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***Exploration PIC***

Say Wha???

The public thinks “exploration” is a romantic voyage to discover new land and prance with ponies when it is actually a guise for the USFG to expand its imperialism.
Exploration is so vague that politicians can spin it to mean whatever they want – it allows them to acquire funds for imperialist missions
1NC

CP: (replace “exploration” with “cultural or political activity”)

The word “exploration” entrenches an imperialist mindset in the public allowing for US imperialism

Lester and Robinson '09

(Daniel F. Lester, Research Fellow at the department of Astronomy at UT- author of more than eighty refereed papers in professional journals, Michael Robinson, associate professor of history at University of Hartford - focuses on the history of science and exploration, "Visions of Exploration", Space Policy journal Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, SciVerse// ASpomer)

Evidence points to exploration – in all its incarnations of meaning – as a cultural or political activity rather than a manifestation of instinct. History's most celebrated voyagers – Pytheas, Zhang He, and Columbus – sailed from nations with imperial ambitions [10] and [11]. As Stephen Pyne points in his survey of the ages of exploration, “There is nothing predestined about geographical discovery, any more than there is about a Renaissance, a tradition of Gothic cathedrals, or the invention of the electric light bulb” [7]. The notion that exploration expressed deeper impulses, such as wanderlust or curiosity, came much later, during the 18th century Enlightenment, when voyages took up the systematic practice of science: gathering specimens and ethnographic data, observing celestial events, and testing geographical hypotheses. These expeditions expressed a genuine curiosity about the globe, yet they elicited state sponsorship only because rulers saw political value in discovery expeditions, a form of “soft power” statecraft that could enhance national prestige rather then add to colonies or imperial coffers [12] and [13]. If 18th century audiences came to accept the lofty trait of curiosity as a driving force behind voyages of discovery, 19th century audiences found deeper impulses behind humanity's urge to explore. In particular, the Romantic Movement gave rise to ideas central to the ethos of modern exploration. The first of these was that discovery is a process that includes, but is not contained by, practical pursuits. While geographical discovery, science, and resource extraction all have their parts to play, exploration has an intangible, ineffable quality that cannot simply be reduced to logical goals. The second idea (which follows closely from the first) was that the value of exploration is tied to the subjective experience of the explorer, a symbol for the nation at home [14]. 2.2. Exploration in American history By contrast, Lewis and Clark's 1804 Corps of Discovery did not carry much symbolic weight in the 19th century. While it succeeded in most of its scientific and political goals, the expedition returned with few specimens and was slow to publish its results. Consequently Lewis and Clark's exploits only became famous at the beginning of the 20th century. More broadly speaking, however, Americans had begun to accept the patriotic and Romantic meanings of exploration. As a result, the US government increasingly sponsored expeditions on missions symbolic as well as practical after 1830. Congress now looked to exploration as a means of enhancing national reputation, not simply a way to advance military or commercial objectives. Starting with the departure of the US Exploring Expedition to the Pacific in 1838, the USA pursued a series of international discovery expeditions. In these endeavors science remained an important expeditionary goal. US expeditions put on their best face, sailing with corps of “scientifics” to advance geographical knowledge and, in the process, to persuade other nations that the USA was more than a republic of untutored farmers. In short, pursuit of knowledge gave US expeditions symbolic heft. It ushered the United States into an enlightenment tradition of imperial voyaging and – its organizers hoped – into the ranks of civilized nations [15]. As the USA became a nation of cities, railways, and stockyards in the late 1800s, Americans looked back nostalgically to their itinerant and expeditionary past, celebrating exploration figures such as Christopher Columbus at the World Columbian Exposition of 1893 and Lewis and Clark (who were still relatively unknown) at the Lewis and Clark Centenary of 1905. While 19th century Americans had been eager to identify themselves as people of culture and civilization, 20th century Americans were more inclined to revel in, and embellish, their buckskin past, weaving the idea of the frontier into a story of American progress. Historian Frederick Jackson Turner first advanced this idea in 1893 in his famous essay “The Significance of the Frontier in American History.” [16]. Today the Turnerian spirit is alive and well, reflected in the broad range of people and activities linked to exploration. As space historian Roger Launius argues, Turner's frontier thesis has been particularly popular within NASA. “Americans have always moved towards new frontiers,” wrote NASA Administrator James Fletcher in 1987, “because we are, above all, a nation of pioneers with an insatiable urge to know the unknown. Space is no exception to that pioneering spirit.” [17]. Yet this romanticized view of the American frontier does not apply well to the conditions of 21st century space flight. As historian Steven Pyne pointed out at the 2002 meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, space flight lacks the drama of “first encounters”. Robotic explorers ranging over abiotic environments may never have the drama of Stanley's encounter with Livingstone. “With no distinctively human encounter possible, there is no compelling reason for humans to even serve as explorers,” Pyne suggests. Historical antecedents, then, must be treated with care [18].

Imperialism inevitably results in extinction
Istavan Mezaros, not a fan of capitalism, 2003, “Militarism and the coming wars”

It is not for the first time in history, in our days, that militarism weighs on the consciousness of the people as a nightmare. To go into detail would take far too long. However, here it should be enough to go back in history only as far as the nineteenth century when militarism as a major instrument of policy-making came into its own, with the unfolding of modern imperialism on a global scale, in contrast to its earlier – much more limited – varieties. By the last third of the nineteenth century not only the British and French Empires were prominent rulers of vast territories but the United States, too, made its heavy imprint by directly or indirectly taking over the former colonies of the Spanish Empire in Latin America, adding to them the bloody repression of a great liberation struggle in the Philippines and installing themselves as rulers in that area in a way which still today persists in one form or another. Nor should we forget the calamities caused by “Iron Chancellor” Bismarck’s imperialist ambitions and their aggravated pursuit later on by his successors, resulting in the eruption of the First World War and its deeply antagonistic aftermath, bringing with it Hitler’s Nazi revanchism and thereby very clearly foreshadowing the Second World War itself. The dangers and immense suffering caused by all attempts at solving deep-seated social problems by militaristic interventions, on any scale, are obvious enough. If, however, we look more closely at the historical trend of militaristic adventures, it becomes frighteningly clear that they show an ever greater intensification and an ever-increasing scale, from local confrontations to two horrendous World Wars in the twentieth century, and to the potential annihilation of humankind when we reach our own time. It is most relevant to mention in this context the distinguished Prussian military officer and practical as well as theoretical strategist, Karl Marie von Clausewitz (1780-1831), who died in the same year as Hegel; both of them killed by cholera. It was von Clausewitz, Director of the Military School of Berlin in the last thirteen years of his life, who in his posthumously published book – Vom Kriege (“On War”, 1833) – offered a still today frequently quoted classic definition of the relationship between politics and war: “war is the continuation of politics by other means”. 2 This famous definition was tenable until quite recently, but has become totally untenable in our time. It assumed the rationality of the actions which connect the two domains of politics and war as the continuation of one another. In this sense, the war in question had to be winnable, at least in principle, even if miscalculations leading to defeat could be contemplated at the instrumental level. Defeat by itself could not destroy the rationality of war as such, since after the – however unfavourable – new consolidation of politics the defeated party could plan another round of war as the rational continuation of its politics by other means. Thus the absolute condition of von Clausewitz’s equation to be satisfied was the winnability of war in principle, so as to recreate the “eternal cycle” of politics leading to war, and back to politics leading to another war, and so on ad infinitum. The actors involved in such confrontations were the national states. No matter how monstrous the damage inflicted by them on their adversaries, and even on their own people (just remember Hitler!), the rationality of the military pursuit was guaranteed if the war could be considered winnable in principle. Today the situation is qualitatively different. For two principal reasons. First, the objective of the feasible war at the present phase of historical development, in accordance with the objective requirements of imperialism – world domination by capital’s most powerful state, in tune with its own political design of ruthless authoritarian “globalization” (dressed up as “free exchange” in a U.S.-ruled global market) – is ultimately unwinnable, foreshadowing, instead, the destruction of humankind. This objective by no stretch of imagination could be considered a rational objective in accord with the stipulated rational requirement of the “continuation of politics by other means” conducted by one nation, or by one group of nations against another. Aggressively imposing the will of one powerful national state over all of the others, even if for cynical tactical reasons the advocated war is absurdly camouflaged as a “purely limited war” leading to other “open ended limited wars”, can therefore be qualified only as total irrationality. The second reason greatly reinforces the first. For the weapons already available for waging the war or wars of the twenty first century are capable of exterminating not only the adversary but the whole of humanity, the first time ever in history. Nor should we have the illusion that the existing weaponry marks the very end of the road. Others, even more instantly lethal ones, might appear tomorrow or the day after tomorrow. Moreover, threatening the use of such weapons is by now considered an acceptable state strategic device. Thus, put reasons one and two together, and the conclusion is inescapable: envisaging war as the mechanism of global government in today’s world underlines that we find ourselves at the precipice of absolute irrationality from which there can be no return if we accept the ongoing course of development. What was missing from von Clausewitz’s classic definition of war as the “continuation of politics by 3 other means” was the investigation of the deeper underlying causes of war and the possibility of their avoidance. The challenge to face up to such causes is more urgent today than ever before. For the war of the twenty first century looming ahead of us is not only “not winnable in principle”. Worse than that, it is in principle unwinnable. Consequently, envisaging the pursuit of war, as the American administration’s September 17, 2002 strategic document does, make Hitler’s irrationality look like the model of rationality. 
Mo’ links
The ambiguity of “exploration” justifies acquiring funds for imperialist actions

Lester and Robinson '09

(Daniel F. Lester, Research Fellow at the department of Astronomy at UT- author of more than eighty refereed papers in professional journals, Michael Robinson, associate professor of history at University of Hartford - focuses on the history of science and exploration, "Visions of Exploration", Space Policy journal Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, SciVerse// ASpomer)

That Americans have broadly embraced exploration as a part of their national identity seems clear. Yet, as the above examples show, this embrace provides little insight into the meanings of exploration, the effect of such meanings on the planning of missions, or the value of such missions to the nation. Why does such an important term as “exploration” retain such ambiguity? One finds many answers, but perhaps comedian Gary Owen explains it best. Certain words, Owen states, are “freedom words”, terms with meanings broad enough to label things that would be hard to categorize. Like Owen's made-up word “insegrevious”, exploration has come to mean whatever its users want it to mean. In truth, the ambiguity of the term “exploration” has certain advantages, particularly from the perspective of funding and policy making. Because funding of NASA budgets requires broad agreement in Congress, the fuzziness of exploration often avoids triggering debates that would weaken political support. “In the political realm, it's not desirable to have too precise a definition”, according to Scott Hubbard, Stanford Professor of Engineering and Former Director of NASA Ames Research Center, with respect to exploration. Within this environment, explains Hubbard, defining exploration too narrowly “is not without some peril”. Ian Pryke, Senior Fellow at George Mason University and Former Head of the European Space Agency's Washington Office, speaks in similar terms about the word. “A little bit of constructive ambiguity never hurts.” [19].

**Impacts

Biopower
Imperialist empire building degrades life to the level of disposability and justifies all biopower

M.G.E Kelly, lecturer in Philosophy at Middlesex University, 2010, “International Biopolitics: Foucault, Globalisation and Imperialism” http://eprints.mdx.ac.uk/3887/1/Theoria_-_final.pdf

Our account is of a biopolitical imperialism, a biopolitical dimension to imperialism as understood in the Marxist sense.47 It adds the dimension of populationto the existing economic accounts of imperialism.. Economics is of course closely tied to biopolitics, to the wellbeing of the population and the functioning of administration. The economic dimension of imperialism is something that has been extensively studied and debated: we cannot deal with it here. Biopolitical imperialism is not meant to be an historically new form, unlike Hardt and Negri‟s Empire. Imperialism has been biopolitical for a long time: as long as both biopolitics and imperialism have existed concurrently. Mike Davis‟ work on nineteenth century imperialism, Late Victorian Holocausts, is instructive in this regard.48 Davis shows through case studies of India, China and Brazil that imperialism, present either in the form of direct government or that of economic interest, horribly devastated the welfare apparatuses of these countries, such as they were, during the nineteenth century. As Davis points out, this pattern is originary to the existence of a „third world‟, and reverses the situation which existed prior to the French Revolution, in which state welfare provision was far more advanced in the Orient than Europe.49 Moreover, the populations of these countries were decimated precisely in order to benefit European populations – the most graphic example of this is the export of foodstuffs in massive quantities to Britain from India while Indians starved in their millions.50 It would seem the situation a century later is similar in its broad pattern. The IMF-World Bank complex‟s imposition of „structural adjustment‟ austerity measures have mandated slashing spending on basic biopolitics and the conversion of economies to exporting to the First World. Imperialism ensnares through direct investment (buying resources and the means of production) and by „development loans‟, both of which foster the harvesting of surpluses from the economy, not biopolitics. Investors may take care of their workforce, but they don‟t take care of the country more generally. Neoliberal economic reform in the periphery refers precisely to the dismantling of biopolitics. In the centre, neoliberalism is imposed with care and consideration, not absolutely; although there has been dismantling here, biopolitical protections are not simply trashed, but they are in the periphery. That is, the introduction of neoliberalism in the centre occurs in the context of a state that is still fundamentally concerned with the welfare and consent of a population, whereas elsewhere it is imposed from without, overriding such concerns. The states and civil societies of the First World essentially do not care about humanity outside their populations and derive a benefit for their own population at the expense of those outside. As Foucault puts it in explicating the relation of the subject to the pre-biopolitical sovereign, those outside are „neutral‟ „from the point of view of life and death‟.51 This allows the life of those outside to be actively imperilled for any benefit, no matter how marginal, accruing to those inside. The biopolity assumes, in respect of the masses outside its population, „the right to take life or let live‟:52 this „right to take life‟ is an aspect we have yet to examine, the use of force – war – as the thanatopolitical tool for the regulation of the outside.

Policy Effectiveness

The ambiguity of “exploration” hurts policy effectiveness

Lester and Robinson '09

(Daniel F. Lester, Research Fellow at the department of Astronomy at UT- author of more than eighty refereed papers in professional journals, Michael Robinson, associate professor of history at University of Hartford - focuses on the history of science and exploration, "Visions of Exploration", Space Policy journal Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, SciVerse// ASpomer)

Yet this ambiguity comes with a price. If it makes it easier to craft policy and pass space budgets, it makes later decisions, such as policy implementation and mission metrics, more difficult. Five years after the announcement of VSE and four years after the Exploration Systems Architecture Study (ESAS), broad disagreement remains about core concepts in US space exploration. While VSE and the reports detailing and extending it deserve praise for being visionary and ambitious, they have also “kicked the can down the road”, delaying, rather than resolving, debates about the ultimate goals of space exploration.

Environment
Exploration causes us to focus on the destination and ignore the environment around it

Lester and Robinson '09

(Daniel F. Lester, Research Fellow at the department of Astronomy at UT- author of more than eighty refereed papers in professional journals, Michael Robinson, associate professor of history at University of Hartford - focuses on the history of science and exploration, "Visions of Exploration", Space Policy journal Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, SciVerse// ASpomer) So far, this essay has pointed out the range of meanings attached to exploration, a term so conceptually broad that it would seem to admit anyone with a geographical goal and a good pair of shoes. But exploration has hidden assumptions that restrict its meaning. For example, the objectives of the VSE involve traveling to places distinguished by land and landforms (e.g. Moon-to-Mars, and perhaps to Near-Earth Objects–NEOs) rather than to points in space. In this focus on rocky places, NASA is following in a long tradition of exploration. Renaissance voyagers during the “Age of Discovery” viewed other lands – Asia, Africa, and the Spice Islands – as the goal of their voyages. Oceans, on the other hand, were treated as highways rather than habitats, a medium to traverse rather than to be investigated. Only in the 19th century did this change, as deep-sea exploration came of age. Yet even then many of these sea expeditions focused on the ocean floor rather than the watery world that covered it [24].Twentieth century explorers have expressed this “land bias” too. When Frederick Cook and Robert Peary returned from their North Pole expeditions in 1909, their photos represented the North Pole, a geographical point in the middle of the polar sea, as a towering hummock of ice. Yet neither man had navigational equipment precise enough to determine the location of the North Pole so exactly. Nevertheless, both men saw fit to plant their flag on the tallest, “rockiest” mound of ice in the vicinity (see Fig. 2).

Colonization

“Exploration” necessitates a focus on the destination and instills a land-bias which shifts focus away from human colonization to robotic exploration

Lester and Robinson '09

(Daniel F. Lester, Research Fellow at the department of Astronomy at UT, Michael Robinson, associate prof. and studies science and exploration at Hartford, "Visions of Exploration", Space Policy journal Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, SciVerse// ASpomer)

This picture, taken by Admiral Peary, shows his crew at what they considered to be the North Pole. Although they believed that they had reached at least the general vicinity of the pole, they specifically chose to plant their flag on top of the nearest hillock of snow. This view, showing people covered in thick outerwear, heavy boots, with a “helmet” made of fur, at a site with no other life, and with deep footprints all around, is reminiscent of Apollo pictures from the lunar surface. This image illustrates the importance of local geography in exploration and discovery. The North Pole shown here was not just a virtual point in space where the Earth's axis of rotation crossed its surface, but was symbolized for these explorers by a mound of material. This land-biased view of exploration is part of our cultural heritage, and will make development of enabling locations like Lagrange points less attractive. Image copyright 2007 National Geographic Society, Robert E. Peary/National Geographic Stock (used with permission).  This penchant for visiting rocks in the name of “exploration” leaves many kinds of space science at a disadvantage. Certainly, for astronomy, it is well understood that free space is far more enabling for most telescopes than the lunar surface [25]. The Earth–Sun second Lagrange point, for example, is the operational location of choice for a host of new astronomy missions and mission concepts. This location, about four times the lunar distance anti-sunward from the Earth offers extraordinary thermal stability, with continuous power and line-of-sight communication. While it is often said that having humans on the lunar surface offers special opportunities for large science instruments there, it is rarely acknowledged that getting those humans onto the lunar surface is probably far more risky than getting them almost anywhere else in cis-lunar space. What if Lagrange points were culturally acceptable as prime targets for human exploration?  These Lagrange points provide extraordinary opportunities for getting places, as very low-energy pathways connect them across the Solar System. Astrodynamicists Martin Lo and Shane Ross described what they termed the interplanetary superhighway system, with junctions marked by planetary Lagrange points [26]. Such locations are remarkably enabling for interplanetary access. Early in the 2000s the NASA Decadal Planning Team came up with a strategy in which a “Gateway” station would be deployed at the Earth–Moon L1 point, 84% of the way from the Earth toward the Moon, that could link lunar surface activities (such as water and propellant mining) at low propulsion cost with a base on Mars [27] and [28].  The Gateway strategy for exploration was never adopted by ESAS. The historical precedent for that strategy is perhaps most closely polar exploration (where the site for conquest, if not discovery, was marked by dynamics rather than by mass). The idea of a mid-ocean location that offered national value by occupation or conquest was inconceivable to early explorers as well. While these Lagrange points may be a lynchpin to our future plans, our expeditionary heritage has usually ignored places such as these where there is nothing material to be found.  The importance of going to places where there is “stuff” to find bears on the question thoughtfully articulated by John Marburger, Director of the Bush Office of Science and Technology Policy, at the 2006 Goddard Symposium, about the extent to which we want to commit to incorporating the Solar System into our economic sphere. This would be such that resources from space, whether they be material resources mined from rocky bodies, or even energy from solar radiation, become commercially available to us. Historical antecedents relate broadly here, as exploration (whether human or robotic) becomes a search for harvestable material riches that can empower a nation. Identification of such tangible benefits becomes, in many respects, a test for human colonization, in which an ability to disconnect from the Earth and live off the land at some faraway site can be considered a fundamental human destiny. 5. Whence a lunar return?  How much does this land bias influence the current goals of the VSE? As the Moon becomes the new, rocky grail of US exploration, which “vision of exploration” will the national strategy follow? NASA has made it clear that science has a role to play in the VSE. Yet, while the planetary science community has agreed that further studies of the Moon could offer new insights into the history of our Solar System and of the formation of our Earth, the scientific importance of in situ human exploration there, as opposed to robotic efforts, has not been convincingly demonstrated. What guides NASA's plan for extended occupation at a lunar “outpost” when access to widely spaced locations on the lunar surface, perhaps by robots, might be more useful for lunar science?  From scientific and budgetary points of view, one could make a case that NASA should abandon the human lunar outpost idea altogether and invest its money in telerobotic exploration of the Moon, a project that would cost a fraction of a manned outpost. The same can be said for the exploration of Mars. Even as NASA considers long range plans to send a human spacecraft to the red planet, Martian surface probes Spirit, Opportunity, and Phoenix have underscored the value of robotic exploration. While it has been noted that a human can do in one day what a robot can do in a month, it should be kept in mind that 30 robots would probably cost less than one human. If cost-efficient planetary science is our measure of mission success, robotic exploration has set the bar for VSE very high, and Moore's Law suggests that the bar is getting higher.

AT: Perm Do both

1. Still links to the net benefit – the ambiguity and usage of the word “exploration” sanitizes the public from the true imperialist attitude of the government and allows for the extension of imperialism
AT: Perm do the CP

1. That severs out of the word exploration – severance is a voter – it allows the aff to change their plan to spike out of any disads and make counter plans not competitive – this kills clash which is a prerequisite to in depth debate and education and it kills fairness by taking away all neg ground – reject the team

2. Textual Competition good

a. Most objective- a text is the only stable way to determine competition, giving a clear distinction as to the opportunity costs of the plan.

b. Promotes good judging- comparing texts is far removed from the flow and requires no weighing of personal ideologies, ensuring fairer debates.

c. Contextual competition is arbitrary- there is no clean way to determine whether texts can exist in the real world, resulting in judge intervention.

d. Checks aff abuse- text holds each team to one advocacy, preventing abusive shifts and preserving competitive equity.

e. Only way to truly test competition- without a clear vision of what the plan allows and precludes through a stable text, true competition cannot be ascertained.

3. Our net benefit proves that the CP is functionally competitive too because voting for the CP will have a different outcome than voting for the plan

AT: PICs bad

1. Ground- all counterplans, in essence, are PICS. To say that they are illegitimate takes away all CP ground from the neg, which is key to all of our offense.

2. Test desirability entire plan- the affirmative gets to choose the plan that they will defend in the round, so they should have to defend it in its entirety.

3. Negation theory- the burden of the negative is to prove that the aff plan is undesirable. We shouldn’t be limited in our options for doing so.

4. Increase critical thinking- PICs make debate harder, but cause both teams to focus on and learn about every part of the plan. This makes for more in-depth debate.

5. Encourage good plan writing- The affirmative must consider each aspect of their case while writing plans, and are forced to make sure that their plan text is accurate.

6. Real World in the real world, if a policymaker finds an aspect of a plan to be undesirable, he or she may remove it.

7. Competition checks abuse- PICs are predictable for affirmatives who are prepared to debate and know their case well. In addition, they compete with the plan with a net benefit.

8. Best policy option- as policymakers, it is our duty to choose the best policy option presented within the round. If the CP is the best option, then it merits a neg ballot.

9. Fairness- the aff speaks first, last, and has infinite pre-round prep time. Even if you don’t buy that they’re legit, PICs level the playing field and check affirmative bias.

10. Literature checks abuse- we’re bound to our evidence, meaning refutation of the CP is easily possible, and the aff’s claims of abuse are moot.

11. Understanding the word “exploration” is crucial to understanding NASA space programs

Lester and Robinson '09

(Daniel F. Lester, Research Fellow at the department of Astronomy at UT- author of more than eighty refereed papers in professional journals, Michael Robinson, associate professor of history at University of Hartford - focuses on the history of science and exploration, "Visions of Exploration", Space Policy journal Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, SciVerse// ASpomer)

“Exploration” is a word that is intimately associated with discussion of human space flight and national policy statements. For example, the White House laid out “The Vision for Space Exploration” (VSE), as per the National Security Presidential Directive NSPD-31 in January 2004 [1]. This document paved the way for the new Exploration Systems Mission Directorate at NASA as the agency implementer for at least the human space flight part of what was commonly abbreviated as the President's Exploration Initiative. The fundamental goal of this vision is to “advance US scientific, security, and economic interests through a robust space exploration program.” The word “exploration” also permeates the NASA Strategic Plan and budget proposals, as well as Congressional oversight of the agency (see Fig. 1). It appears almost a thousand times in the NASA budget proposal. As expressed in these documents, “exploration” is both a rationale and justification for the task that NASA has been congressionally authorized to perform. It is a key defining term in the agency charter, which identifies “space activities” as those required for the “exploration of space”. The purpose of this essay is to examine the underpinnings of the word “exploration” as it applies to our efforts in space.Full-size image (62K) - Opens new window Full-size image (62K)Fig. 1. A “word cloud” constructed from the 2006 NASA Strategic Plan, which is the most recent such document for the agency. The size of the word is proportional to the frequency with which that word is found in the text. (The acronym “NASA” and the words “space”, “agency”, and common words are excluded here.) This figure illustrates graphically the importance of the word “exploration” in the very picture the agency has adopted for what it does. Few of the other primary defining words for the agency have such flexible interpretations. The authors thank the creators of Wordle for this representation.

12. At worst, reject the argument, not the team. Don’t vote us down for finding a better option to solve the aff case.
AT: Censorship

1. Non-unique - Censorship high now

Digital Trends '07

("Net Censorship Increasing Worldwide", 5/18/07, http://www.digitaltrends.com/international/net-censorship-increasing-worldwide// ASpomer)

A year-long study by the OpenNet Initiative, detailed at a conference in Oxford, England, examined the practices of 41 countries to learn about online government surveillance and censorship. The results? Where five years ago only a handful of states were filtering Internet content, the study found 25 of the countries it examined were engaged in state-mandated filtering and censorship of online content, and the filtering is becoming more sophisticated over time, entailing not only outright blocks on particular Web sites or topics, but bans on applications like Skype and Google Maps. “Online censorship is growing in scale, scope, and sophistication around the world,” said John Palfrey, Harvard Law School professor and executive director of the Berkman Center for Internet and Society, in a statement. “The regulation of the Internet has continued to grow over time—not surprising, given the importance of the medium. As Internet censorship and surveillance grow, there’s reason to worry about the implications of these trends for human rights, political activism, and economic development around the world.” The study found that Iran, Saudi Arabia, and China are among the most active filtering regimes, blockking not only a wide range of topics but also content related to those topics. Burma, China, Iran, and Pakistan, and South Korea engage in extensive filtering on national security topics, with South Korea in particular censoring content regarding North Korea. Burna, China, Iran, Syria, Tunisia, and Vietnam perform politically-motivated filtering, while Saudi Arabia, Iran, Tunisia, and Yemen also engage in substantial social content filtering.

2. No link - We are not limiting content, but rather clarifying our intent which is the opposite of censorship

3. No impact, censorship has happened and will continue to happen later
4. Censorship key to preventing racism and violence
Manohar '10

(Uttara Manohar, studies mass communications,"Media Censorship: Why is Censorship Good", 2010, http://www.buzzle.com/articles/media-censorship-why-is-censorship-good.html// ASpomer)

There are several pros and cons of media censorship. In an age where freedom of expression cannot be stressed enough, a pro media censorship agreement can be considered as sacrilege! What people need to realize that censorship does not imply curbing the freedom of expression – it is merely drawing the line between freedom and unrestrained deviltry! Censorship is merely a reminder for people who have crossed the lines of morality and humanity under the name of freedom of expression. There are several types of mass media, which are a means of expression of people around the world. When it comes to media, censorship is a must considering increasing instances of unrestrained inclusion of topics which might be inappropriate for certain age groups or topics which are morally wrong like racism. Most of the audiences across the world are ready for portrayal of subjects like sex and violence, however it is not these subjects but the method of portrayal that becomes an issue of concern. Censorship or discretion in viewers is necessary. Children of impressionable ages are constantly being exposed to excessive violence as well as sexually explicit content. Media exposure is an instrumental factor in shaping the opinions and values in these children. A common example is the extremely violent video games that children are addicted to – tend to increase the aggressive tendencies in children. Several researchers across the world are studying effects of media on development of children. Use of abusive language as well as abusive actions can make lasting impacts on children and can result in increased aggressive tendencies. Media censorship is necessary for checking the three main problem areas. These three areas are vulgarity (sexually explicit content), violence and racism. Media censorship is necessary to see to it that media is not being used as a tool to attack someone’s character or to discriminate and humiliate people. 
Racism must be rejected in every instance 
Barndt ‘91
(co-director of Ministry Working to Dismantle Racism,  “Dismantling Racism”, p. 155)
To study racism is to study walls. We have looked at barriers and fences, restraints and limitations, ghettos and prisons. The prison of racism confines us all, people of color and white people alike. It shackles the victimizer as well as the victim. The walls forcibly keep people of color and white people separate from each other; in our separate prisons we are all prevented from achieving the human potential God intends for us. The limitations imposed on people of color by poverty, subservience, and powerlessness are cruel, inhuman, and unjust; the effects of uncontrolled power, privilage, and greed, whicha are the marks of our white prison, will inevitably destroy us as well. But we have also seen that the walls of racism can be dismantled. We are not condemned to an inexorable fate, but are offered the vision and the possibility of freedom. Brick by brick, stone by stone, the prison of individual, institutional, and cultural racism can be destroyed. You and I are urgently called to joining the efforts of those who know it is time to tear down, once and for all, the walls of racism. The danger point of self-destruction seems to be drawing even more near. The results of centuries of national and worldwide conquest and colonialism, of military buildups and violent aggression, of overconsumption and environmental destruction may be reaching a point of no return. A small and predominantly white minority of the global population derives its power and privelage from the sufferings of vast majority of peoples of all color. For the sake of the world and ourselves, we dare not allow it to continue.
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