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Strat Sheet - Normal
UFO-ET Blending CP:

This CP criticizes the 1AC discourse from the viewpoint of their own authors. Their Authors draw the distinction between UFOs and extra-terrestrials. However, throughout the 1AC they use the two words interchangeably, which turns the whole case, as they link back into anthropocentrism and biopower. The CP itself PICs out of the ET part of the aff, saying that finding ETs is a bad thing to do.  It also has external net benefits of politics, spending and the SETI K, which are all linked off of using SETI. 

SETI K:

The K criticizes the aff’s use of SETI. SETI was founded by Mr. Drake, the inventor of Drake’s equation. Drake’s equation is purely speculation, which we say comes from human bias. 

This is drake’s equation: N = R* fp ne fl fi fc L
where:

    N = the number of civilizations in our galaxy with which communication might be possible;

    R* = the average rate of star formation per year in our galaxy

    fp = the fraction of those stars that have planets

    ne = the average number of planets that can potentially support life per star that has planets

    fℓ = the fraction of the above that actually go on to develop life at some point

    fi = the fraction of the above that actually go on to develop intelligent life

    fc = the fraction of civilizations that develop a technology that releases detectable signs of their existence into space

    L = the length of time for which such civilizations release detectable signals into space. 
We clearly cannot define any of the terms, and they are all reliant upon each other. This leads into politicized science, where politics takes a new scientific theory which hasn’t been proven yet, and then runs with it as a political platform. This has happened before with Nuclear Winter and Eugenics. Both are purely political strategies, which took a semblance of scientific justice, and in the case of eugenics, killed millions upon millions of people. SETI is such an instance of politicized science, because it took a vaguely scientific theory, and then turned it into a whole political agenda. Extinction (eugenics)
If you have some quality ethos you can kick the Alt in the 2NR and go for the Link and Impact as a Net Benefit to either CP. But be careful with that trick. 
Educate the Public CP: 

Really not that complicated. We just educate people about UFOs and that solves the non-belief of the status quo. 
T - Mesosphere
SETI is on earth, all their detection equipment is on Earth. Done. 
Util: 

Basic stuff you need to win that your DA impacts matter. Supplement with util cards from the AT: K file
Fun cross-x questions that the Aff can’t answer: 

1. SETI has been funded for like 20 years, and funding is just being cut due to budget constraints, was the state anthropocentric before the cuts? (If yes the plan can’t solve, if no then squo solves when we get out of budget constraints.)

2. How can operating within the state solve “strengthening the state’s ability to define and justify endless states of exception” ?

3. The first card in biopower says that “By demanding proof of ETs first, skeptics foreclose the question altogether”. The plan text demands search for the aliens first, how do you resolve the question of the UFO taboo?
Strat Sheet – RS Aff

Framework:

They most likely won’t read a plan text, thus you should read Framework. You just need to win that talking about debate, and having a plan text is a good thing. Read through the frontline before the round, and be able to explain why debate is good. This is probably the best option to go for if you’re not comfortable with some of the absolutely crazy stuff they say. Even if you are comfortable with it, it’s still probably the best option as all judges will easily vote on it. If they do read a plan text: don’t read framework. Instead you can read the Mesosphere T violation from the normal neg, and if they spec SETI, then you can read the SETI K. Don’t read either of the normal counterplans, as they both rely on the UFO taboo, which this aff doesn’t use. 

Vision CP:

In the 1AC they say that language and communication are bad. Then they promptly speak for 8 minutes. Awkward. When reading the CP, just say “next the CP”, hold up the picture/turn around your computer, then move on to the next flow. They’ll probably ask you what it means in CX. Then you tell them that you advocate the plan, but without the use of language. The picture is a metaphysical representation of our acknowledgement of the Aliens. At best, a really chill judge will find this funny and pick you up on a solvency deficit. If your judge is shaking your head like “holy poop this is so stupid” just don’t bring it up again. If you go for it in the 2NR, you can probably explain the representations of the picture, and how you solve it better. Just say that the difference is that you aren’t reading, just explaining and that’s a good thing because it makes for a better debate. When they read, that’s a written form of communication that’s reliant on Logocentrism. (Focusing on words)

Over Identification K:

This is some pretty crazy stuff, but also lots of fun. We (Zizek) say that instead of rejecting the aff and logocentrism and everything we should just instead embrace it to the point of following the norms and laws to the letter. This shows how absolutely stupid and insane they are, and is a way better form of rejection. The aff’s distancing from the problem doesn’t actually solve it and just replicates its harms by constantly running from the system. 
Zizek cites the Slovenian punk band “Laibach”. At face value, Laibach appears fascist. Its lead singer frequently poses as Mussolini, the band dresses in military uniforms and read from their ‘manifesto’. Thus, they identify with fascism to an extreme degree – what Zizek calls “over-identification”. Laibach appears so extreme that they elicit a repulsed reaction from the public – people are ‘put back’ by how repressive they appear to be. As such, Laibach exposes the hidden flip-side of fascism, its true nature. They show the force in its most visible, brutal, and apparent, enabling it to be resisted.
In the context of the aff, it’s the only way to get actual backing and create a solid movement against logocentrism, because for the most part people will just say “what’s so bad about talking? I like to do it.” And the movement doesn’t go anywhere. 
Sci-Fi PIC:

We just PIC out of the Sci-Fi advantage, as Sci-Fi is racist, and inherently violent, and all the stuff the case turns also say. Then the PIC also advocates a better way of solving logocentrism. Through silence. Yes that’s right. Silence. The card is actually super sweet about how any language, human or alien, is inherently flawed and problematic and links back to the aff. The only way to get rid of that is through silence. Silence stops us from lying to each other and is the only way to truly take hold of life, because otherwise communication just brings the death of knowledge. That also gives us time to think about what language really is and structure a new language which wouldn’t do all that bad stuff. Clearly, we don’t take a stance as to what that would look like, but its probably the only way to solve back their advantage. 
Other Stuff:

You can also read the Race K if you want, it is very viable. An even better idea is to read Paul’s Frontier K which links really really hard. And has specific links. And probably turns the whole case. Just saying. 

Anthropocentrism Frontline

1. Only humans have to cognitive ability to make moral decisions to preserve their environment – saves all organisms

Younkins 04 (Edward Younkins, Professor of Business Administration, Wheeling Jesuit , The Flawed Doctrine of Nature's Intrinsic Value, Quebecois Libre 147, http://www.quebecoislibre.org/04/041015-17.htm,)

 Environmentalists erroneously assign human values and concern to an amoral material sphere. When environmentalists talk about the nonhuman natural world, they commonly attribute human values to it, which, of course, are completely irrelevant to the nonhuman realm. For example, “nature” is incapable of being concerned with the possible extinction of any particular ephemeral species. Over 99 percent of all species of life that have ever existed on earth have been estimated to be extinct with the great majority of these perishing because of nonhuman factors. Nature cannot care about “biodiversity.” Humans happen to value biodiversity because it reflects the state of the natural world in which they currently live. Without humans, the beauty and spectacle of nature would not exist – such ideas can only exist in the mind of a rational valuer. These environmentalists fail to realize that value means having value to some valuer. To be a value some aspect of nature must be a value to some human being. People have the capacity to assign and to create value with respect to nonhuman existents. Nature, in the form of natural resources, does not exist independently of man. Men, choosing to act on their ideas, transform nature for human purposes. All resources are man-made. It is the application of human valuation to natural substances that makes them resources. Resources thus can be viewed as a function of human knowledge and action. By using their rationality and ingenuity, men affect nature, thereby enabling them to achieve progress. Man’s survival and flourishing depend upon the study of nature that includes all things, even man himself. Human beings are the highest level of nature in the known universe. Men are a distinct natural phenomenon as are fish, birds, rocks, etc. Their proper place in the hierarchical order of nature needs to be recognized. Unlike plants and animals, human beings have a conceptual faculty, free will, and a moral nature. Because morality involves the ability to choose, it follows that moral worth is related to human choice and action and that the agents of moral worth can also be said to have moral value. By rationally using his conceptual faculty, man can create values as judged by the standard of enhancing human life. The highest priority must be assigned to actions that enhance the lives of individual human beings. It is therefore morally fitting to make use of nature. Man’s environment includes all of his surroundings. When he creatively arranges his external material conditions, he is improving his environment to make it more useful to himself. Neither fixed nor finite, resources are, in essence, a product of the human mind through the application of science and technology. Our resources have been expanding over time as a result of our ever-increasing knowledge. Unlike plants and animals, human beings do much more than simply respond to environmental stimuli. Humans are free from nature’s determinism and thus are capable of choosing. Whereas plants and animals survive by adapting to nature, men sustain their lives by employing reason to adapt nature to them. People make valuations and judgments. Of all the created order, only the human person is capable of developing other resources, thereby enriching creation. The earth is a dynamic and developing system that we are not obliged to preserve forever as we have found it. Human inventiveness, a natural dimension of the world, has enabled us to do more with less. Those who proclaim the intrinsic value of nature view man as a destroyer of the intrinsically good. Because it is man’s rationality in the form of science and technology that permits him to transform nature, he is despised for his ability to reason that is portrayed as a corrupting influence. The power of reason offends radical environmentalists because it leads to abstract knowledge, science, technology, wealth, and capitalism. This antipathy for human achievements and aspirations involves the negation of human values and betrays an underlying nihilism of the environmental movement. 
Anthro Frontline

2. Their link evidence is nonsensical – either humans and animals are morally equivalent in which case the laws of nature make domination inevitable or humans are superior in which case we win

Schulman, 1995, (J. Neil Schulman is considered one of the founders of the Agorist movement, based on the practice of countereconomics as an alternative to political action in seeking a free society. Schulman organized CounterCon I in 1974 and CounterCon II in 1975 as the first organized conferences presenting countereconomic strategy and Agorist philosophy. “The Illogic of Animal Rights”, http://www.pulpless.com/jneil/aniright.html)

 If human beings are no different from other animals, then like all other animals it is our nature to kill any other animal which serves the purposes of our survival and well-being, for that is the way of all nature. Therefore, aside from economic concerns such as making sure we don't kill so quickly that we destroy a species and deprive our descendants of prey, human animals can kill members of other animal species for their usefulness to us.   It is only if we are not just another animal -- if our nature is distinctly superior to other animals -- that we become subject to ethics at all -- and then those ethics must take into account our nature as masters of the lower animals. We may seek a balance of nature; but "balance" is a concept that only a species as intelligent as humankind could even contemplate. We may choose to temper the purposes to which we put lower animals with empathy and wisdom; but by virtue of our superior nature, we decide ... and if those decisions include the consumption of animals for human utilitarian or recreational purposes, then the limits on the uses we put the lower beasts are ones we set according to our individual human consciences.   "Animal rights" do not exist in either case. 

Anthropocentrism key to survival—understanding the importance of ecosystems to future generations solves environmental destruction but radical biocentrism causes extinction.

Kyung-sig Hwang, 2003. Professor in the Department of Philosophy at Seoul National University. “Apology for Environmental Anthropocentrism,” Asian Bioethics in the 21st Century, http://eubios.info/ABC4/abc4304.htm.

While our ability to affect the future is immense, our ability to foresee the results of our environmental interventions is not. I think that our moral responsibility grows with foresight. And yet, paradoxically in some cases grave moral responsibility is entailed by the fact of one's ignorance. If the planetary life-support system appears to be complex and mysterious, humble ignorance should indicate respect and restraint. However, as many life scientists have complained, these virtues have not been apparent in these generations. Instead they point out, we have boldly marched ahead, shredding delicate ecosystems and obliterating countless species, and with them the unique genetic codes that evolved through millions of years; we have altered the climate and even the chemistry of the atmosphere, and as a result of all this-what?[18]   A few results are immediately to our benefit; more energy, more mineral resources, more cropland, convenient waste disposal. Indeed, these short-term payoffs motivated us to alter our natural environment. But by far the larger and more significant results, the permanent results, are unknown and perhaps unknowable. Nature, says poet, Nancy Newhall, "holds answers to more questions than we know how to ask." And we have scarcely bothered to ask.[19] Year and year, the natural habitants diminish and the species disappear, and thus our planetary ecosystem (our household) is forever impoverished.  It is awareness of ecological crisis that has led to the now common claim that we need transvaluation of value, new values, a new ethic, and an ethic that is essentially and not simply contingently new and ecological. Closer inspection usually reveals that the writer who states this does not really mean to advance such a radical thesis, that all he is arguing for is the application of old, recognized, ethical values of the kind noted under the characterization of respect for persons, justice, honesty, promotion of good, where pleasure and happiness are seen as goods.  Thus, although W. T. Blackstone writes; "we do not need the kind of transvaluation that Nietzsche wanted, but we do need that for which ecologists are calling, that is, basic changes in man's attitude toward nature and man's place in nature, toward population growth, toward the use of technology, and toward the production and distribution of goods and services." We need to develop what I call the ecological attitude. The transvaluation of values, which is needed, will require fundamental changes in the social, legal, political and economic institutions that embody our values. He concludes his article by explicitly noting that he does not really demand a new ethic, or a transvaluation of values.  A human being is a hierarchical system and a component of super-individual, hierarchical system of sets. What is needed is not the denial of anthropocentrism, the placing of the highest value on humans and their ends and the conceiving of the rest of the nature as an instrument for those ends. Rather what is needed is the explicit recognition of these hierarchical systems and an ecological approach to science and the accumulation of scientific knowledge in which the myriad casual relationships between different hierarchical systems are recognized and put to the use of humanity.  The freedom to use the environment must be restricted to rational and human use. If there is irrational use - pollution, overpopulation, crowding, a growth in poverty, and so on - people may wipe out hierarchies of life related to their own survival and to the quality of their own lives. This sort of anthropocentrism is 
Anthro Frontline

essential even to human survival and a radical biotic egalitarianism would undermine conditions for that survival.[20] Rational anthropocentrism, one that recognizes the value of human life "transcends our individual life" and one in which we form a collective bond of identity with the future generations is essential is the process of human evolution.

Environmental security challenges state legitimacy and lead to a paradigm shift away from militarism 
Barnett ‘1 [Jon, Research Council Fellow In The School Of Social And Environmental Enquiry At The University Of Melbourne, The Meaning Of Environmental Security: Ecological Politics And Policy In The New Security Era, Chapter 9, 137-41]

The question of whether it is valid to understand environmental problems as security problems recurs throughout any thoughtful discussion of environmental security. The dilemma should by now be apparent; securitising environmental issues runs the risk that the strategic/realist approach will coopt and colonise the, environmental agenda rather than respond positively to environmental problems (as discussed in Chapter 6). For this reason critics of environmental security, such as Deudney (1991) and-Brock (1991), Suggest that it is dangerous to understand environmental problems as security issues: This book's position on the matter has been emerging in previous chapters. It contends that the problem turns not on the presentation of environmental problems as security issues, but on-the meaning and practice of security in present times. Environmental security, wittingly or not, contests the legitimacy of the realist conception of security by pointing to the contradictions of security as the defence of territory and resistance to change. It seeks to work from within the prevailing conception of security, but to be successful it must do so with a strong sense of purpose and a solid theoretical base. Understanding environmental problems as security problems is thus a form of conceptual speculation. It is one manifestation of the pressure the Green movement has exerted on states since the late 1960s. This pressure has pushed state legitimacy nearer to collapse, for if the state cannot control a problem as elemental as environmental degradation, then what is its purpose? This legitimacy problem suggests that environmental degradation cannot further intensify without fundamental change or the collapse of the state. This in turn implies that state-sanctioned environmentally degrading practices such as those undertaken in the name of national security cannot extend their power further if it means further exacerbation of environmental insecurity. While the system may resist environmental security's challenge for change, it must also resist changes for the worse. In terms of the conceptual venture, therefore, appropriation by the security apparatus of the concept of environmental security is unlikely to result in an increase in environmental insecurity (although the concept itself may continue to be corrupted). On the other hand, succeeding in the conceptual venture may mean a positive modification of the theory and practice of national security. It may also mean that national governments will take environmental problems more seriously, reduce defence budgets, and generally implement policies for a more peaceful and environmentally secure world. This dual goal of demilitarisation and upgrading policy may well be a case of wanting to have one's cake and eat it — but either the having or the eating is sufficient justification for the concept (Brock 1996). The worst outcome would be if the state ceased to use the concept of environmental security, heralding the end of the contest and requiring that the interests of peace and the environment be advocated through alternative discourses. This is perhaps the only real failure that is likely to ensue from the project of environmental security.

Biopower Frontline

1. Not all biopolitics bring about genocide—it trivializes Nazism to say that all enactments of the state of exception are equivalent. 

Rabinow & Rose 03 (Paul, Professor of Anthropology at UC Berkeley, Nikolas, Professor of Sociology @ the London School of Economics, “Thoughts On The Concept of Biopower Today,” December 10, 2003, http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/sociology/ pdf/RabinowandRose-BiopowerToday03.pdf, pg. 8-9)

Agamben takes seriously Adorno’s challenge “how is it possible to think after Auschwitz?” But for that very reason, it is to trivialize Auschwitz to apply Schmitt’s concept of the state of exception and Foucault’s analysis of biopower to every instance where living beings enter the scope of regulation, control and government.  The power to command under threat of death is exercised by States and their surrogates in multiple instances, in micro forms and in geopolitical relations. But this is not to say that this form of power commands backed up by the ultimate threat of death is the guarantee or underpinning principle of all forms of biopower in contemporary liberal societies. Unlike Agamben, we do not think that : the jurist the doctor, the scientist, the expert, the priest depend for their power over life upon an alliance with the State (1998: 122). Nor is it useful to use this single diagram to analyze every contemporary instance of thanato-politics  from Rwanda to  the epidemic of AIDS deaths across Africa.  Surely the essence of critical thought must be its capacity to make distinctions that can facilitate judgment and action.
2. Biopolitics are good – it has empirically lead to the strengthening of liberal democracy which has on-balance prevented the violence they describe 

Dickinson, University of Cincinnati, 2004   (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, March)

In short, the continuities between early twentieth-century biopolitical discourse and the practices of the welfare state in our own time are unmistakasble. Both are instances of the “disciplinary society” and of biopolitical, regulatory, social-engineering modernity, and they share that genealogy with more authoritarian states, including the National Socialist state, but also fascist Italy, for example. And it is certainly fruitful to view them from this very broad perspective. But that analysis can easily become superficial and misleading, because it obfuscates the profoundly different strategic and local dynamics of power in the two kinds of regimes. Clearly the democratic welfare state is not only formally but also substantively quite different from totalitarianism. Above all, again, it has nowhere developed the fateful, radicalizing dynamic that characterized National Socialism (or for that matter Stalinism), the psychotic logic that leads from economistic population management to mass murder. Again, there is always the potential for such a discursive regime to generate coercive policies. In those cases in which the regime of rights does not successfully produce “health,” such a system can —and historically does— create compulsory programs to enforce it. But again, there are political and policy potentials and constraints in such a structuring of biopolitics that are very different from those of National Socialist Germany. Democratic biopolitical regimes require, enable, and incite a degree of self-direction and participation that is functionally incompatible with authoritarian or totalitarian structures. And this pursuit of biopolitical ends through a regime of democratic citizenship does appear, historically, to have imposed increasingly narrow limits on coercive policies, and to have generated a “logic” or imperative of increasing liberalization. Despite limitations imposed by political context and the slow pace of discursive change, I think this is the unmistakable message of the really very impressive waves of legislative and welfare reforms in the 1920s or the 1970s in Germany.90  Of course it is not yet clear whether this is an irreversible dynamic of such systems. Nevertheless, such regimes are characterized by sufficient degrees of autonomy (and of the potential for its expansion) for sufficient numbers of people that I think it becomes useful to conceive of them as productive of a strategic configuration of power relations that might fruitfully be analyzed as a condition of “liberty,” just as much as they are productive of constraint, oppression, or manipulation. At the very least, totalitarianism cannot be the sole orientation point for our understanding of biopolitics, the only end point of the logic of social engineering.  This notion is not at all at odds with the core of Foucauldian (and Peukertian) theory. Democratic welfare states are regimes of power/knowledge no less than early twentieth-century totalitarian states; these systems are not “opposites,” in the sense that they are two alternative ways of organizing the same thing. But they are two very different ways of organizing it. The concept “power” should not be read as a universal stifling night of oppression, manipulation, and entrapment, in which all political and social orders are grey, are essentially or effectively “the same.” Power is a set of social relations, in which individuals and groups have varying degrees of autonomy and effective subjectivity. And discourse is, as Foucault argued, “tactically polyvalent.” Discursive elements (like the various elements of biopolitics) can be combined in different ways to 

Biopower Frontline

form parts of quite different strategies (like totalitarianism or the democratic welfare state); they cannot be assigned to one place in a structure, but rather circulate. The varying possible constellations of power in modern societies create “multiple modernities,” modern societies with quite radically differing potentials.

3. Turn - Biopower operates to sustain life-not kill it—and rejecting it risks creating more atrocities

Ojakangas ‘5 (Mike, Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies, Finland 

 “Impossible Dialogue on Bio-power Agamben and Foucault,” Foucault Studies, May, http://www.foucault-studies.com/no2/ojakangas1.pdf)

In fact, the history of modern Western societies would be quite  incomprehensible without taking into account that there exists a form of  power which refrains from killing but which nevertheless is capable of  directing people’s lives. The effectiveness of biopower can be seen lying  precisely in that it refrains and withdraws before every demand of killing,  even though these demands would derive from the demand of justice. In biopolitical societies, according to Foucault, capital punishment could not be  maintained except by invoking less the enormity of the crime itself than the  monstrosity of the criminal: “One had the right to kill those who represented  a kind of biological danger to others.”112 However, given that the “right to  kill” is precisely a sovereign right, it can be argued that the biopolitical  societies analyzed by Foucault were not entirely bipolitical. Perhaps, there  neither has been nor can be a society that is entirely biopolitical.  Nevertheless, the fact is that presentday European societies have abolished  capital punishment. In them, there are no longer exceptions. It is the very  “right to kill” that has been called into question. However, it is not called into  question because of enlightened moral sentiments, but rather because of the  deployment of biopolitical thinking and practice.   For all these reasons, Agamben’s thesis, according to which the  concentration camp is the fundamental biopolitical paradigm of the West,  has to be corrected.113 The biopolitical paradigm of the West is not the  concentration camp, but, rather, the presentday welfare society and, instead  of homo sacer, the paradigmatic figure of the biopolitical society can be seen,  for example, in the middleclass Swedish socialdemocrat. Although this  figure is an object – and a product – of the huge biopolitical machinery, it  does not mean that he is permitted to kill without committing homicide.  Actually, the fact that he eventually dies, seems to be his greatest “crime”  against the machinery. (In biopolitical societies, death is not only “something  to be hidden away,” but, also, as Foucault stresses, the most “shameful thing  of all”.114) Therefore, he is not exposed to an unconditional threat of death, but  rather to an unconditional retreat of all dying. In fact, the biopolitical  machinery does not want to threaten him, but to encourage him, with all its  material and spiritual capacities, to live healthily, to live long and to live  happily – even when, in biological terms, he “should have been dead long  ago”.115 This is because biopower is not bloody power over bare life for its  own sake but pure power over all life for the sake of the living. It is not power  but the living, the condition of all life – individual as well as collective – that  is the measure of the success of biopower.   Another important question is whether these biopolitical societies that  started to take shape in the seventeenth century (but did not crystallize until  the 1980s) are ideologically, especially at the level of practical politics,  collapsing – to say nothing about the value of the wouldbe collapse. One  thing is clear, however. At the global level, there has not been, and likely will  not be, a completely biopolitical society. And to the extent that globalization  takes place without biopolitical considerations of health and happiness of  individuals and populations, as it has done until now, it is possible that our  entire existence will someday be reduced to bare life, as has already occurred,  for instance, in Chechnya and Iraq. On that day, perhaps, when biopolitical  care has ceased to exist, and we all live within the sovereign ban of Empire  without significance, we can only save ourselves, as Agamben suggests, “in  perpetual flight or a foreign land”116 – although there will hardly be either  places to which to flee, or foreign lands. 

4. There biopower argument makes no sense – if the State founded SETI then it clearly doesn’t enforce the UFOtaboo – they use SETI to solve. 

Util Good Frontline

. Consequences outweigh intent:

1.  The aff’s moral stance is the stance of the Crusades; it would justify global intervention no matter the cost and increase global violence --- ignoring consequences justifies the existence of the 1ac harm—in other words, you could say you have a moral obligation to stamp out terrorism, and ignore the consequences of loss of liberty

2.  Moral values can’t be given meaning without looking to consequences—they can’t say that something is immoral without first assessing both the action and the impact

3. Consequences matter – the tunnel vision of moral absolutism generates evil and political irrelevance

[image: image1.png]



4. Purity of intentions means nothing – util is better

Isaac 2 (Jeffrey C. Isaac is James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science, and Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life, at Indiana University, Bloomington. His books include Democracy in Dark Times (Cornell University Press, 1998), Arendt, Camus, and Modern Rebellion (Yale University Press, 1993), Power and Marxist Theory (Cornell University Press, 1987), and the forthcoming The Poverty of Progressivism: The Future of American Democracy in a Time of Liberal Decline (Rowman & Littlefield, 2002). He has published over fifty scholarly articles and essays, and he writes regularly for Dissent magazine and serves on its editorial board. He also serves on the Steering Committee of Bloomington United; the Advisory Board of the Safe and Civil City Office of the City of Bloomington; and the Indiana University Sweatshop Advisory Board. Ends, Means, and Politics Spring 2002 http://www.dissentmagazine.org/article/?article=601
Power is not a dirty word or an unfortunate feature of the world. It is the core of politics. Power is the ability to effect outcomes in the world. Politics, in large part, involves contests over the distribution and use of power. To accomplish anything in the political world, one must attend to the means that are necessary to bring it about. And to develop such means is to develop, and to exercise, power. To say this is not to say that power is beyond morality. It is to say that power is not reducible to morality. As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one’s intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics—as opposed to religion—pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with “good” may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of “good” that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one’s goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.
Spending Link

SETI costs over $2.5 Million per year

SETI 11 (SETI, in a letter to its supporters about budget cuts, 4/22/11 “Status of the Allen Telescope Array” http://science1.info/seti-allen-telescope-array-shut-down)

We are continuing discussions with the USAF and remain hopeful that this effort will help provide future operating funds. At the same time, we must strive to find other sources of funding to supplement operations costs and, very importantly, to support SETI science observations. We are preparing a coordinated campaign to ask for help, and you will be hearing more from us about this. The bottom line is that it takes approximately $1.5M/year to operate the ATA, and at least an additional $1M/year to cover the cost of our SETI science efforts. Thus, right now, we are trying to raise $5M to cover a two-year search of the Kepler Worlds by Jill Tarter and her team. Assuming funding can be acquired, we plan to spend the next two years listening to the 1,235 exoplanet candidates that the Kepler mission announced in February. This fabulous opportunity represents a fundamental shift to be able to point our instruments at known planetary systems, rather than at stars that might or might not host planets.
Politics Link

The public doesn’t have confidence in the SETI research – funding has been cut
Cokinos 6/18/11 [Christopher, LA Times Reporter, “Funding Cut to the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence and the Death of Curiosity”, http://articles.latimes.com/2011/jun/18/opinion/la-oe-cokinos-seti-20110618]

Certainly we don't cotton to the idea of being alone. We yearn for the big signal from the stars, the cosmic hail. When Stephen Hawking warns us against contacting E.T. because we might end up invaded by Klingons, we argue about it around the water cooler. We thrill to "Contact" and "District 9" and play video games featuring tentacled aliens. We tune in when Carl Sagan and Timothy Ferris explain outer space on TV. Yet we're surprisingly unwilling to put our money where our imaginations want to roam. News that the Allen Telescope Array is "hibernating" — a curiously biological term for shutting down 42 radio telescopes designed to listen for signs of life from other worlds — raises questions about our true commitment to the search for extraterrestrial intelligence. The National Science Foundation recently slashed the University of California's budgets for the Allen array by 90%. This, along with state cuts, has left UC Berkeley, which operates the Hat Creek, Calif., array in the Cascade Mountains, and the private SETI Institute, which conducts searches, in the lurch.

*UFO-ET Blending CP*
Text: The United States federal government should seriously investigate unexplained incidents in military airspace resulting from potential UFO visits.
1. UFOs are distinct from ETs – the aff’s use of the two synonymously feeds back into the state’s biopower and anthropocentrism by reaffirming the UFO Taboo. Turns the case.
Their Authors 8 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html JT)
In the next section we challenge this claim to knowledge. Not by arguing that UFOs are ETs, since we have no idea what UFOs are—which are, after all, unidentified. But that is precisely the point. Scientifically, human beings do not know that all UFOs have conventional explanations, but instead remain ignorant. In this light a UFO taboo appears quite puzzling. First, if any UFOs were discovered to be ETs it would be one of the most important events in human history, making it rational to investigate even a remote possibility. It was just such reasoning that led the U.S. government to fund the Search for Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence (SETI), which looks for signs of life around distant stars. With no evidence whatsoever for such life, why not study UFOs, which are close by and leave evidence?18 Second, states seem eager to “securitize” all manner of threats to their societies or their rule.19 Securitization often enables the expansion of state power; why not then securitize UFOs, which offer unprecedented possibilities in this respect? And finally, there is simple scientific curiosity: why not study UFOs, just like human beings study everything else? At least something interesting might be learned about Nature. Notwithstanding these compelling reasons to identify UFOs, however, modern authorities have not seriously tried to do so. This suggests that UFO ignorance is not simply a gap in our knowledge, like the cure for cancer, but something actively reproduced by taboo. Taking this taboo as a symptom, following Nancy Tuana,20 we inquire into the “epistemology of [UFO] ignorance,” or the production of (un)knowledge about UFOs and its significance for modern rule. We are particularly interested here in the role of the state, while recognizing the story is also about science.21 Thus, our puzzle is not the familiar question of ufology, “What are UFOs?” but, “Why are they dismissed by the authorities?” Why is human ignorance not only unacknowledged, but so emphatically denied? In short, why a taboo? These are questions of social rather than physical science, and do not presuppose that any UFOs are ETs. Only that they might be.
2. Just questioning UFOs is enough to solve the case – we don’t need to look for ET

Their Authors 8 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html JT)
One might expect unexplained incidents in NATO airspace to concern the authorities, particularly given that since 1947 over 100,000 UFOs have been reported worldwide, many by militaries.9 However, neither the scientific community nor states have made serious efforts to identify them, the vast majority remaining completely uninvestigated. The science of UFOs is minuscule and deeply marginalized. Although many scientists think privately that UFOs deserve study,10 there are no opportunities or incentives to do it. With almost no meaningful variation, states—all 190+ of them—have been notably uninterested as well.11 A few have gone through the motions of studying individual cases, but with even fewer exceptions these inquiries have been neither objective nor systematic, and no state has actually looked for UFOs to discover larger patterns.12 For both science and the state, it seems, the UFO is not an “object” at all, but a non-object, something not just unidentified but unseen and thus ignored.13 The authoritative disregard of UFOs goes further, however, to active denial of their object status. Ufology is decried as a pseudo-science that threatens the foundations of scientific authority,14 and the few scientists who have taken a public interest in UFOs have done so at considerable cost. For their part, states have actively dismissed “belief” in UFOs as irrational (as in, “do you believe in UFOs?”), while maintaining considerable secrecy about their own reports.15 This leading role of the state distinguishes UFOs from other anomalies, scientific resistance to which is typically explained sociologically.16 UFO denial appears to be as much political as sociological— more like Galileo’s ideas were political for the Catholic Church than like the once ridiculed theory of continental drift. In short, considerable work goes into ignoring UFOs, constituting them as objects only of ridicule and scorn. To that extent one may speak of a “UFO taboo,” a prohibition in the authoritative public sphere on taking UFOs seriously, or “thou shalt not try very hard to find out what UFOs are.”17
UFO-ET Blending CP

3. Internal Net benefit – SETI looking for ET is bad: Either they are in microbial form and the aff has no impact or they are more advanced than us and will colonize us. UFO research avoids the impact
Hawking 96 (Stephen Hawking, doesn’t need quals, “Life in the Universe” 1996 http://hawking.org.uk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=65)
What are the chances that we will encounter some alien form of life, as we explore the galaxy. If the argument about the time scale for the appearance of life on Earth is correct, there ought to be many other stars, whose planets have life on them. Some of these stellar systems could have formed 5 billion years before the Earth. So why is the galaxy not crawling with self designing mechanical or biological life forms? Why hasn't the Earth been visited, and even colonised. I discount suggestions that UFO's contain beings from outer space. I think any visits by aliens, would be much more obvious, and probably also, much more unpleasant. What is the explanation of why we have not been visited? One possibility is that the argument, about the appearance of life on Earth, is wrong. Maybe the probability of life spontaneously appearing is so low, that Earth is the only planet in the galaxy, or in the observable universe, in which it happened. Another possibility is that there was a reasonable probability of forming self reproducing systems, like cells, but that most of these forms of life did not evolve intelligence. We are used to thinking of intelligent life, as an inevitable consequence of evolution. But the Anthropic Principle should warn us to be wary of such arguments. It is more likely that evolution is a random process, with intelligence as only one of a large number of possible outcomes. It is not clear that intelligence has any long-term survival value. Bacteria, and other single cell organisms, will live on, if all other life on Earth is wiped out by our actions. A Chronology of EvolutionThere is support for the view that intelligence, was an unlikely development for life on Earth, from the chronology of evolution. It took a very long time, two and a half billion years, to go from single cells to multi-cell beings, which are a necessary precursor to intelligence. This is a good fraction of the total time available, before the Sun blows up. So it would be consistent with the hypothesis, that the probability for life to develop intelligence, is low. In this case, we might expect to find many other life forms in the galaxy, but we are unlikely to find intelligent life. Another way, in which life could fail to develop to an intelligent stage, would be if an asteroid or comet were to collide with the planet. We have just observed the collision of a comet, Schumacher-Levi, with Jupiter. It produced a series of enormous fireballs. It is thought the collision of a rather smaller body with the Earth, about 70 million years ago, was responsible for the extinction of the dinosaurs. A few small early mammals survived, but anything as large as a human, would have almost certainly been wiped out. It is difficult to say how often such collisions occur, but a reasonable guess might be every twenty million years, on average. If this figure is correct, it would mean that intelligent life on Earth has developed only because of the lucky chance that there have been no major collisions in the last 70 million years. Other planets in the galaxy, on which life has developed, may not have had a long enough collision free period to evolve intelligent beings. A third possibility is that there is a reasonable probability for life to form, and to evolve to intelligent beings, in the external transmission phase. But at that point, the system becomes unstable, and the intelligent life destroys itself. This would be a very pessimistic conclusion. I very much hope it isn't true. Summary: Why have we not been visited?I prefer a fourth possibility: there are other forms of intelligent life out there, but that we have been overlooked. There used to be a project called SETI, the search for extra-terrestrial intelligence. It involved scanning the radio frequencies, to see if we could pick up signals from alien civilisations. I thought this project was worth supporting, though it was cancelled due to a lack of funds. But we should have been wary of answering back, until we have develop a bit further. Meeting a more advanced civilisation, at our present stage, might be a bit like the original inhabitants of America meeting Columbus. I don't think they were better off for it. That is all I have to say. Thank you for listening.
4. External Net Benefit – (politics, spending, or SETI K)
2NC – Finding ET Bad

1. Avoiding Contact is best – they’re either useless to find, or kills us all. 
Leake 10 (Johnathan Leake, writer for the Sunday Times, 4/25/10 “Don’t talk to aliens, warns Stephen Hawking” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/science/space/article7107207.ece)

THE aliens are out there and Earth had better watch out, at least according to Stephen Hawking. He has suggested that extraterrestrials are almost certain to exist — but that instead of seeking them out, humanity should be doing all it that can to avoid any contact. The suggestions come in a new documentary series in which Hawking, one of the world’s leading scientists, will set out his latest thinking on some of the universe’s greatest mysteries. Alien life, he will suggest, is almost certain to exist in many other parts of the universe: not just in planets, but perhaps in the centre of stars or even floating in interplanetary space. Hawking’s logic on aliens is, for him, unusually simple. The universe, he points out, has 100 billion galaxies, each containing hundreds of millions of stars. In such a big place, Earth is unlikely to be the only planet where life has evolved. “To my mathematical brain, the numbers alone make thinking about aliens perfectly rational,” he said. “The real challenge is to work out what aliens might actually be like.” The answer, he suggests, is that most of it will be the equivalent of microbes or simple animals — the sort of life that has dominated Earth for most of its history. One scene in his documentary for the Discovery Channel shows herds of two-legged herbivores browsing on an alien cliff-face where they are picked off by flying, yellow lizard-like predators. Another shows glowing fluorescent aquatic animals forming vast shoals in the oceans thought to underlie the thick ice coating Europa, one of the moons of Jupiter. Such scenes are speculative, but Hawking uses them to lead on to a serious point: that a few life forms could be intelligent and pose a threat. Hawking believes that contact with such a species could be devastating for humanity. He suggests that aliens might simply raid Earth for its resources and then move on: “We only have to look at ourselves to see how intelligent life might develop into something we wouldn’t want to meet. I imagine they might exist in massive ships, having used up all the resources from their home planet. Such advanced aliens would perhaps become nomads, looking to conquer and colonise whatever planets they can reach.” He concludes that trying to make contact with alien races is “a little too risky”. He said: “If aliens ever visit us, I think the outcome would be much as when Christopher Columbus first landed in America, which didn’t turn out very well for the Native Americans.”
2. SETI search is flawed – it looks for civilizations that have evolved like us. That means that the only ETs we find are ones who have a culture similar to ours, which is empirically bad as of the 1AC. 
2NC – AT: Perm

1. Perm links back to the net benefit – all our links are based off of SETI

2. Perm fails – any incorporation of ET into our outer space policy is bad – that’s Wendt and Duvall

3. Don’t let them sever out of their 1AC discourse blending ET and UFOs – makes the aff a moving target and kills education in debate.

*SETI K*
A. SETI is one of the worst forms of politicized science – the Drake equation is purely an expression of human prejudice with no scientific basis. The Aff’s use of SETI justifies the corruption of science and allows garbage to enter the political sphere. 
Crichton 3 (Michael Crichton, postdoctoral fellow at the Salk Institute for Biological Studies, researching public policy with Jacob Bronowski. He taught courses in anthropology at Cambridge University and writing at MIT, from a lecture at CalTech called “Aliens Cause Global Warming” [sarcastic title] 1/17/03 http://s8int.com/crichton.html)
The world might not be a very good place, but science would make it better. And it did. In my lifetime, science has largely fulfilled its promise. Science has been the great intellectual adventure of our age, and a great hope for our troubled and restless world. But I did not expect science merely to extend lifespan, feed the hungry, cure disease, and shrink the world with jets and cell phones. I also expected science to banish the evils of human thought---prejudice and superstition, irrational beliefs and false fears. I expected science to be, in Carl Sagan's memorable phrase, "a candle in a demon haunted world." And here, I am not so pleased with the impact of science. Rather than serving as a cleansing force, science has in some instances been seduced by the more ancient lures of politics and publicity. Some of the demons that haunt our world in recent years are invented by scientists. The world has not benefited from permitting these demons to escape free. But let's look at how it came to pass. Cast your minds back to 1960. John F. Kennedy is president, commercial jet airplanes are just appearing, the biggest university mainframes have 12K of memory. And in Green Bank, West Virginia at the new National Radio Astronomy Observatory, a young astrophysicist named Frank Drake runs a two-week project called Ozma, to search for extraterrestrial signals. A signal is received, to great excitement. It turns out to be false, but the excitement remains. In 1960, Drake organizes the first SETI conference, and came up with the now-famous Drake equation: N=N*fp ne fl fi fc fL [where N is the number of stars in the Milky Way galaxy; fp is the fraction with planets; ne is the number of planets per star capable of supporting life; fl is the fraction of planets where life evolves; fi is the fraction where intelligent life evolves; and fc is the fraction that communicates; and fL is the fraction of the planet's life during which the communicating civilizations live.] This serious-looking equation gave SETI a serious footing as a legitimate intellectual inquiry. The problem, of course, is that none of the terms can be known, and most cannot even be estimated. The only way to work the equation is to fill in with guesses. And guesses-just so we're clear-are merely expressions of prejudice. Nor can there be "informed guesses." If you need to state how many planets with life choose to communicate, there is simply no way to make an informed guess. It's simply prejudice. As a result, the Drake equation can have any value from "billions and billions" to zero. An expression that can mean anything means nothing. Speaking precisely, the Drake equation is literally meaningless, and has nothing to do with science. I take the hard view that science involves the creation of testable hypotheses. The Drake equation cannot be tested and therefore SETI is not science. SETI is unquestionably a religion. Faith is defined as the firm belief in something for which there is no proof. The belief that the Koran is the word of God is a matter of faith. The belief that God created the universe in seven days is a matter of faith. The belief that there are other life forms in the universe is a matter of faith. There is not a single shred of evidence for any other life forms, and in forty years of searching, none has been discovered.There is absolutely no evidentiary reason to maintain this belief. SETI is a religion. One way to chart the cooling of enthusiasm is to review popular works on the subject. In 1964, at the height of SETI enthusiasm, Walter Sullivan of the NY Times wrote an exciting book about life in the universe entitled WE ARE NOT ALONE. By 1995, when Paul Davis wrote a book on the same subject, he titled it ARE WE ALONE? ( Since 1981, there have in fact been four books titled ARE WE ALONE.) More recently we have seen the rise of the so-called "Rare Earth" theory which suggests that we may, in fact, be all alone. Again, there is no evidence either way. Back in the sixties, SETI had its critics, although not among astrophysicists and astronomers. The biologists and paleontologists were harshest. George Gaylord Simpson of Harvard sneered that SETI was a "study without a subject," and it remains so to the present day. But scientists in general have been indulgent toward SETI, viewing it either with bemused tolerance, or with indifference. After all, what's the big deal? It's kind of fun. If people want to look, let them. Only a curmudgeon would speak harshly of SETI. It wasn't worth the bother. And of course, it is true that untestable theories may have heuristic value. Of course, extraterrestrials are a good way to teach science to kids. But that does not relieve us of the obligation to see the Drake equation clearly for what it is-pure speculation in quasi-scientific trappings. The fact that the Drake equation was not greeted with screams of outrage-similar to the screams of outrage that greet each Creationist new claim, for example-meant that now there was a crack in the door, a loosening of the definition of what constituted legitimate scientific procedure. And soon enough, pernicious garbage began to squeeze through the cracks.

SETI K 1NC

B. Politicized science justifies things like eugenics – political programs hiding behind a false veil of science. This makes extinction inevitable. 

Crichton 4 (Michael Crichton, postdoctoral fellow at the Salk Institute for Biological Studies, researching public policy with Jacob Bronowski. He taught courses in anthropology at Cambridge University and writing at MIT, 2004 “State of Fear” http://www.michaelcrichton.net/essay-stateoffear-whypoliticizedscienceisdangerous.html)
Imagine that there is a new scientific theory that warns of an impending crisis, and points to a way out. This theory quickly draws support from leading scientists, politicians and celebrities around the world. Research is funded by distinguished philanthropies, and carried out at prestigious universities. The crisis is reported frequently in the media. The science is taught in college and high school classrooms. I don't mean global warming. I'm talking about another theory, which rose to prominence a century ago. Its supporters included Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, and Winston Churchill. It was approved by Supreme Court justices Oliver Wendell Holmes and Louis Brandeis, who ruled in its favor. The famous names who supported it included Alexander Graham Bell, inventor of the telephone; activist Margaret Sanger; botanist Luther Burbank; Leland Stanford, founder of Stanford University; the novelist H. G. Wells; the playwright George Bernard Shaw; and hundreds of others. Nobel Prize winners gave support. Research was backed by the Carnegie and Rockefeller Foundations. The Cold Springs Harbor Institute was built to carry out this research, but important work was also done at Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Stanford and Johns Hopkins. Legislation to address the crisis was passed in states from New York to California. These efforts had the support of the National Academy of Sciences, the American Medical Association, and the National Research Council. It was said that if Jesus were alive, he would have supported this effort. All in all, the research, legislation and molding of public opinion surrounding the theory went on for almost half a century. Those who opposed the theory were shouted down and called reactionary, blind to reality, or just plain ignorant. But in hindsight, what is surprising is that so few people objected. Today, we know that this famous theory that gained so much support was actually pseudoscience. The crisis it claimed was nonexistent. And the actions taken in the name of theory were morally and criminally wrong. Ultimately, they led to the deaths of millions of people. The theory was eugenics, and its history is so dreadful --- and, to those who were caught up in it, so embarrassing --- that it is now rarely discussed. But it is a story that should be well know to every citizen, so that its horrors are not repeated. The theory of eugenics postulated a crisis of the gene pool leading to the deterioration of the human race. The best human beings were not breeding as rapidly as the inferior ones --- the foreigners, immigrants, Jews, degenerates, the unfit, and the "feeble minded." Francis Galton, a respected British scientist, first speculated about this area, but his ideas were taken far beyond anything he intended. They were adopted by science-minded Americans, as well as those who had no interest in science but who were worried about the immigration of inferior races early in the twentieth century --- "dangerous human pests" who represented "the rising tide of imbeciles" and who were polluting the best of the human race. The eugenicists and the immigrationists joined forces to put a stop to this. The plan was to identify individuals who were feeble-minded --- Jews were agreed to be largely feeble-minded, but so were many foreigners, as well as blacks --- and stop them from breeding by isolation in institutions or by sterilization. As Margaret Sanger said, "Fostering the good-for-nothing at the expense of the good is an extreme cruelty ... there is not greater curse to posterity than that of bequeathing them an increasing population of imbeciles." She spoke of the burden of caring for "this dead weight of human waste." Such views were widely shared. H.G. Wells spoke against "ill-trained swarms of inferior citizens." Theodore Roosevelt said that "Society has no business to permit degenerates to reproduce their kind." Luther Burbank" "Stop permitting criminals and weaklings to reproduce." George Bernard Shaw said that only eugenics could save mankind. There was overt racism in this movement, exemplified by texts such as "The Rising Tide of Color Against White World Supremacy" by American author Lothrop Stoddard. But, at the time, racism was considered an unremarkable aspect of the effort to attain a marvelous goal --- the improvement of humankind in the future. It was this avant-garde notion that attracted the most liberal and progressive minds of a generation. California was one of twenty-nine American states to pass laws allowing sterilization, but it proved the most-forward-looking and enthusiastic --- more sterilizations were carried out in California than anywhere else in America. Eugenics research was funded by the Carnegie Foundation, and later by the Rockefeller Foundation. The latter was so enthusiastic that even after the center of the eugenics effort moved to Germany, and involved the gassing of individuals from mental institutions, the Rockefeller Foundation continued to finance German researchers at a very high level. (The foundation was quiet about it, but they were still funding research in 1939, only months before the onset of World War II.) Since the 1920s, American eugenicists had been jealous because the Germans had taken leadership of the movement away from them. The Germans were admirably progressive. They set up ordinary-looking houses where "mental defectives" were brought and interviewed one at a time, before being led into a back room, which was, in fact, a gas chamber. There, they were gassed with carbon monoxide, and their bodies disposed of in a crematorium located on the property. Eventually, this program was expanded into a vast network of concentration camps located near railroad lines, enabling the efficient transport and of killing ten million 
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undesirables. After World War II, nobody was a eugenicist, and nobody had ever been a eugenicist. Biographers of the 
celebrated and the powerful did not dwell on the attractions of this philosophy to their subjects, and sometimes did not mention it at all. Eugenics ceased to be a subject for college classrooms, although some argue that its ideas continue to have currency in disguised form. But in retrospect, three points stand out. First, despite the construction of Cold Springs Harbor Laboratory, despite the efforts of universities and the pleadings of lawyers, there was no scientific basis for eugenics. In fact, nobody at that time knew what a gene really was. The movement was able to proceed because it employed vague terms never rigorously defined. "Feeble-mindedness" could mean anything from poverty to illiteracy to epilepsy. Similarly, there was no clear definition of "degenerate" or "unfit." Second, the eugenics movement was really a social program masquerading as a scientific one. What drove it was concern about immigration and racism and undesirable people moving into one's neighborhood or country. Once again, vague terminology helped conceal what was really going on. Third, and most distressing, the scientific establishment in both the United States and Germany did not mount any sustained protest. Quite the contrary. In Germany scientists quickly fell into line with the program. Modern German researchers have gone back to review Nazi documents from the 1930s. They expected to find directives telling scientists what research should be done. But none were necessary. In the words of Ute Deichman, "Scientists, including those who were not members of the [Nazi] party, helped to get funding for their work through their modified behavior and direct cooperation with the state." Deichman speaks of the "active role of scientists themselves in regard to Nazi race policy ... where [research] was aimed at confirming the racial doctrine ... no external pressure can be documented." German scientists adjusted their research interests to the new policies. And those few who did not adjust disappeared.

[Only read if not reading UFO/ET Blending CP]
C. The alternative sets a barrier between politics and science – only way to solve politics’ domination of science. 
Murray 11 (Ian Murray, writer for the Washington Times, 1/13/11 “Politicized science costs us all” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jan/13/politicized-science-costs-us-all/)
After a 21-month delay, White House science adviser John Holdren has finally issued a four-page memo on scientific integrity in government. The guidelines demonstrate an intractable dichotomy between the needs of government and the needs of science. Therefore, it is time to erect a wall of separation between science and state. Consider one of the cases that supposedly drove the need for these new guidelines - that of NASA scientist James Hansen. He and the previous administration had completely divergent views on what policies should be followed to fight global warming. This led to Mr. Hanson to complain about being gagged by NASA’s public relations machine, despite the fact that he managed to give more than 1,000 interviews during the Bush presidency. What do the guidelines say about this situation? They say that scientists must be free to give interviews on the scientific and technological aspects of their work. That’s it. There is no freedom given to scientists to discuss policy aspects of their work, nor should there be. Scientific policy is for policymakers to decide. NASA is within its rights to keep Mr. Hansen from commenting on “cap-and-trade” while he is on its payroll. (For the record, he rightly opposes it, while this administration supports it.) Here we get to the heart of the problem. The president’s memo in 2009 about science says, “Science and the scientific process must inform and guide decisions” of his administration. Science cannot guide policy, because policy is about more than scientific knowledge. It also has moral, ethical and economic aspects. Thus, a Cabinet secretary should say to his advisers, “We were elected to do X. How do we do that in a way that is consistent with what we know about the science of the issue?” For instance, if a president is elected in part because voters have ethical reservations about embryonic stem-cell research, it makes no sense for him to go ahead and fund it anyway. Likewise, government scientists need to provide scientific advice within the democratic political context. However, our political process often ignores the will of the voters. That is because we have special interests institutionalized inside government, called agencies, that use a variety of ways to ensure that their views win out in intragovernmental debates. Recently, they have turned to using science to advance their views in order to gain more funding, more delegated responsibility and more power. It is easy for a government empire-builder to argue that “science demands” an increase in funding. For a good example, see the global-warming alarmists at NASA. That is why the most worrisome aspects of the new memo are those about “developing government scientists’ careers,” by allowing them to take over the editorships of scientific journals. Those journals should oppose having government scientists run them if they want to maintain their independence. Indeed, real scientific integrity demands that government scientists avoid taking such positions of power. As President Eisenhower rightly said in his farewell address to the nation, “The prospect of domination of the nation’s scholars by federal employment, project allocations and the power of money is ever-present - and is gravely to be regarded.” Science needs less interference from government and vice versa. If we do not heed Ike’s warning, scientific integrity will suffer.

2NC – Alt Solves

Solves best - the alternative lives within the ethics of science – prevents politics from creeping in. 

Crichton 3 (Michael Crichton, postdoctoral fellow at the Salk Institute for Biological Studies, researching public policy with Jacob Bronowski. He taught courses in anthropology at Cambridge University and writing at MIT, from a lecture at CalTech called “Aliens Cause Global Warming” [sarcastic title] 1/17/03 http://s8int.com/crichton.html)

The scientific community responded in a way that can only be described as disgraceful. In professional literature, it was complained he had no standing because he was not an earth scientist. His publisher, Cambridge University Press, was attacked with cries that the editor should be fired, and that all right-thinking scientists should shun the press. The past president of the AAAS wondered aloud how Cambridge could have ever "published a book that so clearly could never have passed peer review." (But of course, the manuscript did pass peer review by three earth scientists on both sides of the Atlantic, and all recommended publication.) But what are scientists doing attacking a press? Is this the new McCarthyism-coming from scientists? Worst of all was the behavior of the Scientific American, which seemed intent on proving the post-modernist point that it was all about power, not facts. The Scientific American attacked Lomborg for eleven pages, yet only came up with nine factual errors despite their assertion that the book was "rife with careless mistakes." It was a poor display, featuring vicious ad hominem attacks, including comparing him to a Holocaust denier. The issue was captioned: "Science defends itself against the Skeptical Environmentalist." Really. Science has to defend itself? Is this what we have come to? When Lomborg asked for space to rebut his critics, he was given only a page and a half. When he said it wasn't enough, he put the critics' essays on his web page and answered them in detail. Scientific American threatened copyright infringement and made him take the pages down. Further attacks since, have made it clear what is going on. Lomborg is charged with heresy. That's why none of his critics needs to substantiate their attacks in any detail. That's why the facts don't matter. That's why they can attack him in the most vicious personal terms. He's a heretic. Of course, any scientist can be charged as Galileo was charged. I just never thought I'd see the Scientific American in the role of Mother Church. Is this what science has become? I hope not. But it is what it will become, unless there is a concerted effort by leading scientists to aggressively separate science from policy. The late Philip Handler, former president of the National Academy of Sciences, said that "Scientists best serve public policy by living within the ethics of science, not those of politics. If the scientific community will not unfrock the charlatans, the public will not discern the difference-- science and the nation will suffer." Personally, I don't worry about the nation. But I do worry about science.

2NC – Alt Solves Case

The alt solves case best for 3 reasons


1. Their own 1AC evidence says that we need a clear science to distinguish what is real in Ufology. 


2. The alt allows us to reexamine what we know – that’s key to understanding the universe


3. Solves the aff’s terminal impacts of the state – we clear politics of negative influence. 

*Educate the Public CP*
Text: The United States federal government should initiate programs to educate the public about UFOs

Education is key to taking UFOs seriously – that solves the taboo
Their Authors 8 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html JT)
Modern rule and its metaphysics are extraordinarily resilient, so the difficulties of such resistance cannot be overstated. Those who attempt it will have difficulty funding and publishing their work, and their reputations will suffer. UFO resistance might not be futile but it is certainly dangerous, because it is resistance to modern sovereignty itself. In this respect militant UFO agnosticism is akin to other forms of resistance to governmentality; however, whereas sovereignty has found ways of dealing with them, the UFO may reveal an Achilles heel. Like Achilles, the modern sovereign is a warrior whose function is to protect—in this case, from threats to the norm. Unlike conventional threats, however, the UFO threatens humans’ capacity to decide those threats, and so cannot be acknowledged without calling modern sovereignty itself into question. To what extent that would be desirable is a large normative question which we have bracketed here.77 But taking UFOs seriously would certainly embody the spirit of self-criticism that infuses liberal governmentality and academia in particular, and it would, thereby, foster critical theory. And indeed, if academics’ first responsibility is to tell the truth, then the truth is that after sixty years of modern UFOs,
[Same Net Benefits as Blending CP]
*T – Mesosphere (SETI)*
A. Definition

Beyond means outside the limit of

OED ’89 (Oxford English Dictionary 1989 Second Edition <http://oed.com/view/Entry/18511?redirectedFrom=beyond#eid>L.F.)
 a. Outside the limit or sphere of, past; out of the grasp or reach of.

Explore means travel to discover

Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary 1985
Webster http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/explore?show=0&t=1308841396 LS

to travel over (new territory) for adventure or discovery

B. Violation

The plan takes place within the Earth’s mesosphere.  The instruments of exploration all exist on the planet, even if the signals are sent into space.

C. Vote neg to preserve limits

Our interpretation allows missions that physically travel into space, which can be human-piloted or unstaffed, but excludes landbound observation.  Their interpretation justifies all forms of astronomy or telescope observation, which requires no infrastructural development.  

We ensure a quantitative increase in the exploration that is done.  They merely make a qualitative increase in observation of the same territory in different ways.

D. Limits are necessary for negative preparation and clash, which is necessary for debate

2NC – Limits

Exploration can mean virtually anything - Must be given a limited meaning

Lester 9 (Daniel F. Lester, Michael Robinson, Department of Astronomy C1400, University of Texas, Austin, TX 78712, USA b Hillyer College, University of Hartford, Visiions of Exploration, Space Policy 25 (2009), p. 239 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000691)

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.

***RS Aliens Neg***  
Logocentrism Frontline

1. Status Quo solves – their Durnham evidence says that when we don’t understand language we look for aliens to solve that. We don’t understand language in the squo, so the search is happening

2. Deconstructive approaches characterize the obscene disavowal of capital merely as fantasy – instead we should locate capital’s self-generating nature not as a fantasy of capital but as its formative truth.

Zizek 2 (Slavoj Zizek, Professor of Sociology at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana University, 2002, Revolution at the Gates, p. 283-84)
Is capital, then, the true Subject/Substance? Yes and no: for Marx, this self-engendering circular movement is — to put it in Freudian terms —precisely the capitalist “unconscious fantasy” which parasitizes upon the proletariat as “pure substanceless subjectivity”; for this reason, capital’s speculative self-generating dance has a limit, and it brings about the conditions of its own collapse. This insight allows us to solve the key interpretative problem of the quote above: how are we to read its first three words: “In truth, however”? First, of course, they imply that this truth has to be asserted against some false appearance or experience: the everyday experience that the ultimate goal of capital’s circulation is still the satisfaction of human needs, that capital is simply a means of bringing about this satisfaction in a more efficient way. This “truth”, however, is not the reality of capitalism: in reality, capital does not engender itself, but exploits the worker’s surplus-value. So there is a necessary third level to be added to the simple opposition of subjective experience (of capital as a simple means of efficiently satisfying people’s needs) and objective social reality (of exploitation): the “objective deception”, the disavowed “unconscious” fantasy (of the mysterious self-generating circular movement of capital), which is the truth (albeit not the reality) of the capitalist process. To quote Lacan again, truth has the structure of a fiction: the only way to formulate the truth of capital is to describe this fiction of its “immaculate” self-generating movement. And this insight also allows us to locate the weakness of the above-mentioned “deconstructionist” appropriation of Marx’s analysis of capitalism: although it emphasizes the endless process of deferral which characterizes this movement, as well as its fundamental inconclusiveness, its self-blockage, the “deconstructionist” retelling still describes the fantasy of capital — it describes what individuals believe, although they don’t know it.167 All this means that the urgent task of economic analysis today is, again, to repeat Marx’s “critique of political economy”, without succumbing to the temptation of the multitude of ideologies in “post-industrial” societies. The key change concerns the status of private property: the ultimate element of power and control is no longer the last link in the chain of investments, the firm or individual who “really owns” the means of production. The ideal capitalist today functions in a wholly different way: investing borrowed money, “really owning” nothing, even in debt, but none the less controlling things. A corporation is owned by another corporation, which is again borrowing money from banks, which may ultimately manipulate money owned by ordinary people like ourselves. With Bill Gates, the “private property of the means of production” becomes meaningless, at least in the normal meaning of the term.168 The paradox of this virtualization of capitalism is ultimately the same as that of the electron in elementary particle physics. The mass of each element in our reality is composed of its mass at rest plus the surplus provided by the acceleration of its movement; an electron’s mass at rest, however, is zero; its mass consists only of the surplus generated by the acceleration of its movement, as if we are dealing with a nothing which acquires some deceptive substance only by magically spinning itself into an excess of itself. Does not today’s virtual capitalist function in a similar way — his “net value” is zero, he directly operates just with the surplus, borrowing from the future?169

Logocentrism Frontline

3. It is irrelevant that language does not mirror an absolute truth because it still creates a reasonable correspondence to reality.

Morris ’97  (Brian, Prof. Anthropology – Goldsmiths College, Critique of Anthropology, “In Defence of Realism and Truth: Critical Reflections on the Anthropological followers of Heidegger”, 17:3, p.320-321)

It is misleading, indeed obfuscating, to conflate, as many postmodernists  do, the correspondence theory of truth (as representation) with a 'objectivist'  theory of meaning which assumes an isomorphic relationship between consciousness (language) and the world. It is equally obfuscating to equate  the correspondence theory of truth with 'absolute truth' (cf. Carrithers,  1992: 153). The idea of a transparent, unmediated relationship between linguistic  expressions and the world, as implied by early classical philosophers,  especially Locke, and by the positivists, e.g. the 'picture theory' of the early  Wittgenstein — has been critiqued as 'logocentrism' (Derrida), or as implying  the notion that the mind is a 'mirror of nature' (Rorty, 1979: 170), or  more recently, as 'objectivism' (Johnson, 1987). But, as many scholars have  insisted, the classical theory of truth as correspondence does not entail this  crude notion of resemblance or mirroring, such that truth, or scientific  knowledge is simply a reflection of the natural (or social) world (Collier,  1994: 239-41; Danto, 1968: 144; Devitt, 1984: 50). Truth as representation  does not imply an isomorphism between a linguistic expression (or theoretical  account) and the world that is being described. And it is quite misleading  to imply that because words get their meaning from their relations (of  contrast) with other words within a system of meaning structures, there is  then no relationship between language and an extra-linguistic reality, as  Derrida and his followers seem to insist. If consciousness (language) and  the world already coincide and are isomorphic it could hardly be asked  whether or not they correspond (Collier, 1985: 195); or as Marx put it on  a related issue: 'science would be superfluous if the outward appearance  and the essence of things directly coincided'. If the correspondence theory  of truth implied isomorphism it is also difficult to understand why scientists  conduct elaborate experiments, or why people spend time gathering evidence  to substantiate their claims to truth?  Both Arendt and Popper insist that knowledge involves a search for  truth, and truth consists of 'the correspondence of knowledge with its  object'. But since we cannot know anything for sure, 'it is simply not worth  searching for certainty; but it is well worth searching for truth' (Popper,  1992a:4) — or as Arendt puts it 'provisional verity' (1978: 59).  But in the classical theory of truth as correspondence, truth neither  finds its 'essential locus' in the statements (as Heidegger seems to suggest  (Krell, 1978: 122), nor is truth out there in the world, existing independently  of the human mind (as Rorty, 1989: 5) seems to imply); but rather  it consists of a relationship between descriptions and the world. As Arthur  Danto clearly expressed it: Truth is not a property of the world. It is not a property of sentences either.  Truth belongs neither to language nor to the world. but to the relationship  between them. A sentence is true when it corresponds to the world.  Thus 'truth' describes nothing in the world, but, as he puts it pertains to  n- the ' space' between the world and language' (1968: 144).

Logocentrism Frontline

4. Utopias are bad – universality is an open-ended process that necessitates particular struggles laying claim to universal politics 

Butler 04- Judith Butler, Professor of Rhetoric at the University of California at Berkeley (The Judith Butler Reader, pg. 339-340) SP

My sense is that universality takes on its life precisely when it exceeds the strategic intentions of its speaker and that it is extremely mobile. What does and does not count as universal, as the universal reach of human obligation and right? That is a question that is constantly on the table. For instance, when the Vatican says that it is very interested in human rights but that homosexuality is an assault on “the human,” what it is in effect saying is that homosexual humans are destroying the human by virtue of their homosexuality, and the rights that pertain to humans do not pertain to them because they have in some sense disqualified themselves from the human by virtue of their homosexuality. If the homosexual then, nevertheless, gets up out of her or his abject state and says, “I am human, and I deserve some rights,” then in that moment there’s a certain paradox: universality is actually being asserted precisely by the one who represents what must be foreclosed for universality to take place. This is one who’s outside of the legitimating structure of universality but who nevertheless speaks in its terms and makes the claim without prior legitimation in order to assume legitimation as a performative consequence of the claim itself. It seems to me that this is the position that gay rights activists are in time and time again, often in relation to other human rights activists groups. It took a long time, for instance, for Human Rights Watch or the ACLU or Amnesty International or other organizations to bring gay questions into human rights issues because they were afraid that they would lose the ability to have connections with certain countries, so they made the case for human rights on other grounds. So what does this mean? It means that the notion of universality is in crisis. As Laclau points out, any notion of universality is based on a foreclosure: there must be something that is not included within the universal; there must be something that is outside of it for the universal to make sense; there must be something that is particular, that is not assimilable into the universal. What happens when that particular – that particular identity that cannot lay claim to the universal and who may not – nevertheless lays claim to the universal? It seems to me that the very notion of universality is brought into an extremely productive crisis and that we get what might be understood as spectral invocations of the universal among those who have no established, legitimate right to make the claim. So, I like the idea that universality is a discourse that is driven into crisis again and again by the foreclosures that it makes and that it’s forced to rearticulate itself. Where I agree with the project of hegemony that Laclau and Mouffe lay out is that for me the process of a universality that is brought into crisis again and again by what is outside of itself is an open-ended one. Universality, in that sense, would not be violent or totalizing; it would be an open-ended process, and the task of politics would be to keep it open, to keep it as a contested site of persistent crisis and not to let it be settled. 

Sci-Fi Frontline

1. Problem-solving theory is necessary for addressing tangible violence

D.S.L. Jarvis, Lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International Relations and the Challenges of Postmodernism, 2000, p. 129

On all these questions one must answer no. This is not to say, of course, that all theory should be judged by its technical rationality and problem-solving capacity as Ashley forcefully argues. But to suppose that problem-solving technical theory is not necessary—or is in some way bad—is a contemptuous position that abrogates any hope of solving some of the nightmarish realities that millions confront daily. As Holsti argues, we need ask of these theorists and their theories the ultimate question, “So what?” To what purpose do they deconstruct, problematize, destabilize, undermine, ridicule, and belittle modernist and rationalist approaches? Does this get us any further, make the world better, or enhance the human condition? In what sense can this “debate toward [a] bottomless pit of epistemology and metaphysics” be judged pertinent, relevant, helpful, or cogent to anyone other than those foolish enough to be scholastically excited by abstract and recondite debate: Contrary to Ashley’s assertions, then, a poststructural approach fails to empower the marginalized and, in fact, abandons them. Rather than analyze the political economy of power, wealth, oppression, production, or international relations and render an intelligible understanding of these processes, Ashley succeeds in ostracizing those he portends to represent by delivering an obscure and highly convoluted discourse. If Ashley wishes to chastise structural realism for its abstractness and detachment, he must be prepared also to face similar criticism, especially when he so adamantly intends his work to address the real life plight of those who struggle at marginal places.

2. They don’t solve SciFi – they don’t advocate any metaphors. The first advantage is in direct opposition with everything they try to achieve

3. Their aff is overwhelmed by randomness such as irrational science fiction - this oppresses reason
Cogan 81 (Marc, Associate Professor in the Department of Humanities at Wayne State University, Rhetoric and Action in Francis Bacon, 217-218, Philosophy & Rhetoric, Vol. 14, No. 4 (Fall, 1981), Penn State University Press, http://www.jstor.org/stable/40237295, 6/21/11)
In all of its operations the imagination is most strongly influenced by what can be called "présence," by things (or their images) which are immediate and vivid: The human understanding is moved by those things most which strike and enter the mind simultaneously and suddenly, and so fili the imagination." 25 "Those things that manifest themselves as présent fili the imagination more strongly."26 The impressions of the sensés and the urgings of the appetites hâve this "présence." They are naturally and literally present at the moment that their images are received by the imagination. But the judgments and directions of the reason do not in themselves bave the same "présence" possessed by the reports of the sensés or appetites. They lack it either, metaphorìcally, because as speculative and logicai they are abstract rather than concrete, or because, inasmuch as they refer to future or indirect goods, they are literally "not présent" to the imagination. "The affection beholds principally the good which is présent; reason looks beyond and beholds likewise the future and sum of ali."27 But since the imagination is always moved most strongly by "présence," and since "présence" is not a quality of the naturai form of rational conclusions and dictates, in the compétition for the attention of the imagination, and thus for control over the objects the will chooses (and the will itself), the reason will inevitably lose to the représentations of the sensés and the appetites. "The affections themselves carry ever an appetite to apparent good, and have this in common with reason; but the différence is that affection beholds principally the good which is présent; reason looks beyond and beholds likewise the future and sum of all. And therefore since what manifests itself as présent fills the imagination more strongly, reason is commonly vanquished  overcome."28

Solvency Frontline

Either there are no Aliens or finding them kills the posthuman – both scenarios jack plan solvency

Bostrum 2 (Nick Bostrom, Professor, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, Published in the Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, No. 1 (2002). “Existential Risks”)

The Fermi Paradox refers to the question mark that hovers over the data point that we have seen no signs of extraterrestrial life [68]. This tells us that it is not the case that life evolves on a significant fraction of Earth-like planets and proceeds to develop advanced technology, using it to colonize the universe in ways that would have been detected with our current instrumentation. There must be (at least) one Great Filter – an evolutionary step that is extremely improbable – somewhere on the line between Earth-like planet and colonizing-in-detectable-ways civilization [69]. If the Great Filter isn’t in our past, we must fear it in our (near) future. Maybe almost every civilization that develops a certain level of technology causes its own extinction. Luckily, what we know about our evolutionary past is consistent with the hypothesis that the Great Filter is behind us. There are several plausible candidates for evolutionary steps that may be sufficiently improbable to explain why we haven’t seen or met any extraterrestrials, including the emergence of the first organic self-replicators, the transition from prokaryotes to eukaryotes, to oxygen breathing, to sexual reproduction, and possibly others.[13] The upshot is that with our currant knowledge in evolutionary biology, Great Filter arguments cannot tell us very much about how likely we are to become posthuman, although they may give us subtle hints [66,70-72]. This would change dramatically if we discovered traces of independently evolved life (whether extinct or not) on other planets. Such a discovery would be bad news. Finding a relatively advanced life-form (multicellular organisms) would be especially depressing.

Searching for ET is dangerous – space signals lure us in for the kill

Carrigan 6 (Richard A. Carrigan, Jr.Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, 2006 “The Ultimate Hacker:

SETI signals may need to be decontaminated”)

Why should one be concerned about a potentially dangerous ETI signal? The appearance of computer viruses has been a surprising development in the emergence of heavy 5 computer use. Viruses are characteristically introduced into operating system programs maliciously and can have serious consequences. It is difficult to posit the motivation behind a signal arriving from space. Most SETI investigators assume the signal is a beacon beckoning to other stars and welcoming contact. A biological metaphor for this perspective is a sexual mating signal. In fact, many biological systems seem intent on sending no signals of their presence and doing their best to blend into the background. There are many other biological metaphors where signals are used as lures. Parenthetically several signal envelopes are now moving out from earth that could be detected with sophisticated instruments. These include television signals (on the order of sixty years), radio (100 years), and possibly atmospheric signatures of large-scale fuel use. These signals are an open announcement of our presence. Sullivan, Brown, and Wetherill looked at this possibility in some detail including investigations using reflected signals off the moon17. Tarter notes TV transmitters on earth can be detected one light year away with contemporary technology. An intelligent system on a star fifty light years away detecting earth’s first radio signals could have broadcast a return signal that would now be reaching earth. There are approximately 400 stars within this fifty light year sphere. An illustration of a dangerous SETI signal is something like the “drink me” bottle in Alice in Wonderland. The signal could consist of one easily translated “beacon” directing the use of attached code to expand a compressed data string, analogous to a computer installation disc with a startup icon. Initiating the startup would install software that could take over the computer it resided in. A variant would be to give instructions for building a hardware translator. The concern, then, is that a signal could lead to unexpected and possibly harmful consequences. Hopefully no one receiving an obvious “drink me” message would act until they had considered the consequences. A more insidious possibility is a steganographic or “hidden writing” signal without an obvious underlying message that could still install and operate software on a computer. Several steps are required to turn a message into operating code. The raw signal in memory must bootstrap itself to the status of an operating program. Then that program must untangle the inner workings of the host computer and learn how to translate its own unpacking program into the local computer language. SETI signals on an earth computer Is it possible for a SETI signal to operate like a computer virus on an earth computer? This is almost a trite question for someone who has used a computer on the Internet where viruses routinely attack computers with devastating effects. Some computer experts have a different view concerning the possibility of a SETI computer virus. The argument goes as follows. Viruses rely on known features of the operating system to find 6 a portal into a computer. Once in the computer the virus must employ the local code. Typically the code for the earth computer instructions is arbitrary, much like human languages. Experts argue that even with a sophisticated understanding of computers the barrier of the idiosyncratic language is an unbreakable firewall. Another argument is that the download process seriously scrambles the signal content. This is particularly true for radio SETI where fast Fourier transforms are used. Finally, ETI code would probably be vastly more complicated and not adapted to earth’s primitive computing environment. For example, the whole process might be more in the spirit of visual processing rather than our largely linear model. In this picture, the SETI hacker message fails because it expects more sophistication. Some of these arguments can be investigated empirically. Two challenges are to find a stored data array that can bootstrap into an operating program for an existing operating system and to devise a program that can determine the operating instructions in an unfamiliar system. It might be possible to bootstrap by interlacing the SETI data with strings of simple digits followed by the address for the translation code. The strategy would be to hope the main code failed once in a way where the program counter passed an appropriate jump instruction. A variant might be to use a virus in a high-level (alien) language and attach it to a data file. Some people would not want to wager that something like this could not be done.
3. Looking for ET is bad: Either they are in microbial form and the aff has no impact or they are more advanced than us and will colonize us. 

Hawking 96 (Stephen Hawking, doesn’t need quals, “Life in the Universe” 1996 http://hawking.org.uk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=65)

What are the chances that we will encounter some alien form of life, as we explore the galaxy. If the argument about the time scale for the appearance of life on Earth is correct, there ought to be many other stars, whose planets have life on them. Some of these stellar systems could have formed 5 billion years before the Earth. So why is the galaxy not crawling with self designing mechanical or biological life forms? Why hasn't the Earth been visited, and even colonised. I discount suggestions that UFO's contain beings from outer space. I think any visits by aliens, would be much more obvious, and probably also, much more unpleasant. What is the explanation of why we have not been visited? One possibility is that the argument, about the appearance of life on Earth, is wrong. Maybe the probability of life spontaneously appearing is so low, that Earth is the only planet in the galaxy, or in the observable universe, in which it happened. Another possibility is that there was a reasonable probability of forming self reproducing systems, like cells, but that most of these forms of life did not evolve intelligence. We are used to thinking of intelligent life, as an inevitable consequence of evolution. But the Anthropic Principle should warn us to be wary of such arguments. It is more likely that evolution is a random process, with intelligence as only one of a large number of possible outcomes. It is not clear that intelligence has any long-term survival value. Bacteria, and other single cell organisms, will live on, if all other life on Earth is wiped out by our actions. A Chronology of EvolutionThere is support for the view that intelligence, was an unlikely development for life on Earth, from the chronology of evolution. It took a very long time, two and a half billion years, to go from single cells to multi-cell beings, which are a necessary precursor to intelligence. This is a good fraction of the total time available, before the Sun blows up. So it would be consistent with the hypothesis, that the probability for life to develop intelligence, is low. In this case, we might expect to find many other life forms in the galaxy, but we are unlikely to find intelligent life. Another way, in which life could fail to develop to an intelligent stage, would be if an asteroid or comet were to collide with the planet. We have just observed the collision of a comet, Schumacher-Levi, with Jupiter. It produced a series of enormous fireballs. It is thought the collision of a rather smaller body with the Earth, about 70 million years ago, was responsible for the extinction of the dinosaurs. A few small early mammals survived, but anything as large as a human, would have almost certainly been wiped out. It is difficult to say how often such collisions occur, but a reasonable guess might be every twenty million years, on average. If this figure is correct, it would mean that intelligent life on Earth has developed only because of the lucky chance that there have been no major collisions in the last 70 million years. Other planets in the galaxy, on which life has developed, may not have had a long enough collision free period to evolve intelligent beings. A third possibility is that there is a reasonable probability for life to form, and to evolve to intelligent beings, in the external transmission phase. But at that point, the system becomes unstable, and the intelligent life destroys itself. This would be a very pessimistic conclusion. I very much hope it isn't true. Summary: Why have we not been visited?I prefer a fourth possibility: there are other forms of intelligent life out there, but that we have been overlooked. There used to be a project called SETI, the search for extra-terrestrial intelligence. It involved scanning the radio frequencies, to see if we could pick up signals from alien civilisations. I thought this project was worth supporting, though it was cancelled due to a lack of funds. But we should have been wary of answering back, until we have develop a bit further. Meeting a more advanced civilisation, at our present stage, might be a bit like the original inhabitants of America meeting Columbus. I don't think they were better off for it. That is all I have to say. Thank you for listening.
*Framework 1NC*
The affirmative must defend a world where the United States federal government substantially increases its space exploration and/or development beyond the Earth’s mesosphere. The sole purpose of the ballot is to answer the resolutional question: Is the outcome of the enactment of a topical plan better than the status quo or a competitive policy option?

This is most predictable – 

“Resolved” before a colon reflects a legislative forum

Army Officer School 4 (5-12, “# 12, Punctuation – The Colon and Semicolon”, http://usawocc.army.mil/IMI/wg12.htm)

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

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

Ericson 3 (Jon M., Dean Emeritus of the College of Liberal Arts – California Polytechnic U., et al., The Debater’s Guide, Third Edition, p. 4)

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

This is a voting issue – 

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

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

RS Aliens Neg – Framework 1NC

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

And, this is a prior question – it’s a prerequisite to any debate

Shively 2K – political science professor at Texas A&M (Ruth, Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 181-2)

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

Framework 2NC – AT: Bartsch
Concrete policy is key to guiding social progress
Feaver 1 – assistant professor of political science at Duke (Peter, “Twenty-first century weapons proliferation”, p. 178)
At the same time, virtually all good theory has implications for policy.  Indeed, if no conceivable extension of the theory leads to insights that would aid those working in the ‘real world’, what can be ‘good’ about good theory?  Ignoring the policy implications of theory is often a sign of intellectual laziness on the part of the theorist.  It is hard work to learn about the policy world and to make the connections from theory to policy.  Often, the skill sets do not transfer easily from one domain to another, so a formidable theorist can show embarrassing naivete when it comes to the policy domain he or she putatively studies.  Often, when the policy implications are considered, flaws in the theory (or at least in the presentation of the theory) are uncovered.  Thus, focusing attention on policy implications should lead to better theorizing. The gap between theory and policy is more rhetoric than reality.  But rhetoric can create a reality–or at least create an undesirable kind of reality–where policy makers make policy though ignorant of the problems that good theory would expose, while theorists spin arcana without a view to producing something that matters.  It is therefore incumbent on those of us who study proliferation–a topic that raises interesting and important questions for both policy and theory–to bring the communities together.  Happily, the best work in the proliferation field already does so.

*Vision CP*
[image: image2.emf]
Vision CP – CX

Our counter advocacy is to do the plan without the use of language, you criticize the use of human discourse, we circumvent the 1AC’s contradiction by ocularly acknowledging the Other. 
*Over Identification K*
A. The Aff’s embrace of science and the search rejects the normal stigma of aliens – kills overidentification 
Harrison 5 (Albert Harrison, Department of Psychology, University of California, Davis “Overcoming the Image of Little Green Men: Astrosociology and SETI” 2005 http://www.astrosociology.com/Library/PDF/submissions/Overcoming%20LGM_Harrison.pdf)
Recognizing that contemporary human efforts in space are best viewed as the tip of an iceberg and as possible precursors of grander future efforts, astrosociology proposes to move sociology into the space age (Pass, 2004b, 2005). Astrosociology deals with the broad, societal contexts of activity pertaining to space, as well as actual space exploration including human space exploration and the search for extraterrestrial life. Astrobiology and SETI have many opportunities for increased involvement by sociologists, and sociological expertise is sorely needed. Sociological issues will be discussed with or without sociologists' involvement, and in the latter case the results will not meet with sociologists' professional approval. The very bright astronomers engaged in the search have some grounding in biology and are quite comfortable with Darwinian notions, but are not conversant with higher-level analyses. Some discussions are tainted by popular misconceptions regarding collective behavior and disaster management (Orson Wells' "War of the Worlds" broadcast). As an emerging research field, astrosociology, especially in the area of SETI, will lack many of the mechanisms that support established fields (Harrison, Billingham et al, 2000). 15 Disciplinary biases that define some areas as "hot" are likely to discourage some sociologists from entering the field. Be prepared for “the giggle factor.” Unless they carefully explain their work, sociologists whose activities can be linked to "little green men" risk ridicule and professional censure. For all intents and purposes, you will have no peer group. Although much has been published on life on other worlds, very little of this has been published by professional sociologists and their allies. Thus, expect a spotty and tangential literature base. Perhaps needless to say, there is little or no opportunity for funding. Other risks, especially for those are willing to contemplate the nature of unknown civilizations that are radically different from our own, include an inability to move beyond anthropocentric, ethnocentric ideas. Finally, there is always the risk of "going native." Even as the student of scientology may eventually drop his or her professional calling and become a scientologist. Social scientists involved in SETI run the risk of relinquishing professional detachment as they gain growing enthusiasm for the search itself.
B. Social violence and war are inevitable without Overidentifaction
Zizek 97 (Slavoj Zizek, researcher at the institute of sociology at the university of Ljubljana, The Plague of Fantasies, 1997. pg. 28-29)
Or- to put it another way- the paradoxical role of unwritten rules is that, with regard to the explicit, public Law, they are simultaneously transgressive (they violate explicit social rules) and more coercive (they are additional rules which restrain the field of choice by prohibiting the possibilities allowed for — guaranteed, even — by the public Law). When universal human rights were proclaimed in the late eighteenth century, their universality, of course, concealed the fact that they privileged white men of property; however, this limitation was not openly admitted, it was coded in apparently tautological supplementary qualifications like ‘all humans have rights, in so far as they truly are rational and free’, which then implicitly excluded the mentally ill, ‘savages’, criminals, children, women . ... Fantasy designates precisely this unwritten framework which tells us how we are to understand the letter of the Law. And it is easy to observe how today, in our enlightened era of universal rights, racism and sexism reproduce themselves mainly at the level of the phantasmic unwritten rules which sustain and qualify universal ideological proclama​tions. The lesson of this is that — sometimes, at least — the truly subversive thing is not to disregard the explicit letter of Law on behalf of the underlying fantasies, but to stick to this letter against the fantasy which sustains it.28 In other words, the act of taking the empty gesture (the offer to be rejected) literally — to treat the forced choice as a true choice — is, perhaps, one of the ways to put into practice what Lacan calls ‘traversing the fantasy’: in accomplishing this act, the subject suspends the phan​tasmic frame of unwritten rules which tell him how to choose freely — no wonder the consequences of this act are so catastrophic.

Over Identification K

C. Thus the alternative - To truly traverse the fantasy, we should not attempt to remove ourselves from it and come to grips with some material “reality” – rather, we must overidentify with the joke of the Aliens, to be more profoundly in its grips than ever

Zizek 02 (Slavoj Zizek, Senior Researcher at the Institute for Social Studies in Ljubljana, 2002, Welcome to the Desert of the Real!, p. 17-19)
The fact that the September 11 attacks were the stuff of pop​ular fantasies long before they actually took place provides yet another case of the twisted logic of dreams: it is easy to account for the fact that poor people around the world dream about becoming Americans — so what do the well-to-do Americans, immobilized in their well-being, dream about? About a global catastrophe that would shatter their lives — why? This is what psychoanalysis is about: to explain why, in the midst of well-​being, we are haunted by nightmarish visions of catastrophes. This paradox also indicates how we should grasp Lacan’s notion of ‘traversing the fantasy’ as the concluding moment of the psy​choanalytic treatment. This notion may seem to fit perfectly the common-sense idea of what psychoanalysis should do: of course it should liberate us from the hold of idiosyncratic fan​tasies, and enable us to confront reality as it really is! However, this, precisely, is what Lacan does not have in mind — what he aims at is almost the exact opposite. In our daily existence, we are immersed in ‘reality’ (structured and supported by the fan​tasy), and this immersion is disturbed by symptoms which bear witness to the fact that another, repressed, level of our psyche resists this immersion. To ‘traverse the fantasy’ therefore, par​adoxically, means fully identifying oneself with the fantasy — namely, with the fantasy which structures the excess that resists our immersion in daily reality; or, to quote a succinct formulation by Richard Boothby: ‘Traversing the phantasy’ thus does not mean that the subject somehow abandons its involvement with fanciful caprices and accommodates itself to a pragmatic ‘reality,’ but pre​cisely the opposite: the subject is submitted to that effect of the symbolic lack that reveals the limit of everyday reality. To traverse the phantasy in the Lacanian sense is to be more profoundly claimed by the phantasy than ever, in the sense of being brought into an ever more intimate relation with that real core of the phantasy that transcends imaging.10 Boothby is right to emphasize the Janus-like structure of a fantasy: a fantasy is simultaneously pacifying, disarming (pro​viding an imaginary scenario which enables us to endure the abyss of the Other’s desire) and shattering, disturbing, inas​similable into our reality. The ideologico-political dimension of this notion of ‘traversing the fantasy’ was clearly revealed by the unique role the rock group Top lista nadrealista (The Top list of the Surrealists) played during the Bosnian war in the besieged town of Sarajevo: their ironic performances — which, in the midst of war and hunger, satirized the predicament of Sarajevo’s population — acquired a cult status not only in the counterculture, but also among citizens of Sarajevo in general (the group’s weekly TV show went on throughout the war, and was extremely popular). Instead of bemoaning the Bosnians’ tragic fate, they daringly mobilized all the clichés about the ‘stupid Bosnians’ which were commonplace in Yugoslavia, fully identifying with them — the point thus made was that the path of true solidarity leads through direct confrontation with the obscene racist fantasies which circulated in the symbolic space of Bosnia, through playful identification with them, not through the denial of these obscenities because they do not represent people as they ‘really are’.

2NC – Alt Solves Best
1. Overidentification is the only way to reject the aff’s harms – we must overly embrace them to show how truly ridiculous they are. 

2. The aff fails – their rejection of the problem is no different than any other attempt. Change without mockery will inevitably fail and lead to more suffering – that’s Zizek

3. Alt solves case

SciFi – By traversing the fantasy we can achieve total immersion into the parody of reality and thus participate in the Aff’s new political future

Logocentrism – only by stretching language to its furthest can we show how truly useless it is. Otherwise there’s no support behind the Aff’s rejection of language and the movement fails. 

4. Learning how to cope with fantasy requires a challenge to the symptom of fantasy rather then the picture of fantasy itself-psychoanalysis opens up space for new patterns of thought

Slavoj Zizek, professor of philosophy at the university of Ljubljana, The Ticklish Subject: The Absent Centre of Political Ontology, 1999, pg. 176

‘Single unemployed mother’ is thus a sin thome in the strict Lacanian sense: a knot, a point at which all the lines of the predominant ideological argumentation (the return to family values, the rejection of the welfare state and its ‘uncontrolled’ spending, etc.) meet. For that reason, if we ‘untie’ this sinthome, the efficiency of its entire ideological edifice is suspended. We can see now in what sense the psychoanalytic sinthome is to he opposed to the medical symptom: the latter is a sign of some more fundamental process taking place on another level. When one claims, say, that fever is a symptom, the implication is that we should not cure only the symptom, but attack its causes directly. (Or, in social sciences, when one claims that adolescent violence is a symptom of the global crisis of values and the work ethic, the implication is that one should attack the problem ‘at its root’, by directly addressing problems of the family, employment, etc., not only by punishing the offenders.) The sinthorne, in contrast, is not a ‘mere symptom’, but that which holds together the ‘thing itself’ — if one unties it, the ‘thing itself’ disintegrates.  For that reason, psychoanalysis actually does cure by addressing the sinthome....
2NC – AT: Perm
1. The aff and the K go in opposite directions – we embrace what they reject. That means the perm is either severance or the aff.

2. Perm fails – only a total push to traverse the fantasy can solve the inevitable violence from the aff – that’s Zizek

3. Overidentification is the most effective and only method of subverting the law. Law relies on subjects maintaining an inner distance towards it – overidentifying shatters this distance and the law’s symbolic authority

Zizek 2k (Slavoj Zizek, Professor of Sociology at the Institute for Sociology, Ljubljana University, 2000, The Fragile Absolute, p. 147-150)
Consequently, there are two ways of subverting the Law, the ‘masculine’ and the ‘feminine’. One can violate/transgress its prohibi​tions: this is the inherent transgression which sustains the Law, like the advocates of liberal democracy who secretly (through the CIA) train murderers-terrorists for the proto-Fascist regimes in Latin America. That is false rightist heroism: secretly doing the necessary but dirty thing’, that is, violating the explicit ruling ideology (of human Rights, and so on) in order to sustain the existing order. Much more subversive than this is simply to do what is allowed, that is, what the existing order explicitly allows, although it prohibits it at the level of implicit unwritten prohibi​tions. In short — to paraphrase Brecht’s well-known crack about how mild robbing a bank is in comparison with founding a bank — how mild transgressing the Law is in comparison with obeying it thoroughly — or, as Kierkegaard put it, in his unique way: ‘We do not laud the son who said “No,” but we endeavour to learn from the gospel how dangerous it is to say, “Sir, I will.”’98 What better example is there than Hasek’s immortal ‘good soldier Schweik’, who caused total havoc in the old Imperial Austrian Army simply by obeying orders all too literally? (Although, strictly speaking, there is a better example, namely the ‘absolute example’ [Hegel], Christ himself: when Christ claims that he is here merely to fulfil the [Jewish] Law, he thereby bears witness to how his act effectively cancels the Law.)  The basic paradox of the relationship between public power and its inherent transgression is that the subject is actually ‘in’ (caught in the web of) power only and precisely in so far as he does not fully identify with it but maintains a kind of distance towards it; on the other hand, the system (of public Law) is actually undermined by unreserved identification with it. Stephen King’s ‘Rita Hayworth and the Shawshank Redemption’ tackles this problem with due stringency apropos of the paradoxes of prison life. The cliché about prison life is that I am actually integrated into it, ruined by it, when my accommodation to it is so overwhelming that I can no longer stand or even imagine freedom, life outside prison, so that my release brings about a total psychic breakdown, or at least gives rise to a longing for the lost safety of prison life. The actual dialectic of prison life, however, is somewhat more refined. Prison in effect destroys me, attains a total hold over me, precisely when I do not fully consent to the fact that I am in prison but maintain a kind of inner distance towards it, stick to the illusion that ‘real life is elsewhere’ and indulge all the time in daydreaming about life outside, about nice things that are waiting for me after my release or escape. I thereby get caught in the vicious cycle of fan​tasy, so that when, eventually, I am released, the grotesque discord between fantasy and reality breaks me down. The only true solution is therefore fully to accept the rules of prison life and then, within the universe governed by these rules, to work out a way to beat them. In short, inner distance and daydreaming about Life Elsewhere in effect enchain me to prison, whereas full acceptance of the fact that I am really there, bound by prison rules, opens up a space for true hope.  What this means is that in order effectively to liberate oneself from the grip of existing social reality, one should first renounce the transgressive fantasmatic supplement that attaches us to it. In what does this renunciation consist? In a series of recent (com​mercial) films, we find the same surprising radical gesture. In Speed, when the hero (Keanu Reeves) is confronting the terrorist blackmailer who is holding his partner at gunpoint, the hero shoots not the blackmailer, but his own partner in the leg — this apparently senseless act momentarily shocks the blackmailer, who releases the hostage and runs away.... In Ransom, when the media tycoon (Mel Gibson) goes on television to answer the kidnappers’ request for two million dollars as a ransom for his son, he surprises everyone by saying that he will offer two million dollars to anyone who will give him any information about the kidnappers, and announces that he will pursue them to the end, with all his resources, if they do not release his son immediately. This radical gesture not only stuns the kidnappers — immediately after accomplishing it, Gibson himself almost breaks down, aware of the risk he is courting. . . . And, finally, the supreme case:  when, in the flashback scene from The Usual Suspects, the mysteri​ous Keyser Soeze returns home and finds his wife and small daughter held at gunpoint by the members of a rival mob, he resorts to the radical gesture of shooting his wife and daughter themselves dead — this act enables him mercilessly to pursue members of the rival gang, their families, parents and friends, killing them all. . . . What these three gestures have in common is that in a 
2NC – AT: Perm
situation of forced choice, the subject makes the ‘crazy’, impossible choice of, in a way, striking at himself at what is most precious to himself. This act, far from amounting to a case of impotent aggressivity turned against oneself, rather changes the co-ordinates of the situation in which the subject finds himself:  by cutting himself loose from the precious object through whose possession the enemy kept him in check, the subject gains the space of free action. Is not such a radical gesture of ‘striking at oneself’ constitutive of subjectivity as such?

*Sci-Fi PIC* 
Text: [partner’s name] and I advocate that we should acknowledge the insincerity of language to move towards Silence. 
1. CP solves language best – only Silence can convey the breath of life and avoid the death of Being. 

Schneider 86 (Daniel Schneider, 1986, South Atlantic Review, “Alternatives to Logocentrism in D. H. Lawrence”)

In short, Lawrence believes that one can escape the prisonhouse of language, provided one knows the true place of mind and knowledge in the living of life. Above all, like the deconstructionists, one must understand that language may bear no connection with a speaker's original intention and that the structures of convention which masquerade as sincere or authentic truth are mere structures, dead, static, final. No words, no ideas, can convey the breath of life. On the contrary, all knowledge is, strictly speaking, the death of life, the death of being. Lawrence did not carry his skepticism as far as Derrideans are wont to do. He clung to the traditional view that language is, or can be, subjugated to "thought," and style to the notion of a plenitude of 45 DanielJ. Schneider meaning. But it is obvious that the Lawrence who has been scorned as an irrationalist and a romantic had gone far beyond the simple realism of those who hold that knowledge can be achieved which is undistorted by metaphysical assumptions or by rhetorical snares. Lawrence's solutions to the problem of discovering truth-the solution of inventing a new language, of silence and physical communion, and of locating knowledge in "the living activity of men" -may seem naive to those realists. But the "realists" are also naive, and when one reflects that they would base their most important lifedecisions on ideal statements, one is forced to reassess Lawrence's call for silence, phallic consciousness, and "true knowledge." In fact, of course, Lawrence was never the primitive he has been imagined to be. At the root of his appeal to silence and to phallic consciousness lay the sophisticated Nietzschean deconstruction of language and the Nietzschean awareness of the priority of life to reason or mind.
Sci-Fi PIC
2. Science Fiction shapes black revolution as a failure, the future is depicted with continuous genocide.

Bould 07 (Mark Bould, Senior Lecturer in Film Studies at the University of the West of England, Professor at the Institiute of Advanced Studies Founding, Co-Editor of Science Fiction Film and Television Journal, Consultant editor of Science Fiction Studies, Advisory editor of The Horror Journal: The International Journal of Horror Studies, Associate editor of Historical Materialism: Research in Critical Marxist Theory, "Come Alive by Saying No: An Introduction to Black Power SF," Science Fiction Studies, Vol 34, No 2, page 225-226)

In black power sf,  the phallocentric revolution is frequently contrasted with a feminized retreat from the  radical break. Margrit builds expectation upon memory, not knowing that this future has already been denied to her. 9 For all its utopian longing, the novel never loses sight of the powers that would deny its fulfillment. Hesitating between genres and outcomes, it lingers on the past-in- the-present (the history that has brought Max and the US to this juncture) while suggesting that the best imaginable future-in-the-present is the barely possible prevention of genocide. Sons ofDarkness, Sons of Light goes a stage further. A white cop shoots and kills a young black man but avoids prosecution. Concluding, "It would always be open season on blacks until blacks opened the season on whites" (22), civil- rights activist Eugene Browning abandons non-violent gradualist reform and hires a mafia hitman to assassinate racist murderers who have escaped justice. However, responsibility for killing the cop is claimed by Morris Greene, whose militant black organization plans to destroy Manhattan's bridges and tunnels, cripple New York, and issue demands for reparations as well as for social and political reforms that would find them allies among impoverished whites. In the closing pages, Woody, the white boyfriend of Eugene's older daughter, Chris, joins the family at their beach house to help protect them. Eugene and his wife, Val, who have been drifting apart, reconcile. Unlike Max and Margrit, they are permitted this domestic solace. After they make love, Eugene tells her, "Better. It's going to be better" (279). Val, like the reader, senses he is not just talking about their relationship. This relationship is  mirrored in  the friendship between Greene and his protege, Trotman. At the start of the novel, Eugene muses,  "You won't think back to our dreams as a point of reference, all those things we talked about in so many places and at so many different times. About a good world. I look and listen and you've become, night by night, deed by deed, just like the others. You don't dream any more and perhaps you never did" (9). Echoing this, Trotman thinks of  Greene,  "How many nights had they reviewed the actions of  the Congress, state legislatures, white spokesmen; how often had they dissected newspaper, radio and television reports, all to find it mandatory to strike, to attack the system physically near the center of power....  And unless that were done soon things would begin to slip back into old molds-as  whites wanted them to; and blacks grew tired of talk, no action and the one-at-a-time murder of their leaders" (177). While Eugene and Val (and Woody and Chris) signify hopeful, if precarious, reconciliation, however, the revolutionaries are forced apart when, for security's sake, Greene incarcerates Trotman overnight. Greene wanted to rush to the closet, throw open the door and take Trotman in his arms once again; tell him that black people were not going to have the same kind of revolutions that white people had had, where at some point, always, white turned against white as the revolutions progressed. He wanted to apologize to Trotman for behaving like a white man, and tell him that the essence of their revolution was that, yes!, black people were going to be better than whites, were not going to make the same mistakes as white people; white brothers were going to be made, not white enemies.... That's what this revolution is all about, to forge the opening to be better. (240-41; emphases in original) He cannot do so, however. Next morning, Trotman explains that if the situation had been reversed, "Just to change the goddamn pattern, man; just to make it a different bag altogether, to break the continuum of revolutionary history, to take the fork in the road from the white cats-I'd  have trusted you" (243). The rift between them cannot be healed, though, and the novel ends with hope and irony interwoven as, offscreen, revolution hangs in the balance.

Sci-Fi PIC

3. Science Fiction is inevitably coupled with love of the bomb – makes war inevitable 

Peoples 09 (Columba, Lecturer in I.R. at the U of Bristol, “Haunted dreams: Critical Theory, Technology and the militarization of Space”, Securing Space, pg 99-103)

Even more so than Adorno, Marcuse’s writings in the 1950’s and ‘60’s make frequent reference to von Braun and the disturbing pre-history of the American space programme. In typically Marcusian fashion, these references played upon the contemporary fixation with space in the US and the mix of fascination and fear it evoked in the public consciousness. By the early 1950’s, as Rip Bulkeley and Graham Spinardi note, the American public had ‘…acquired and alarmingly combined a typically post-war liking for science fiction, and a fascination for revelations about “flying saucers”, with an intense “Cold War” anxiety about the “Communist menace” of the Soviet Union.’ 46 Such combinations were encouraged by the publication of von Braun’s contribution to the ‘Space-Flight’ issue of Collier’s magazine in 1952, expounding plans for an “Space Station and Bomb Platform”, replete with illustrations of a wheel-shaped, nuclear armed space station. 47 ‘Facing the existence of the atomic bomb and the fact that such a circling rocket represents an ever-present threat above the heads of almost every nation,’ von Braun assured US Army representatives in 1946, ‘that nation which first reaches this goal will possess an overwhelming military superiority over other nations’, and recommended using such a platform as a means for launching pre-emptive nuclear strikes on the Soviet Union. 48 Likewise, the Collier’s piece described how satellites placed in orbit could be used to fire ‘Small winged rocket missiles with atomic warheads’ which could be ‘accurately guided to any spot on earth.’ 49 Such ideas only made American’s more nervous once the Soviet Union launched Sputnik in 1957. Marcuse effectively tapped into this mixture of fascination and anxiety over the development of space technology by alluding to the more disquieting past of rocket technology discussed in the previous section. In a striking passage of One Dimensional Man, his assault on what he viewed as the disappearance of genuine freedom and critique in post-war (particularly American post-war) society, Marcuse asserts that: Auschwitz continues to haunt, not the memory but the accomplishments of man – the space flights; the rockets and missiles; the “labyrinthine basement under the Snack Bar”; the pretty electronic plants, clean, hygienic and with flower beds; the poison gas which is not really harmful to people; the secrecy in which we all participate. This is the setting in which the great human achievements of science, medicine, technology take place; the efforts to save and ameliorate life are the sole promise in the disaster. The wilful play with fantastic possibilities; the ability to act with good conscience, contra naturum, to experiment with men and things, to convert illusion into reality and fiction into truth, testify to the extent to which Imagination has become an instrument of progress. 50 Marcuse’s juxtaposition of the seemingly banal with the barbaric is one of his common motifs; the “labyrinthine basement under the Snack Bar” is a reference to the nuclear war “scenarios” played out in the ‘50s and ‘60s at the RAND corporation in sunny Santa Monica, California. 51 Quoting from promotional material he found to be representatively abhorrent, Marcuse declares that The rockets are rattling, the H-bomb is waiting, and the space-flights are flying, and the problem is “how to guard the nation and the free world.” […] It is a picture in which “the world becomes a map, missile merely symbols [long live the soothing power of symbolism!] and wars just [just] plans and calculations written down on paper…” In this picture, RAND has transfigured the world into an interesting technological game, and one can relax – the “military planners can gain valuable ‘synthetic’ experience without risk.” 52 Marcuse identifies a similar tendency in the widespread ‘hyphenised abridgement’ of the corporeal and technological, an implicit sanitization of new means of destruction and their creators. Here he refers specifically to ‘ “bush-browed” Teller, the “father of the H-bomb” ’ and ‘ “bull-shouldered missileman von Braun” ’, representative quotes he takes from the popular media. 53 With regard to the latter, von Braun in America provides a rich tapestry for those of a Frankfurt School bent, with the rocket-man proving something of a model product of the ‘culture industry’ and the ‘star system’. Von Braun’s activity in promoting the idea of space exploration and the early American space-programme had elevated him to celebrity status. Not only had the VfR’s early rocketry efforts been sponsored by the movie industry, von Braun’s life became the subject of Hollywood picture in 1960, I Aim at the Stars. Von Braun disliked the film intensely, although he was not exactly publicity shy; his star quality assured by his intellect, chiselled features and natural propensity for promotion of space exploration, von Braun appeared on the covers of Time and Life, and was a subject for This is Your Life! Among his celebrity friends were such luminaries as Walter Kronkite, John Denver and that other bete noir of the Frankfurt School, Walt Disney, with whom von Braun made series of TV shows on the possibilities for space travel. 54 Those who knew von Braun, such as the astronaut John Glenn described him as ‘…a space-age Renaissance man’, interested not only in space but also a keen reader of ‘…books on religion, comparative religion, philosophy, geography, geology and politics and a whole realm of other subjects’ and possessing a ‘…curiosity about everything around him…just as curious about matters of religion and politics and philosophy and government as he was interested in how to build a better rocket.’

2NC – AT: Perm

1. The perm links back – we specifically reject their construction of Sci-Fi

2. Perm can’t solve – alien language is still a language which inevitably fails – that’s Schneider

3. The perm is severance – they have to stick to the representations of their advantages. 

2NC – CP Solves Case

1. CP solves logocentrism best – only metaphysical silence can get out of the constant stream of misrepresentations and death of life. 

2. Case fails – alien language inevitably links back – it still forms a communication which doesn’t show a person’s true intentions or belief. 

2NC – Sci Fi Racist

The belief in a unified humanity creates a color blind sci-fi world that makes racial oppression inevitable

Bould 11 (Mark Bould, Senior Lecturer in Film Studies at the University of the West of England, Professor at the Institiute of Advanced Studies, Co-Editor of Science Fiction Film and Television Journal, Consultant editor of Science Fiction Studies, Advisory editor of The Horror Journal: The International Journal of Horror Studies, Associate editor of Historical Materialism: Research in Critical Marxist Theory, “The Ships Landed Long Ago: Afrofuturism and Black SF”, 2011, http://www.jstor.org/stable/4241520, 171-172)
From the 1950s onwards, sf in the US magazine and paperback tradition postulated and presumed a color-blind future, generally depicting humankind "as one race, which has emerged from an unhappy past of racial misunderstandings and conflicts" (James 47; see also Kilgore). This shared assumption accounts for the relative absence of people of color from such sf: if race was going to prove unimportant, why even bother thinking about it, when energies could instead be devoted to more pressing matters, such as how to colonize the solar system or build a better robot? And so questions of race remained as marginalized as black characters-at best, it seemed, Chewbacca's Jim to Han's Huck. A year after Star Wars, DC Comics put Superman in the ring with Muhammad Ali and then concocted a convoluted narrative that culminated in the speedy declaration of Ali's victory by a technical knockout as, stripped of his superpowers, the well-whupped Man of Steel refused to hit the canvas (until a split second after the referee announced the result). The exclusion of people of color from sf's future had already been noted by, among others, Gil Scott-Heron, whose 1970 track "Whitey on the Moon" (1970) contrasts the corporate profiteering of the US space program (so close, ideologically, to much of the Campbell-Heinlein tradition) with the impoverishment of black urban communities: "I can't pay no doctor bill (but Whitey's on the moon)/Ten years from now I'll be payin' still (while Whitey's on the moon)." The space race showed us which race space was for. This sense of exclusion even registered in white-authored sf. For example, in "Survival," a 1971 episode of UFO (1970-73), Commander Straker (Ed Bishop)-the white, American head of SHADO, a secret military organization charged with defending Earth from alien invaders-believes white Colonel Paul Foster (Michael Billington) to be dead and so offers command of the vital moonbase to Lieutenant Mark Bradley (Harry Baird). Initially, this West-Indian officer turns down the promotion, saying that Straker has done his duty by offering the job to the next most senior man, even though he is black, and that he himself has done his duty by refusing it. When Straker demands an explanation, Bradley indicates his skin color. Straker-perhaps forgetting that the series is set in 1980, less than a decade in the future-responds, "Don't give me that. Racial prejudice burned itself out five years ago." "How would you know?" Bradley demands. Whatever their intentions, sf's color-blind future was concocted by whites and excluded people of color as full subjects; and because of the particularities of US history, the most obvious omission was that significant proportion of the population descended from the survivors of the West-African genocide, the Middle Passage, and slavery. This is not to say that the dominant US sf tradition did not occasionally attempt, with varying degrees of equivocation, to consider issues of race and prejudice in contemporary and future worlds. For example, Allen De Graeff's Human and Other Beings (1963) collects sixteen such stories, published between 1949 and 1961, by Raymond E. Banks, Leigh Brackett, Ray Bradbury, Fredric Brown, Theodore R. Cogswell, C.M. Kornbluth, George P. Elliott, J.T. McIntosh, Frederik Pohl, Mack Reynolds, Eric Frank Russell, Robert Sheckley, Evelyn E. Smith, William Tenn, and Richard Wilson.' It is not insignificant, though, that only one-third of these stories addressed the position of African Americans with anything like directness; only two or three of them could be seen to have black viewpoint characters, despite the growth of the Civil Rights movement in the 1950s and such high-profile events as McLaurin vs. Oklahama State Regents (1951), Sweatt vs. Painter (1951), the announced desegregation of the US Army (1951), Brown vs. the Board of Education (1954), the murder of Emmett Till (1955), the Montgomery Bus Boycott (1955-56), and the desegregation of Little Rock (1957).
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