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Anti-Politics –  Shell
(insert link) 
They embrace anti-politics – this dooms their project, creates atrocity, and cedes politics to the Right.

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change. As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved  -- perhaps even unrecognized -- only to fester more ominously into the future. And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context diseases, technological displacement of workers) of internationalized markets, finance, and communications.  Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or side-step these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impotence. In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger numbers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones. By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions.74 In the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance. The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies. This last point demands further elaboration. The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people's lives. Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be filled by authoritarian and reactionary elites  -- an already familiar dynamic in many lesser- developed countries. The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape, could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat. In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise  -- or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure. In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collec- tive interests that had vanished from civil society.75  
Anti-Politics –  Shell cont’

( ) Moving away from anti-politics is vital to check extinction

Small ‘6 


(Jonathan, former Americorps VISTA for the Human Services Coalition,  “Moving Forward,” The Journal for Civic Commitment,  Spring, http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/engagement/Journal/Issue7/Small.jsp)

What will be the challenges of the new millennium? And how should we equip young people to face these challenges? While we cannot be sure of the exact nature of the challenges, we can say unequivocally that humankind will face them together. If the end of the twentieth century marked the triumph of the capitalists, individualism, and personal responsibility, the new century will present challenges that require collective action, unity, and enlightened self-interest. Confronting global warming, depleted natural resources, global super viruses, global crime syndicates, and multinational corporations with no conscience and no accountability will require cooperation, openness, honesty, compromise, and most of all solidarity – ideals not exactly cultivated in the twentieth century. We can no longer suffer to see life through the tiny lens of our own existence. Never in the history of the world has our collective fate been so intricately interwoven. Our very existence depends upon our ability to adapt to this new paradigm, to envision a more cohesive society.  With humankind’s next great challenge comes also great opportunity. Ironically, modern individualism backed us into a corner. We have two choices, work together in solidarity or perish together in alienation. Unlike any other crisis before, the noose is truly around the neck of the whole world at once. Global super viruses will ravage rich and poor alike, developed and developing nations, white and black, woman, man, and child. Global warming and damage to the environment will affect climate change and destroy ecosystems across the globe. Air pollution will force gas masks on our faces, our depleted atmosphere will make a predator of the sun, and chemicals will invade and corrupt our water supplies. Every single day we are presented the opportunity to change our current course, to survive modernity in a manner befitting our better nature. Through zealous cooperation and radical solidarity we can alter the course of human events. Regarding the practical matter of equipping young people to face the challenges of a global, interconnected world, we need to teach cooperation, community, solidarity, balance and tolerance in schools. We need to take a holistic approach to education. Standardized test scores alone will not begin to prepare young people for the world they will inherit. The three staples of traditional education (reading, writing, and arithmetic) need to be supplemented by three cornerstones of a modern education, exposure, exposure, and more exposure. How can we teach solidarity? How can we teach community in the age of rugged individualism? How can we counterbalance crass commercialism and materialism? How can we impart the true meaning of power? These are the educational challenges we face in the new century. It will require a radical transformation of our conception of education. We’ll need to trust a bit more, control a bit less, and put our faith in the potential of youth to make sense of their world.  In addition to a declaration of the gauntlet set before educators in the twenty-first century, this paper is a proposal and a case study of sorts toward a new paradigm of social justice and civic engagement education. Unfortunately, the current pedagogical climate of public K-12 education does not lend itself well to an exploratory study and trial of holistic education. Consequently, this proposal and case study targets a higher education model. Specifically, we will look at some possibilities for a large community college in an urban setting with a diverse student body.  Our guides through this process are specifically identified by the journal Equity and Excellence in Education. The dynamic interplay between ideas of social justice, civic engagement, and service learning in education will be the lantern in the dark cave of uncertainty. As such, a simple and straightforward explanation of the three terms is helpful to direct this inquiry. Before we look at a proposal and case study and the possible consequences contained therein, this paper will draw out a clear understanding of how we should characterize these ubiquitous terms and how their relationship to each other affects our study. Social Justice, Civic Engagement, Service Learning and Other Commie Crap Social justice is often ascribed long, complicated, and convoluted definitions. In fact, one could fill a good-sized library with treatises on this subject alone. Here we do not wish to belabor the issue or argue over fine points. For our purposes, it will suffice to have a general characterization of the term, focusing instead on the dynamics of its interaction with civic engagement and service learning. Social justice refers quite simply to a community vision and a community conscience that values inclusion, fairness, tolerance, and equality. The idea of social justice in America has been around since the Revolution and is intimately linked to the idea of a social contract. The Declaration of Independence is the best example of the prominence of social contract theory in the US. It states quite emphatically that the government has a contract with its citizens, from which we get the famous lines about life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Social contract theory and specifically the Declaration of Independence are concrete expressions of the spirit of social justice.  Similar clamor has been made over the appropriate definitions of civic engagement and service learning, respectively. Once again, let’s not get bogged down on subtleties. Civic engagement is a measure or degree of the interest and/or involvement an individual and a community demonstrate around community issues. There is a longstanding dispute over how to properly quantify civic engagement. Some will say that today’s youth are less involved politically and hence demonstrate a lower degree of civic engagement. Others cite high volunteer rates among the youth and claim it demonstrates a high exhibition of civic engagement. And there are about a hundred other theories put forward on the subject of civic engagement and today’s youth. But one thing is for sure; today’s youth no longer see government and politics as an effective or valuable tool for affecting positive change in the world. Instead of criticizing this judgment, perhaps we should come to sympathize and even admire it. Author Kurt Vonnegut said, “There is a tragic flaw in our precious Constitution, and I don’t know what can be done to fix it. This is it: only nut cases want to be president.” Maybe the youth’s rejection of American politics isn’t a shortcoming but rather a rational and appropriate response to their experience. Consequently, the term civic engagement takes on new meaning for us today. In order to foster fundamental change on the systemic level, which we have already said is necessary for our survival in the twenty-first century, we need to fundamentally change our systems. Therefore, part of our challenge becomes convincing the youth that these systems, and by systems we mean government and commerce, have the potential for positive change. Civic engagement consequently takes on a more specific and political meaning in this context.  Service learning is a methodology and a tool for teaching social justice, encouraging civic engagement, and deepening practical understanding of a subject. Since it is a relatively new field, at least in the structured sense, service learning is only beginning to define itself. Through service learning students learn by experiencing things firsthand and by exposing themselves to new points of view. Instead of merely reading about government, for instance, a student might experience it by working in a legislative office. Rather than just studying global warming out of a textbook, a student might volunteer time at an environmental group. If service learning develops and evolves into a discipline with the honest goal of making better citizens, teaching social justice, encouraging civic engagement, and most importantly, exposing students to different and alternative experiences, it could be a major feature of a modern education. Service learning is the natural counterbalance to our current overemphasis on standardized testing. Social justice, civic engagement, and service learning are caught in a symbiotic cycle. The more we have of one of them; the more we have of all of them. However, until we get momentum behind them, we are stalled. Service learning may be our best chance to jumpstart our democracy. In the rest of this paper, we will look at the beginning stages of a project that seeks to do just that.   

Perm Solves and avoids ceding Politics to the Right

(  ) Perm solves their K business – net benefit is our 1AC and not ceding to the Right
Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/17/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_05.pdf
So two Manichaeisms squared off. Both were faith based, inclined to be impervious toward evidence, and tilted toward moral absolutism. One proceeded from the premise that U.S. power was always benign, the other from the premise that it was always pernicious. One justified empire—if not necessarily by that name—on the ground that the alternatives were worse; the other saw empire every time the United States wielded power. But these two polar tendencies are not the only options. There is, at least embryonically, a patriotic left that stands, as Michael Tomasky has put it, “between Cheney and Chomsky.”5 It disputes U.S. policies, strategies, and tactics—vociferously. But it criticizes from the inside out, without discarding the hope, if not of redemption, at least of improvement. It looks to its intellectuals for, among other things, scrutiny of the conflicts among the powers, the chinks in the armor, the embryonic and waning forces, paradoxes of unintended consequences, the sense immured in the nonsense, and vice versa. It believes in security—the nation’s physical security as much as its economic security. It does not consider security to be somebody else’s business. When it deplores conditions that are deplorable, it makes it plain, in substance and tone, that the critic shares membership with the criticized. It acknowledges—and wrestles with—the dualities of America: the liberty and arrogance twinned, the bullying and tolerance, myopia and energy, standardization and variety, ignorance and inventiveness, the awful dark heart of darkness and the self-reforming zeal. It does not labor under the illusion that the world would be benign but for U.S. power or that capitalism is uniformly the most damaging economic system ever. It lives inside, with an indignation born of family feeling. Its anger is intimate.  

Important backlines – Anti-politics = Extinction

(  ) The anti-political curriculum must be rejected – survival is at stake

Boggs ’97


(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change. As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved  -- perhaps even unrecognized -- only to fester more ominously into the future. And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious diseases, technological displacement of workers) cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context of internationalized markets, finance, and communications.  Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or side-step these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impotence. In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger numbers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones. By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions.74 In the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance. The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies. This last point demands further elaboration. The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people's lives. Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be filled by authoritarian and reactionary elites  -- an already familiar dynamic in many lesser- developed countries. The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape, could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat. In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise  -- or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure. In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collec- tive interests that had vanished from civil society.75  
Important backlines – Anti-politics = Extinction
(  ) Try-or-Die –Destruction coming now, and avoiding anti-politics is vital to a solution.

Hogan ‘7 

(Michael, Honorary Associate of Government and International Relations, University of Sydney, Australian Review of Public Affairs, Vol. 8, No. 1, August, p. 16-17)

However, the experience of the 1930s, when one of those crises in capitalism precipitated a collapse of confidence in liberal democracy, should give pause for thought. How confident can we be that there will not be another major and drawnout crisis in the world economy? Who seriously believes that the growth that drives capitalism can continue indefinitely? Already there are warning signs in the phenomenon of global warming which suggest that severe ‘limits to growth’ may not be that far in the future. Faced with a long-term period of economic readjustment and contraction, what nation can be confident that the problems can be solved to the satisfaction of its citizens by democratic processes if there is so little entrenched support for those processes? Will we again look for scapegoats and authoritarian leaders instead of complex and messy solutions? Anti-politics is a worry, if not for now, then for the future. Perhaps it would be wise not to wait for the crisis to happen but to strengthen the contemporary supports of liberal democracy beforehand. Not all such supports are weak. For example, the webs of voluntary associations that de Tocqueville (2004) noted as characteristic of a strong 19th century American democratic culture are even stronger in most modern democracies (despite the distracting and isolating influence of television). The ‘social capital’ described by Robert Putnam (1993, 2000) is certainly an important contributor to any successful democratic culture, and the evidence from countries like Australia suggests not only that its citizens tend to be ‘joiners’ of voluntary associations, but that such activity is closely linked with political participation (Passey & Lyons 2005, pp. 78–79.) There are some indications that contemporary uses of the internet (the explosion of personal and corporate blogs, or the popularity of search engines such as Google or Wikipedia) are reviving a concern for real information and debate that television seemed to inhibit. If modern major political parties are losing their ability to articulate issues, especially for minorities, that is not a fatal loss. Modern pressure groups and single-issue parties are quite capable of filling the gap. The real problem area is that of interest aggregation— putting together a deal or a package that can be presented for acceptance by the electorate. The competition in this arena is coming from the mass media, which seems more interested in oversimplifying issues than in explaining the complexities. Who is going to explain that real solutions are difficult, complex and messy? Perhaps one way of strengthening modern democratic cultures might be to look again at the nature of grass roots participation, so that citizens become as involved in the political process as they are in their children’s football team, their church choir or their book club. There has been considerable academic interest in creating new structures (for example, to foster community engagement, as in citizens’ juries)—a trend to what is often called ‘deliberative democracy’. In Britain the independent Power Inquiry (2006) recently conducted a national survey of responses to questions such as: Do you feel no one in politics listens? Do you feel too few people make the decisions that affect your life, your family and your country? That political faces come and go—but nothing really changes? And that, when things go wrong, politicians are rarely held to account?2 The recommendations of the Inquiry included decentralising power and increasing opportunities for popular participation in politics, so that not everything is left to elites. A good introduction to the wider literature can be found in Lyn Carson’s internet site on ‘Active Democracy’ (2007) or in a case study of policy making that suggests how such decentralisation might work (Carson et al. 2002). As in the creation of liberal democracy (or its erosion), no single-factor proposals are likely to remedy the problems discussed in this paper. However, if nothing else, the more that citizens become involved in decision making, even at a local government level, the more they are likely to appreciate and value the skills of professional politicians who at present hold the future of liberal politics in their hands.  
(  ) Must re-embrace politics – survival is at stake

Duvall ‘1 

(Tim, Assistant Professor Politics and Government, St. John’s University, Democracy and Nature, March, Vol. 7, No. 1, p. 205)

In this rich and provocative book Carl Boggs turns a harshly critical eye toward the depoliticization of American life, intimating that the ‘fate of the world [may hang] in the balance’ as its result (p. 245). On the surface this may appear to be an overstatement, but Boggs so completely undermines much of what passes for politics in the US that one cannot help but at least wonder whether or not he may actually be right. Not only does he convincingly attack such obviously reactionary and antipolitical developments as the militia movement, religious cults, the therapeutic revolution, co-opted postmodern ‘radicals’, and domestic terrorism, but he also manages to defend the claim that 1960s radicalism, the renewed emphasis on local political activism, and deep ecology contribute to the depoliticization of America as well. Each of these movements, groups, or approaches is antipolitical, in his view, because not a single one of them has been able or has even hoped to challenge the by-now entrenched power of corporations. Politics, in his view, is rapidly coming to an end, though this is not an end to celebrate as Fukuyama does with history.  
Important backlines – Anti-politics = Extinction
(  ) Extinction inevitable without politics – must have political participation to solve
Boyte ‘3 (Harry C., Senior Fellow, Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs, The Good Society, 12.2, p. 8-9)

Sometimes there is an intractable clash of interests and power relations—a dynamic Dewey neglected with too singular a focus on "social intelligence" as a power resource that could replace "coercion." Yet sometimes, especially with vision, skill, and determination, politics can negotiate clashing interests for the sake of solving public problems and creating public things. This is "a different kind of politics," a view of politics as productive and generative, not simply a bitter distributive struggle over scarce resources. Politics is the way people with widely divergent values and from very different backgrounds can work together to build the commonwealth. This broader sense of politics can only be sustained if it is widely dispersed—not the property of the professional political class or the state. Today in practical terms, there is urgent need to spread back out the ownership of politics if we are to have any hope of reversing the enormous momentum of the marketplace and technology, and their anti-political ways of thinking. It is in the short term but overwhelming interest of political leaders to over-promise or declare themselves "in charge," patterns which increasingly alienate the citizenry. Further, politics defined by elections necessarily emphasizes partisanship. It thus eclipses the interplay of diverse interests—and the development of skills essential to negotiate such interplay—that is at the heart of politics in the richest understanding of the term. The British theorist Bernard Crick, in his great 1962 dissenting work against the vein, In Defense of Politics, stressed politics as "a great and civilizing activity." He emphasized politics as negotiation of diverse views and interests. Drawing on Aristotle's The Politics, Crick argued that politics is about plurality, not similarity. Aristotle had proposed that an emphasis on the "unity" of the political community destroyed its defining quality. He contrasted politics with military alliance, based on "similarity" of aim. In this vein, Crick defended politics against a list of forces which he saw as obliterating recognition of plurality. Its "enemies" included nationalism, technology, and mass democracy, as well as partisans of conservative, liberal, and socialist ideologies.19  In the fifties and beyond, the professionalization of mediating institutions such as political parties, unions, schools, and universities eroded the everyday experiences of politics through which people learned skills of dealing with others unlike themselves, and developed some sense of their productive contribution to the larger democracy. It replaced a horizontal relationship among citizens as a wide experience of politics with an increasingly vertical political relationship of the citizen in relation to the state, as Addams had foreseen in 1902. Across many institutions, people increasingly became defined as "clients" served by professionals who understood themselves to be "experts." Meanwhile, the rise of the consumer culture created different visions of the "good life" as about consumption, not production. These are themes I have elsewhere treated in some detail. Here, [End Page 9] I want to emphasize their conceptual counterpart, the way current civic theory has lost the Deweyian insight that citizens make democracy.20  The de-politicization of most social life is illustrated by comparing the views of "communitarians" with those of "liberals," the leading schools of political theory. Despite differences, both remove citizens from politics, except on the (relatively rare) occasions when citizens vote, protest, or otherwise interact with their government and elected officials. Today current communitarian theory is a resource in America's anti-politics politics, a politics of innocence in which almost everyone eschews responsibility for addressing the troubles of our time. Communitarian theorists have made helpful criticisms of a view of the citizen as simply an individual bearer of rights. Yet their positive concept of citizenship has created a moral repertoire easily mobilized in a Manichean world view. Communitarian theory is advanced by, among others, Bowling Alone author Robert Putnam, Amitai Etzioni, founder of the Communitarian Caucus, and Bush advisor Don Eberly. Communitarians stress what Etzioni calls "the social dimension of human existence." They express alarm about the fraying of what they see as the underlying moral fabric of the nation that is essential to a well-functioning democracy. They argue that America suffers from excessive individualism, an overemphasis on rights and an under-emphasis on responsibilities, and an increasingly litigious culture where citizens seek resolution of conflicts through the courts.  In communitarianism, the citizen is defined as a member of the community who expresses his or her citizenship through acts of volunteering and service. Communitarians strike a chord by decrying a decline in America's community involvement and voluntary spirit in a world that seems increasing depersonalized and fragmented. Yet calls for compassionate, community-minded volunteers do not convey boldness, intelligence, gritty determination in the face of adversity, courage in fighting injustice, or capacities for sustained work with others outside our "community" with whom we may have sharp disagreements.  An etymology of service, a concept at the heart of communitarianism, illustrates the problem. Service is from the Latin root, servus, meaning slave. The history of the word is associated with terms such as "servile," "serf," and "servant." Service does not necessarily imply servitude. In one of its meanings, performing the duties connected with a position, service and derivatives such as public service, community service, and service learning have been useful bridges for public institutions to re-connect with the world. In this meaning, service sometimes provides a starting point for political involvement. Yet in all meanings service is associated with other-directedness. The service giver, in focusing on the needs and interests and desires of those being served, adopts a stance of altruism or selflessness. Whether motivated by desire for concealment or by self-abnegation, this submerges the interests and identity of the server.  The view of citizenship as voluntarism and service has been hotly debated during recent years. There continue to be voices arguing for "political" citizenship. Liberal theorists such as Michael Schudson, Theda Skocpol, Ziad Munson and Marshall Gans challenge communitarians on just these grounds. Such scholars draw on social movements whose theme was the struggle for distributive justice. Yet while the struggle for justice remains crucial, a singular focus on justice narrows the range of politics and people's political interests dramatically, while liberalism's state-centered quality emphasizes a vertical, not a horizontal, understanding of political relations.  For all the radical differences between a focus on "service" or "justice," or between communitarian and liberal views of citizenship broadly, there are also similarities in the ways both camps think about democracy and civic agency. At bottom, both define politics, as citizens practice it, as a distributive activity associated with government—a fight over who gets what. Because public action necessarily involves productive and generative dimensions—in the global context, for instance, it involves creating the conditions for security and survival itself—this view marginalizes the amateur, and identifies democracy, in turn, with elections. It cedes to elected officials the mandate to take up the generative and productive tasks of politics. As a result, political discourse takes on an increasingly bitter and competitive quality at home, while abroad America's stance in the world is increasingly protective, unilateralist, and bellicose. Only a different politics, built around abundance and citizen agency, can transform the equation.21 
Important backlines – Anti-politics Turns their project, they create bad power vacuum
(  ) it’s a net turn for their objectives -- the anti-politics vacuum is filled by the right, not the left

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

Both mall culture and mass media symbolize the prevailing mood of anti-politics: they reproduce to a deeply-atomized, commodified social life-world which corresponds to the mode of consciousness described by Richard Sennett in The Fall of Public Man, where citizen involvement in a republic is effaced ``by the belief that social meanings are generated by the feelings of individual human beings,'' so that the common terrain of power relations and social space is obliterated.15 Sheldon Wolin refers to this development as a ``crisis of citizenship,'' re£ected in the carving up of the public sphere by local, privatized interests.16 The point has been reached where most Americans can no longer imagine a system truly open to citizen participation, where the ordinary person might have influence. Viewed in this way, modernity is two-sided: it coincides with the spread of technology, knowledge, and expertise but also reinforces widespread feelings of alienation and powerlessness. Individuals feel engulfed by forces beyond their control ^ bureaucracy, government, huge corporations, the global economy. Under these conditions psychological retreat from the public sphere may seem normal enough. The problem, however, is that such firmly entrenched bastions of power will not vanish simply because they are denigrated or ignored; on the contrary, their hegemony will simply go unchallenged. 
Important backlines – Anti-Political Alts fail and re-trench the worst of the Squo

(  ) Rejecting politics and refusing to engage ensures that the ‘powers that be” win by ensuring no common framework for challenging the status quo

Chandler, ‘4 

(David, Snr Lecturer in International Relations at the Center for Democracy, University of Westminster, Millennium, Vol. 33, No. 4, p. 339)

The struggle for individual ethical and political autonomy, the claim for the recognition of separate ‘political spaces’ and for the ‘incommunicability’ of political causes, demonstrates the limits of the radical claims for the normative project of global civil society ‘from below’. The rejection of the formal political sphere, as a way of mediating between the individual and the social, leaves political struggles isolated from any shared framework of meaning or from any formal processes of democratic accountability. This article should not be read as a defence of some nostalgic vision of the past, neither does it assert that the key problem with radical global civil society approaches is their rejection of formal engagement in existing political institutions and practices. The point being made here is that the rejection of state-based processes, which force the individual to engage with and account for the views of other members of society, is a reflection of a broader problem—an unwillingness to engage in political contestation. Advocates of global civil society ‘from below’ would rather hide behind the views of someone else, legitimising their views as the prior moral claims of others—the courtly advocates—or putting themselves in harm’s way and leading by inarticulate example, rather than engaging in a public debate. The unwillingness of radical activists to engage with their own society reflects the attenuation of political community rather than its expansion. Regardless of the effectiveness of radical lobbying and calls for recognition, this rejection of social engagement can only further legitimise the narrowing of the political sphere to a small circle of unaccountable elites. If the only alternative to the political ‘game’ is to threaten to ‘take our ball home’—the anti-politics of rejectionism—the powers that be can sleep peacefully in their beds. 
Important backlines – Anti-Political Alts fail and re-trench the worst of the Squo

(  ) Anti-political calls, or dismissal of public debates and focus on text, are pointless. They serve merely to reify the status quo and lead to no change.

McCann and Szalay, ‘5 

(Sean, Associate professor of English and Director of American Studies at Wesleyan University & Michael, Associate professor of English and Director of the Humanities Center at the University of California, Irvine, The Yale Journal of Criticism, 18.2, p. 456-459) 

No surprise, then, that as in the larger development of professionalism generally, the U.S. literary academy's embrace of the attitudes associated with Foucault has tended to follow him toward an antipathy to the public sphere and to what, following Foucault's own optimistic prediction that "we are perhaps experiencing the end of politics," might be fairly called an antipolitical, or at least an antigovernmental, version of cultural activism.93In keeping with the directions charted by the New Left and the counterculture, Foucault, along with his American followers, systematically downplayed the role to be played by the formal institutions of political action (the state, but also parties, organizations, and the press) in order to emphasize the importance of what he called "moral" issues.94 Pointing in his own defense of the "professional and technological class" to an inherent conflict between the powers of "the sovereign" and "matters of professional competence," Paul Goodman had suggested that "'sovereignty' and 'law'" might have become "outmoded concepts."95 Foucault made a far more radical version of a similar point. In the same interview in which he invoked the "specific intellectual," Foucault made his famous call "to cut off the King's head"—to refuse, that is, to pose political issues with reference to "the State" or "in terms of . . . sovereignty." (Ironically, but not surprisingly, he suggested just as American New Leftists had that, if the state were relatively unimportant, "the university and the academic" by comparison might be "privileged points of intersection" in contemporary political struggle.)96 The upshot was not just a dismissal of the formal sphere of political action and a consignment of the legitimate powers of government to the ash heap of history, but increasingly a denunciation of public debate and political disagreement about the proper aims of the state or the just purposes of law. Explaining what he had learned from the events of 1968 by remarking that he would not "play the part of one who prescribes solutions," Foucault suggested instead that the true intellectual refused to engage in public debate or political polemic, declined to play "the role of alter-ego" to "the political party," and preferred instead to reveal issues to be "of such complexity as to shut the mouths of prophets and legislators." "I play my role at the moment I make problems evident in all their complexity, by provoking doubts and uncertainties and calling for profound changes"—changes presumably of the "heterotopic" variety that would "stop words in their tracks." Society should be left to work out its own problems, without the interference of ideologues or governments and even ideally without deliberation or debate at all. "The most important thing is that . . . [problems] be tested and stirred up so deep within society to the point that society allows a new balance of relations to flourish by itself."97 It is difficult not to see in that remark the mystified vision of society common to libertarian philosophies, where progress is brought about solely through the combined interaction of individual choices and the instrumentalities of the state turn out to be irrelevant. And indeed, during the seventies and eighties—when his seminar briefly considered the founding voices of contemporary libertarianism, Ludwig von Mises and Frederick Hayek—Foucault moved ever more [End Page 458] radically away from political issues and ever more completely toward a therapeutic emphasis on, as he famously put it, the care of the self.98 In the late sixties and early seventies, New Left thinkers like Greg Calvert and Carol Neiman similarly argued that the elision of personal emancipation and political change was one of the principal accomplishments of the countercultural left. Genuine change would come about only when the movement abandoned a "politics of guilt"—built around the "liberal-reformist" desire to alleviate injustice—and fully committed instead to "personal liberation." "The revolution," they declared, "is about our lives."99 Though less grandiosely, the late Foucault says much the same. "Care for others should not be put before the care of oneself," he suggests, a premise consistent with the aim of his late work to replace an emphasis on "political institutions" with a private "exercise of the self on the self."100  Foucault's is merely the most striking version of a widely shared retreat away from public debate and civic engagement and toward a commitment to personal freedom. The libertarian premises that appear explicitly in his work are articulated in less direct ways throughout the whole range of poststructuralist theory. These premises are evident, for example, in Jean-François Lyotard's embrace of a "postmodern condition" that, as he recognized, corresponds to the increasing displacement of seemingly "permanent institutions" by "the temporary contract"—a development that he acknowledged makes efforts to contest injustice or inequality appear unlikely.101They appear more abstractly in Gilles Deleuze's analogous defense of a masochistic freedom of contract against the sadistic domination of institutions.102 And they crop up throughout a range of theories that invoke the singular, the individual, and the inassimilable against the basic elements (norms, institutions, deliberation) of the public realm.103 At the core of the poststructuralist consensus, as Lyotard noted, stands the shared premise that "consensus has become an outmoded and suspect value."104  Such attitudes have long since become commonplace features of the American literary academy, whose attraction to the recondite discourse and libertarian sentiments of poststructuralist philosophy have been matched only by the frequently reiterated conviction that merely adopting that language amounts to a political challenge to contemporary society. If, however, that challenge always appears profound—cutting, as Foucault said, to "the fundamental codes of a culture"—its consequences by the same token inevitably appear imperceptible, and put off for a future accounting.105 What lies between the apocalyptic and the mundane, of course—in that place otherwise occupied by formal political organization or the state—is mystery. It is difficult to fault academic literary intellectuals for being drawn [End Page 459] to the allure of that mystery. After all, few have easy access to Washington or the local statehouse. They do not as a group command much in the way of economic power. Nor do they have many strong connections to other constituencies. Turning that marginality into a source of authority, however, many academic humanists see the political universe entirely in symbolic terms, imagining, like Mailer, Mills and the New Left, that to change the cultural apparatus could be to change the world—that to provide, as Mills put it, "alternative definitions of reality" could 
<  Continued On Next Page  >

Important backlines – Anti-Political Alts fail and re-trench the worst of the Squo

<  Continued From Previous Page  >

itself be the most radically political of acts.106 As our political and economic world has been shaped more and more by the prevalence of inegalitarian private agreements and weak public institutions, this longing for cultural power has left literary academics with ever less to say. Indeed, by at least one account, having nothing to say is how the academic left stays true to the sixties. Refusing to don "the pose of the ethically communicative replicant," Lauren Berlant suggests, is the way to remain "'68 or something." To resist "the bureaucratic impulse" one must embrace "the sublime productivities of political failure" and say "'something unspeakable.'"107  That, we believe, is the dead end of cultural politics and an impasse long since time to step around. No doubt this notion will seem mistaken to many of our contemporaries. Those like Eric Lott who think that "the 60s" lives on most powerfully in a commitment to refuse the "liberal analytical division between symbolic politics and real politics" will continue to believe that "the realest way to intervene in matters of state" is to offer "continuing revelations" of the fact that "our relation to the state is by definition coerced, thus distant, thus mystified, thus, perforce, imaginary."108 Readers who agree with this assessment might also agree with the editors of the recent volume Left Legalism/Left Critique who, believing that the most acute danger to "the left" today is not the vast power of the radical right but the fact that left ambitions have become "nearly indistinguishable from mainstream liberal ones," also believe that criticisms of postmodern radicalism betray an "impoverished understanding." But this attitude strikes us as exactly wrong. It is the romantic appeal to "the disruptive, disorienting" force of "vertiginous knowledge" that is impoverished; the fascination with the authority of "political inarticulateness" that is hackneyed and banal.109 All the trappings of this sort of thinking, we believe, deserve the scrutiny of the type offered by the essays in this volume. The simplistic visions of both "reason" and "the state"; the related dismissal of formal politics; the conviction that ordinary language is in some significant way a prison house; and, above all, the inflation of self-realization to revolutionary importance—all of these notions deserve to be seen for what they have become: less concepts that might ever be evaluated or tested than aspects of a cherished and ultimately comforting folklore of the late capitalist economy.  
Important backlines – Anti-Political Alts fail and re-trench the worst of the Squo

(  ) Empirically anti-politics in action has resulted in greater repression and corruption 
McSherry ‘98 

(J. Patrice, Journal of Third World Studies, Vol. 15, No. 1, p. 302-305)

The editors employ their concept of "antipolitics" to frame the collection. They posit that the militaries have long despised the chaos and instability, corruption and division, class conflict and disorder, spawned by "politics" (demagogic politicians, party squabbling). As they note, "In much of Latin America, professional military officers concluded that only an end to 'politics' and the establishment of long-term military rule could provide the basis for modernization, economic development, and political stability" (p. 3). Military officers who viewed themselves as the repository of the highest values of the nation acted to impose order and progress. They rejected politics as "the source of underdevelopment, corruption, and evil" (p. 13). The concept of antipolitics is an interesting one, if somewhat Orwellian, as the editors show. For despite their claims to stand above politics, the armed forces were not politically neutral actors. One important point made by Loveman and Davies is that, contrary to some analyses, professionalization did not achieve depoliticization of the militaries; in fact, the contrary was often true (p. 29), an irony given the concept of "antipolitics." Juan Perón, for example, had "highly political antipolitical appeal" (p. 58). Later, as the Cold War deepened, the armed forces in the region became increasingly politicized. Encouraged by French and U.S. couterinsurgency doctrines and training, they began to envision themselves as the front line of defense against international communism and internal subversion in a new worldwide crusade that greatly expanded traditional concepts of the military mission. Liberal democracies were overthrown because they were insufficiently anticommunist or excessively pluralist (that is, they tolerated voices demanding social change). A key aim of military repression was to depoliticize and demobilize politically-active populations, particularly leftists, peasant and labor movements, and intellectuals, usually supported by conservative political and economic elites whose interests and privileges were well-served. In short, these were hardly apolitical acts. To paraphrase Loveman, the armed forces claimed the right to "protect democracy from itself" (p. 379). 
Important backlines – Anti-Political Alts fail and re-trench the worst of the Squo
(  ) Their abandonment of politics, and rejection of any universal, re-creates the status quo. This answers their language and objective truth claims as well
Fotopoulos ’01 

(Takis, Formerly Senior Lecturer in Economics at the Polytechnic of North London and Current Editor of Democracy and Nature, The International Journal of Inclusive Democracy, Vol. 7, No. 1, March)
Coming now to the rejection by postmodernists of totalising universal schemes and of grand narratives in favour of plurality, complexity and ‘local narratives’, it is true that a series of recent developments have indeed induced the double need to abandon ‘grand narratives’ and, also, to recognise the importance of social divisions beyond those of strict economic class divisions, which marked the previous forms of modernity. Such developments were  the collapse of Soviet Marxism, the decline of social democracy and parallel technological developments that led to the drastic reduction of the working class and the rise of the ‘new social movements’. However, recognition of such developments in no way legitimises the stand adopted by many in the (postmodern) Left in favour of  abandoning any ‘universal’ project of human emancipation. To my mind, it is this stand which leads them to submit to the ‘inevitability’ of the market economy and representative ‘democracy’, and, in the interest of the politics of ‘difference’ and  ‘identity’,  dispose  also of any notion of class divisions.  Instead,  as I attempted to show elsewhere, class divisions have to be redefined  (beyond the original conception of them which was restricted to the economic sphere) and a new universalist project of emancipation should be adopted  that would incorporate a new model of social divisions, which would embrace the politics of ‘difference’ and ‘identity’. Furthermore, the recognition of plurality and difference in no way represents any kind of break with modernity, as Best & Kellner also admit: Both modern theory and postmodern theory are in agreement that con​temporary society and culture is wracked with fragmentation, conflicts, con​tradictions, and disorder. Modern theory and politics wants to discover resolutions to these conflicts, to (re)create harmony and order. Some versions of postmodern theory and politics, by contrast, live within the fragmentation and disorder, affirming positive possibilities within the whole, devising more modest survival strategies for life in the fragments, or attempting to solve piecemeal problems.  It seems therefore that the postmodern emphasis on plurality and ‘difference’, in combination with the simultaneous rejection of every idea to develop a universal project for human emancipation, in effect, serves as an alibi for abandoning liberatory analysis and politics and conforming to the status quo. Now, as regards  the rejection of essentialism, postmodernists, yet again, throw away the baby with the bath water. It is of course right to reject Marxist essentialism that subsumed all forms of oppression to economic domination and exploitation, i.e. to the economic form of power, which however, as I pointed almost twenty years ago, is only one form of power among an ensemble of numerous other sources of power characterising every form of collective life. But, to draw the conclusion out of this rejection of Marxist essentialism that there is no centre, or essence of power, is a very big jump indeed. In fact, as I attempted to show elsewhere, there is a unifying element which may unite members of the subordinate social groups around a liberatory project like the inclusive democracy project: this is their exclusion from various forms of power —an exclusion which is founded on the unequal distribution of power that characterises today’s main political and economic institutions  and the corresponding values. This means that the postmodern fragmentation and ‘localisation’ of social struggle around ‘local’ social divisions, namely, divisions determined by identities ―something that  inevitably leads to reformism and conformism― is neither necessary nor desirable. Finally, I would not raise any objections concerning the rejection of closed systems and ‘objectivity’ in favour of  indeterminacy, uncertainty, ambiguity, as well as of a transdisciplinary approach based on the assumption of a language and culture-conditioned truth (particularly as regards the interpretation of social reality), as this is obviously the core of the epistemological basis of the inclusive democracy paradigm. However, this does not imply that we have to adopt the postmodern relativism which equates all traditions and all kinds of reason, nor does it mean that, without some kind of ‘objective’ criterion, our choice for freedom becomes an arbitrary one, ‘a mere matter of opinion’ As I attempted to show in TID, the choice for freedom is not an arbitrary utopia but is based on the chronic multi-dimensional crisis that emerged since the rise of the modern society, as a result of the concentration of power to which the institutions of the market economy and representative ‘democracy’ had, inevitably, led.  
Important backlines – A-to “But not our Anti-Politics”
(  ) They say, “not our anti-politics” – but this is wrong. Our thesis does apply to their argument.

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

Well-intentioned as advocates of such metaphysical politics might be, their agenda marks a profound withdrawal from the public sphere, whatever their self-defined status as architects of a ``new'' (and more radical) politics One finds a turning-away from political methods and strategies, a lack of interest in any discourse that addresses the reality of broad social forces and political power. The solution to worldly problems is left to the (always vaguely-outlined) intervention of transcendental agents. It is surely no accident that, in the United States at least, the popularity of new-age currents rose just as the new social movements began to lose their momentum.  As Theodor Adorno found from studying the mass appeals of astrol- ogy in the 1950s, the flight into metaphysics can be compelling for people longing for a sense of comfort and stability in an environment where the ``anonymous totality of the social process'' is so overpower- ing that the very idea of changing the world by political means appears terribly self-defeating, a waste of time and resources. But metaphysical escape from pressing everyday concerns, hardly unique to the modern period, can help people adapt more painlessly to the existing order of things. In the case of astrology, there is the familiar impulse to seek out higher sources of authority, hoping to ¢nd harmonious unity in the stars while knowing that human will cannot possibly create order within existing earthly con¢nes.25 As Adorno suggests, ``It means primarily submission to unbridled strength of the absolute power'' ^ a power that is no longer human but is secure in its remote, seemingly universal and fixed character. In this way, external authority compensates for the individual's own sense of weakness and futility, a feeling of power- lessness in the face of insurmountable obstacles.26 Adorno further observes that escapism along these lines has stronger attraction where liberal ideals of freedom, individualism, and rights are no longer com- patible with the hierarchical demands of large-scale organization. What Adorno detected in the 1950s seems even more relevant to the contemporary American landscape.  
Important backlines – A-to “But we have a different or new kind of “Politics”

(  ) Their substitute definition of “politics” also fails and still cedes politics to the Right.

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/16/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_02.pdf 

The thirst for consolation explains the rise of academic cultural studies during precisely the years when the right held more political power for a longer stretch than at any other time in generations. Consolation and embattlement led to the wishful notion that cultural studies, for all its frailty, amounted to a force combating right-wing power. To believe this one had to vulgarize the feminist notion that “the personal is political.” In effect, one had to believe that “the cultural is political.” In popular culture the opposition could find footing and breathing space, rally the powerless, defy the grip of the dominant ideas, isolate the powers that be, and prepare for a “war of position” against its dwindling ramparts. To dwell on the centrality of popular culture was good for morale. It certified the people and their projects. The assumption was that what held the ruling groups in power was their capacity to muffle, deform, paralyze, or destroy contrary tendencies. If a significant opposition were to exist, it first had to find a base in popular culture—and first also turned out to be second, third, and home plate as well, since popular culture was so much more accessible, porous, and changeable than the economic and political order. With time, what began as compensation hardened into a tradition. Younger scholars gravitated to cultural studies because it was to them incontestable that culture was politics. To do cultural studies, especially in connection with identity politics, was the only politics they knew or respected. The contrast with the rest of the West is illuminating. In varying degrees left-wing intellectuals in France, Italy, Scandinavia, Germany, Spain, and elsewhere retain energizing attachments to Social Democratic, Green, and other left-wing parties. There, the association of culture with excellence and traditional elites remains strong. But in the Anglo-American world these conditions scarcely obtain. Here, in a discouraging time, popular culture emerges as a consolation prize. Throughout the English-speaking world of Europe, North America, and Australia, class inequality may have soared, ruthless individualism may have intensified, racial misery may have mounted, unions and social democratic parties may have reached an impasse, the organized left may have fragmented and its ideas blurred, but never mind. Attend to popular culture, study it with sympathy for the rewards that minorities find there, and one need not be unduly vexed by electoral defeat. One need not be rigorous about what one opposes and what one proposes in its place. Is capitalism the trouble? Is it the particular form of capitalism practiced by multinational corporations in a deregulatory era? Is it patriarchy (and is that the proper term for a society that has seen many improvements in the status of women)? Racism? Practitioners of cultural studies permit themselves their evasions.Speaking cavalierly of “opposition” and “resistance” permits— rather, cultivates—a certain sloppiness of thinking. You can identify with the left without having to face hard questions of political self-definition.  So the situation of cultural studies conforms to the contours of the past political generation. For economic and political ideas it substitutes a cheerleading approach to popular culture, with its cascading choices and technological marvels. Its cultivation of sensibility ratifies the wisdom of the prevailing withdrawal from practical politics. Seeking political energies in audiences who function qua audiences, rather than in citizens who function qua citizens, cultural studies stamps its seal of approval upon what is already a powerful tendency within industrial societies: popular culture as a surrogate for politics.   

Important backlines – A-to “But we have a different or new kind of “Politics” cont”

(  ) Alternate vision of “politics” fails –The Perm solves and the alt alone does not
Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/16/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_02.pdf 

Indeed, cultural studies worships at the shrine of the marketplace. Its idea of the intellect’s democratic commitment is to flatter the audience. Disdaining elitism, cultural studies helps erode the legitimacy of an intellectual life that cultivates assessments of value independent of popular taste. Trashing the canon, it deprives students of the chance—for once in their lives—to encounter culture that lives by values apart from the market. Whatever its radical gloss, cultural studies integrates itself nicely into a society that converts the need for distraction into one of its central industries and labels as “critics” those arbiters of taste whose business is to issue shopping advice to restless consumers. Is there a chance of a modest redemption? Perhaps, if we imagine harder-headed, less wishful studies of culture that do not claim to be politics. A chastened realistic cultural studies would divest itself of pretensions. It would be less wishful about the world—and also about itself. Rigorous practitioners of cultural studies would rethink their premises. They would learn more about politics and history. They would deepen their knowledge of culture beyond the contemporary. When they study the contemporary, they would investigate cultural strands of which they do not necessarily approve. In the process they would appreciate better what culture, and cultural studies, do not accomplish. If we wish to do politics, let us organize groups, coalitions, demonstrations, lobbies, whatever: let us do politics. Let us not think that our academic pursuits are already that.  
Important backlines – A-to “Alt results in new Politics/we change conventional politics”

(  ) The alt doesn’t result in effective “new politics” and they don’t control the internal link to the Aff – they solely cede politics to the Right

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/17/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_04.pdf
Yet the audacious adepts of “theory” constitute themselves the equivalent of a vanguard party—laying out propositions to be admired for their audacity rather than their truth, defending themselves when necessary as victims of stodgy and parochial old-think, priding themselves on their cosmopolitan majesty. “Theory” dresses critical thought in a language that, for all its impenetrability, certifies that intellectuals are central and indispensable to the ideological and political future. The far right might be firmly in charge of Washington, but Foucault (and his rivals) rules the seminars. At a time of political rollback, intellectual flights feel like righteous and thrilling consolations. Masters of “theory,” left to themselves, could choose among three ways of understanding their political role. They could choose the more-or-less Leninist route, flattering themselves that they are in the process of reaching correct formulations and hence (eventually) bringing true consciousness to benighted souls who suffer from its absence. They could choose the populist path, getting themselves off the political hook in the here and now by theorizing that potent forces will some day, willy-nilly, gather to upend the system. Or they could reconcile themselves to Frankfurt-style futilitarianism, conceding that history has run into a cul-de-sac and making do nevertheless. In any event, practitioners of “theory” could carry on with their lives, practicing politics by publishing without perishing, indeed, without having to set foot outside the precincts of the academy. As the revolutionary tide has gone out, a vanguard marooned without a rearguard has made the university into an asylum. As many founders and masters of “theory” pass from the scene, the genre has calcified, lost much of its verve, but in the academy verve is no prerequisite for institutional weight, and so the preoccupation and the style go on and on. 
Important backlines – A-to “Politics is screwed-up now”

(  ) Yes, politics is screwed-up now

No, the answer is not to admit defeat or embrace alternatives that would make things worse. You run-away from the imperfect and head-on into the disastrous.

(  ) because politics is currently screwed-up, we need a POLITICAL realm to capitalize upon its failings. They give up on that, and we save it.

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

So it follows that future attempts to revitalize the public sphere and reclaim politics for (and by) an empowered citizenry will face a Sisy- phean battle, especially since corporate colonization, the global capital- ist order, media myth-making, and ``post-modern'' social fragmentation are all so ¢rmly entrenched. And the main twentieth-century ideological discourses ^ nationalism, liberalism, socialism, Communism ^ can be expected to offer few guideposts in a rapidly-changing, unpredictable ¢eld of social forces, popular struggles, and subjective human responses. The truth may be that such ideologies have in themselves contributed to the decline of political life since the 1970s. Meanwhile, the depoliti- cized culture that I am exploring in these pages is neither monolithic nor immune to powerful social contradictions generated within any highly-strati¢ed order; the system is vulnerable to change, perhaps explosive change, as American society experiences further crisis and polarization. Popular movements and organizations have survived into the 1990s, even if many of them have been fully assimilated into normal politics or have become marginalized. Whether such movements can become repoliticized -- whether they can enter into and help transform the public sphere -- will be the urgent question facing the United States and the world in the early twenty-first century.   
(  ) The crisis of politics can only be solved by using politics

Katawala ‘9 (Sunder, Fabian Society, A Future For Politics, p. 31)

The answer to the political legitimacy crisis is politics. There can be no magic bullet solution to what is primarily a question of political cultural and political education. But the overriding priority should be to pursue political reform in a way that is engaging and educative of the nature of politics itself and that brings about practical results. 

Important backlines – A-to “Politics is screwed-up now”
(  ) they’re right – politics is currently imperfect, which is why our author feels we need to role-play in a decentralized, but POLITICAL fashion.

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

At the same time, any process of repoliticization will have to be carried out in a context where the whole field of political activity has been fundamentally altered. One of the major effects of corporate coloniza- tion is what Ulrich Beck refers to as the ``systemic transformation of the political'' -- the considerable loss of power in the centralized political system itself, severely reducing its capacity to plan, regulate, and intervene in effective ways. As Beck observes: ``The concepts, foundations, and instruments of politics (and non-politics) are becom- ing unclear, open and in need of a historically new determination.''76 Where the Hobbesian ``solution'' to fragmentation or extreme localism does not or cannot work owing to historical and cultural traditions, the push toward decentralization may be irreversible. Many of the conventional functions of government will be more difficult to perform according to a model where strong leaders exercise more or less un- challenged authority. Hence a truly revitalized politics will have to be more open and collective, more decentralized, and more infused with civic virtues as the conditions favoring a single center of politics erode. To the degree commonly-possessed information and skills are integral to a rebirth of politics, there is the question as to whether, in a post- Fordist technological society, the global electronics revolution might facilitate such a process. In other words, might technology itself help empower people and thereby counter the corrosive effects of anti- politics? With the democratization of knowledge and communications made possible by instant, easy, low-cost, and widely accessible informa- tional technology, many politicians, academics, and technical experts believe that social progress and enhanced citizen participation lie not far ahead. The claim is that a huge multimedia empire can link diverse regions of the world, plugging homes, workplaces, and schools into a gigantic network of data and images, imparting new meaning to Enlightenment ideals long held sacred: democracy, personal autonomy, economic rationality, material prosperity.77  
Important backlines – Politics solves Coercion and Power

(  ) Politics critical to resolving conflicts and a sustained critique of power and coercion

Bohman‘99 (John, Professor, St. Louis University, Monist, April, 1999, Vol. 82, No. 2, p. 235-52)

The interaction between the state and the public sphere raises questions about the status of institutions and the norms that constitute them and that are required to structure and constrain the interaction that goes on within them. In the absence of institutions and their normative structures, it is unclear that consensus on issues of moral conflict could ever be reached. In her analysis of the catastrophic events of this century, Arendt takes the lack of any normative status of "stateless people" to be paradigmatic of the real failures of modern politics (Arendt 1953, ch. 9). Such people are reduced to their bare humanity and lack not only basic rights, but "the right to have rights," the right to participate in and shape a common world where one's speech and actions have meaning and significance. Thus, the return to politics, especially a non-coercive kind, requires rethinking basic modern institutions and building up an immanent critique of their underlying conceptions of citizenship, decision-making mechanisms, and basic norms. As carried out by thinkers as diverse as Arendt, Habermas and Lefort, this immanent critique pushes liberal institutions in the direction of a more participatory and deliberative form of democracy that goes beyond the aggregative voting and mere self-interest of most liberal interpretations of democracy and its representative institutions. All of these philosophers argue that the public space for politics permits disagreement as well as agreement, contestation as well as consensus.As opposed to Marx and Heidegger, Gramsci, Habermas, Arendt, Lefort and others have developed a conception of democracy that serves as a corrective to the coercive character of modern society. Civil society, the public sphere and democratic institutions all open up the possibility of a form of politics that is governed neither by the invisible hand of market forces nor by the visible hand of sovereign state power. To the extent that these arguments are sound, they provide the basis for an immanent critique of modern reason, discovering in political practices a foothold for the unifying and reconciling power of reason in uncoerced consensus, democratic contestation of power and domination, and intersubjective structures of mutual recognition. 
Important backlines – Politics solves Coercion and Power cont’
(  ) Sticking with politics not only solves the problems in the current political construct, but is the only hope of constructing new social orders
Bohman‘99 (John, Professor, St. Louis University, Monist, April, 1999, Vol. 82, No. 2, p. 235-52)

Nonetheless, I want to show that such a radical negation of modern politics in toto has become increasingly difficult to sustain, so much so that Continental philosophy is a house divided about the political problem of modernity. It is, I shall argue, no accident that those who retain the Marxist or Heideggerian critiques in their more or less undiluted forms are not only anti-political; they also lack the normative basis sufficient even to sustain their own criticisms. By contrast, there is also a philosophical approach in Continental philosophy that is both substantive and normative in orientation, finding in democracy and publicity the norms informing a rational form of politics. There are two interrelated philosophical issues at stake in this debate about politics and anti-politics, one normative and the other empirical. The normative question is the role of reason in politics. Here the issues concern the nature and scope of reason itself and its possible role in the social and historical world. The empirical question concerns whether or not there is a place left in modern society in which reason can be exercised. Here the problem is the extent to which modern social relations as a whole and political life defined by the modern state in particular are so pervaded by coercion and power that a politics that is more than the strategic struggle for and against power is impossible. The questions coalesce in the role of reason in politics: whereas those Continental philosophers who are skeptical about reason and politics seek to implicate reason in the spread of coercion and power, those who endorse the possibility of rational politics see distinct forms of reason operating in various modern practices. I argue that the skepticism about reason and politics, now the prevailing view in Continental philosophy, is unwarranted. My anti-skeptical argument has three steps. First, I show that both the political and the anti-political positions in Continental political philosophy share a distinction between the destructive and constructive side of reason, the common heritage of German Idealism in European thought. Second, I want to show that the exclusive focus on the destructive side of reason in Marx and Heidegger necessarily results in an anti-political stance that ultimately cannot support its self-given task of constructing a novel political order. This dilemma of construction and deconstruction undermines Continental political philosophies as diverse as those of the first generation Frankfurt School and Foucault and Derrida. Third, I want to show that there is an alternative tradition in Continental political theory, which develops a richer and more complex account of modern society to show the possibility of politics, of heterogeneous spaces for the constructive use of public reason to create new norms and to settle moral conflicts. Indeed, this alternative strand of political philosophy not only solves the problem of political skepticism, but can also aid Rawls and other liberals in the constructive task of determining the nature and scope of reason in deliberative and democratic polities. In this regard, Rawls's recent "political conception" of justice is surprisingly close to Continental philosophy, beginning as it does with the unavoidable "social facts" of modern society, such as the presence of social conflict and the need to distribute power justly. What the normative strand of Continental political philosophy can offer Rawls's recent attempts to balance constructive reason with social constraints is not only a richer description of the rational potentials of modern politics, but also a fuller account of the potentials for public use of reason already present in social practices for resolving conflicts and constructing new norms. 
Important backlines – Politics Solves War; Anti-Politics Does Not

(  ) War is inevitable without politics – anti-politics ensures collapse.

Heywood ‘97 (Andrew, Vice Principal of Croydon College, Politics, p. 7)
The link between politics and the affairs of the state also helps to explain why negative or pejorative images have so often been attached to politics. This is because, in the popular mind, politics is closely associated with the activities of politicians. Put brutally, politicians are often seen as power-seeking hypocrites who conceal personal ambition behind the rhetoric of public service and ideological conviction. Indeed, this perception has become more common in the modern period as intensified media exposure has more effectively brought to light examples of corruption and dishonesty, giving rise to the phenomenon of anti-politics. This rejection of the personnel and machinery of conventional political life is rooted in a view of politics as a self-serving, two-faced and unprincipled activity, clearly evident in the use of derogatory phrases such as ‘office politics’ and ‘politicking’. Such an image of politics is sometimes traced back to the writings of Niccolo Machiavelli, who, in The Prince ([1531] 1961), developed a strictly realistic account of politics that drew attention to the use by political leaders of cunning, cruelty and manipulation. Such a negative view of politics reflects the essentially liberal perception that, as individuals are self-interested, political power is corrupting, because it encourages those ‘in power’ to exploit their position for personal advantage and at the expense of others. This is famously expressed in Lord Acton’s (1834–1902) aphorism: ‘power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely’. Nevertheless, few who view politics in this way doubt that political activity is an inevitable and permanent feature of social existence. However venal politicians may be, there is a general, if grudging, acceptance that they are always with us. Without some kind of mechanism for allocating authoritative values, society would simply disintegrate into a civil war of each against all, as the early social-contract theorists argued (see p. 89). The task is therefore not to abolish politicians and bring politics to an end, but rather to ensure that politics is conducted within a framework of checks and constraints that ensure that governmental power is not abused.   
Important backlines – Politics Solves War; Anti-Politics Does Not
(  ) War and conflict inevitable without the use of politics to mediate difference. Antipolitics empirically has always collapsed.

Hogan ‘7 

(Michael, Honorary Associate of Government and International Relations, University of Sydney, Australian Review of Public Affairs, Vol. 8, No. 1, August, p. 3)

Although some measure of popular cynicism seems to be the norm, not all its consequences are positive. British academic, Bernard Crick, saw the need to point out that liberal politics in Europe after the Second World War was actually doing quite a good job. His book, In Defence of Politics, was first published in 1962, but has been revised and re-edited many times since then because that point still needed to be made for the rest of the century.1 Politics, for Crick, is the messy, usually incremental, process of making policy by persuasion in a world of complexity. It is a process that involves compromise, where the rights of minorities are protected at the same time as majorities achieve many of their demands. It is brokered by politicians, especially within and between political parties, through tasks such as interest articulation and interest aggregation, so that citizens in elections can choose the package of issues that most attracts them, even though some items in any package may be merely tolerable and not positively desired (Hogan 1986). Anti-politics, then, involves a rejection of that kind of political activity: because of disillusionment about corruption in politics and politicians; because of a dissatisfaction with incomplete remedies for problems; because of a belief that there are always simple solutions to any problem; or because compromise seems to involve a denial of precious or absolute values.   The extent to which suspicion of politics remains healthy for any particular political culture is a matter of degree. There are historical examples where a strong rejection of conventional political activity has become a threat to the continuation of democratic regimes. The clearest example can be found in the widespread European rejection of liberal democracy, with the adoption of various forms of fascist and authoritarian rule in the 1920s and 1930s. In many cases it was elected politicians themselves who helped install such regimes. Not every European nation succumbed to anti-political pressure during that time, but virtually all were affected by it. The same trends were clear in the Americas and in Antipodean democracies such as Australia and New Zealand. Anti-politics, in the sense of distrust of deliberative elections, competing political parties, and representative democracy, has also been one of the defining characteristics of authoritarian regimes both of the Communist and anti-Communist kinds. There are clearly great variations in the amount of trust or distrust of politics.  There have been a number of periods when a wave of optimism and trust in political activity has swept round the world. The clearest example was the hope that the First World War (1914–18) really was the war to end all wars, along with a wave of initial popular enthusiasm for the plans of American President Wilson that resulted in the League of Nations. Sadly, it soon became clear that attempts to moderate conflict between nations and ideologies were not going to satisfy many nations, let alone prevent another war. Similar hopes that politicians could create a new order of peace and harmony can be detected after the Second World War. At a national level the fall of authoritarian regimes often provokes a popular enthusiasm for democratic politics, as in the period of democratic transition in post-Franco Spain or the post-Marcos Philippines. The rallying cry of ‘people power’ has become one of the expressions of a trust that politics is healthy when it has close links to the common people. In almost all these cases the period of enthusiasm, trust, and hope has been short lived. The choice has been made clear that the only alternative to war or authoritarian rule is democratic politics. 
K Alts Link to Anti-Politics
(  ) Alt cedes the Right. Even if they’re correct, the alt won’t resonate – perm better sparks successful radicalism

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/16/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_02.pdf 

This book assumes that political thinking matters to the fate of American democracy and therefore to the prospect for decency in the world. It also has a more specific objective: to contribute to a new start for intellectual life on the left. But surely this sounds presumptuous. Why should political intellectuals of the left need a new start? It is hard—perhaps impossible—to disentangle the practical from the philosophical reasons, for they are intertwined. All in all, the criticism of established arrangements—which is the left’s specialty—does not convince a critical mass of the populace to put the critics in charge. Even if the critics are right to chastise the authorities as they see fit, many people do not see the critics as responsible, reliable, or competent to govern. They see them as another upper crust: a “new class” of “limousine liberals” and “cultural elitists.” Those of the left’s political-intellectual traditions that have flourished in recent decades, however worthy at times for moral self-definition, have led us into a wilderness. For all the intense emphasis in recent years on identity politics, political thought has purposes that reach far beyond self-definition. It has to make itself felt. It has to be useful. This might, on the face of it, be a healthy time for an intellectual renaissance. The nation is deeply troubled, and for all the cant about optimism and faith, much of the nation knows it is troubled. Intellectuals in particular despair of public discourse—reasonably so—and despair might prove, this time, to be the birth mother of invention. What resources, then, do Americans have for thinking freshly? Surprisingly few. The Marxism and postmodernism of the left are exhausted. Conservative thought has collapsed into market grandiosity and nationalist bombast. Surely, for more reasons than one, these are times that try men’s souls—in terms that Tom Paine would have found sometimes familiar (the urgency, certainly) and sometimes strange. This nation (as well as others) is besieged by murderous enemies, yet beneath the repetition of stock phrases—“war on terror,” “axis of evil,” “root causes”—is precious little public discussion of how this state of affairs came to pass and what can be done about it. Rarely does a fair, thorough, intelligible public debate take place on any significant political subject. But that is not to say that the country is inert. To the contrary, the attentive populace is highly charged and intensely polarized. Eventually, even the ostrich side of the left had to recognize that since the mid-1970s it had been outfought by a disciplined alliance of plutocrats and right-wing fundamentalist Christians: that a political bloc equipped with big (if crude) ideas and ready for sledgehammer combat had seized the country’s commanding heights. But many on the left do not recognize quite how they lost or understand how to recover. During this period the hallmark of left-wing thought has been negation—resistance is the more glamorous word. Intellectuals of the left have been playing defense. It is as if history were a tank dispatched by the wrong army, and all that was left to do was to stand in its way and try to block it. If we had a manual, it would be called, What Is Not to Be Done. We are the critics—it is for others to imagine a desirable world and a way to achieve it. The left has gotten comfortable on the margins of political life, and for intellectuals it has been no different. The left speaks of “resistance” and “speaking truth to power.” But resistance presupposes that power has the initiative—resistance is its negative pole.  

Reject the Aff Alt Links to Anti-Politcs

(  ) “Reject the Aff” alt bad – doesn’t’lead to an imagined future and only cedes politics to the Right

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/16/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_02.pdf 

This might, on the face of it, be a healthy time for an intellectual renaissance. The nation is deeply troubled, and for all the cant about optimism and faith, much of the nation knows it is troubled. Intellectuals in particular despair of public discourse—reasonably so—and despair might prove, this time, to be the birth mother of invention. What resources, then, do Americans have for thinking freshly? Surprisingly few. The Marxism and postmodernism of the left are exhausted. Conservative thought has collapsed into market grandiosity and nationalist bombast. Surely, for more reasons than one, these are times that try men’s souls—in terms that Tom Paine would have found sometimes familiar (the urgency, certainly) and sometimes strange. This nation (as well as others) is besieged by murderous enemies, yet beneath the repetition of stock phrases—“war on terror,” “axis of evil,” “root causes”—is precious little public discussion of how this state of affairs came to pass and what can be done about it. Rarely does a fair, thorough, intelligible public debate take place on any significant political subject. But that is not to say that the country is inert. To the contrary, the attentive populace is highly charged and intensely polarized. Eventually, even the ostrich side of the left had to recognize that since the mid-1970s it had been outfought by a disciplined alliance of plutocrats and right-wing fundamentalist Christians: that a political bloc equipped with big (if crude) ideas and ready for sledgehammer combat had seized the country’s commanding heights. But many on the left do not recognize quite how they lost or understand how to recover. During this period the hallmark of left-wing thought has been negation—resistance is the more glamorous word. Intellectuals of the left have been playing defense. It is as if history were a tank dispatched by the wrong army, and all that was left to do was to stand in its way and try to block it. If we had a manual, it would be called, What Is Not to Be Done. We are the critics—it is for others to imagine a desirable world and a way to achieve it. The left has gotten comfortable on the margins of political life, and for intellectuals it has been no different. The left speaks of “resistance” and “speaking truth to power.” But resistance presupposes that power has the initiative—resistance is its negative pole. “Speaking truth to power,” an old Quaker ideal of virtuous conduct, is a more problematic approach than it appears at first blush, for it presupposes that the party of power is counterposed to the party of truth. In this scenario the intellectual is the torchbearer of opposition, invulnerable to the seductions of power— indeed, the left posits that one can recognize the truth by being indifferent to power. That indifference verges on the definitional. Being powerful is proof that one has sold out. So there is a purity to the will. There is also more than a little futility—what Herbert Marcuse in 1964 called the “Great Refusal,” the absolute rejection of the social order.1 At a time when the civil rights movement was on the brink of triumph and the New Left was ascendant, Marcuse was convinced that the United States exemplified a “one-dimensional” society, a state of intellectual impoverishment so all embracing as to have seeped into the seemingly inviolable identity of the person, body-snatched him so thoroughly as to have devoured his soul, and converted the denatured remnant into—in the title of Marcuse’s once-influential book—a one-dimensional man. The Great Refusal plays to a hope of redemption in some glimmering future because it despairs of the present. Because the present is slammed shut, one finds solace in an imagined future—an act of faith that is, at the very least, naive, given the refuser’s conviction that closure is fate. The Great Refusal is the triumph of German romanticism. (Even the initials are apt.) Inside the idea of the Great Refusal lives a despair that the left can—or, in truth, needs to—break out of the prison of its margins. The Great Refusal is a shout from an ivory tower. It presupposes that the intellectuals live in a play with two characters: the speakers of truth and the powers. The play challenges the onlookers to declare themselves: which side are you on? But in the world of ordinary life, the overwhelming bulk of the populace belong to neither camp. Most people live in an apolitical world and rarely feel that they need to choose sides. Moral purity tends to leave them cold. Indeed, as most of them see it, the intellectuals are more alien than the powers, who at least can feign “speaking their language.” Despite the growing percentage of Americans who graduate from college—between 1960 and 2003, the percentage of college graduates in the adult population almost quadrupled, from 7.7 to 27.2 percent of those aged twenty-five and older2—anti-intellectualism has not receded: far from it. The powers’ demagogic techniques—their propagandistic smoothness, combined with the media’s deference—match up well with popular credulity. So those who do not normally concern themselves with politics feel closer to the powers than to the intellectuals. It is to the powers—or to celebrities or to each other—that they turn when they feel fearful, embattled, needy. To them the intellectuals tend to look like a sideshow of sneering, self-serving noisemakers. 
Reject the Aff Alt Links to Anti-Politcs cont’

The alt is Ralph Nader – overprivileging purity and ceding the political to Bush

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/16/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_02.pdf 
I do not speak as a stranger to the feeling when I say that the rapture of resistance bespeaks a not-so-quiet desperation. In the joyful ferocity of the reaction, is there not a bit of a prideful recognition that the critic has, with the best will in the world, painted himself or herself into a corner? Doesn’t defeat taste sweet in a good cause? The honest truth is that negativity has its rewards and they are far from negligible. Self-satisfaction is a crisp and soothing satisfaction. It grants nobility. It stokes the psychic fires. Defeated outrage cannot really be defeated. It burns with a sublime and cleansing flame. It confirms one’s righteousness. It collapses the indeterminate future into a burning present. This pride in marginality bursts out in many forms—crude and sophisticated, rhetorical and scholarly, intellectual and tactical. In presidential politics we saw it in Ralph Nader’s doomed and reckless runs for the White House, in his unmodulated fury at the Democratic Party for its corrupt bargains with corporate interests, in the satisfaction he exhibited at the triumph of George W. Bush in 2000, in his refusal—reminiscent of Bush’s—to acknowledge any trace of error, any miscalculation of cause and effect, in the bright, straight, heedless line of his crusade for the right and the true. In street politics we have seen it in the sort of militancy that seeks confrontations with the police or Starbucks, measuring triumphs by the tactical panache of its confrontations and boasting of its indifference to the reactions of the misguided and uncool multitude. This is closer to the triumph of spectacle than the triumph of politics. It is the joy of subjectivity—the displacement of the goal from power (an objective fact) to empowerment (a subjective experience). 
Aesthetics links to anti-politics
(  ) Their Aesthetics alt fails and cedes politics to the Right

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/17/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_04.pdf
Weak thinking on the American left is especially glaring after September 11, 2001, as I’ll argue in part III, but this is hardly to say that the right has been more impressive at making the world comprehensible. For decades the right has cultivated its own types of blindness and more than that: having risen to political power, it has been in a position to make blindness the law of the land. The neoconservatives’ foreign policy is largely hubris under a veneer of ideals. The antigovernment dogma of deregulation, privatization, and tax cuts exacerbates economic and social troubles. A culture war against modernity—against secularism, feminism, and racial justice—flies in the face of the West’s distinctive contribution to the history of civilization, namely, the rise of individual rights and reason. To elaborate on these claims is the work of other books. The reasons for the right-wing ascendancy are many, among them—as I argued in letter 7 of Letters to a Young Activist (2003)—the organizational discipline that the right cherishes and the left, at least until recently, tends to abhor. The left’s institutions, in particular, unions, are weak. But my focus here is another reason for the right’s ascendancy: the left’s intellectual disarmament. Some of the deficiency is institutional. Despite efforts to come from behind after the 2000 election, there remain decades’ worth of shortfall in the left’s cultural apparatus. In action-minded think tanks, talk radio and cable television, didactic newspapers, subsidies for writers, and so on, the right has held most of the high cards.1 Left and liberal analyses and proposals do emerge from universities and research centers, but their circulation is usually choked off for lack of focus, imagination, and steady access to mass media—except in the cheapened forms of punditry and agitprop. The right’s masterful apparatus for purveying its messages and organizing for power is not the only reason why the left has suffered defeat after defeat in national politics since the 1960s. The left’s intellectual stockpile has been badly depleted, and new ideas are more heralded than delivered. When the left has thought big, it has been clearer about isms to oppose—mainly imperialism and racism—than about values and policies to further. At that, it has often preferred the denunciatory mode to the analytical, mustering full-throated opposition rather than full-brained exploration. While it is probably true that many more reform ideas are dreamt of than succeed in circulating through the brain-dead media, the liberal-left conveys little sense of a whole that is more than the sum of its parts. While the right has rather successfully tarred liberals with the brush of “tax-and-spend,” those thus tarred have often been unsure whether to reply “It’s not so” or “It is so, we’re proud to say.” A fair generalization is that the left’s expertise has been constricted in scope, showing little taste for principle and little capacity to imagine a reconstituted nation. It has been conflicted and unsteady about values. It has tended to disdain any design for foreign policy other than “U.S. out,” which is no substitute for a foreign policy—and inconsistent to boot when you consider that the left wants the United States to intervene, for example, to push Israel to end its occupation of the West Bank. All this is to say that the left has been imprisoned in the closed world of outsider politics. Instead of a vigorous quest for testable propositions that could actually culminate in reform, the academic left in particular has nourished what has come to be called “theory”: a body of writing (one can scarcely say its content consists of propositions) that is, in the main, distracting, vague, self-referential, and wrong-headed. “Theory” is chiefly about itself: “thought to the second power,” as Fredric Jameson defined dialectical thinking in an early, dazzling American exemplar of the new theoretical style.2 Even when “theory” tries to reconnect from language and mind to the larger social world, language remains the preoccupation. Michel Foucault became a rock star of theory in the United States precisely because he demoted knowledge to a reflex of power, merely the denominator of the couplet “power/knowledge,” yet his preoccupation was with the knowledge side, not actual social structures. His famous illustration of the power of “theory” was built on Jeremy Bentham’s design of an ideal prison, the Panopticon—a model never built.3 The “linguistic turn” in the social sciences turns out to be its own prison house, equipped with funhouse mirrors but no exit. When convenient, “theory” lays claim to objective truth, but in fact the chief criterion by which it ascended in status was aesthetic, not empirical. Flair matters more than explanatory power. At crucial junctures “theory” consists of flourishes, intellectual performance pieces: things are said to be so because the theorist says so, and even if they are not, isn’t it interesting to pretend? But the problem with “theory” goes beyond opaque writing—an often dazzling concoction of jargon, illogic, and preening. If you overcome bedazzlement at the audacity and glamour of theory and penetrate the obscurity, you find circularity and self-justification, often enough (and self-contradictorily) larded with populist sentimentality about “the people” or “forces of resistance.” You see steadfast avoidance of tough questions. Despite the selective use of the still-prestigious rhetoric of science, the world of “theory” makes only tangential contact with the social reality that it disdains. Politically, it is useless. It amounts to secession from the world where most people live. 
Aesthetics links to anti-politics cont’

(  ) Aesthetics links to anti-politics

Revolution of desire, ’97  

(revolution of desire, A politics of aesthetics, http://it.stlawu.edu/~pomo/mike/critical.html.)
It is this de-differentation between the boundaries and specializations of modernism, between meaning and impact, surface and depth, high art and low art, and art and politics, which ultimately leads us into our discussion of poststructuralist anti-rational, anti-political, anti-critical thought. For in de-differentiating art from politics and politics from art, postmodernism ultimately leads to the preference of aesthetics over ethics, of image over text, not just in art but in all discourse, which inevitably leads to a distrust of the metanarrative, of depth, of the structural processes underlying and tying events together, of anything but the sensation of the present, which if you leave behind all your socially constructed morals, is really quite a show, all surface, totally cheap and rich.
Baudrillard K links to Anti-Politics

(  ) Baudrillard K causes anti-politics
Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

While multiple sites of power and resistance need to be more clearly theorized than in the past, and while Marxian fixation on class struggle, the primacy of capital-labor relations, and social totality has lost its rationale, the extreme postmodern assault on macro institutions severs the connection between critique and action. Moreover, to the extent that postmodernism embraces a notion of subjectivity that is decentered and fragmented, the very idea of citizenship gets obscured. As Philip Wexler argues, the social, legal, and political requirements of citizen- ship were historically founded upon universal norms of democracy, freedom, and equality, but postmodernism, which blurs everything and dissolves politics into the sphere of culture and everyday life, destroys this foundation. Once the subject melts into a murky cultural diffuse- ness, into a world of images and spectacles, the elements of citizenship simply evaporate.56 Various democratic ideals may be kept alive within the official ideology, mainly to legitimate the electoral ritual, but they fail to resonate with the times. AsWexler concludes: ``For now, citizen- ship will remain the appropriate sign of post-modernism and semiotic society ^ a restored sign artifact that may be recycled and used so long as it does not disturb contemporary society's profound need for super- ¢ciality.''57In the splintered, discontinuous world inhabited by Baurdrillard, Fou- cault, and kindred theorists, social bonds are weakened and the link between personal life and the public sphere is fractured. Where truth, language, and ideology are perpetually contested, nothing is settled or taken for granted. While this ethos corresponds well to an era in which emphasis is placed on local knowledge and identity movements, it is a depoliticizing ethos insofar as it blurs or dismisses macro forms of economic and political power. Where the state is either ignored or broken down into a mosaic of localized and partial entities, politics too winds up obliterated. Symbols and images become far more im- portant than concrete struggles involving rival claims to power, eco- nomic interests, and visions of a better society.58  
Critical pedagogy links to anti-politics
(  ) Critical pedagogy links to anti-politics and creates a fantastic vacuum for the Right. 

Alanís ‘6 
(Jaime Alanís, doctoral student in educational policy studies at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, “How Much are You Willing to Risk? How Far are You Willing to Go”? Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies, 2006; 6; 166, http://csc.sagepub.com)

Ilan Gur-Ze’ev (2000) argues that if critical pedagogy is to become a nonrepressive theory and practice, it must reassume the negative philosophy of the early Frankfurt School and fundamentally shift its position toward what he refers to as a countereducation. Gur-Ze’ev understands countereducation as grounded in philosophical negativism, which he perceives as a particular stance or sensibility in relation to where and how educators locate themselves (in this case) in the context of the classroom. What Gur-Ze ’ev points out is that countereducation as negative dialectics opens a space that moves beyond “dogmatic idealism” and “vulgar collectivism.” For instance, he suggests that the knowledge of oppressed peoples should not be simply viewed as self-evident but complicated instead. However, for Gur-Ze’ev (1998), the idea that the educator is always in the correct position (via critical pedagogy) to raise the consciousness of poor farmers or marginalized students also has a “terroristic potential,” as it uncritically accepts the self-evidence of the oppressed or the leader educator, which therefore goes troublesomely unchallenged. Gur-Ze’ev (1998) puts it the following way: On the one hand, the idea is that the educational leader is responsible for the success of the project, while by the same token he [not she] has to be a total lover and be totally loved. This is within the framework of a praxis whose starting point is the self-evidence of the group and earthly politics. This opens the gate to totalitarianism as earthly politics. (p. 467) Gur-Ze’ev maintains that if critical pedagogy is to be nonrepressive, it must depart from the positive utopian (e.g., overly optimistic emancipatory) stance (as assumed by critical pedagogues) and be philosophically problematized with  a healthy dose of negative utopia (e.g., the impossibility of liberation), one that is provisional, comes to terms with the limits of dialogue, and accounts for the specific power relations within their own positionalities. In the end, Gur-Ze’ev believes that in this way, critical pedagogy as countereducation will avoid replacing one form of instrumental rationality (e.g., education as a means for securing a job) with another (e.g., critical pedagogy as hegemonic education).6 Jan Masschelein (1998) and Gert Biesta (1998) insightfully point out that all forms of education, including the wide variety of critical pedagogy, have failed to fully account for the terms of their own technical instrumental and functional characteristics. Indeed, Biesta goes on to problematize all formal education by conceptualizing it as “the impossibility of education.” Biesta purports that one difficulty with critical pedagogy is that in its attempt to demystify consciousness in the name of liberation, it ends up relying too heavily on the Enlightenment conception of knowledge that in turn fails to come to terms with the tensions operative within particular power-knowledge relations.7 Another difficulty with critical pedagogy is that although some critical pedagogues (e.g., Peter McLaren) recognize the need to be careful with checking their universal assumptions, they still end up prescribingmuch of whatmust be done. Yet as Biesta notes, but the heart of critical pedagogy does not lie in the execution of a program, as that would close the very space that critical pedagogy want to open up. In the end the only consistent way for critical pedagogy to proceed—and at stake is not a theoretical consistency but a pedagogical and political one—is by a perpetual challenge of all claims to authority including the claims to authority of critical pedagogy itself. (p. 505) Finally, Michael Apple (2000) takes issue with critical pedagogies that produce fancy theoretical postulations with respect to what the problems are but that have failed to alter the material and ideological actualities of current schooling policies. Accordingly, Apple argues that the New Right movement, along with Rightist policies,8 have yet to be seriously challenged or interrupted by critical pedagogies. Apple argues that the common sense of neoliberals and neoconservatives currently couched under management talk of tougher standards has to be contested by concrete counterhegemonic socialmovements (situated both outside and within schools) that can provide an alternative ideology and logic. Hence, for Apple, schools cannot be the only sites of reform: Eliminating poverty through greater income parity establishing effective and much more equal health and housing programs, and positively refusing to continue the hidden and no-so-hidden politics of racial exclusion and degradation that so clearly still characterize daily life in many nations (and in which marketized plans need to be seen as partly a structure to avoid the body and culture of ‘the Other’)—only by tackling these issues together can substantive progress be made. (p. 243)  One strategy that Apple (2000) advances is the articulation and sharing of concrete examples of effective critical pedagogy models within mainstream publications. Apple suggests that critical pedagogues have not sufficiently explored alternative spaces within existing organizations (e.g., the Association for Supervision and CurriculumDevelopment) that have the potential to affect a wider audience. In the end, Apple believes that critical pedagogues must significantly change tactics and focus less on theoretical sophistication and more on forming strategic alliances located within multiple sites. Apple insists that unless critical pedagogues speak in a language that can be understood by the majority of people and link theory to the material, as well as ideological, struggles of multiple groups, they will not provide a feasible alternative to Rightist policies.  
Empire K links to anti-politics
(  ) Empire K is ineffective and cedes politics to the Right. Their perm answers are wrong.

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/17/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_05.pdf
From the late New Left point of view, then, patriotism meant obscuring the whole grisly truth of the United States. It couldn’t help spilling over into what Orwell thought was the harsh, dangerous, and distinct phenomenon of nationalism, with its aggressive edge and its implication of superiority. Scrub up patriotism as you will, and nationalism, as Schaar put it, remained “patriotism’s bloody brother.”3 Was Orwell’s distinction not, in the end, a distinction without a difference? Didn’t his patriotism, while refusing aggressiveness, still insist that the nation he affirmed was “the best in the world”? What if there was more than one feature of the American way of life that you did not believe to be “the best in the world”—the national bravado, the overreach of the marketplace. Patriotism might well be the door through which you marched with the rest of the conformists to the beat of the national anthem. Facing these realities, all the left could do was criticize empire and, on the positive side, unearth and cultivate righteous traditions. The much-mocked “political correctness” of the next academic generations was a consolation prize. We might have lost politics but we won a lot of the textbooks.  The tragedy of the left is that, having achieved an unprecedented victory in helping stop an appalling war, it then proceeded to commit suicide. The left helped force the United States out of Vietnam, where the country had no constructive work to do—either for Vietnam or for itself—but did so at the cost of disconnecting itself from the nation. Most U.S. intellectuals substituted the pleasures of condemnation for the pursuit of improvement. The orthodoxy was that “the system” precluded reform—never mind that the antiwar movement had already demonstrated that reform was possible. Human rights, feminism, environmentalism— these worldwide initiatives, American in their inception, flowing not from the American Establishment but from our own American movements, were noises off, not center stage. They were outsider tastes, the stuff of protest, not national features, the real stuff. Thus when, in the nineties, the Clinton administra tion finally mobilized armed force in behalf of Bosnia and then Kosovo against Milosevic’s genocidal Serbia, the hard left only could smell imperial motives, maintaining that democratic, antigenocidal intentions added up to a paper-thin mask. In short, if the United States seemed fundamentally trapped in militarist imperialism, its opposition was trapped in the mirror- image opposite. By the seventies the outsider stance had become second nature. Even those who had entered the sixties in diapers came to maturity thinking patriotism a threat or a bad joke. But anti-Americanism was, and remains, a mood and a metaphysics more than a politics. It cannot help but see practical politics as an illusion, entangled as it is and must be with a system fatally flawed by original sin. Viewing the ongoing politics of the Americans as contemptibly shallow and compromised, the demonological attitude naturally rules out patriotic attachment to those very Americans. Marooned (often self-marooned) on university campuses, exiled in left-wing media and other cultural outposts—all told, an archipelago of bitterness—what sealed itself off in the postsixties decades was what Richard Rorty has called “a spectatorial, disgusted, mocking Left rather than a Left which dreams of achieving our country.”4 
Epistemology/Truth-Power Links to Anti-Politics
(  ) Truth-Power args wrong – they exaggerate and only cedes politics to the Right
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This might, on the face of it, be a healthy time for an intellectual renaissance. The nation is deeply troubled, and for all the cant about optimism and faith, much of the nation knows it is troubled. Intellectuals in particular despair of public discourse—reasonably so—and despair might prove, this time, to be the birth mother of invention. What resources, then, do Americans have for thinking freshly? Surprisingly few. The Marxism and postmodernism of the left are exhausted. Conservative thought has collapsed into market grandiosity and nationalist bombast. Surely, for more reasons than one, these are times that try men’s souls—in terms that Tom Paine would have found sometimes familiar (the urgency, certainly) and sometimes strange. This nation (as well as others) is besieged by murderous enemies, yet beneath the repetition of stock phrases—“war on terror,” “axis of evil,” “root causes”—is precious little public discussion of how this state of affairs came to pass and what can be done about it. Rarely does a fair, thorough, intelligible public debate take place on any significant political subject. But that is not to say that the country is inert. To the contrary, the attentive populace is highly charged and intensely polarized. Eventually, even the ostrich side of the left had to recognize that since the mid-1970s it had been outfought by a disciplined alliance of plutocrats and right-wing fundamentalist Christians: that a political bloc equipped with big (if crude) ideas and ready for sledgehammer combat had seized the country’s commanding heights. But many on the left do not recognize quite how they lost or understand how to recover. During this period the hallmark of left-wing thought has been negation—resistance is the more glamorous word. Intellectuals of the left have been playing defense. It is as if history were a tank dispatched by the wrong army, and all that was left to do was to stand in its way and try to block it. If we had a manual, it would be called, What Is Not to Be Done. We are the critics—it is for others to imagine a desirable world and a way to achieve it. The left has gotten comfortable on the margins of political life, and for intellectuals it has been no different. The left speaks of “resistance” and “speaking truth to power.” But resistance presupposes that power has the initiative—resistance is its negative pole. “Speaking truth to power,” an old Quaker ideal of virtuous conduct, is a more problematic approach than it appears at first blush, for it presupposes that the party of power is counterposed to the party of truth. In this scenario the intellectual is the torchbearer of opposition, invulnerable to the seductions of power— indeed, the left posits that one can recognize the truth by being indifferent to power. That indifference verges on the definitional. Being powerful is proof that one has sold out. So there is a purity to the will. There is also more than a little futility—what Herbert Marcuse in 1964 called the “Great Refusal,” the absolute rejection of the social order.1 At a time when the civil rights movement was on the brink of triumph and the New Left was ascendant, Marcuse was convinced that the United States exemplified a “one-dimensional” society, a state of intellectual impoverishment so all embracing as to have seeped into the seemingly inviolable identity of the person, body-snatched him so thoroughly as to have devoured his soul, and converted the denatured remnant into—in the title of Marcuse’s once-influential book—a one-dimensional man. The Great Refusal plays to a hope of redemption in some glimmering future because it despairs of the present. Because the present is slammed shut, one finds solace in an imagined future—an act of faith that is, at the very least, naive, given the refuser’s conviction that closure is fate. The Great Refusal is the triumph of German romanticism. (Even the initials are apt.) Inside the idea of the Great Refusal lives a despair that the left can—or, in truth, needs to—break out of the prison of its margins. The Great Refusal is a shout from an ivory tower. It presupposes that the intellectuals live in a play with two characters: the speakers of truth and the powers. The play challenges the onlookers to declare themselves: which side are you on? But in the world of ordinary life, the overwhelming bulk of the populace belong to neither camp. Most people live in an apolitical world and rarely feel that they need to choose sides. Moral purity tends to leave them cold. Indeed, as most of them see it, the intellectuals are more alien than the powers, who at least can feign “speaking their language.” Despite the growing percentage of Americans who graduate from college—between 1960 and 2003, the percentage of college graduates in the adult population almost quadrupled, from 7.7 to 27.2 percent of those aged twenty-five and older2—anti-intellectualism has not receded: far from it. The powers’ demagogic techniques—their propagandistic smoothness, combined with the media’s deference—match up well with popular credulity. So those who do not normally concern themselves with politics feel closer to the powers than to the intellectuals. It is to the powers—or to celebrities or to each other—that they turn when they feel fearful, embattled, needy. To them the intellectuals tend to look like a sideshow of sneering, self-serving noisemakers. 
Epistemology/Truth-Power Links to Anti-Politics

(  ) epistemology K is backwards – their authors are self-fulfilling and cede politics to the Right.
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The New Left revolt against power was also a revolt against authority—sometimes, that is, against legitimate power. It wasn’t only economic, political, and military power that the student movement resisted: it was the claim to knowledge, the bedrock of professionalism itself. Again and again in various settings the New Left—and, even more, the counterculture—asked, What is the standing of those who speak? Who needs them? Why listen to these journalists (corporate-fed creatures), these intellectuals (mouthpieces for vested interests), these doctors and lawyers and city planners (speaking for their own vested interests)—even these leaders of the student movement itself (or at least those whom the media anoint as their spokesmen)?5 So, in a certain respect, the New Left was a self-undermining movement. Some of the later New Left’s hero worship of revolutionary leaders and Marxist-Leninist movements abroad—or at home, in the domestic slice of the Third World—was, I believe, a displaced and distorted accommodation to authority on the part of a movement that was reluctant to acknowledge any authority of its own. When the left-moving tide of the sixties had run out, minds moved on, and so did the search for realigned principles of authority. The New Left’s graduates and successors pursued their quarrel with the universities in manifold ways. Historians promoted “history from the bottom up.” Literature professors elevated the writings of the obscure. Philosophers of science punctured what they saw as the pretenses of objectivity. In effect, all were pursuing justifications for their own authority. Through their disciplinary choices and otherwise, the professionals who evolved from the student movement were playing out its core ambivalence toward authority—on the one hand, deeply doubting the legitimacy of experts, on the other, becoming experts themselves. How would ambitious young intellectuals manage this delicate task? One answer was “theory”—the welter of poststructuralist, literary- critical, psychoanalytic, neo-Marxist, feminist, queer, and related writings that gathered prestige in the humanities and social sciences in the 1970s, thanks to their European (usually French) lineage, the glee and often breathtaking ingenuity with which the concepts were tossed around, and the blithe freedom from draggy old empirical proof. Another answer was categorical opposition to U.S. foreign policy—a hostility that, however justified in particular instances, spilled out so unreservedly as to negate any possibility of a reformed America that would be worth fighting for. But neither “theory” nor the big anti-imperialist No could engage real political dynamics or possibilities. Both were, in the end, metaphysical. 
Epistemology/Truth-Power Links to Anti-Politics

(  ) Their truth-power K is wrong and ultimately cedes politics to the Right
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Weak thinking on the American left is especially glaring after September 11, 2001, as I’ll argue in part III, but this is hardly to say that the right has been more impressive at making the world comprehensible. For decades the right has cultivated its own types of blindness and more than that: having risen to political power, it has been in a position to make blindness the law of the land. The neoconservatives’ foreign policy is largely hubris under a veneer of ideals. The antigovernment dogma of deregulation, privatization, and tax cuts exacerbates economic and social troubles. A culture war against modernity—against secularism, feminism, and racial justice—flies in the face of the West’s distinctive contribution to the history of civilization, namely, the rise of individual rights and reason. To elaborate on these claims is the work of other books. The reasons for the right-wing ascendancy are many, among them—as I argued in letter 7 of Letters to a Young Activist (2003)—the organizational discipline that the right cherishes and the left, at least until recently, tends to abhor. The left’s institutions, in particular, unions, are weak. But my focus here is another reason for the right’s ascendancy: the left’s intellectual disarmament. Some of the deficiency is institutional. Despite efforts to come from behind after the 2000 election, there remain decades’ worth of shortfall in the left’s cultural apparatus. In action-minded think tanks, talk radio and cable television, didactic newspapers, subsidies for writers, and so on, the right has held most of the high cards.1 Left and liberal analyses and proposals do emerge from universities and research centers, but their circulation is usually choked off for lack of focus, imagination, and steady access to mass media—except in the cheapened forms of punditry and agitprop. The right’s masterful apparatus for purveying its messages and organizing for power is not the only reason why the left has suffered defeat after defeat in national politics since the 1960s. The left’s intellectual stockpile has been badly depleted, and new ideas are more heralded than delivered. When the left has thought big, it has been clearer about isms to oppose—mainly imperialism and racism—than about values and policies to further. At that, it has often preferred the denunciatory mode to the analytical, mustering full-throated opposition rather than full-brained exploration. While it is probably true that many more reform ideas are dreamt of than succeed in circulating through the brain-dead media, the liberal-left conveys little sense of a whole that is more than the sum of its parts. While the right has rather successfully tarred liberals with the brush of “tax-and-spend,” those thus tarred have often been unsure whether to reply “It’s not so” or “It is so, we’re proud to say.” A fair generalization is that the left’s expertise has been constricted in scope, showing little taste for principle and little capacity to imagine a reconstituted nation. It has been conflicted and unsteady about values. It has tended to disdain any design for foreign policy other than “U.S. out,” which is no substitute for a foreign policy—and inconsistent to boot when you consider that the left wants the United States to intervene, for example, to push Israel to end its occupation of the West Bank. All this is to say that the left has been imprisoned in the closed world of outsider politics. Instead of a vigorous quest for testable propositions that could actually culminate in reform, the academic left in particular has nourished what has come to be called “theory”: a body of writing (one can scarcely say its content consists of propositions) that is, in the main, distracting, vague, self-referential, and wrong-headed. “Theory” is chiefly about itself: “thought to the second power,” as Fredric Jameson defined dialectical thinking in an early, dazzling American exemplar of the new theoretical style.2 Even when “theory” tries to reconnect from language and mind to the larger social world, language remains the preoccupation. Michel Foucault became a rock star of theory in the United States precisely because he demoted knowledge to a reflex of power, merely the denominator of the couplet “power/knowledge,” yet his preoccupation was with the knowledge side, not actual social structures. His famous illustration of the power of “theory” was built on Jeremy Bentham’s design of an ideal prison, the Panopticon—a model never built.3 The “linguistic turn” in the social sciences turns out to be its own prison house, equipped with funhouse mirrors but no exit. When convenient, “theory” lays claim to objective truth, but in fact the chief criterion by which it ascended in status was aesthetic, not empirical. Flair matters more than explanatory power. At crucial junctures “theory” consists of flourishes, intellectual performance pieces: things are said to be so because the theorist says so, and even if they are not, isn’t it interesting to pretend? But the problem with “theory” goes beyond opaque writing—an often dazzling concoction of jargon, illogic, and preening. If you overcome bedazzlement at the audacity and glamour of theory and penetrate the obscurity, you find circularity and self-justification, often enough (and self-contradictorily) larded with populist sentimentality about “the people” or “forces of resistance.” You see steadfast avoidance of tough questions. Despite the selective use of the still-prestigious rhetoric of science, the world of “theory” makes only tangential contact with the social reality that it disdains. Politically, it is useless. It amounts to secession from the world where most people live. 
Foucault K links to Anti-Politics

(  ) Foucault K causes anti-politics
Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

While multiple sites of power and resistance need to be more clearly theorized than in the past, and while Marxian fixation on class struggle, the primacy of capital-labor relations, and social totality has lost its rationale, the extreme postmodern assault on macro institutions severs the connection between critique and action. Moreover, to the extent that postmodernism embraces a notion of subjectivity that is decentered and fragmented, the very idea of citizenship gets obscured. As Philip Wexler argues, the social, legal, and political requirements of citizen- ship were historically founded upon universal norms of democracy, freedom, and equality, but postmodernism, which blurs everything and dissolves politics into the sphere of culture and everyday life, destroys this foundation. Once the subject melts into a murky cultural diffuse- ness, into a world of images and spectacles, the elements of citizenship simply evaporate.56 Various democratic ideals may be kept alive within the official ideology, mainly to legitimate the electoral ritual, but they fail to resonate with the times. AsWexler concludes: ``For now, citizen- ship will remain the appropriate sign of post-modernism and semiotic society ^ a restored sign artifact that may be recycled and used so long as it does not disturb contemporary society's profound need for super- ¢ciality.''57In the splintered, discontinuous world inhabited by Baurdrillard, Fou- cault, and kindred theorists, social bonds are weakened and the link between personal life and the public sphere is fractured. Where truth, language, and ideology are perpetually contested, nothing is settled or taken for granted. While this ethos corresponds well to an era in which emphasis is placed on local knowledge and identity movements, it is a depoliticizing ethos insofar as it blurs or dismisses macro forms of economic and political power. Where the state is either ignored or broken down into a mosaic of localized and partial entities, politics too winds up obliterated. Symbols and images become far more im- portant than concrete struggles involving rival claims to power, eco- nomic interests, and visions of a better society.58  
Historical projects link to anti-politics

(  ) Historical projects fail – they cause political paralysis and move-away from their ultimate objective.

Wolin ‘2

(Richard Wolin – Prof @ CUNY in Modern European Intellectual History. South Central Review, Vol. 19, No. 2/3, 9/11. (Summer - Autumn, 2002), pp. 39-49. J Stor)

Amid the fog of postmodern relativism disseminated by Baudrillard, Zizek and others, something essential is missing. Going back to the Thucydides’ Melian Dialogue, the massacre of civilian innocents has been a touchstone of civilized moral judgment. It remains today the cornerstone of human rights law and just war theory. Yet, for the “cultural left,” slavishly following the “genealogical” approach recommended by Nietzsche and Foucault, moral reasoning is merely another one of civilization’s clever “normalizing” ruses—hence, an intellectual weakness to be avoided at all costs. Once again, postmodernism’s right-wing intellectual pedigree—Nietzsche, Spengler, and Heidegger—has left it morally impotent and politically clueless.  For years the Left has demonstrated a predilection to romanticize the “other”—Ho Chi Minh, Che, Fidel, as well as countless other apostles of Third World revolution—in the hope that the Wretched of the Earth would provide a remedy for our own seemingly intractable political impasse. Predictably, at a conference I attended recently, a friend with impeccable left- wing credentials who, until communism’s recent collapse, had been an ardent champion of the proletarian cause, jumped on the pan-Arab bandwagon, reciting the names of obscure Muslim intellectuals who, she claimed, offered a promising political alternative to the debilities of Western liberalism. Plus ça change. The Left can ignore the imperatives of morality and international law only at its own peril. By romanticizing the lifestyles and mores of non-Western peoples, it suspends critical judgment, destroys its own credibility, and guarantees its own political irrelevance.   
(  ) Historical-focus bad – does nothing to change real conditions
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Indeed, the United States does not have clean hands. We are living in tragedy, not melodrama. Recognizing the complex chains of cause and effect that produce a catastrophe is defensible, indeed necessary—up to a point. If only history could be restarted at one pivotal juncture or another! That would be excellent. But the past is what it is, and the killers are who they are. Moral responsibility can never be denied the ones who pull the triggers, wield the knives, push the buttons. And now that fanatical Islamists are at work in real time, whatever causes spurred them, the question remains: what should the United States do about thousands of actual and potential present-day killers who set no limits to what and whom they would destroy? The question is stark and unblinkable. When a cause produces effects and the effects are lethal, the effects have to be stopped—the citizens have a right to expect that of their government. To say, as did many who opposed an invasion of Afghanistan, that the terror attacks should be considered crimes, not acts of war, yet without proposing an effective means of punishing and preventing such crimes, is useless—and tantamount to washing one’s hands of the matter. But for taking security seriously in the here and now, and thinking about how to defeat the jihadists, the fundamentalist left had little time, little interest, little hard-headed curiosity—as little as the all-or-nothing theology that justified war against any “evildoers” decreed to be such by the forces of good. 
Imperialism K Links to anti-politics

(  ) Imperialism K is ineffective and cedes politics to the Right. Their perm answers are wrong.
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From the late New Left point of view, then, patriotism meant obscuring the whole grisly truth of the United States. It couldn’t help spilling over into what Orwell thought was the harsh, dangerous, and distinct phenomenon of nationalism, with its aggressive edge and its implication of superiority. Scrub up patriotism as you will, and nationalism, as Schaar put it, remained “patriotism’s bloody brother.”3 Was Orwell’s distinction not, in the end, a distinction without a difference? Didn’t his patriotism, while refusing aggressiveness, still insist that the nation he affirmed was “the best in the world”? What if there was more than one feature of the American way of life that you did not believe to be “the best in the world”—the national bravado, the overreach of the marketplace. Patriotism might well be the door through which you marched with the rest of the conformists to the beat of the national anthem. Facing these realities, all the left could do was criticize empire and, on the positive side, unearth and cultivate righteous traditions. The much-mocked “political correctness” of the next academic generations was a consolation prize. We might have lost politics but we won a lot of the textbooks.  The tragedy of the left is that, having achieved an unprecedented victory in helping stop an appalling war, it then proceeded to commit suicide. The left helped force the United States out of Vietnam, where the country had no constructive work to do—either for Vietnam or for itself—but did so at the cost of disconnecting itself from the nation. Most U.S. intellectuals substituted the pleasures of condemnation for the pursuit of improvement. The orthodoxy was that “the system” precluded reform—never mind that the antiwar movement had already demonstrated that reform was possible. Human rights, feminism, environmentalism— these worldwide initiatives, American in their inception, flowing not from the American Establishment but from our own American movements, were noises off, not center stage. They were outsider tastes, the stuff of protest, not national features, the real stuff. Thus when, in the nineties, the Clinton administra tion finally mobilized armed force in behalf of Bosnia and then Kosovo against Milosevic’s genocidal Serbia, the hard left only could smell imperial motives, maintaining that democratic, antigenocidal intentions added up to a paper-thin mask. In short, if the United States seemed fundamentally trapped in militarist imperialism, its opposition was trapped in the mirror- image opposite. By the seventies the outsider stance had become second nature. Even those who had entered the sixties in diapers came to maturity thinking patriotism a threat or a bad joke. But anti-Americanism was, and remains, a mood and a metaphysics more than a politics. It cannot help but see practical politics as an illusion, entangled as it is and must be with a system fatally flawed by original sin. Viewing the ongoing politics of the Americans as contemptibly shallow and compromised, the demonological attitude naturally rules out patriotic attachment to those very Americans. Marooned (often self-marooned) on university campuses, exiled in left-wing media and other cultural outposts—all told, an archipelago of bitterness—what sealed itself off in the postsixties decades was what Richard Rorty has called “a spectatorial, disgusted, mocking Left rather than a Left which dreams of achieving our country.”4
Imperialism K Links to anti-politics
(  ) Their alt fails and cedes politics to the Right

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/17/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_04.pdf
Weak thinking on the American left is especially glaring after September 11, 2001, as I’ll argue in part III, but this is hardly to say that the right has been more impressive at making the world comprehensible. For decades the right has cultivated its own types of blindness and more than that: having risen to political power, it has been in a position to make blindness the law of the land. The neoconservatives’ foreign policy is largely hubris under a veneer of ideals. The antigovernment dogma of deregulation, privatization, and tax cuts exacerbates economic and social troubles. A culture war against modernity—against secularism, feminism, and racial justice—flies in the face of the West’s distinctive contribution to the history of civilization, namely, the rise of individual rights and reason. To elaborate on these claims is the work of other books. The reasons for the right-wing ascendancy are many, among them—as I argued in letter 7 of Letters to a Young Activist (2003)—the organizational discipline that the right cherishes and the left, at least until recently, tends to abhor. The left’s institutions, in particular, unions, are weak. But my focus here is another reason for the right’s ascendancy: the left’s intellectual disarmament. Some of the deficiency is institutional. Despite efforts to come from behind after the 2000 election, there remain decades’ worth of shortfall in the left’s cultural apparatus. In action-minded think tanks, talk radio and cable television, didactic newspapers, subsidies for writers, and so on, the right has held most of the high cards.1 Left and liberal analyses and proposals do emerge from universities and research centers, but their circulation is usually choked off for lack of focus, imagination, and steady access to mass media—except in the cheapened forms of punditry and agitprop. The right’s masterful apparatus for purveying its messages and organizing for power is not the only reason why the left has suffered defeat after defeat in national politics since the 1960s. The left’s intellectual stockpile has been badly depleted, and new ideas are more heralded than delivered. When the left has thought big, it has been clearer about isms to oppose—mainly imperialism and racism—than about values and policies to further. At that, it has often preferred the denunciatory mode to the analytical, mustering full-throated opposition rather than full-brained exploration. While it is probably true that many more reform ideas are dreamt of than succeed in circulating through the brain-dead media, the liberal-left conveys little sense of a whole that is more than the sum of its parts. While the right has rather successfully tarred liberals with the brush of “tax-and-spend,” those thus tarred have often been unsure whether to reply “It’s not so” or “It is so, we’re proud to say.” A fair generalization is that the left’s expertise has been constricted in scope, showing little taste for principle and little capacity to imagine a reconstituted nation. It has been conflicted and unsteady about values. It has tended to disdain any design for foreign policy other than “U.S. out,” which is no substitute for a foreign policy—and inconsistent to boot when you consider that the left wants the United States to intervene, for example, to push Israel to end its occupation of the West Bank. All this is to say that the left has been imprisoned in the closed world of outsider politics. Instead of a vigorous quest for testable propositions that could actually culminate in reform, the academic left in particular has nourished what has come to be called “theory”: a body of writing (one can scarcely say its content consists of propositions) that is, in the main, distracting, vague, self-referential, and wrong-headed. “Theory” is chiefly about itself: “thought to the second power,” as Fredric Jameson defined dialectical thinking in an early, dazzling American exemplar of the new theoretical style.2 Even when “theory” tries to reconnect from language and mind to the larger social world, language remains the preoccupation. Michel Foucault became a rock star of theory in the United States precisely because he demoted knowledge to a reflex of power, merely the denominator of the couplet “power/knowledge,” yet his preoccupation was with the knowledge side, not actual social structures. His famous illustration of the power of “theory” was built on Jeremy Bentham’s design of an ideal prison, the Panopticon—a model never built.3 The “linguistic turn” in the social sciences turns out to be its own prison house, equipped with funhouse mirrors but no exit. When convenient, “theory” lays claim to objective truth, but in fact the chief criterion by which it ascended in status was aesthetic, not empirical. Flair matters more than explanatory power. At crucial junctures “theory” consists of flourishes, intellectual performance pieces: things are said to be so because the theorist says so, and even if they are not, isn’t it interesting to pretend? But the problem with “theory” goes beyond opaque writing—an often dazzling concoction of jargon, illogic, and preening. If you overcome bedazzlement at the audacity and glamour of theory and penetrate the obscurity, you find circularity and self-justification, often enough (and self-contradictorily) larded with populist sentimentality about “the people” or “forces of resistance.” You see steadfast avoidance of tough questions. Despite the selective use of the still-prestigious rhetoric of science, the world of “theory” makes only tangential contact with the social reality that it disdains. Politically, it is useless. It amounts to secession from the world where most people live. 

Identity K links to anti-politics
(  ) Their identity K links to anti-politics

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)
In a social order where symbols and images dominate mass conscious- ness, the splintering of local identities coincides with the decline of political opposition. Corporate colonization is left only feebly challenged by the proliferation of local groups, by the celebration of diversity and multiculturalism that has entered into American public discourse since the 1980s. Dispersed identities, however constructed, are easily assimilated into the sphere of the all-powerful commodity, which coincides with the spread of anti-political sentiment. As com- munities assume what Zygmunt Bauman calls an ``imaginary'' charac- ter,59 identities become detached from the public sphere, and politics is allowed to descend into a spectacle. Hence the eclipse of the collective subject and the atrophy of political language that defines so much postmodern theorizing is now linked more and more to the stubborn reality of corporate domination.  
Identity K/multiculturalism links to anti-politics
(  ) ID politics and multicultural alts cede politics to the Right

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/17/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_04.pdf
Yet the audacious adepts of “theory” constitute themselves the equivalent of a vanguard party—laying out propositions to be admired for their audacity rather than their truth, defending themselves when necessary as victims of stodgy and parochial old-think, priding themselves on their cosmopolitan majesty. “Theory” dresses critical thought in a language that, for all its impenetrability, certifies that intellectuals are central and indispensable to the ideological and political future. The far right might be firmly in charge of Washington, but Foucault (and his rivals) rules the seminars. At a time of political rollback, intellectual flights feel like righteous and thrilling consolations. Masters of “theory,” left to themselves, could choose among three ways of understanding their political role. They could choose the more-or-less Leninist route, flattering themselves that they are in the process of reaching correct formulations and hence (eventually) bringing true consciousness to benighted souls who suffer from its absence. They could choose the populist path, getting themselves off the political hook in the here and now by theorizing that potent forces will some day, willy-nilly, gather to upend the system. Or they could reconcile themselves to Frankfurt-style futilitarianism, conceding that history has run into a cul-de-sac and making do nevertheless. In any event, practitioners of “theory” could carry on with their lives, practicing politics by publishing without perishing, indeed, without having to set foot outside the precincts of the academy. As the revolutionary tide has gone out, a vanguard marooned without a rearguard has made the university into an asylum. As many founders and masters of “theory” pass from the scene, the genre has calcified, lost much of its verve, but in the academy verve is no prerequisite for institutional weight, and so the preoccupation and the style go on and on.   In The Twilight of Common Dreams: Why America Is Wracked by Culture Wars (1995), I argued against one of the fixations of “theory”: the strong form of identity politics, the aggrandizement of multiculturalism, which overstresses the fixity of segmented “identity” and the boundaries between social segments. There is no point to repeating those arguments here. Nearly a decade after writing that book, I would make virtually the same case about the intellectual slovenliness and political inconsequence (or worse) that runs rife with the hypertrophy of identity politics. My sense, though, is that in the interim, identity politics has sunk into a rut of normality. Hard-core exponents of identity politics have probably dwindled and certainly softened. Some die-hard opponents have also backed off, observing that as “identity” has been institutionalized in academic programs, it has lost a good deal of its bite. Today, at least in the vanguard elite institutions, “hybridity” is more honored than the fervent cultivation of difference. Diversity is a goal that majorities or near-majorities can subscribe to. As Nathan Glazer, once one of the more cogent critics of affirmative action, put it in the title of his 1997 book, we are all multiculturalists now—at least rhetorically.  
“Language Before Policy” Framework links to anti-politics

(  ) Putting Language first cedes politics to the Right

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/17/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_04.pdf
Weak thinking on the American left is especially glaring after September 11, 2001, as I’ll argue in part III, but this is hardly to say that the right has been more impressive at making the world comprehensible. For decades the right has cultivated its own types of blindness and more than that: having risen to political power, it has been in a position to make blindness the law of the land. The neoconservatives’ foreign policy is largely hubris under a veneer of ideals. The antigovernment dogma of deregulation, privatization, and tax cuts exacerbates economic and social troubles. A culture war against modernity—against secularism, feminism, and racial justice—flies in the face of the West’s distinctive contribution to the history of civilization, namely, the rise of individual rights and reason. To elaborate on these claims is the work of other books. The reasons for the right-wing ascendancy are many, among them—as I argued in letter 7 of Letters to a Young Activist (2003)—the organizational discipline that the right cherishes and the left, at least until recently, tends to abhor. The left’s institutions, in particular, unions, are weak. But my focus here is another reason for the right’s ascendancy: the left’s intellectual disarmament. Some of the deficiency is institutional. Despite efforts to come from behind after the 2000 election, there remain decades’ worth of shortfall in the left’s cultural apparatus. In action-minded think tanks, talk radio and cable television, didactic newspapers, subsidies for writers, and so on, the right has held most of the high cards.1 Left and liberal analyses and proposals do emerge from universities and research centers, but their circulation is usually choked off for lack of focus, imagination, and steady access to mass media—except in the cheapened forms of punditry and agitprop. The right’s masterful apparatus for purveying its messages and organizing for power is not the only reason why the left has suffered defeat after defeat in national politics since the 1960s. The left’s intellectual stockpile has been badly depleted, and new ideas are more heralded than delivered. When the left has thought big, it has been clearer about isms to oppose—mainly imperialism and racism—than about values and policies to further. At that, it has often preferred the denunciatory mode to the analytical, mustering full-throated opposition rather than full-brained exploration. While it is probably true that many more reform ideas are dreamt of than succeed in circulating through the brain-dead media, the liberal-left conveys little sense of a whole that is more than the sum of its parts. While the right has rather successfully tarred liberals with the brush of “tax-and-spend,” those thus tarred have often been unsure whether to reply “It’s not so” or “It is so, we’re proud to say.” A fair generalization is that the left’s expertise has been constricted in scope, showing little taste for principle and little capacity to imagine a reconstituted nation. It has been conflicted and unsteady about values. It has tended to disdain any design for foreign policy other than “U.S. out,” which is no substitute for a foreign policy—and inconsistent to boot when you consider that the left wants the United States to intervene, for example, to push Israel to end its occupation of the West Bank. All this is to say that the left has been imprisoned in the closed world of outsider politics. Instead of a vigorous quest for testable propositions that could actually culminate in reform, the academic left in particular has nourished what has come to be called “theory”: a body of writing (one can scarcely say its content consists of propositions) that is, in the main, distracting, vague, self-referential, and wrong-headed. “Theory” is chiefly about itself: “thought to the second power,” as Fredric Jameson defined dialectical thinking in an early, dazzling American exemplar of the new theoretical style.2 Even when “theory” tries to reconnect from language and mind to the larger social world, language remains the preoccupation. Michel Foucault became a rock star of theory in the United States precisely because he demoted knowledge to a reflex of power, merely the denominator of the couplet “power/knowledge,” yet his preoccupation was with the knowledge side, not actual social structures. His famous illustration of the power of “theory” was built on Jeremy Bentham’s design of an ideal prison, the Panopticon—a model never built.3 The “linguistic turn” in the social sciences turns out to be its own prison house, equipped with funhouse mirrors but no exit. When convenient, “theory” lays claim to objective truth, but in fact the chief criterion by which it ascended in status was aesthetic, not empirical. Flair matters more than explanatory power. At crucial junctures “theory” consists of flourishes, intellectual performance pieces: things are said to be so because the theorist says so, and even if they are not, isn’t it interesting to pretend? But the problem with “theory” goes beyond opaque writing—an often dazzling concoction of jargon, illogic, and preening. If you overcome bedazzlement at the audacity and glamour of theory and penetrate the obscurity, you find circularity and self-justification, often enough (and self-contradictorily) larded with populist sentimentality about “the people” or “forces of resistance.” You see steadfast avoidance of tough questions. Despite the selective use of the still-prestigious rhetoric of science, the world of “theory” makes only tangential contact with the social reality that it disdains. Politically, it is useless. It amounts to secession from the world where most people live. 
Militarism K Links to anti-politics
(  ) Militarism K is ineffective and cedes politics to the Right. Their perm answers are wrong.

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/17/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_05.pdf
From the late New Left point of view, then, patriotism meant obscuring the whole grisly truth of the United States. It couldn’t help spilling over into what Orwell thought was the harsh, dangerous, and distinct phenomenon of nationalism, with its aggressive edge and its implication of superiority. Scrub up patriotism as you will, and nationalism, as Schaar put it, remained “patriotism’s bloody brother.”3 Was Orwell’s distinction not, in the end, a distinction without a difference? Didn’t his patriotism, while refusing aggressiveness, still insist that the nation he affirmed was “the best in the world”? What if there was more than one feature of the American way of life that you did not believe to be “the best in the world”—the national bravado, the overreach of the marketplace. Patriotism might well be the door through which you marched with the rest of the conformists to the beat of the national anthem. Facing these realities, all the left could do was criticize empire and, on the positive side, unearth and cultivate righteous traditions. The much-mocked “political correctness” of the next academic generations was a consolation prize. We might have lost politics but we won a lot of the textbooks.  The tragedy of the left is that, having achieved an unprecedented victory in helping stop an appalling war, it then proceeded to commit suicide. The left helped force the United States out of Vietnam, where the country had no constructive work to do—either for Vietnam or for itself—but did so at the cost of disconnecting itself from the nation. Most U.S. intellectuals substituted the pleasures of condemnation for the pursuit of improvement. The orthodoxy was that “the system” precluded reform—never mind that the antiwar movement had already demonstrated that reform was possible. Human rights, feminism, environmentalism— these worldwide initiatives, American in their inception, flowing not from the American Establishment but from our own American movements, were noises off, not center stage. They were outsider tastes, the stuff of protest, not national features, the real stuff. Thus when, in the nineties, the Clinton administra tion finally mobilized armed force in behalf of Bosnia and then Kosovo against Milosevic’s genocidal Serbia, the hard left only could smell imperial motives, maintaining that democratic, antigenocidal intentions added up to a paper-thin mask. In short, if the United States seemed fundamentally trapped in militarist imperialism, its opposition was trapped in the mirror- image opposite. By the seventies the outsider stance had become second nature. Even those who had entered the sixties in diapers came to maturity thinking patriotism a threat or a bad joke. But anti-Americanism was, and remains, a mood and a metaphysics more than a politics. It cannot help but see practical politics as an illusion, entangled as it is and must be with a system fatally flawed by original sin. Viewing the ongoing politics of the Americans as contemptibly shallow and compromised, the demonological attitude naturally rules out patriotic attachment to those very Americans. Marooned (often self-marooned) on university campuses, exiled in left-wing media and other cultural outposts—all told, an archipelago of bitterness—what sealed itself off in the postsixties decades was what Richard Rorty has called “a spectatorial, disgusted, mocking Left rather than a Left which dreams of achieving our country.”4 
Normativity K links to anti-politics
(  ) ***Their normativity spin is wrong for a different reason – it underestimates our potential.  The practices in this debate round do matter – we kritik THEM on a fundamental level.

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

The historic goal of recovering politics in the Aristotelian sense, there- fore, suggests nothing less than a revitalized citizenry prepared to occupy that immense expanse of public space. Extension of democratic control into every area of social life requires insurgency against the charade of normal politics, since the persistence of normal politics is just another manifestation of anti-politics. If authentic citizenship is to be forged, then information, skills, and attitudes vital to political efficacy need to flourish and be widely distributed throughout the population, without this, ``consciousness transformation'' is impos- sible, or at least politically meaningless. A debilitating problem with the culture of anti-politics, however, is that it precisely devalues those very types of information, skills, and attitudes.  

Normativity K links to anti-politics cont’

(  ) We do defend fiat, but we ALSO  think the idea of politics does extend to this sphere

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

If politics, in one form or another, refers to the arena of state power and governance, it also extends to what Ju« rgen Habermas and other Critical Theorists have understood as the public sphere. For Haber- mas, that is the realm in which public opinion is formed -- a realm mediating between the larger society and the state, allowing for poten- tial democratic control of social and political institutions. The more open the public sphere, the more it can serve as a mechanism of free association and exchange of ideas, and thus the greater its capacity to sustain the democratization of society. This function becomes all the more salient in advanced industrial countries, where the state assumes a more expanded role in production, investment, regulation, social programs, and, of course, legitimation. According to Habermas, the idea of a distinctly expressed public opinion arose for the ¢rst time in the eighteenth century and achieved fuller expression with the development of liberal capitalism. The public sphere takes shape in a context where ``the public organizes itself as the bearer of public opinion ^ that principle of public information which once had to be fought for against the arcane policies of monarchies and which since that time has made possible that democratic control of state activities.'' As Habermas rightly stresses, general and open discussions regarding the exercise of political power that could be institutionally guaranteed grew out of a speci¢c phase of capitalist development. Thus: ``Citizens behave as a public body when they con- fer in an unrestricted fashion ^ that is, with the guarantee of freedom of assembly and association and the freedom to express and publish their opinions ^ about matters of general interest. In a large public body this kind of communication requires specific means for trans-mitting information and influencing those who receive it.''1  In pursuing this line of thinking Habermas follows a diverse grouping of theorists ^ Aristotle, Rousseau, Paine, J. S. Mill, Kropotkin, and Dewey among them ^ who a¤rmed the centrality of a dynamic public sphere for social progress. A democratic mode of exchange defined by open debates, genuine alternatives, trust, and reciprocity would be the sine qua non of freedom within community. As the Greeks clearly understood, it was the common realm, or polis, that allowed for the formation of citizenship and sense of belonging outside the local or parochial sphere tied to the household (oikos), family, kinship relations, and locale. The notion of a fully engaged citizen stood in dramatic contrast to the provincialism of everyday life, for it was mainly in the public realm that universal values could take hold and be nurtured. Divergent experiences, interests, and goals were seen as grounded in the very logic of an open public sphere, which works against imposed or ascribed forms of political unity and consensus. 
“Personal is Political” links to anti-politics

(  ) Endorsing the personal as political means they link to anti-politics

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

Fromm believed the psychological impulses toward escape would in- tensify as impersonal forces within bureaucratic mass society came to overwhelm the individual, giving rise to even greater loneliness, anxiety, and fear ^ especially in the midst of economic crisis. Personal integrity can seemingly be revitalized through identification with a powerful (or all-powerful) external force, as Adorno suggested in the case of astrology. But this ``submission to extra-personal ends'' ulti- mately demands retreat from active engagement in the concrete public realm insofar as subjectivity is now transferred elsewhere.28 Here the self achieves a (false) sense of independence and power that is lacking in the worldly domain of material and psychological struggles. Meta- physics, like more overtly authoritarian ideologies, can give the person a feeling of catharsis that comes with submitting to the unfathomable power of ``anonymous totality'' referred to by Adorno. But the active self, the self of citizenship and collective subjectivity, winds up sub- merged in the process.  
“Pragmatism bad” args link to Anti-politics

(  ) Their K of pragmatism is wrong and still cedes politics to the Right

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/16/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_02.pdf 

This book consists of essays that I have written since 1988 and rewritten for this occasion to clarify their thrust. They add up to an argument that intellectual life on the American left must recover from its main drift and transcend its accommodation to political defeat. At a time when radical intellectuals imagine themselves floating free of national connection, fearful that national automatically means nationalist and practical means corrupt, liberal and radical intellectuals—those who deeply value liberty and equality— should commit ourselves to political recovery and a regeneration of American possibilities. In a previous book, Letters to a Young Activist (2003), I defended practical efforts at politics toward that end. The Intellectuals and the Flag aims to contribute to the work of putting an intellectual foundation under such efforts. 

Predictions K links to anti-politics

(  ) Predictions K is Ralph Nader. It overprivileges the “now” – ceding the political to the Right.

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/16/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_02.pdf 
I do not speak as a stranger to the feeling when I say that the rapture of resistance bespeaks a not-so-quiet desperation. In the joyful ferocity of the reaction, is there not a bit of a prideful recognition that the critic has, with the best will in the world, painted himself or herself into a corner? Doesn’t defeat taste sweet in a good cause? The honest truth is that negativity has its rewards and they are far from negligible. Self-satisfaction is a crisp and soothing satisfaction. It grants nobility. It stokes the psychic fires. Defeated outrage cannot really be defeated. It burns with a sublime and cleansing flame. It confirms one’s righteousness. It collapses the indeterminate future into a burning present. This pride in marginality bursts out in many forms—crude and sophisticated, rhetorical and scholarly, intellectual and tactical. In presidential politics we saw it in Ralph Nader’s doomed and reckless runs for the White House, in his unmodulated fury at the Democratic Party for its corrupt bargains with corporate interests, in the satisfaction he exhibited at the triumph of George W. Bush in 2000, in his refusal—reminiscent of Bush’s—to acknowledge any trace of error, any miscalculation of cause and effect, in the bright, straight, heedless line of his crusade for the right and the true. In street politics we have seen it in the sort of militancy that seeks confrontations with the police or Starbucks, measuring triumphs by the tactical panache of its confrontations and boasting of its indifference to the reactions of the misguided and uncool multitude. This is closer to the triumph of spectacle than the triumph of politics. It is the joy of subjectivity—the displacement of the goal from power (an objective fact) to empowerment (a subjective experience).  

Pre-Fiat Args Link to Anti-Politics

(  ) Their pre-fiat arguments breed political apathy – even if “the plan doesn’t pass”, fiat creates a curriculum that’s important. Their framework is dangerous.

Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University. He was a long-time political activist( from the Left). From the Book: The Intellectuals and the Flag – 2005 – available via CIAO Books – date accessed 7/16/10 – http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_02.pdf 

Mainly, universities serve bedrock purposes of higher education in a democracy when they spur reasoned participation in politics and the accumulation of knowledge to suit. For the work of arousing and channeling passions there are political organizations, parties, and movements. Education has a more precise responsibility: to cultivate reason and to deepen understanding of the world. No other institution is dedicated to these functions. In fact, the political sphere is in many ways dedicated to undermining them, as, in their own ways, are media. Yet reason and understanding, the university’s own specialized charge, are imperative. There is no time when this is not so. But a time like the present, with unreason on the march, especially needs an infusion of knowledge into the political domain. To judge foreign policy, energy programs, terrorist threats, ecological problems, questions of economics, and so forth requires not just committed but knowledgeable citizens. Truly, the United States has suffered in recent years from failures of intelligence in more than one sense. Universities, no less than other institutions, have cultivated complacency. For citizenly as well as strictly educational purposes, then, higher education ought to cultivate a disciplined curiosity about the world and an enthusiasm for careful disputation. Toward these ends, schooling needs to counter the impulsive, hyperkinetic,associational, trivia-centered relation to images and sounds that the bulk of the media offer. Colleges and universities ought to be arenas for robust speech, where students are encouraged not only to reinforce views they already hold but—knowledgeably and logically—to challenge and modify them. An atmosphere conducive to reflection is a prerequisite for education in civic preparedness, as also for learning in its own right. Where else in modern life is such an atmosphere to be found, or created, responsive to social needs that are not the needs of the market? If not in colleges and universities, hardly anywhere.  
Representations 1st links to anti-politics

(   ) Privileging Reps encourages anti-politics 

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

Postmodernism and its offshoots (poststructuralism, semiotics, di¡er- ence feminism, etc.) have indeed reshaped much of academia, including such disciplines as sociology, history, literature, ¢lm, and communica- tions. More than that, the theory (if that is the correct label for some- thing so diffuse) amounts to a kind of anti-paradigm paradigm, which often refocuses debates around defining motifs of the post-Fordist order: commodification of culture, the media spectacle, proliferation of images and symbols, fragmentation of identities, the dispersion of local movements, and loss of faith in conventional political ideologies and organizations. So far as all this is concerned, post-modernism can be viewed as marking a rather healthy break with the past.50 The problem is that the main thrust of postmodernism so devalues the common realm of power, governance, and economy that the dynamics of social and institutional life vanish from sight. Where the reality of corporate, state, and military power wind up vanishing within a post- modern amorphousness, the very effort to analyze social forces and locate agencies or strategies of change becomes impossible. In its reac- tion against the comprehensive historical scope of Marxism, the micro approach dismisses in toto macropolitics and with it any conceivable modern project of radical transformation. An extreme ``micro'' focus is most visible in such theorists as Baudrillard who, as Steven Best and Douglas Kellner put it, in effect ``announce the end of the political project in the end of history and society''51 ^ a stance that replicates the logic of a profoundly depoliticized culture. 
State K links to anti-politics
(  ) Their State K links to anti-politics – it’s sweeping nature plays into the hands of conservative forces.

Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

After California anti-tax crusaders launched the Proposition 13 campaign in 1978, an upsurge of movements on the right fed into a rapidly-growing anti-statist current that transformed the whole terrain of American electoral politics. Winning millions of adherents, these movements took many forms: libertarians, Christian fundamentalists, anti-abortion campaigns, groups, the National Ri£e Association, local militias, and so forth. While usually ambivalent toward the public sphere, they nonetheless entered it and often used it to great advantage. Yet popular hostility toward government was never just a right-wing phenomenon; it had already resonated within the new left, the counter-culture, some progressive movements, and a nascent neo-liberalism. As a general mood, anti-politics can be seen as a response to the mounting crisis of the public sector at a time when competitive pressures within the global market began to intensify. It can also be understood as a growing reaction against bureaucracy in any form. Anti-statism was further reinforced by the crisis and then eclipse of Communism around the world ^ a development interpreted by many as validation of free-market capitalism and privatized consumption styles fetishized in the leading industrial nations.When the decline of European social democ- racy is taken into account, the waning of the entire socialist tradition becomes a watershed event for justifying the most extreme (and uto- pian) forms of anti-statism. In this milieu the ``death of socialism'' ^ and with it the discrediting of any government planning or regulation of the economy ^ is widely interpreted as a sign that state power is fundamentally corrupt and inefficient at all times and all places. American society in the 1990s has seen the resurgence of a ¢ercely anti- government right-wing populism comprising not only free-marketeers and anti-tax partisans but also a bizarre variety of cults, militias, and enclave groups, mostly but not entirely drawn from the ranks of the familiar ``angry white male.'' Many see themselves caught up in an all- out war against an evil and oppressive federal government that taxes and regulates citizens beyond reason. Others see the national state apparatus as some kind of agency of international conspiracies, some- times involving the United Nations. Inevitably, violent confrontations of one sort or another have taken place ^ the Waco stando¡ and con£agration at the Branch Davidian compound, the Oklahoma City bombing, the protracted holdout of the Montana Freeman, the Amtrak train derailment, and numerous others. In hundreds of lesser episodes, federal agents and employees around the country have been victims of threats, intimidation, and various hostile acts. A Gallop Poll taken in May 1995 revealed that no less than 39 percent of Americans believe the federal government constitutes an enemy of human rights. In the ¢rst ten days following the Oklahoma City events a number of federal agencies received a total of 140 bomb threats. Twice in 1994 and 1995 disgruntled citizens took employees hostage, in San Francisco and Puerto Rico, to protest shoddy treatment at the hands of government agents. Public o¤cials at all levels are frequently the target of verbal assaults. Such manifestations of popular outrage cannot be dismissed as the irrational acts of marginals and crazies, though this element does enter the picture; far more common is the lashing out of working people who feel powerless and believe, quite rightly, that most govern- ment o¤cials and politicians care little about their problems. Whether this revolt against politics can have any strategic value in a period of global interdependence and worsening social crisis raises yet another set of issues. In fact, the historical meaning of contemporary anti-statism is far from clear. Here it is necessary to mention that the 752 neo-conservative and right-wing attack on big government has been, and continues to be, highly selective insofar as these groups would actually hope to strengthen the most oppressive and authoritarian fea- tures of the state (the military, police, prison system, controls over personal life) while tearing down those social programs that account for no more than three percent of the total federal budget. Nor is there the slightest inclination to disturb the most gargantuan and powerful institutions of all ^ the multinational corporations, huge ¢nancial net- works, and their global extensions in theWorld Bank and IMF. Some- how these huge fortresses of power and wealth escape the conservative attack on ``bigness,'' waste, and lack of accountability. The reality is that the modern state and corporations are thoroughly interwoven, and both are integrated into the permanent war economy. InTheodore Roszak's words: ``When we talk about `big government' in America, this ought to be the meat of the discussion. It is big war that created and sanctioned the big corporations. It is the big corporations that undergird big government. Big government is quite simply the Ameri- can economy as our local extension of global industrialism.''17 Anti-politics thus represents an abstract, ultimately duplicitous rejection of state power; retreat from the public sphere does not suggest popular mobilization against big government as such but rather an assault on just the redistributive and welfare functions of the state. Put more simply: the idea of dismantling the welfare state is really a code for lowered taxes, deep cuts in social programs, deregulation, and freeing of more resources for private consumption. The values asso- ciated with citizen participation, much less a recovery of the public sphere, have no place on this agenda. Thus the Reagan presidency, galvanized and legitimated by its strong opposition to entrenched governmental power, actually contributed to the expansion of that power year by year. Resources were poured into the military; the space program, intelligence, and law enforcement rose to record levels; taxes were increased; administrative corruption spread; and bureaucracy showed no signs of dissolving. Reagan also concocted his famous Star Wars scheme, which, if enacted, would have been the most expensive government program in history. Still, Republicans persisted in their libertarian blather about the evils of state power, always invoking ``free-market'' values that, in fact, have no relevance to the United States or any capitalist economy. The reality is that the much-celebrated shift back to an autonomous market, family values, local neighbor- hood, and individual consumption could never occur without eroding the very foundations of state-integrated corporate capitalism.  
Universal v. Particular K links to Anti-Politics

(  ) Universal v. Particular K causes anti-politics
Boggs ’97

(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

While multiple sites of power and resistance need to be more clearly theorized than in the past, and while Marxian fixation on class struggle, the primacy of capital-labor relations, and social totality has lost its rationale, the extreme postmodern assault on macro institutions severs the connection between critique and action. Moreover, to the extent that postmodernism embraces a notion of subjectivity that is decentered and fragmented, the very idea of citizenship gets obscured. As Philip Wexler argues, the social, legal, and political requirements of citizen- ship were historically founded upon universal norms of democracy, freedom, and equality, but postmodernism, which blurs everything and dissolves politics into the sphere of culture and everyday life, destroys this foundation. Once the subject melts into a murky cultural diffuse- ness, into a world of images and spectacles, the elements of citizenship simply evaporate.56 Various democratic ideals may be kept alive within the official ideology, mainly to legitimate the electoral ritual, but they fail to resonate with the times. AsWexler concludes: ``For now, citizen- ship will remain the appropriate sign of post-modernism and semiotic society ^ a restored sign artifact that may be recycled and used so long as it does not disturb contemporary society's profound need for super- ¢ciality.''57In the splintered, discontinuous world inhabited by Baurdrillard, Fou- cault, and kindred theorists, social bonds are weakened and the link between personal life and the public sphere is fractured. Where truth, language, and ideology are perpetually contested, nothing is settled or taken for granted. While this ethos corresponds well to an era in which emphasis is placed on local knowledge and identity movements, it is a depoliticizing ethos insofar as it blurs or dismisses macro forms of economic and political power. Where the state is either ignored or broken down into a mosaic of localized and partial entities, politics too winds up obliterated. Symbols and images become far more im- portant than concrete struggles involving rival claims to power, eco- nomic interests, and visions of a better society.58  
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