrophy, es- capism, or both. Laying no claim to prophecies except for its statistically to be expected share, SF should not be treated as a prophet: neither enthroned when apparently successful, nor be- headed when apparently unsuccessful. As Plato found out in the court of Di- onysus and Hythloday at cardinal Mor- ton's, SF figures better devote them- selves to their own literary republics, which, to be sure, lead back-but in their own way--to the Republic of Man. SF is finally concerned with the tensions be- tween Civitas Dei and Civitas Terrena, and it cannot be uncritically committed to any mundane City.

They confuse SF’s consequences with conventions – conventional literary structures don’t make SF without importance 

Huntington 1975 – teaches English at The University of Rhode Island and for the last five years has given a course on Science Fiction. (John, “Science Fiction and the Future.” College English, Vol. 37, No. 4 (Dec., 1975), JSTOR) **we do not endorse gendered language 

We must distinguish the inherent consequences of the form from the con- ventions. The former develop naturally from the importance of science to the genre and entail an emphasis on idea and a de-emphasis on character. The con- ventions, however, are purely literary; they derive from the experience of works of SF rather than from any intrinsic quality of science or of fiction. On the most obvious level, the conventions consist of a group of plots and situations that are frequently repeated, and one can easily understand why most of them are popu- lar. More important for our purposes are the conventions that the form has taken on for no apparent reason, the gratuitous insignia that mark a story as hard core SF and to which an addict immediately responds. The most powerful of these arbitrary and self-chosen conventions are a limited and stereotyped cast of char- acters and a limited set of languages. 

Conventions don’t detract from SF’s importance 

Huntington 1975 – teaches English at The University of Rhode Island and for the last five years has given a course on Science Fiction. (John, “Science Fiction and the Future.” College English, Vol. 37, No. 4 (Dec., 1975), JSTOR) **we do not endorse gendered language 

"Normal science" can, of course, become stultifying. Similarly, in SF the con- ventions can easily become simply and only limitations that insure that no truly imaginative or creative act will occur. Not all conventional SF is so complacent, however. When it is stimulated by constant contact with new ideas, the conven- tional becomes an expanding context that develops with each new work in the form and which gradually grows into increasingly accurate and subtle modes of depicting realities. But, even at its most lively, the convention always defines limits which SF cannot completely abandon without losing much of the real pleasure and attraction it has for the addict. The conventions anchor SF, give it a form of believability, though the dependable aspect that the SF addict rec- ognizes and trusts is not a semblance to a known physical reality as in ordinary fiction, but a set of purely literary mannerisms. The conventions stamp a work as SF and thereby assure the addict that his habit will be satisfied. And just as the paradox of "science fiction" contributes important tension and is in itself a source of pleasure for the addict, so too the play of literary convention against scientific ingenuity creates a paradox whose pressures are pleasurable. 

A2: UTOPIANISM BAD

SF solves the problems with bad utopias 

Crawford 2003 – PhD MIT in Political Science; Professor of Political Science and African American Studies at BU (Neta C., “Feminist Futures” in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Senior Lecturer, Bristol University. Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 198-199) 

Second, a reluctance to engage the utopian imagination marks an unwillingness to acknowledge that all political projects— from nationalism, to liberalism, to socialism— are about creating something their advocates believe is better. Political rhetoric often appeals to utopian possibilities. The question is whether advocates acknowledge their values and whether analysts admit that, implicit in their analysis, they too have an idea of a better world. If utopian aspirations are acknowledged, they can be discussed and debated on their merits; if analysis is always rooted in interests, we would be pushed to admit those interests and make explicit the relation of our work to power. Finally, rooted in our fear of already existing dystopia, reluctance to engage utopias marks an understandable disillusionment with, and hesitation to engage in, politics. “Unless we admit that the very notion is senseless, it demands at least an ounce of utopianism even to consider justice, and this utopianism . . . is absent today” (Shklar, 1957: 272). After a brief resurgence at the end of the long cold war, optimism has faded. Indeed, the truth of early-twenty-first-century politics is stranger than fiction and concern for the environmental, social, and political future of the planet prompts despair that progress can be made in such circumstances. Rita Manning notes that social scientists are not alone in their abandonment of the utopian impulse: “Philosophers have given over the task of sketching utopias to novelists, but I want to return to it. We can and should offer alternative visions. Perhaps fiction is the best way to motivate the acceptance of such visions, but philosophers can do much to fill in the details” (1992: 29). Despite any injunction to be realist or pragmatic or efficient and eschew utopianism, the incisive analysis, critique, imagination, hope, and attention to emotion characteristic of feminist utopian science fiction may be just the right ingredients necessary to engage and overcome challenges to life and dignity and to fuel struggles for a better world. “The utopian is not a fantasist but a revolutionary” (Goodwin, 1978: 2).

Not our Utopia – the act of imagining Utopias instead eschews the notion of historical inevitability and produces change 

Jameson 2005 -- William A. Lane Professor in The Program in Literature and Romance Studies at Duke University (Frederic, “Archeaologies of the Future,” Verso, London, 142)  

But the debate over Utopia's representability or not, indeed over its imaginability and conceptualization, does not threaten to put an end to Utopian speculation altogether and to return us sagely to the here and now and our own empirical and historical limits. Rather such debates find themselves drawn inside the Utopian text, thereby becoming occasions for further Utopian productivity. And this seems to be the case for a wide variety of negations which are not reducible to a single logical form: thus the "unknowability thesis" whereby so radically different a society cannot even be imagined is a rather different proposition from the anti-Utopian one according to which attempts to realize Utopia necessarily end up in violence and totalitarianism. Meanwhile, the theory that Utopia is necessarily a negative and critical construction and can never generate any positive or substantive representation or vision is a global denial which has little enough in common with the fights within the Utopian tradition that oppose rural to urban visions, for example, let alone those which seek to replace the supreme Utopian value of happiness with that of freedom.

A2: PRAGMATISM BETTER THAN UTOPIANISM

Focusing on specific moves for political change fails – only utopias solve 

Jameson 2004 – William A. Lane Professor in The Program in Literature and Romance Studies at Duke University (Frederic, New Left Review 25, January-February 2004 http://libcom.org/library/politics-utopia-frederic-jameson) 

How should we then formulate the position of utopia with respect to the political? I would like to suggest the following: that utopia emerges at the moment of the suspension of the political; I am almost tempted to say of its excision, or better still, borrowing Lacanian jargon to convey its strange externality from the social field, its extimacy; or even, to borrow the figure that Derrida derives from the Abraham-Torok analysis of Freud’s Wolf-Man, its ‘encryptment’. [10] But are figures really the right way of conveying this peculiar autonomy of the political, sealed and forgotten like a cyst within the social as such? Perhaps it will be easier to start by saying: politics is always with us, and it is always historical, always in the process of changing, of evolving, of disintegrating and deteriorating. I want to convey a situation in which political institutions seem both unchangeable and infinitely modifiable: no agency has appeared on the horizon that offers the slightest chance or hope of modifying the status quo, and yet in the mind—and perhaps for that very reason—all kinds of institutional variations and re-combinations seem thinkable. What I am calling political institutions are thus the object and the raw material of a ceaseless mental play, like those home-mechanics construction sets I spoke of; and yet there is not the slightest prospect of reform, let alone revolution, in real life. And when I suggested that this reality paralysis might, in fact, be the precondition of the new, purely intellectual and constructivist freedom, the paradox might be explained this way: that as one approaches periods of genuine pre-revolutionary ferment, when the system really seems in the process of losing its legitimacy, when the ruling elite is palpably uncertain of itself and full of divisions and self-doubts, when popular demands grow louder and more confident, then what also happens is that those grievances and demands grow more precise in their insistence and urgency. We focus more sharply on very specific wrongs, the dysfunctioning of the system becomes far more tangibly visible at crucial points. But at such a moment the utopian imagination no longer has free play: political thinking and intelligence are trained on very sharply focused issues, they have concrete content, the situation claims us in all its historical uniqueness as a configuration; and the wide-ranging drifts and digressions of political speculation give way to practical programmes (even if the latter are hopelessly unrealizable and ‘utopian’ in the other, dismissive sense). [11] Is this to say any more than that, when it comes to politics, utopianism is utterly impractical in the first place? But we can also frame the conditions of possibility for such impractical speculation in a positive way. After all, most of human history has unfolded in situations of general impotence and powerlessness, when this or that system of state power is firmly in place, and no revolts seem even conceivable, let alone possible or imminent. Those stretches of human history are for the most part passed in utterly non-utopian conditions, in which none of the images of the future or of radical difference peculiar to utopias ever reach the surface. Periodizing imagination We need, then, to posit a peculiar suspension of the political in order to describe the utopian moment: it is this suspension, this separation of the political—in all its unchangeable immobility—from daily life and even from the world of the lived and the existential, this externality that serves as the calm before the storm, the stillness at the centre of the hurricane; and that allows us to take hitherto unimaginable mental liberties with structures whose actual modification or abolition scarcely seem on the cards. I am trying to characterize the situation of Thomas More, on the eve of capitalism (in Louis Marin’s account), or on that of the absolute monarchies and the emergence of the new nation states (in Phillip Wegner’s); [12] to characterize the eighteenth century itself, and Rousseau’s endless fantasies about new constitutions—fantasies that seem to have absorbed him as completely as the romantic and libidinal ones we also associate with his name, but which emerge in a situation in which the great revolution, only a few years away, is still utterly unimaginable. I am thinking, too, of the great utopian production of the populist and progressive era in the United States at the end of the nineteenth century; and finally of the utopianism of the 1960s. These are all periods of great social ferment but seemingly rudderless, without any agency or direction: reality seems malleable, but not the system; and it is that very distance of the unchangeable system from the turbulent restlessness of the real world that seems to open up a moment of ideational and utopian-creative free play in the mind itself or in the political imagination. If this conveys any kind of plausible picture of the historical situation in which utopias are possible, then it remains only to wonder whether it does not also correspond to that of our own time. So utopianism involves a certain distance from the political institutions which encourages an endless play of fantasy around their possible reconstructions and restructurations. But what is the content of those fantasies? As in Freud’s analysis of dreams, there is the satisfaction of secondary elaboration or interminable overdetermination; but there is also the implacable pressure of the unconscious wish or desire. Can we neglect that wish, without missing everything that gives utopia its vitality and its libidinal and existential claims on us? Probably not; and I therefore hope to offer a very simple answer to this question, one that does not use the words ‘more perfect’ or ‘the general good’, happiness, satisfaction, fulfilment, or any of those other conventional slogans.
***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.
