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Science Fiction Kritik
1NC  XE "Science Fiction Kritik" Shell 1/2
Science fiction inherently translates the alien into the other, and therefore justifies anihilation and dehumanization. This turns their case and perpetuates all of the harms of the 1AC

Sardar & Cubitt, 02, Ziauddin, London-based scholar, writer and cultural-critic who specializes in the future of Islam, science and cultural relations. Sean, Director of the Program in Media and Communications at the University of Melbourne and Honorary Professor of the University of Dundee, Introduction, Aliens R us, the other in science fiction, 6/24/11, EG
In science fiction, the ‘other’ as ‘alien’ is deployed to concretise the deeply divisive dichotomies of race and gender embedded in the repressive structures and relations of dominance and subordination. Modernity remains intact, the moral guardian of the future, whilst the ‘other’ emerges demonised and thus can be justifiably annihilated. ‘The centre,’ as John Rutherford has argued, ‘invests the “other” with its terrors. It is the threat of dissolution of self that ignites the irrational hatred and hostility as the centre struggles to assert its boundaries, that constructs self from not self.’2Of all the categories of cinema, ‘alien invader’ films are the most prolific and conservative for, as Susan Hayward notes, ‘They point at otherness as threatening to life and/or social mores’ and ‘represent the most “worrying” category of all with their innate potential for misogyny, racism and nationalistic chauvinism’.3 

Science Fiction traps us in an endless cycle, where the problems of the west are forever immortalized.

Sardar & Cubitt, 02, Ziauddin, London-based scholar, writer and cultural-critic who specializes in the future of Islam, science and cultural relations. Sean, Director of the Program in Media and Communications at the University of Melbourne and Honorary Professor of the University of Dundee, Introduction, Aliens R us, the other in science fiction, 6/24/11, EG

Science fiction explores space – ‘in a galaxy far, far away’, The Outer Limits, Space: Above and Beyond. It projects us into imagined futures – ‘Beam me up, Scottie.’ Yet as a genre the space that science fiction most intimately explores is interior and human; to tell future stories it recycles the structure and tropes of ancient narrative tradition and to devise dramatic tension it deploys issues and angst that are immediately present. The fiction in science fiction is the fiction of space, outer space, and time, future time. Far from being the essential object of its concern the devices of space and time are window dressing, landscape and backdrop. The ‘science’ offered by science fiction is populist dissection of the psyche of Western civilisation, its history, preoccupations and project of future domination – past, present and future. Science fiction is a time machine that goes nowhere, for wherever its goes it materialises the same conjunctions of the space-time continuum: the conundrums of Western civilisation. Science fiction shows us not the plasticity but the paucity of the human imagination that has become quagmired in the scientist industrial technological, culturo-socio-psycho babble of a single civilisational paradigm. Science fiction is the fiction of mortgaged futures. As a genre it makes it harder to imagine other futures, futures not beholden to the complexes, neuroses and reflexes of Western civilisation as we know it. ‘Houston, we have a problem.’

SCI-FI instigates the same narrow vision of the future which it claims to solve.

Sardar & Cubitt, 02, Ziauddin, London-based scholar, writer and cultural-critic who specializes in the future of Islam, science and cultural relations. Sean, Director of the Program in Media and Communications at the University of Melbourne and Honorary Professor of the University of Dundee, Introduction, Aliens R us, the other in science fiction, 6/24/11, EG

So the basic ingredients out of which science fiction has been fashioned exist everywhere, in different civilisations and cultures, in the past and the present. Yet science fiction, the genre as we know it, does not. Science fiction is a very particular possession of just one tradition – Western civilisation. It does not exist in India, China (leaving out the special case of Hong Kong), Indonesia or Egypt – countries with flourishing and -- ensive film industries.3Moreover, only one kind of science provides the backdrop for science fiction, while its creators, contributors and in large part its audience are drawn from the West. This particularity is not accidental. An examination of the structure, themes and dramatic devices of science fiction provides an explanation for this particular and necessary relationship. What distinguishes science fiction is a particular view of science; a scientistic view of humanity and culture; the recycling of distinctive narrative tropes and conventions of storytelling. In each case science fiction employs the particular constellations of Western thought and history and projects these Western perspectives on a pan-galactic scale. Science fiction re-inscribes Earth history, as experienced and understood by the West, across space and time. 

1NC Shell 2/2
Science Fiction helps to perpetuate rascism, 

Bleasdale 11, (John, Literary, film, and culture critic, http://www.electricsheepmagazine.co.uk/features/2011/04/24/illegal-aliens-racism-in-science-fiction/, PhD from University of Liverpool)
Science fiction has the tendency to show up the limits of the imagination starkly. All those invented Tomorrow’s Worlds can’t help but look like cut-and-paste jobs from existing worlds; 2001 looks like 1969, 1984 like 1948,Metropolis like New York and Blade Runner is set in a still recognisable Los Angeles via Tokyo. So when it comes to aliens, it is hardly a surprise that writers and directors start flicking through back copies of National Geographic to find some inspiration. The Alien is rarely alien (except perhaps for Alien); it’s simply other. The Romulans are ancient Romans, wookies are walking dogs, Orcs speak Turkish and look like Rastafarians and the Nav’i from Avatar are Navaho cross-bred with stretched Smurfs. This is not necessarily a failing of science fiction, but in fact its function: the reimagining of the universe rather than the creation of new universes. And so, as it reproduces notions of the other, it does so from an existing cultural perspective and carries with it the prejudices and assumptions of its own time and place and, of course, of the race that produces it. The great Flash Gordon serials (1936-1940) give us Ming the Merciless, the oriental despot, in keeping with and reinforcing the prejudices that would see, among manifest historical injustices, America intern its own citizens of Japanese origin. When racism becomes the subject matter, science fiction is frequently cack-handed. Wolfgang Petersen’s 1985 film, Enemy Mine, is a case in point. This reworking of Robinson Crusoe via Hell in the Pacific (Boorman, 1968) sees Dennis Quaid as Will Davidge, a gung-ho, Han Solo-type fighter pilot gleefully waging war against the evil Dracs, a humanoid/reptilian alien race. Stranded on a planet, with an enemy Drac played by Louis Gossett Jr., the erstwhile foes learn to cooperate and become friends. On the surface, it has an impeccably liberal credo, but why does the alien have to be played by a black actor? Gossett Jr. at this point had name recognition since his scene-stealing and Oscar-winning role in An Officer and a Gentleman (Hackford, 1982), but he is the one with an eight-hour make-up job and [SPOILER] becomes irritatingly pregnant. Davidge eventually turns against his own race/species in a way identical to Kevin Costner’s cavalry officer in Dances with Wolves and Sam Worthington’s character in Avatar. This ‘going native’ in itself, however, rests on racist assumptions as old as Tarzan, Lord of the Apes. The white man who realises his complicity in an immoral form of oppression against an ‘alien race’ invariably ends up leading the given community in their resistance, or at least contributing in some vital way. Kyle MacLachlan’s character in David Lynch’s Dune (1984), Paul Artreides, becomes the messianic leader of a marginalised tribe of indigenous people. In District 9 (Blomkamp, 2009), Wickus Van De Merwe, despite going native in an involuntary way (he sees his condition in terms of a disease and longs for a cure), facilitates the escape of the aliens. Of course, from the narrative point of view, each of these characters represents an avatar themselves, a way of inscribing the white audience into an experience of the alien other. But it also realises a white fantasy of superiority, even as it ostensibly assuages white guilt. The problem is the identification with any alien as non-white: the exception that proves the rule might be the über-white David Bowie in The Man Who Fell to Earth (Roeg, 1976). The black actors who voiced Jar Jar and the Nav’i, and Louis Gossett Jr. play opposite white actors. The alien is a tempting analogy for racism, but, in the analogy, a lot is given away. Even as pleas for toleration are voiced, the central tenets of racism are upheld: these beings are resoundingly different, monstrous, etc. The ‘prawns’ of District 9 live in townships and are subject to a racism that the film on one level is explicitly condemning, but the liberal attempt to negotiate racism via the talking head interview with a sociologist is likewise ridiculous: ‘What to them is a harmless pastime such as derailing a train is to us a highly destructive behaviour. Call it the Caliban Conundrum. We learn to love the alien, pity the monster, and even as we do, we admit our racist notions of the other as essentially alien, monstrous, non-human. In Shakespeare’s The Tempest, Caliban is at once a monster to be despised and a creature to be pitied: ‘not honoured with human shape’. He is the other, conjuring fears of miscegenation but also a voice of protest with his own post-colonial voice of political resistance: ‘You taught me language and my profit on it is I learnt how to curse.’ But Caliban, for all that, is still not human. Of course, there’s the danger of being over-literal here.  I get that Caliban’s monstrosity could be portrayed literally, or as a racist projection of the white European colonials. Likewise, science fiction can have something valuable to say about race via attitudes to difference. In fact, District 9 is valuable perhaps because it is not so much against racism as about racism. It appears unabashed, for instance, in its own stereotyping of the Nigerians as the criminal underclass of South Africa and its protagonist doesn’t exactly ‘learn’. Illegal aliens appear in the Men in Black films (Sonnenfeld, 1997, 2002) as little more than a happy pun, but the meaning is explored more interestingly in John Sayles’s 1984 satire, The Brother from Another Planet. Here, the alien is a mute three-toed black man who takes refuge in Harlem, but, in one of the many reversals, the white men in black who pursue him (played by the director, John Sayles, and David Strathairn) are aliens too. In Harlem, the black patrons look after the alien (thinking him an immigrant: ‘half the city is illegal immigrants’) and are immediately hostile to the alien whites. ‘White folks get strange all the time,’ one not
Links XE "Links" 
Science fiction is otherizing. XE "Science fiction is otherizing." 
Sardar & Cubitt, 02, Ziauddin, London-based scholar, writer and cultural-critic who specializes in the future of Islam, science and cultural relations. Sean, Director of the Program in Media and Communications at the University of Melbourne and Honorary Professor of the University of Dundee, Introduction, Aliens R us, the other in science fiction, 6/24/11, EG
In science fiction, the ‘other’ as ‘alien’ is deployed to concretise the deeply divisive dichotomies of race and gender embedded in the repressive structures and relations of dominance and subordination. Modernity remains intact, the moral guardian of the future, whilst the ‘other’ emerges demonised and thus can be justifiably annihilated. ‘The centre,’ as John Rutherford has argued, ‘invests the “other” with its terrors. It is the threat of dissolution of self that ignites the irrational hatred and hostility as the centre struggles to assert its boundaries, that constructs self from not self.’2Of all the categories of cinema, ‘alien invader’ films are the most prolific and conservative for, as Susan Hayward notes, ‘They point at otherness as threatening to life and/or social mores’ and ‘represent the most “worrying” category of all with their innate potential for misogyny, racism and nationalistic chauvinism’.3  

The Arms industry’s scenario planning is directly influenced by science fiction XE "The Arms industry’s scenario planning is directly influenced by science fiction" 
Mellor 2007 (Dr Felicity, is a theoretical physicist and lecturer in Science in Context in the School of Interdisciplinary Sciences at the University of the West of England, Bristol “Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space” JSTOR) BW

The scientists also used narrative to present the impact threat in their own writings. The popular books written by the asteroid scientists often included narrative accounts of particular asteroid impacts that are hard to distinguish from the accounts found in fictional texts. For instance, in his popular book Rain of Fire and Ice, planetary scientist John Lewis described the approach of an asteroid as seen from ships in the North Atlantic sea lanes just off England.26 The following lines give a flavour of the narra tivized style through which he establishes a causally connected sequence of events: [The] crews, watching the brilliant fireball approaching them almost head-on, are at first dazzled by the light, but the vastly brighter flare of the final explosion literally burns out their eyes. Ships ... fill with smoke as they careen on, unpiloted, into hell. (Lewis, 1997: 195-96) This is one of several scenarios, which, Lewis says, are narrative accounts of computer simulations 'just as they came off the computer' (Lewis, 1997: 188)  However much Lewis might wish to credit his computer with the authorship of these narratives, by naming real places, fixing times, estab lishing a causal sequence of events and alluding to proto-characters, he converts the generalized predictions of collision statistics and asteroid properties into concrete narrative scenarios familiar to his readers. Through such narration, the data of a speculative science becomes a realistic and immediate threat. Technical reports of similar computer simulations, while lacking the colour of Lewis's popular account, allude to similar narrative scenarios. For instance, a conference paper by two Los Alamos scientists combines the particularity of place with the immediacy of the present tense: 'The East Coast of the United States is hit very hard by the surge. ... Delaware, Long Island, and all of Maryland below the Piedmont Plateau are completely inundated as are all coastal cities in this area' (Hills & Mader, 1995; see also Hills & Goda, 1999). Like Lewis's narratives, this is an account of events that have not happened - events which re construed out of computer models of possible kinetic energies, rock densities and atmospheric resistance applied to real locations in a possible future present. Despite their own use of the narrative form and their explicit references to works of science fiction, the asteroid scientists expressed concerns about the proximity of their science to science fiction. They frequently complained of a 'giggle factor' (Verschuur, 1996: vi; Lewis, 1997: 220; Ailor, 2004: 6; Morrison et al., 2004: 354) and would insist on a clear separation between 'science fact' and 'science fiction' (Steel, 1995: 2, 247; Kring, 2000: 169). This double strategy of appealing to science fiction while cre ating distance from it is also found in popularizations of other areas of sci ence. As I have argued elsewhere (Mellor, 2003), this appeal to science fiction should not simply be dismissed as a popular hook aimed to draw readers into the 'real' science. As noted above, in the case of impact-threat science, although the references to science fiction are more common in popular accounts, they can also be found in some peer-reviewed papers and policy documents. The means of framing a text, be it popular or technical, is not some innocent bolt-on device, but fundamentally structures how we conceptualize the subject. Articulating a science of asteroids necessarily involves imagining asteroids. The asteroid scientists' references to fictional narratives suggest that the technoscientific imaginary on which they drew was shared with, and informed by, the narratives of science fiction. Like the civilian scientists, the US defence scientists interested in the impact threat also worked in a community influenced by science fiction. Indeed, in some sectors of the military planning community, including those in which the promoters of SDI moved, explicit links with science fic tion authors were cultivated regularly. As Chris Hables Gray (1994) has noted, 'militaristic science fiction and military policy coexist in the same discourse system to a surprising degree' (see also Franklin, 1988; James, 1994: 200). The Air Force Academy held annual 'Nexus' conferences on science (text continued) fiction and military policy, and other conferences, such as the 'Futurist' conferences, also brought together military policy-makers and science fiction authors. At one typical conference held in 1985 at Ohio Air Force base, the authors present included prominent proponents of SDI such as Jerry Pournelle (Seed, 1999: 192). Pournelle was director of 'orga nizational support' for the Heritage Foundation's High Frontier project, which campaigned for SDI, and he was chair of a panel that in 1984 had published the pro-SDI tract, Mutually Assured Survival (Gray, 1994). He was also, for many years, the editor of the annual anthology series 'There Will Be War!', which mixed pro-war science fiction stories with pro-SDI non-fiction to claim that war was inevitable.  The scientists promoting and working on SDI weapons were avid con sumers of science fiction and some had direct links to science fiction authors. Rod Hyde, one of the Lawrence Livermore scientists who studied the impact threat, belonged to the Citizen's Advisory Council on National Space Policy, an organization founded by Pournelle (Broad, 1985: 141). Another Lawrence Livermore scientist included references to works by Pournelle, Niven and other science fiction authors in his doctoral thesis on the X-ray laser. In an interview with journalist William Broad, he explained that he turned to such authors for ideas about his own work. 'Writers of sci ence fiction are supposed to look into the future. So I started looking to see what they had in mind for the X-ray lasers' (Broad, 1985: 120).  Such links were part of a broader futures planning culture within the military that relied heavily on fictional constructs. Gray (1994) argues that standard military practices, such as war-gaming and scenario construction, are works of military fiction and that this fiction-making is both directly and indirectly influenced by the ideas of pro-war science fiction authors. The 1996 US Air Force study into the asteroid impact threat is an exam ple of such fiction-making. The study was part of a futures planning exer cise that considered several possible 'alternate futures' for the year 2025, drawing on a 'concepts database' that included such science-fictional ideas as 'force shields' and 'gravity manipulation'. The authors of the study noted the science fiction provenance of these ideas, at one point referring directly to Star Trek, but they took the ideas seriously nonetheless. They noted, with some understatement, that gravity manipulation was an 'unde veloped technology', but made no such comment about other speculative technologies such as solar sails, mass drivers or biological 'eaters', which were supposed to munch their way through the threatening comet or aster oid (Urias, 1996: 41-54). 

Specific Links XE "Specific Links" 
Firefly XE "Firefly" 
Firefly XE "Firefly" /Serenity creates gendered dichotomies. XE "Firefly/Serenity creates gendered dichotomies."  

Rowley 07 (Department of Politics, University of Bristol,) XE "Rowley 07 (Department of Politics, University of Bristol,)" 
I understand gender, sex and sexuality to be socially constructed categories: ‘men and women are the stories that have been told about “men” and “women” ’ (Sylvester 1994, 4). Masculine and feminine are attributes that can be applied to concepts, policies and institutions just as readily as to bodies, and they intersect with the dichotomies male/female and heterosexual/homosexual to form the basis for complex hierarchies of multiple gendered identities. Gendered concepts form an integral part of mainstream International Relations (IR). IR conventionally defined constructs a gendered dichotomy between the international (masculine) and the domestic (feminine) spheres. International Relations just is about the interactions between states; what goes on within states is the concern of political scientists rather than scholars of IR. Although it is occasionally acknowledged that the two spheres are separated for purposes of analytical clarity rather than to denote an empirically accurate representation of the world, the distinction nevertheless functions to obscure the complex interconnectedness and gendered constitution of all political practices and identities, be they local, ‘national’ or ‘international’. In F/S the domestic/international divide does not exist in the same way. Rather than (our) one solitary planet of ‘Earth-That-Was’, the F/S 'verse consists of multiple earths, many planets and hundreds of moons that have all undergone ‘terraforming’ to make them habitable to humans. These planets and moons can be seen as allegories of modern-day states. However, it is also possible to inhabit the spaces between planets: spaceships—housing just one or two people, or many thousands—transgress the domestic/international divide. They do so through being simultaneously domestic (homes), multinational (consisting of people from a variety of cultural backgrounds) and transnational (spaces/vehicles for travelling between planets, as opposed to being tied to one specific one). The everyday existence of Serenity's crew and passengers is a nomadic one in which they alternate between living for days at a time in outer space and spending periods ‘docked’ (based) on a variety of moons and planets, as well as travelling frequently between them. However, even when they are not flying, the spaceship remains their home, where they sleep and eat. While a nominal distinction is made between crew and passengers, it is clear from the interactions of the longer-standing crew members that they consider themselves a family, and not a particularly unconventional one.

Gendered Language promotes Violence XE "Gendered Language promotes Violence" 
Rowley 07 (Department of Politics, University of Bristol,) XE "Rowley 07 (Department of Politics, University of Bristol,)" 
F/S is much less critical with regard to exploring the potential for using persuasion rather than violence to achieve one's aims. Without fail, in every episode the crew is ‘forced’ to resort to violence to resolve a dispute or get themselves out of trouble, while the narrative is established in such a way that it is difficult to feel anything other than empathy for the crew, or to critique the inevitability of violence, even where our heroes are first to use physical or military force. In this respect F/S replicates other mainstream science fiction texts, such as Star Trek, which espouses pacifist and/or non-interventionist principles while constantly finding justifications to violate them (Weldes 1999). Violence is a gendered concept, associated with masculine characteristics and with male actors; that women are portrayed as equally capable of and prone to using violence may be an egalitarian statement but it is a problematic representation because the concept itself remains unchanged. As noted above, women can be good soldiers too, but broader social structures have not undergone any radical changes. Five hundred years in the future, soldiering is not a significantly different occupation from its 21st-century equivalent; military institutions do not appear to have undergone any radical changes in their gendered construction; and, far from becoming obsolete, wars have not changed much either. Violence at the personal level is, if anything, also more prevalent in the 26th century. At the end of ‘Hearts of Gold’, the prostitute shoots the father of her newborn son, implying that there was ultimately no other way of dealing with him. Zoë does not argue that killing federal officers is morally problematic, only that it is stupid because the Alliance will come looking for them. Saffron, the supposedly downtrodden woman who marries Mal, turns out to be a bounty hunter who uses physical force as well as seduction to deceive him and leave them all to die in space. And although the crew are like a family, individuals frequently resort to violence in disputes with one another. Anarchy and the consequential pervasiveness of violence are naturalised as unquestioned facts of life on the Outer Rim, which is portrayed very much like conventional realist accounts of contemporary international relations, as a Hobbesian struggle for survival in a vicious, dog-eat-dog world.

Links/Star trek
Star Trek justifies Genocide

Russel and Wolski 07

In 'I-Borg', the Enterprise encounters a single Borg separated from the collective. He is badly hurt and brought to the ship for treatment. The crew devise a plan which will rid them of the Borg forever. The plan involves infecting the single Borg 

with a virus and returning him to the collective. Its aim is nothing less than the annihilation of an entire race - genocide. Initially, there are no moral objections to this plan. However, in the course of his stay on the Enterprise, the solitary Borg experiences an identity crisis. Separated from the collective, this Borg no longer relates to himself as a "we" but begins to develop a sense of individuality, a sense of being an "I". Hugh (the name Geordie gives to the individuated Borg) 

is no longer entirely other; his status is far more ambiguous. Though Hugh has not become a human, he has ceased being a Borg and now occupies a hybrid  space between Borg and human, between collective consciousness and 

individuality. Hugh’s hybridity fractures the colonial relationship. The rigid barriers of self and other collapse and new possibilities emerge. The relationship between the Enterprise and the Borg is now changed and the plan to destroy the Borg is abandoned.



Star Trek promotes colonialist logic
Russel and Wolski 07 she is Senior Research Fellow at the Centre for Australian Indigenous Studies at Monash University. She is co-editor of Constructions of Colonialism (Leicester University Press) and editor of Colonial Frontiers (Manchester University Press, 2001)
Colonial discourse is made up of references to new worlds, frontiers, assimilation and resistance amongst other things. Beyond the frontier of both historical European colonial expansion and that of the United Federation of Planets, reside  swarming hordes of homogenous, essentialist representations of aliens. Humanity always resides on the closest side of the frontier. Within Star Trek even if the  recently encountered others are technologically advanced, they invariably lack  the characteristics of humanity, compassion, understanding and civilization. Two examples of this are the alien Cardassians and Ferrengi species. The Cardassians are warlike, exploitative and untrustworthy. The Ferrengi are a species of traders and merchants who pursue financial gain at the expense of all else. The Ferrengi are considered a reminder of a much earlier period of Federation history. As is often noted by Starfleet officers, the Federation has no longer a need for money;  they have left these concerns deep in their past.  The frontier within Star Trek, as within colonialism, is a boundary between space  and place. Place exists where names are known, features are recorded and maps can be drawn. Space exists where these are unknown. The known world is a  place, the unknown world is space. When the Federation has mapped and 

recorded the attributes of areas of space the region is designated with a name. The previously unrecorded space now exists not as an unknowable domain but as a Federation territory.

Representations of the Borg reinforce statism
Yates 97 (April 1997 • Volume: 47 • Issue: 4 • Dr. Yates is adjunct research fellow with the Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Liberty and the author of Civil Wrongs: What Went Wrong With Affirmative Action (San Francisco: ICS Press, 1994)
Despite such (occasionally glaring) flaws, Star Trek nevertheless presents perhaps the most disturbing example of full-fledged collectivism currently available. This depiction occurs in four episodes of Star Trek: The Next Generation (ST:TNG), the paperback novel Vendetta, and the movie Star Trek: First Contact, released last November. These all feature encounters between the Enterprise and a race known as the Borg, the deadliest foe yet faced by the Federation.

The Borg are a race of cyborgs, the product of a technology that hardwires artificial intelligence directly into the brain and central nervous system. Immediately after birth, Borg infants receive neural implants, which provide physical nourishment as well as information from a network connecting all the Borg brains and nervous systems with the rest of their technology. The Borg grow completely dependent on the implants, with every Borg brain in contact with every other Borg brain at all times. They share a group mind—a kind of organic Internet accessed with thoughts instead of computers.

Thus, their vast spaceships automatically go where the group mind wills, and if damaged, the craft repair themselves. There is no hierarchy or chain of command in any normal sense. Significantly, this group mind was eventually labeled the Borg Collective. The Borg have numerical designations instead of names and a repulsive physical appearance. Surgically implanted mechanical devices often replace their eyes and limbs. Individual Borg have extreme difficulty initiating action or even reacting to immediate surroundings without a cue from the group mind that can see through their eyes and communicate through their implants. The Enterprise crew first encounters the Borg in the second-season episode Q Who? when the whimsical and enigmatic character Q, member of a race of omnipotent beings who call themselves the Q Continuum, hurls theEnterprise into a previously unexplored region of the galaxy. The Borg’s one obsession, the crew quickly learns, is to assimilate other intelligent life forms, adding new technologies to their own and thus improving themselves—destroying the other races in the process. It is impossible to reason with them, since one can’t communicate with them in any ordinary sense. When they have selected a target, they are relentless. In short, Star Trek’s writers have succeeded brilliantly in presenting their audience with an unsettling vision. In The Best of Both Worlds (the cliffhanger that ended the third season), the Borg attack the Federation and zero in on Earth. After destroying a number of Federation outposts, several Borg appear on board the Enterprise and kidnap Captain Picard. They assimilate him by giving him implants and create the evil Locutus—who inherits Picard’s encyclopedic knowledge of Federation technology and defensive capabilities. The Borg use this intelligence to launch an apparently unstoppable attack on Earth. Against seemingly hopeless odds, theEnterprise crew figures out how to exploit the Borg’s weakness—their total interdependence and dependence on a technology consisting of subroutines and programs instead of procedures capable of being checked by individual minds. The equivalent of a computer virus essentially shuts them off!

Impacts XE "Impacts" 
If humanity continues to degrade the other, it will result in extinction. XE "If humanity continues to degrade the other, it will result in extinction."  

Zimmerman 02 [Michael E. Zimmerman “Encountering Alien Otherness”, ed. Rebecca Saunders (Lanham, Maryland: LexingtonBooks, 2002), 4-5 (PhD, Tulane, 1974) is Professor of Philosophy and former Director of theCenter for Humanities and theArts at CU Boulder.]
Recently, concern about foreign immigrants has grown in Western countries to which people from poorer countries (including former colonies) are flocking to escape political oppression and to find work. For many tourists, encountering otherness--distinctive clothing, different skin color, odd cultural practices, unusual cuisines--is the whole point of traveling. Having those exotic others immigrating to one's own country is another matter altogether, however. Politicians frequently try to gain political power by turning foreigners--and even citizens who can be portrayed as sufficiently other--into scapegoats for the country's woes. In the U.S., for example, immigrant-bashers play on the fears that some people have about losing their jobs to immigrants, even though job loss is more often due to decisions taken by powerful transnational economic interests. Even people not immediately threatened by outsiders will often join in disparaging or expelling them. People tend to project mortality and evil onto outsiders, aliens, others. By dominating or even destroying the death- and evil-bearing other, the dominant group feels as if it has conquered death and evil.10 Due to surging human populations, rapid shifts in capital investment and economic structures, environmental degradation, and greater ease of travel, mass migrations will only increase. Given the destructive capacity of current weapons, humanity may either have come to terms with otherness, or else risk destroying itself. Just as people have used differences in skin color, religion, gender, cultural practices, language, ideology, and economics to justify violence against other humans, people have also used differences between humans and other life forms to justify needless violence against plants, animals, and entire ecosystems. For centuries, people have claimed that one trait or another--from tool using to linguistic ability--demonstrates human superiority over other life. The nineteenth century doctrine of Manifest Destiny proclaimed that a united American people (white, of European descent) was bound to "develop" the continent's natural resources from coast to coast. Modernity’s ideology of anthropocentric humanism, which “others” nature by depicting it solely as an instrument for human ends, generates enormous ecological problems. In recent decades, the “dark side” of modernity has come in for deserved criticism. Despite its undeniable problems, however, modernity has also made possible great improvements in political freedom, material well-being, scientific knowledge, and human lifespan.

Science fiction inherently translates the alien into the other, and therefore justifies anihilation and dehumanization. This turns their case and perpetuates all of the harms of the 1AC XE "Science fiction inherently translates the alien into the other, and therefore justifies anihilation and dehumanization. This turns their case and perpetuates all of the harms of the 1AC" 
Sardar & Cubitt, 02, Ziauddin, London-based scholar, writer and cultural-critic who specializes in the future of Islam, science and cultural relations. Sean, Director of the Program in Media and Communications at the University of Melbourne and Honorary Professor of the University of Dundee, Introduction, Aliens R us, the other in science fiction, 6/24/11, EG
In science fiction, the ‘other’ as ‘alien’ is deployed to concretise the deeply divisive dichotomies of race and gender embedded in the repressive structures and relations of dominance and subordination. Modernity remains intact, the moral guardian of the future, whilst the ‘other’ emerges demonised and thus can be justifiably annihilated. ‘The centre,’ as John Rutherford has argued, ‘invests the “other” with its terrors. It is the threat of dissolution of self that ignites the irrational hatred and hostility as the centre struggles to assert its boundaries, that constructs self from not self.’2Of all the categories of cinema, ‘alien invader’ films are the most prolific and conservative for, as Susan Hayward notes, ‘They point at otherness as threatening to life and/or social mores’ and ‘represent the most “worrying” category of all with their innate potential for misogyny, racism and nationalistic chauvinism’.3 

Impacts/ Colonialism XE "Impacts" 
The Affirmative’s attempt to colonize and explore space is imbued with the idea that we must abandon the Earth – justifying exploitation of the environment  
McMillen, Aerospace History Fellow @ NASA, PhD of Philosophy from University of Texas, ‘4

[Dissertation for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy, “Space Rapture: Extraterrestrial Millennialism and the Cultural Construction of Space Colonization”, pg. 149-150, August 2004 // Lack]

As Sputnik flew, and satellites proliferated, and then as the Kennedy moon challenge seemed to implant the imprimatur of inevitability of imminent space colonization into the American mind, the Earth ceased to be thought of any longer as the “ground” or “soil.” The Earth became an entity or a system of which humanity was recognized as the controlling interest. Through the actions of humanity, the Earth could live or the Earth could die. The Earth could be left behind. For those that found in the perceived destruction of the human environment a sign of a mounting apocalypse, the stakes of the 1960s rose immeasurably. This shift awakened many to the uncomfortable realization that if they were not going to fight for the survival of the planet then they were essentially becoming complicit in a collective form of planetary suicide. The situation suddenly seemed that dire. The poignant musings of poet-naturalists were replaced by the sharp-edged and apocalyptic warnings of scientists and political essayists. In 1962, biologist Rachel Carson dedicated her expose of the chemical industry, Silent Spring, to humanitarian and naturalist Albert Schweitzer. She placed on the otherwise blank dedication page Schweitzer's ominous and apocalyptic prediction: “Man has lost the capacity to foresee and forestall. He will end by destroying the earth.” His words, spoken at the dawn of the Nuclear Age, took on greater resonance during the triumphs of the Space Age. If man would succeed in destroying the earth, then the spaceflight triumphs of 1962 certainly placed him in the commanding and distant location from which to deliver the crushing blow. On the next page, Carson posted a quotation of E.B. White’s: I am pessimistic about the human race because it is too ingenious for its own good. Our approach to nature is to beat it into submission. We would stand a better chance of survival if we accommodated ourselves to this planet and viewed it appreciatively instead of skeptically and dictatorially. When Carson required inspirational or dire language throughout Silent Spring, she used the image of the Earth. “As man proceeds toward his announced goal of the conquest of nature,” she opened her chapter “Needless Havoc,” “he has written a depressing record of destruction, directed not only against the earth he inhabits but against the life that shares it with him.” She paraphrased Robert Frost at the start of another chapter: “We stand now where two roads diverge… The other fork of the road – the one ‘less traveled by’ – offers our last, our only chance to reach a destination that assures the preservation of the earth.” And in conclusion she characterized modern applied science and its fantasized “control of nature” as a “phrase conceived in arrogance, born of the Neanderthal age of biology and philosophy… It is our alarming misfortune that so primitive a science has armed itself with the most modern and terrible weapons, and that in turning them against the insects it has also turned them against the earth.216 Carson used the terms “earth,” “life,” and “nature,” in much the same quasi-mystical way as Schweitzer and Bailey and to similar inspirational effect. Silent Spring resonated with readers of the early 60s because its imagery of a planet threatened by an unchecked and unregulated science and technology became all the more immediate in the Space Age. For Carson, the Earth was the innocent civilian in a technological war of uncontrolled insanity.
Impacts/Colonialization
Colonization severs the connections of responsibility to the environment on Earth – justifies abandonment and exploitation 
McMillen, Aerospace History Fellow @ NASA, PhD of Philosophy from University of Texas, ‘4

[Dissertation for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy, “Space Rapture: Extraterrestrial Millennialism and the Cultural Construction of Space Colonization”, pg. 141-142, August 2004 // Lack]

While the Earth in the modern age might no longer be imagined as possessed by a personified evil, Bailey recognized that the notion of an evil Earth had survived and was thriving and that the notion that the Earth was a sort of fearsome Hell was widespread and deeply entrenched. “The old fear of nature,” he wrote, “that peopled the earth and sky with imps and demons, and that gave a future state to Satan, yet possesses the minds of men…” This ancient view of the Earth was born, according to Bailey, of escapism and desperation – reactions to nature indicative of an as yet underdeveloped and immature humanity. Humanity had not yet awakened to the realization which possessed Bailey, that the Earth was a good and holy place. “Not being yet prepared to understand the condition of nature,” Bailey wrote, “man considered the earth to be inhospitable, and he looked to the supernatural for relief; and relief was heaven. Our pictures of heaven are of the opposites of daily experience – of release, or peace, of joy uninterrupted. The hunting grounds are happy and the satisfaction has no end.”208 But questioning traditional Christian cosmography and differential judgment did not necessarily mean that heaven need be rejected. Instead, claimed Bailey, a new vision of heaven could emerge from a reconnection of mankind to the Earth. “Heaven is to be a real consequence of life on earth,” he wrote, “and we do not lessen the hope of heaven by increasing our affection for the earth, but rather do we strengthen it.”209 A fantasied deliverance into a distant heaven was escapist and myopic, thought Bailey. Heaven was here, already, on Earth. The Earth was Eden. To counter this tendency towards disembodiment, Bailey sensed the rise of some great new thought, some rediscovery of a pure and heavenly joy of living life on a “good” earth – perhaps a reinterpretation of Christianity, and an abandonment of the value-laden cosmography which possessed men’s minds. For Bailey, the anticipation of deliverance into the sky – the anticipation of transcendence – was the key psychological barrier which had to be overcome if the Earth was to be enjoyed and used correctly for future generations. Instead of the transcendent God of heaven, Bailey hoped for a broader recognition of an immanent God of Earth: “Waiting for this rescue," he wrote "we have overlooked the essential goodness and quickness of the earth and the immanence of God." Bailey hoped that a recognition of the immanent Earth could be the dawn of a new consciousness: "We begin to foresee," he wrote, "the vast religion of a better social order.”210 For Bailey, reconnection to the planet would come through a new spiritual orientation, one not extraterrestrial, but terrestrial.
Colonialist logic is essentially the “abandonment of Earth”
McMillen, Aerospace History Fellow @ NASA, PhD of Philosophy from University of Texas, ‘4

[Dissertation for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy, “Space Rapture: Extraterrestrial Millennialism and the Cultural Construction of Space Colonization”, pg. 236, August 2004 // Lack]

O’Neill anticipated the abandonment of Earth for what he believed to be the utopian benefits of space-based life but the lessons learned from the public’s growing disdain for Apollo caused him to doubt that the aesthetics of “primitive nature” could ever be left totally behind. It was for this reason that O’Neill did not envision his colonies as being completely concealed from the light of the sun and the view of the infinite, but as being composed of a complex series of pivotable mirrors and shutters, all working together to assure that the colonists did not become too homesick for Earth. O’Neill recognized the planetary separation anxiety which several of the astronauts had experienced and did not see how space colonization could be made palatable to an already space-weary public without a believable simulacrum of terrestrial life. Space colonies were not a new concept. What separated O'Neill's colonies from previous incarnations was their rejection of the anti-natural modernism of Bernal, Clarke and von Braun. O’Neill set out to create an explicitly postmodern vision of life in space. Although mankind would live inside enormous machines, in a region with no air, such life, O’Neill accepted, would be impossible if the inhabitants lived completely in the reality of the abstraction to which they had emigrated. The Newtonian perfection of outer space was, prior to the space race, the ultimate backdrop for the abstract modernist utopia. A region completely open to man, without the difficulties of planetary life, and ready to be populated with the ultimate fruits of the Machine Age – space up until the 1950s was a modernist fantasy. O'Neill attempted to transcend the anti-natural modernism of the Machine Age to create a simulacrum of the Earth within the Machine.
Impact– Extinction XE "Impact – Extinction" 

 XE "Impact – Extinction" 
Abandoning Earth allows extinction to go unchecked 
Lavery, Professor of English @ Tennessee State University & Adjunct Professor @ Seattle University, ‘92

[“Late for the Sky: The Mentality of the Space Age”, http://davidlavery.net/LFS/Late_for_the_Sky.pdf, Chapter 5 // Lack]

The prospect of extinction does not sit well with a creature of infinite presumptions, and so we fantasize, too, about our escape; we contemplate abandoning the Earth before the Woman as Great as the World erases us. And such a planned emigration becomes, in a circular argument, a major premise in the extraterrestrial imperative. "We could already be off the planet," Carnegie-Mellon robotics expert Hans Moravec laments, "and I think it's inexcusable that we're not. If we stay here, we are going to get wiped out sooner or later. And what's more, we'll deserve it" (Fjermedal 250). A recent coffee-table volume of space advocacy (Hartmann, Miller, and Lee, Out of the Cradle) insists as a basic premise in the book's whole argument that not to expand into outer space is to risk the "three dangers" of (1) nuclear war, (2) Malthusian disaster, and (3) ecological disaster (37-42). And such thinking, a prime example of what Christopher Lasch has called "apocalyptic survivalism," is now monotonously routine.
Impact Statist/Collectivist
Collectivism Bad 
Yates 97 (April 1997 • Volume: 47 • Issue: 4 • Dr. Yates is adjunct research fellow with the Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Liberty and the author of Civil Wrongs: What Went Wrong With Affirmative Action (San Francisco: ICS Press, 1994)
Back here on Earth, the histories of Marxism, Nazism, and other harmful ideologies show that every form of collectivism that has risen to power has had to enslave its citizenry and plunder its neighbors to survive. Collectivism thrives in our society among those who advocate taxing and redistributing the fruits of other people’s labor instead of producing and trading goods in a free market. Collectivism, too, advocates the use of force when necessary. In its politically correct permutations in academe, collectivism is virulently anti-intellectual and regards individuality as an enemy concept. In operation, collectivists have an ugly track record that rivals that of the Borg inStar Trek.
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