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The affirmative must defend a world where the United States federal government substantially increases its transportation infrastructure investment in the United States. 

“Resolved” before a colon reflects a legislative forum

Army Officer School 4 [5-12, “# 12, Punctuation – The Colon and Semicolon”, http://usacac.army.mil/cac2/wocc/ColonSemicolon.asp] *_*

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

Ericson 3 [Jon M., Dean Emeritus of the College of Liberal Arts – California Polytechnic U., et al., The Debater’s Guide, Third Edition, p. 4: http://books.google.com/books?id=FRZjE1GsjPMC&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false] *_*

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

Voting issue-

1) Topicality is a voting issue for fairness and outweighs all other issues because without it, debate is impossible

Shively 2k [Ruth Lessl, Assistant Prof Political Science – Texas A&M U., Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 181-182] *_*

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

2) Limits:

A) Our framework narrows the topics of debate to a finite set of political potentialities. Expanding beyond this makes an infinite number of philosophical beliefs germane.

Lutz 2k [Donald, Professor of Political Science – U Houston, Political Theory and Partisan Politics, p. 39-40] *_*

Aristotle notes in the Politics that political theory simultaneously proceeds at three levels – discourse about the ideal, about the best possible in the real world, and about existing political systems. Put another way, comprehensive political theory must ask several different kinds of questions that are linked, yet distinguishable. In order to understand the interlocking set of questions that political theory can ask, imagine a continuum stretching from left to right. At the end, to the right is an ideal form of government, a perfectly wrought construct produced by the imagination. At the other end is the perfect dystopia, the most perfectly wretched system that the human imagination can produce. Stretching between these two extremes is an infinite set of possibilities, merging into one another, that describe the logical possibilities created by the characteristics defining the end points. For example, a political system defined primarily by equality would have a perfectly inegalitarian system described at the other end, and the possible states of being between them would vary primarily in the extent to which they embodied equality. An ideal defined primarily by liberty would create a different set of possibilities between the extremes. Of course, visions of the ideal often are inevitably more complex than these single-value examples indicate, but it is also true that in order to imagine an ideal state of affairs a kind of simplification is almost always required since normal states of affairs invariably present themselves to human consciousness as complicated, opaque, and to a significant extent indeterminate. A non-ironic reading of Plato’s republic leads one to conclude that the creation of these visions of the ideal characterizes political philosophy. This is not the case. Any person can generate a vision of the ideal. One job of political philosophy is to ask the question “Is this ideal worth pursuing?” Before the question can be pursued, however, the ideal state of affairs must be clarified, especially with respect to conceptual precision and the logical relationship between the propositions that describe the ideal. This pre-theoretical analysis raises the vision of the ideal from the mundane to a level where true philosophical analysis and the careful comparison with existing systems can proceed fruitfully. The process of pre-theoretical analysis, probably because it works on clarifying ideas that most capture the human imagination, too often looks to some like the entire enterprise of political philosophy. However, the value of Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s concept of the General Will, for example, lies not in its formal logical implications, nor in its compelling hold on the imagination, but on the power and clarity it lends to an analysis and comparison of the actual political systems. Among other things it allows him to show that anyone who wishes to pursue a state of affairs closer to that summer up in the concept of the General Will must successfully develop a civil religion. To the extent politicians believe theorists who tell them that pre-theoretical clarification of language describing an ideal is the essence and sum total of political philosophy, to that extent they will properly conclude that political philosophers have little to tell them, since politics is the realm of the possible not the realm of logical clarity.  However, once the ideal is clarified, the political philosopher will begin to articulate and assess the reasons why we might want to pursue such an ideal. At this point, analysis leaves the realm of pure logic and enters the realm of the logic of human longing, aspiration, and anxiety. The analysis is now limited by the interior parameters of the human heart (more properly the human psyche) to which the theorist must appeal. Unlike the clarification stage where anything that is logical is possible, there are now define limits on where logical can take us. Appeals to self-destruction, less happiness rather than more, psychic isolation, enslavement, loss of identity, a preference for the lives of mollusks over that of humans, to name just a few ,possibilities, are doomed to failure. The theorist cannot appeal to such values if she or he is to attract an audience of politicians. Much political theory involves the careful, competitive analysis of what a given ideal state of affairs entails, and as Plato shows in his dialogues the discussion between the philosopher and the politician will quickly terminate if he or she cannot convincingly demonstrate the connection between the political ideal being developed and natural human passions. In this way, the politician can be educated by the possibilities that the political theorist can articulate, just as the political theorist can be educated by the relative success the normative analysis has in “setting the Hook” of interest among nonpolitical theorists. This realm of discourse, dominated by the logic of humanly worthwhile goals, requires that the theorist carefully observe the responses of others in order not to be seduced by what is merely logical as opposed to what is humanly rational. Moral discourse conditioned by the ideal, if it is to e successful, requires the political theorist to be fearless in pursuing normative logic, but it also requires the theorist to have enough humility to remember that, if a non-theorist cannot be led toward an idea, the fault may well lie in the theory, not in the moral vision of the non-theorist.  

Effective deliberation requires a forum of discussion that facilitates political agonism and the capacity to substantively engage the topic at hand---in short, a forum of switch side debate where the negative can predict and respond to the aff is the most intellectually effective---this is crucial to affecting productive change in all facets of life---the process in this instance is more important than the substance of their advocacy 

Gutmann and Thompson 96 [Amy Gutmann 96 is the president of Penn and former prof @ Princeton, AND Dennis Thompson is Alfred North Whitehead Professor of Political Philosophy at Harvard University, Democracy and Disagreement, pp 1] *_*

Of the challenges that American democracy faces today, none is more formidable than the problem of moral disagreement. Neither the theory nor the practice of democratic politics has so far found an adequate way to cope with conflicts about fundamental values. We address the challenge of moral disagreement here by developing a conception of democracy that secures a central place for moral discussion in political life. Along with a growing number of other political theorists, we call this conception deliberative democracy. The core idea is simple: when citizens or their representatives disagree morally, they should continue to reason together to reach mutually acceptable decisions. But the meaning and implications of the idea are complex. Although the idea has a long history, it is still in search of a theory. We do not claim that this book provides a comprehensive theory of deliberative democracy, but we do hope that it contributes toward its future development by showing the kind of deliberation that is possible and desirable in the face of moral disagreement in democracies. Some scholars have criticized liberal political theory for neglecting moral deliberation. Others have analyzed the philosophical foundations of deliberative democracy, and still others have begun to explore institutional reforms that would promote deliberation. Yet nearly all of themstop at the point where deliberation itself begins. None has systematically examined the substance of deliberation-the theoretical principles that should guide moral argument and their implications for actual moral disagreements about public policy. That is our subject, and it takes us into the everyday forums of democratic politics, where moral argument regularly appears but where theoretical analysis too rarely goes. Deliberative democracy involves reasoning about politics, and nothing has been more controversial in political philosophy than the nature of reason in politics. We do not believe that these controversies have to be settled before deliberative principles can guide the practice of democracy. Since on occasion citizens and their representatives already engage in the kind of reasoning that those principles recommend, deliberative democracy simply asks that they do so more consistently and comprehensively. The best way to prove the value of this kind of reasoning is to show its role in arguments about specific principles and policies, and its contribution to actual political debates. That is also ultimately the best justification for our conception of deliberative democracy itself. But to forestall possible misunderstandings of our conception of deliberative democracy, we offer some preliminary remarks about the scope and method of this book. The aim of the moral reasoning that our deliberative democracy prescribes falls between impartiality, which requires something like altruism, and prudence, which demands no more than enlightened self-interest. Its first principle is reciprocity, the subject of Chapter 2, but no less essential are the other principles developed in later chapters. When citizens reason reciprocally, they seek fair terms of social cooperation for their own sake; they try to find mutually acceptable ways of resolving moral disagreements. The precise content of reciprocity is difficult to determine in theory, but its general countenance is familiar enough in practice. It can be seen in the difference between acting in one's self-interest (say, taking advantage of a legal loophole or a lucky break) and acting fairly (following rules in the spirit that one expects others to adopt). In many of the controversies discussed later in the book, the possibility of any morally acceptable resolution depends on citizens' reasoning beyond their narrow self-interest and considering what can be justified to people who reasonably disagree with them. Even though the quality of deliberation and the conditions under which it is conducted are far from ideal in the controversies we consider, the fact that in each case some citizens and some officials make arguments consistent with reciprocity suggests that a deliberative perspective is not utopian. To clarify what reciprocity might demand under non-ideal conditions, we develop a distinction between deliberative and nondeliberative disagreement. Citizens who reason reciprocally can recognize that a position is worthy of moral respect even when they think it morally wrong. They can believe that a moderate pro-life position on abortion, for example, is morally respectable even though they think it morally mistaken. (The abortion example-to which we often return in the book-is meant to be illustrative. For readers who deny that there is any room for deliberative disagreement on abortion, other political controversies can make the same point.) The presence of deliberative disagreement has important implications for how citizens treat one another and for what policies they should adopt. When a disagreement is not deliberative (for example, about apolicy to legalize discrimination against blacks and women), citizens do not have any obligations of mutual respect toward their opponents. In deliberative disagreement (for example, about legalizing abortion), citizens should try to accommodate the moral convictions of their opponents to the greatest extent possible, without compromising their own moral convictions. We call this kind of accommodation an economy of moral disagreement, and believe that, though neglected in theory and practice, it is essential to a morally robust democratic life. Although both of us have devoted some of our professional life to urging these ideas on public officials and our fellow citizens in forums of practical politics, this book is primarily the product of scholarly rather than political deliberation. Insofar as it reaches beyond the academic community, it is addressed to citizens and officials in their more reflective frame of mind. Given its academic origins, some readers may be inclined to complain that only professors could be so unrealistic as to believe that moral reasoning can help solve political problems. But such a complaint would misrepresent our aims. To begin with, we do not think that academic discussion (whether in scholarly journals or college classrooms) is a model for moral deliberation in politics. Academic discussion need not aim at justifying a practical decision, as deliberation must. Partly for this reason, academic discussion is likely to be insensitive to the contexts of ordinary politics: the pressures of power, the problems of inequality, the demands of diversity, the exigencies of persuasion. Some critics of deliberative democracy show a similar insensitivity when they judge actual political deliberations by the standards of ideal philosophical reflection. Actual deliberation is inevitably defective, but so is philosophical reflection practiced in politics. The appropriate comparison is between the ideals of democratic deliberation and philosophical reflection, or between the application of each in the nonideal circumstances of politics. We do not assume that politics should be a realm where the logical syllogism rules. Nor do we expect even the more appropriate standard of mutual respect always to prevail in politics. A deliberative perspective sometimes justifies bargaining, negotiation, force, and even violence. It is partly because moral argument has so much unrealized potential in democratic politics that we believe it deserves more attention. Because its place in politics is so precarious, the need to find it a more secure home and to nourish its development is all the more pressing. Yet because it is also already' pert of our common experience, we have reason to hope that it can survive and even prosper if philosophers along with citizens and public officials better appreciate its value in politics. Some readers may still wonder why deliberation should have such a prominent place in democracy. Surely, they may say, citizens should care more about the justice of public policies than the process by which they are adopted, at least so long as the process is basically fair and at least minimally democratic. One of our main aims in this book is to cast doubt on the dichotomy between policies and process that this concern assumes. Having good reason as individuals to believe that a policy is just does not mean that collectively as citizens we have sufficient justification to legislate on the basis of those reasons. The moral authority of collective judgments about policy depends in part on the moral quality of the process by whichcitizens collectively reach those judgments. Deliberation is the most appropriate way for citizens collectively to resolve their moral disagreements not only about policies but also about the process by which policies should be adopted. Deliberation is not only a means to an end, but also a means for deciding what means are morally required to pursue our common ends.

Effective deliberation is crucial to the activation of personal agency and is only possible in a switch-side debate format where debaters divorce themselves from ideology to engage in political contestation---this activation of agency is vital to preventing mass violence and genocide and overcoming politically debilitating self-obsession 

Roberts-Miller 03 [Patricia Roberts-Miller 2003 is Associate Professor of Rhetoric at the University of Texas "Fighting Without Hatred:Hannah Ar endt ' s Agonistic Rhetoric" JAC 22.2 2003] *_*

Texas "Fighting Without Hatred:Hannah Ar endt ' s Agonistic Rhetoric" JAC 22.2 2003] *_*)

Arendt is probably most famous for her analysis of totalitarianism¶ (especially her The Origins of Totalitarianism and Eichmann Jerusalem),¶ but the recent attention has been on her criticism of mass culture¶ (The Human Condition). Arendt's main criticism of the current human¶ condition is that the common world of deliberate and joint action is¶ fragmented into solipsistic and unreflective behavior. In an especially¶ lovely passage, she says that in mass society people¶ are all imprisoned in the subjectivity of their own singular experience,¶ which does not cease to be singular if the same experience is multiplied¶ innumerable times. The end of the common world has come when it is¶ seen only under one aspect and is permitted to present itself in only one¶ perspective. (Human 58)¶ What Arendt so beautifully describes is that isolation and individualism¶ are not corollaries, and may even be antithetical because obsession with¶ one's own self and the particularities of one's life prevents one from¶ engaging in conscious, deliberate, collective action. Individuality, unlike¶ isolation, depends upon a collective with whom one argues in order to¶ direct the common life. Self-obsession, even (especially?) when coupled¶ with isolation from one's community is far from apolitical; it has political¶ consequences. Perhaps a better way to put it is that it is political precisely¶ because it aspires to be apolitical. This fragmented world in which many¶ people live simultaneously and even similarly but not exactly together is¶ what Arendt calls the "social."¶ Arendt does not mean that group behavior is impossible in the realm¶ of the social, but that social behavior consists "in some way of isolated¶ individuals, incapable of solidarity or mutuality, who abdicate their¶ human capacities and responsibilities to a projected 'they' or 'it,' with¶ disastrous consequences, both for other people and eventually for themselves"¶ (Pitkin 79). One can behave, but not act. For someone like Arendt,¶ a German-assimilated Jew, one of the most frightening aspects of the¶ Holocaust was the ease with which a people who had not been extraordinarily¶ anti-Semitic could be put to work industriously and efficiently on¶ the genocide ofthe Jews. And what was striking about the perpetrators of¶ 588 jae¶ the genocide, ranging from minor functionaries who facilitated the¶ murder transports up to major figures on trial at Nuremberg, was their¶ constant and apparently sincere insistence that they were not responsible.¶ For Arendt, this was not a peculiarity of the German people, but of the¶ current human and heavily bureaucratic condition of twentieth-century¶ culture: we do not consciously choose to engage in life's activities; we¶ drift into them, or we do them out of a desire to conform. Even while we¶ do them, we do not acknowledge an active, willed choice to do them;¶ instead, we attribute our behavior to necessity, and we perceive ourselves¶ as determined-determined by circumstance, by accident, by what "they"¶ tell us to do. We do something from within the anonymity of a mob that¶ we would never do as an individual; we do things for which we will not¶ take responsibility . Yet, whether or not people acknowledge responsibility¶ for the consequences of their actions, those consequences exist.¶ Refusing to accept responsibility can even make those consequences¶ worse, in that the people who enact the actions in question, because they¶ do not admit their own agency, cannot be persuaded to stop those actions.¶ They are simply doing their jobs. In a totalitarian system, however,¶ everyone is simply doing his or her job; there never seems to be anyone¶ who can explain, defend, and change the policies. Thus, it is, as Arendt¶ says, rule by nobody.¶ It is illustrative to contrast Arendt's attitude toward discourse to¶ Habermas'. While both are critical of modem bureaucratic and totalitarian¶ systems, Arendt's solution is the playful and competitive space of¶ agonism; it is not the rational-critical public sphere. The "actual content¶ of political life" is "the joy and the gratification that arise out of being in¶ company with our peers, out of acting together and appearing in public,¶ out of inserting ourselves into the world by word and deed, thus acquiring¶ and sustaining our personal identity and beginning something entirely¶ new" ("Truth" 263). According to Seyla Benhabib, Arendt's public realm¶ emphasizes the assumption of competition, and it "represents that space¶ of appearances in which moral and political greatness, heroism, and¶ preeminence are revealed, displayed, shared with others. This is a¶ competitive space in which one competes for recognition, precedence,¶ and acclaim" (78). These qualities are displayed, but not entirely for¶ purposes of acclamation; they are not displays of one's self, but of ideas¶ and arguments, of one's thought. When Arendt discusses Socrates'¶ thinking in public, she emphasizes his performance: "He performed in the¶ marketplace the way the flute-player performed at a banquet. It is sheer¶ performance, sheer activity"; nevertheless, it was thinking: "What he¶ Patricia Roberts-Miller 589¶ actually did was to make public, in discourse, the thinking process"¶ (Lectures 37). Pitkin summarizes this point: "Arendt says that the¶ heroism associated with politics is not the mythical machismo of ancient¶ Greece but something more like the existential leap into action and public¶ exposure" (175-76). Just as it is not machismo, although it does have¶ considerable ego involved, so it is not instrumental rationality; Arendt's¶ discussion of the kinds of discourse involved in public action include¶ myths, stories, and personal narratives.¶ Furthermore, the competition is not ruthless; it does not imply a¶ willingness to triumph at all costs. Instead, it involves something like¶ having such a passion for ideas and politics that one is willing to take¶ risks. One tries to articulate the best argument, propose the best policy,¶ design the best laws, make the best response. This is a risk in that one¶ might lose; advancing an argument means that one must be open to the¶ criticisms others will make of it. The situation is agonistic not because the¶ participants manufacture or seek conflict, but because conflict is a¶ necessary consequence of difference. This attitude is reminiscent of¶ Kenneth Burke, who did not try to find a language free of domination but¶ who instead theorized a way that the very tendency toward hierarchy in¶ language might be used against itself (for more on this argument, see¶ Kastely). Similarly, Arendt does not propose a public realm of neutral,¶ rational beings who escape differences to live in the discourse of¶ universals; she envisions one of different people who argue with passion,¶ vehemence, and integrity.¶ This point about the necessary presence of difference is important, as¶ there is a tradition of seeing Arendt as antifeminist and of assuming that¶ her theories are necessarily antagonistic to women and feminism. This¶ criticism, made most cogently by Adrienne Rich, is not ungrounded; it¶ results from Arendt's dividing labor from action and putting traditional¶ women's work in the less valued category oflabor. But, as Bonnie Honig¶ has shown, Arendt's agonism can be useful to feminist critiques of¶ identity because it assumes that difference is inherent; it tends to destabilize¶ categories, including the categories "man" and "woman." For¶ Arendt, the common world is up for argument because it is created by¶ argument, and part of what gets created is our own identity.¶ Yet, Arendt's comments concerning labor should still raise concern;¶ they point to what strikes me as one of the most troubling aspects of¶ agonism: the possibility that it is fundamentally elitist. While everyone¶ may engage in labor that is seen by others, Arendt argues, not everyone¶ engages in public action. Although Arendt is clearly not advocating a¶ 590 jac¶ return to classical Greece or Rome, it is still troubling that the cultures that¶ seem to have gotten the notion of action right are ones that have a leisured¶ class precisely because there are entire categories of people (women,¶ slaves, noncitizens) who spend their time doing the labor that permits the¶ elite to engage in action.¶ I should emphasize that this concern comes not from anything that¶ Arendt says directly, but from the potential implications of Arendt's¶ distinctions and analogies. The impulse behind the labor/action distinction¶ is certainly not to denigrate women's work (as both Honig and Pitkin¶ have argued, the equation of "social" and "feminine" is problematic),¶ but to describe the lack of genuinely public life in modem political¶ culture. Pitkin explains that the goal of The Human Condition is "to¶ articulate a general theory of free citizenship that would recapture the¶ principled but tough-minded realism of the wartime Resistance without¶ the dreadful, unacceptable costs that those years had entailed and¶ without the external constraints on freedom that the occupation had¶ imposed" (112).¶ Thought and the Social¶ Arendt's primary intention in The Human Condition, as in many of her¶ works, is to argue for the special nature of thought. This goal became¶ especially pressing after she observed the trial of Adolf Eichmann for his¶ part in the attempted genocide ofthe Jews. In The Life of the Mind, Arendt¶ describes her reaction to Eichmann. Having been taught that evil results¶ from arrogance, envy, hatred, or covetousness, she expected to see some¶ monster who would exemplify such vices:¶ However, what I was confronted with was utterly different and still¶ undeniably factual. I was struck by a manifest shallowness in the doer that¶ made it impossible to trace the uncontestable evil of his deeds to any¶ deeper level of roots or motives. The deeds were monstrous, but the¶ doer-at least the very effective one now on trial-was quite ordinary,¶ commonplace, and neither demonic nor monstrous. There was no sign in¶ him of firm ideological convictions or of specific evil motives, and the¶ only notable characteristic one could detect in his past behavior as well¶ as in his behavior during the trial and throughout the pre-trial police¶ examination was something entirely negative: it was not stupidity but¶ thoughtlessness. (4)¶ Eichmann perfectly exemplified what Arendt famously called the "banality¶ of evil" but that might be better thought of as the bureaucratization of¶ Patricia Roberts-Miller 591¶ evil (or, as a friend once aptly put it, the evil of banality). That is, he was¶ able to engage in mass murder because he was able not to think about it,¶ especially not from the perspective of the victims, and he was able to¶ exempt himself from personal responsibility by telling himself (and¶ anyone else who would listen) that he was just following orders. It was¶ the bureaucratic system that enabled him to do both. He was not exactly¶ passive; he was, on the contrary, very aggressive in trying to do his duty.¶ He behaved with the "ruthless, competitive exploitation" and "inauthentic,¶ self-disparaging conformism" that characterizes those who people¶ totalitarian systems (Pitkin 87).¶ Arendt's theorizing of totalitarianism has beenjustlynoted as one of¶ her strongest contributions to philosophy. She saw that a situation like¶ Nazi Germany is different from the conventional understanding of a¶ tyranny. Pitkin writes,¶ Totalitarianism cannot be understood, like earlier forms of domination,¶ as the ruthless exploitation of some people by others, whether the motive¶ be selfish calculation, irrational passion, or devotion to some cause.¶ Understanding totalitarianism's essential nature requires solving the¶ central mystery of the holocaust-the objectively useless and indeed¶ dysfunctional, fanatical pursuit of a purely ideological policy, a pointless¶ process to which the people enacting it have fallen captive. (87)¶ Totalitarianism is closely connected to bureaucracy; it is oppression by¶ rules, rather than by people who have willfully chosen to establish certain¶ rules. It is the triumph of the social.¶ Critics (both friendly and hostile) have paid considerable attention to¶ Arendt's category of the "social," largely because, despite spending so¶ much time on the notion, Arendt remains vague on certain aspects of it.¶ Pitkin appropriately compares Arendt's concept of the social to the Blob,¶ the type of monster that figured in so many post-war horror movies. That¶ Blob was "an evil monster from outer space, entirely external to and¶ separate from us [that] had fallen upon us intent on debilitating, absorbing,¶ and ultimately destroying us, gobbling up our distinct individuality¶ and turning us into robots that mechanically serve its purposes" (4).¶ Pitkin is critical of this version of the "social" and suggests that¶ Arendt meant (or perhaps should have meant) something much more¶ complicated. The simplistic version of the social-as-Blob can itself¶ be an instance of Blob thinking; Pitkin's criticism is that Arendt talks at¶ times as though the social comes from outside of us and has fallen upon¶ 592 jac¶ us, turning us into robots. Yet, Arendt's major criticism of the social is¶ that it involves seeing ourselves as victimized by something that comes¶ from outside our own behavior. I agree with Pitkin that Arendt's most¶ powerful descriptions of the social (and the other concepts similar to it,¶ such as her discussion of totalitarianism, imperialism, Eichmann, and¶ parvenus) emphasize that these processes are not entirely out of our¶ control but that they happen to us when, and because, we keep refusing¶ to make active choices. We create the social through negligence. It is not¶ the sort offorce in a Sorcerer's Apprentice, which once let loose cannot¶ be stopped; on the contrary, it continues to exist because we structure our¶ world to reward social behavior. Pitkin writes, "From childhood on, in¶ virtually all our institutions, we reward euphemism, salesmanship, slogans,¶ and we punish and suppress truth-telling, originality, thoughtfulness.¶ So we continually cultivate ways of (not) thinking that induce the¶ social" (274). I wantto emphasize this point, as itis important for thinking¶ about criticisms of some forms of the social construction of knowledge:¶ denying our own agency is what enables the social to thrive. To put it¶ another way, theories of powerlessness are self-fulfilling prophecies.¶ Arendt grants that there are people who willed the Holocaust, but she¶ insists that totalitarian systems result not so much from the Hitlers or¶ Stalins as from the bureaucrats who mayor may not agree with the¶ established ideology but who enforce the rules for no stronger motive¶ than a desire to avoid trouble with their superiors (see Eichmann and¶ Life). They do not think about what they do. One might prevent such¶ occurrences--<>r, at least, resist the modem tendency toward totalitarianism-¶ by thought: "critical thought is in principle anti-authoritarian"¶ (Lectures 38).¶ By "thought" Arendt does not mean eremitic contemplation; in fact,¶ she has great contempt for what she calls "professional thinkers,"¶ refusing herselfto become a philosopher or to call her work philosophy.¶ Young-Bruehl, Benhabib, and Pitkin have each said that Heidegger¶ represented just such a professional thinker for Arendt, and his embrace¶ of Nazism epitomized the genuine dangers such "thinking" can pose (see¶ Arendt's "Heidegger"). "Thinking" is not typified by the isolated contemplation¶ of philosophers; it requires the arguments of others and close¶ attention to the truth. It is easy to overstate either part of that harmony.¶ One must consider carefully the arguments and viewpoints of others:¶ Political thought is representative. I form an opinion by considering a¶ given issue from different viewpoints, by making present to my mind the¶ Patricia Roberts-Miller 593¶ standpoints of those who are absent; that is, I represent them. This process¶ of representation does not blindly adopt the actual views of those who¶ stand somewhere else, and hence look upon the world from a different¶ perspective; this is a question neither of empathy, as though I tried to be¶ or to feel like somebody else, nor of counting noses and joining a majority¶ but of being and thinking in my own identity where actually I am not. The¶ more people's standpoints I have present in my mind while I am pondering¶ a given issue, and the better I can imagine how I would feel and think¶ if I were in their place, the stronger will be my capacity for representative¶ thinking and the more valid my final conclusions, my opinion.¶ ("Truth" 241)¶ There are two points to emphasize in this wonderful passage. First, one¶ does not get these standpoints in one's mind through imagining them, but¶ through listening to them; thus, good thinking requires that one hear¶ the arguments of other people. Hence, as Arendt says, "critical¶ thinking, while still a solitary business, does not cut itself offfrom 'all¶ others. '" Thinking is, in this view, necessarily public discourse:¶ critical thinking is possible "only where the standpoints of all others¶ are open to inspection" (Lectures 43). Yet, it is not a discourse in¶ which one simply announces one's stance; participants are interlocutors¶ and not just speakers: they must listen. Unlike many current¶ versions of public discourse, this view presumes that speech matters.¶ It is not asymmetric manipulation of others, nor merely an economic¶ exchange; it must be a world into which one enters and by which one¶ might be changed. .¶ Second, passages like the above make some readers think that Arendt¶ puts too much faith in discOl.Jrse and too little in truth (see Habermas). But¶ Arendt is no crude relativist; she believes in truth, and she believes that¶ there are facts that can be m re or less distorted. She does not believe that¶ reality is constructed by dis ourse, or that truth is indistinguishable from¶ falsehood. She insists tha the truth has a different pull on us and,¶ consequently, that it has a ifficult place in the world of the political.¶ Facts are different from fals hood because, while they can be distorted or¶ denied, especially when the are inconvenient for the powerful, they also¶ have a certain positive fi rce that falsehood lacks: "Truth, though¶ powerless and always defe ted in a head-on clash with the powers that¶ be, possesses a strength f its own: whatever those in power may¶ contrive, they are unable t discover or invent a viable substitute for¶ it. Persuasion and violenc can destroy truth, but they cannot replace¶ it" ("Truth" 259).¶ 594 jac¶ Facts have a strangely resilient quality partially because a lie "tears,¶ as it were, a hole in the fabric of factuality. As every historian knows, one¶ can spot a lie by noticing incongruities, holes, or the junctures of patchedup¶ places" ("Truth" 253). While she is sometimes discouraging about our¶ ability to see the tears in the fabric, citing the capacity of totalitarian¶ governments to create the whole cloth (see "Truth" 252-54), she is also¶ sometimes optimistic. In Eichmann in Jerusalem, she repeats the story of¶ Anton Schmidt-a man who saved the lives of Jews-and concludes that¶ such stories cannot be silenced (230-32). For facts to exert power in the¶ common world, however, these stories must be told. Rational truth (such¶ as principles of mathematics) might be perceptible and demonstrable¶ through individual contemplation, but "factual truth, on the contrary, is¶ always related to other people: it concerns events and circumstances in¶ which many are involved; it is established by witnesses and depends upon¶ testimony; it exists only to the extent that it is spoken about, even if it¶ occurs in the domain of privacy. It is political by nature" (238). Arendt is¶ neither a positivist who posits an autonomous individual who can¶ correctly perceive truth, nor a relativist who positively asserts the¶ inherent relativism of all perception. Her description of how truth¶ functions does not fall anywhere in the three-part expeditio so prevalent¶ in both rhetoric and philosophy: it is not expressivist, positivist, or social¶ constructivist. Good thinking depends upon good public argument, and¶ good public argument depends upon access to facts: "Freedom of opinion¶ is a farce unless factual information is guaranteed" (238).¶ The sort of thinking that Arendt propounds takes the form of action¶ only when it is public argument, and, as such, it is particularly precious:¶ "For if no other test but the experience of being active, no other measure¶ but the extent of sheer activity were to be applied to the various activities¶ within the vita activa, it might well be that thinking as such would surpass¶ them all" (Human 325). Arendt insists that it is "the same general ruleDo¶ not contradict yourself (not your self but your thinking ego )-that¶ determines both thinking and acting" (Lectures 37). In place of the mildly¶ resentful conformism that fuels totalitarianism, Arendt proposes what¶ Pitkin calls "a tough-minded, open-eyed readiness to perceive and judge¶ reality for oneself, in terms of concrete experience and independent,¶ critical theorizing" (274). The paradoxical nature ofagonism (that it¶ must involve both individuality and commonality) makes it difficult¶ to maintain, as the temptation is great either to think one's own¶ thoughts without reference to anyone else or to let others do one's¶ thinking.¶ Patricia Roberts-Miller 595¶ Arendt's Polemical Agonism¶ As I said, agonism does have its advocates within rhetoric-Burke, Ong,¶ Sloane, Gage, and Jarratt, for instance-but while each of these theorists¶ proposes a form of conflictual argument, not one ofthese is as adversarial¶ as Arendt's. Agonism can emphasize persuasion, as does John Gage's¶ textbook The Shape of Reason or William Brandt et al.'s The Craft of¶ Writing. That is, the goal ofthe argument is to identify the disagreement¶ and then construct a text that gains the assent of the audience. This is not¶ the same as what Gage (citing Thomas Conley) calls "asymmetrical¶ theories of rhetoric": theories that "presuppose an active speaker and a¶ passive audience, a speaker whose rhetorical task is therefore to do¶ something to that audience" ("Reasoned" 6). Asymmetric rhetoric is not¶ and cannot be agonistic. Persuasive agonism still values conflict, disagreement,¶ and equality among interlocutors, but it has the goal of¶ reaching agreement, as when Gage says that the process of argument¶ should enable one's reasons to be "understood and believed" by others¶ (Shape 5; emphasis added).¶ Arendt's version is what one might call polemical agonlsm: it puts¶ less emphasis on gaining assent, and it is exemplified both in Arendt's¶ own writing and in Donald Lazere' s "Ground Rules for Polemicists" and¶ "Teaching the Political Conflicts." Both forms of agonism (persuasive¶ and polemical) require substantive debate at two points in a long and¶ recursive process. First, one engages in debate in order to invent one's¶ argument; even silent thinking is a "dialogue of myself with myself'¶ (Lectures 40). The difference between the two approaches to agonism is¶ clearest when one presents an argument to an audience assumed to be an¶ opposition. In persuasive agonism, one plays down conflict and moves¶ through reasons to try to persuade one's audience. In polemical agonism,¶ however, one's intention is not necessarily to prove one's case, but to¶ make public one's thought in order to test it. In this way, communicability¶ serves the same function in philosophy that replicability serves in the¶ sciences; it is how one tests the validity of one's thought. In persuasive¶ agonism, success is achieved through persuasion; in polemical agonism,¶ success may be marked through the quality of subsequent controversy.¶ Arendt quotes from a letter Kant wrote on this point:¶ You know that I do not approach reasonable objections with the intention¶ merely of refuting them, but that in thinking them over I always weave¶ them into my judgments, and afford them the opportunity of overturning¶ all my most cherished beliefs. I entertain the hope that by thus viewing¶ 596 jac¶ my judgments impartially from the standpoint of others some third¶ view that will improve upon my previous insight may be obtainable.¶ (Lectures 42)¶ Kant's use of "impartial" here is interesting: he is not describing a stance¶ that is free of all perspective; it is impartial only in the sense that it is not¶ his own view. This is the same way that Arendt uses the term; she does¶ not advocate any kind of positivistic rationality, but instead a "universal¶ interdependence" ("Truth" 242). She does not place the origin of the¶ "disinterested pursuit of truth" in science, but at "the moment when¶ Homer chose to sing the deeds of the Trojans no less than those of the¶ Achaeans, and to praise the glory of Hector, the foe and the defeated man,¶ no less than the glory of Achilles, the hero of his kinfolk" ("Truth" 262-¶ 63). It is useful to note that Arendt tends not to use the term "universal,"¶ opting more often for "common," by which she means both what is shared¶ and what is ordinary, a usage that evades many of the problems associated¶ with universalism while preserving its virtues (for a briefbutprovocative¶ application of Arendt's notion of common, see Hauser 100-03).¶ In polemical agonism, there is a sense in which one's main goal is not¶ to persuade one's readers; persuading one's readers, if this means that¶ they fail to see errors and flaws in one's argument, might actually be a sort¶ of failure. It means that one wishes to put forward an argument that makes¶ clear what one's stance is and why one holds it, but with the intention of¶ provoking critique and counterargument. Arendt describes Kant's "hope"¶ for his writings not that the number of people who agree with him would¶ increase but "that the circle of his examiners would gradually be enlarged"¶ (Lectures 39); he wanted interlocutors, not acolytes.¶ This is not consensus-based argument, nor is it what is sometimes¶ called "consociational argument," nor is this argument as mediation or¶ conflict resolution. Arendt (and her commentators) use the term "fight,"¶ and they mean it. When Arendt describes the values that are necessary in¶ our world, she says, "They are a sense of honor, desire for fame and glory,¶ the spirit of fighting without hatred and 'without the spirit of revenge,'¶ and indifference to material advantages" (Crises 167). Pitkin summarizes¶ Arendt's argument: "Free citizenship presupposes the ability to fightopenly,¶ seriously, with commitment, and about things that really matter-¶ without fanaticism, without seeking to exterminate one's opponents"¶ (266). My point here is two-fold: first, there is not a simple binary¶ opposition between persuasive discourse and eristic discourse, the¶ conflictual versus the collaborative, or argument as opposed to debate.¶ Patricia Roberts-Miller 597¶ Second, while polemical agonismrequires diversity among interlocutors,¶ and thus seems an extraordinarily appropriate notion, and while it may be¶ a useful corrective to too much emphasis on persuasion, it seems to me¶ that polemical agonism could easily slide into the kind of wrangling that¶ is simply frustrating. Arendt does not describe just how one is to keep the¶ conflict useful. Although she rejects the notion that politics is "no more¶ than a battlefield of partial, conflicting interests, where nothing count[ s]¶ but pleasure and profit, partisanship, and the lust for dominion," she does¶ not say exactly how we are to know when we are engaging in the¶ existential leap of argument versus when we are lusting for dominion¶ ("Truth" 263).¶ Like other proponents of agonism, Arendt argues that rhetoric does¶ not lead individuals or communities to ultimate Truth; it leads to decisions¶ that will necessarily have to be reconsidered. Even Arendt, who¶ tends to express a greater faith than many agonists (such as Burke, Sloane,¶ or Kastely) in the ability of individuals to perceive truth, insists that selfdeception¶ is always a danger, so public discourse is necessary as a form¶ of testing (see especially Lectures and "Truth"). She remarks that it is¶ difficult to think beyond one's self-interest and that "nothing, indeed, is¶ more common, even among highly sophisticated people, than the blind¶ obstinacy that becomes manifest in lack of imagination and failure to¶ judge" ("Truth" 242).¶ Agonism demands that one simultaneously trust and doubt one's own¶ perceptions, rely on one's own judgment and consider the judgments of¶ others, think for oneself and imagine how others think. The question¶ remains whether this is a kind of thought in which everyone can engage.¶ Is the agonistic public sphere (whether political, academic, or scientific)¶ only available to the few? Benhabib puts this criticism in the form of a¶ question: "That is, is the 'recovery of the public space' under conditions¶ of modernity necessarily an elitist and antidemocratic project that can¶ hardly be reconciled with the demand for universal political emancipation¶ and the universal extension of citizenship rights that have accompanied¶ modernity since the American and French Revolutions?" (75). This¶ is an especially troubling question not only because Arendt's examples¶ of agonistic rhetoric are from elitist cultures, but also because of comments¶ she makes, such as this one from The Human Condition: "As a¶ living experience, thought has always been assumed, perhaps wrongly, to¶ be known only to the few. It may not be presumptuous to believe that these¶ few have not become fewer in our time" (Human 324).¶ Yet, there are important positive political consequences of agonism.¶ 598 jac¶ Arendt's own promotion of the agonistic sphere helps to explain how the¶ system could be actively moral. It is not an overstatement to say that a¶ central theme in Arendt's work is the evil of conformity-the fact that the¶ modem bureaucratic state makes possible extraordinary evil carried out¶ by people who do not even have any ill will toward their victims. It does¶ so by "imposing innumerable and various rules, all of which tend to¶ 'normalize' its members, to make them behave, to exclude spontaneous¶ action or outstanding achievement" (Human 40). It keeps people from¶ thinking, and it keeps them behaving. The agonistic model's celebration¶ of achievement and verbal skill undermines the political force of conformity,¶ so it is a force against the bureaucratizing of evil. If people think for¶ themselves, they will resist dogma; if people think of themselves as¶ one of many, they will empathize; if people can do both, they will¶ resist totalitarianism. And if they talk about what they see, tell their¶ stories, argue about their perceptions, and listen to one another-that¶ is, engage in rhetoric-then they are engaging in antitotalitarian¶ action.¶ In post-Ramistic rhetoric, it is a convention to have a thesis, and one¶ might well wonder just what mine is-whether I am arguing for or against¶ Arendt's agonism. Arendt does not layout a pedagogy for us to follow¶ (although one might argue that, if she had, it would look much like the one¶ Lazere describes in "Teaching"), so I am not claiming that greater¶ attention to Arendt would untangle various pedagogical problems that¶ teachers of writing face. Nor am I claiming that applying Arendt's views¶ will resolve theoretical arguments that occupy scholarly journals. I am¶ saying, on the one hand, that Arendt's connection of argument and¶ thinking, as well as her perception that both serve to thwart totalitarianism,¶ suggest that agonal rhetoric (despite the current preference for¶ collaborative rhetoric) is the best discourse for a diverse and inclusive¶ public sphere. On the other hand, Arendt's advocacy of agonal rhetoric¶ is troubling (and, given her own admiration for Kant, this may be¶ intentional), especially in regard to its potential elitism, masculinism,¶ failure to describe just how to keep argument from collapsing into¶ wrangling, and apparently cheerful acceptance of hierarchy. Even with¶ these flaws, Arendt describes something we would do well to consider¶ thoughtfully: a fact-based but not positivist, communally grounded but¶ not relativist, adversarial but not violent, independent but not expressivist

Impact --- ground is key to fairness --- without it, we couldn’t possibly prepare to compete. Their framework is skewed against the Neg from the beginning. This also turns the case because debate becomes meaningless and produces political strategies wedded to violence.

Shively 2k [Ruth Lessl, Assistant Prof Political Science – Texas A&M U., Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 182] *_*

The point may seem trite, as surely the ambiguists would agree that basic terms must be shared before they can be resisted and problematized. In fact, they are often very candid about this seeming paradox in their approach: the paradoxical or "parasitic" need of the subversive for an order to subvert. But admitting the paradox is not helpful if, as usually happens here, its implications are ignored; or if the only implication drawn is that order or harmony is an unhappy fixture of human life. For what the paradox should tell us is that some kinds of harmonies or orders are, in fact, good for resistance; and some ought to be fully supported. As such, it should counsel against the kind of careless rhetoric that lumps all orders or harmonies together as arbitrary and inhumane. Clearly some basic accord about the terms of contest is a necessary ground for all further contest. It may be that if the ambiguists wish to remain full-fledged ambiguists, they cannot admit to these implica¬tions, for to open the door to some agreements or reasons as good and some orders as helpful or necessary, is to open the door to some sort of rationalism. Perhaps they might just continue to insist that this initial condition is ironic, but that the irony should not stand in the way of the real business of subversion. Yet difficulties remain. For agreement is not simply the initial condition, but the continuing ground, for contest. If we are to success¬fully communicate our disagreements, we cannot simply agree on basic terms and then proceed to debate without attention to further agree¬ments. For debate and contest are forms of dialogue: that is, they are activities premised on the building of progressive agreements. Imagine, for instance, that two people are having an argument about the issue of gun control. As noted earlier, in any argument, certain initial agreements will be needed just to begin the discussion. At the very least, the two discussants must agree on basic terms: for example, they must have some shared sense of what gun control is about; what is at issue in arguing about it; what facts are being contested, and so on. They must also agree—and they do so simply by entering into debate—that they will not use violence or threats in making their cases and that they are willing to listen to, and to be persuaded by, good arguments. Such agreements are simply implicit in the act of argumentation. 

 

The context of the resolution is clear, even if words are indeterminate and lack precise meaning. This enables enough consensus to make debate possible.

McKay 2k [Thomas, Professor of Philosophy – U Syracuse, Reasons, Explanations and Decisions, p. 56] *_*

VAGUENESS The uses of the words now and red also illustrate the use of a 

AND

the purposes at hand in determining what the appropriate standards of precision are. 

Rigged game --- the Aff will always win their ideas are good in the abstract --- only when tied to concrete policy applications can real debate begin

Ignatieff 04 [Michael, Professor of Human Rights – Harvard, Lesser Evils, p. 20-21 : http://press.princeton.edu/chapters/s7578.pdf] *_*

As for moral perfectionism, this would be the doctrine that a liberal state should never have truck with dubious moral means and should spare its ofﬁcials the hazard of having to decide between lesser and greater evils. A moral perfectionist position also holds that states can spare their ofﬁcials this hazard simply by adhering to the universal moral standards set out in human rights conventions and the laws of war. There are two problems with a perfectionist stance, leaving aside the question of whether it is realistic. The ﬁrst is that articulating nonrevocable, nonderogable moral standards is relatively easy. The problem is deciding how to apply them in speciﬁc cases. What is the line between interrogation and torture, between targeted killing and unlawful assassination, between preemption and aggression? Even when legal and moral distinctions between these are clear in the abstract, abstractions are less than helpful when political leaders have to choose between them in practice. Furthermore, the problem with perfectionist standards is that they contradict each other. The same person who shudders, rightly, at the prospect of torturing a suspect might be prepared to kill the same suspect in a preemptive attack on a terrorist base. Equally, the perfectionist commitment to the right to life might preclude such attacks altogether and restrict our response to judicial pursuit of offenders through process of law. Judicial responses to the problem of terror have their place, but they are no substitute for military operations when terrorists possess bases, training camps, and heavy weapons. To stick to a perfectionist commitment to the right to life when under terrorist attack might achieve moral consistency at the price of leaving us defenseless in the face of evildoers. Security, moreover, is a human right, and thus respect for one right might lead us to betray another.

2NC impacts

(Optional) The process of debate checks inevitable extinction

Beres 03 [Louis Rene, Professor of International Law – Purdue U., Journal and Courier, 6-5, Lexis] *_*

For us, other rude awakenings are unavoidable, some of which could easily overshadow the horrors of Sept. 11. There can be little doubt that, within a few short years, expanding tribalism will produce several new genocides and proliferating nuclear weapons will generate one or more regional nuclear wars. Paralyzed by fear and restrained by impotence, various governments will try, desperately, to deflect our attention, but it will be a vain effort. Caught up in a vast chaos from which no real escape is possible, we will learn too late that there is no durable safety in arms, no ultimate rescue by authority, no genuine remedy in science or technology. What shall we do? For a start, we must all begin to look carefully behind the news. Rejecting superficial analyses of day-to-day events in favor of penetrating assessments of world affairs, we must learn quickly to distinguish what is truly important from what is merely entertainment. With such learning, we Americans could prepare for growing worldwide anarchy not as immobilized objects of false contentment, but as authentic citizens of an endangered planet. Nowhere is it written that we people of Earth are forever, that humankind must thwart the long-prevailing trend among all planetary life-forms (more than 99 percent) of ending in extinction. Aware of this, we may yet survive, at least for a while, but only if our collective suppression of purposeful fear is augmented by a complementary wisdom; that is, that our personal mortality is undeniable and that the harms done by one tribal state or terror group against "others" will never confer immortality. This is, admittedly, a difficult concept to understand, but the longer we humans are shielded from such difficult concepts the shorter will be our time remaining. We must also look closely at higher education in the United States, not from the shortsighted stance of improving test scores, but from the urgent perspective of confronting extraordinary threats to human survival. For the moment, some college students are exposed to an occasional course in what is fashionably described as "global awareness," but such exposure usually sidesteps the overriding issues: We now face a deteriorating world system that cannot be mended through sensitivity alone; our leaders are dangerously unprepared to deal with catastrophic deterioration; our schools are altogether incapable of transmitting the indispensable visions of planetary restructuring. To institute productive student confrontations with survival imperatives, colleges and universities must soon take great risks, detaching themselves from a time-dishonored preoccupation with "facts" in favor of grappling with true life-or-death questions. In raising these questions, it will not be enough to send some students to study in Paris or Madrid or Amsterdam ("study abroad" is not what is meant by serious global awareness). Rather, all students must be made aware - as a primary objective of the curriculum - of where we are heading, as a species, and where our limited survival alternatives may yet be discovered. 

Deliberation is critical to prevent marginalization and violence --- abandoning such argument cements exclusion by ignoring the spectrum of power relationships throughout society

Tonn 5 [Mari Boor, Professor of Communication – University of Maryland, “Taking Conversation, Dialogue, and Therapy Public”, Rhetoric & Public Affairs, Vol. 8, Issue 3, Fall] *_*

This widespread recognition that access to public deliberative processes and the ballot is a baseline of any genuine democracy points to the most curious irony of the conversation movement: portions of its constituency. Numbering among the most fervid dialogic loyalists have been some feminists and multiculturalists who represent groups historically denied both the right to speak in public and the ballot. Oddly, some feminists who championed the slogan “The Personal Is Political” to emphasize ways relational power can oppress tend to ignore similar dangers lurking in the appropriation of conversation and dialogue in public deliberation. Yet the conversational model’s emphasis on empowerment through intimacy can duplicate the power networks that traditionally excluded females and nonwhites and gave rise to numerous, sometimes necessarily uncivil, demands for democratic inclusion. Formalized participation structures in deliberative processes obviously cannot ensure the elimination of relational power blocs, but, as Freeman pointed out, the absence of formal rules leaves relational power unchecked and potentially capricious. Moreover, the privileging of the self, personal experiences, and individual perspectives of reality intrinsic in the conversational paradigm mirrors justifications once used by dominant groups who used their own lives, beliefs, and interests as templates for hegemonic social premises to oppress women, the lower class, and people of color. Paradigms infused with the therapeutic language of emotional healing and coping likewise flirt with the type of psychological diagnoses once ascribed to disaffected women. But as Betty Friedan’s landmark 1963 The Feminist Mystique argued, the cure for female alienation was neither tranquilizers nor attitude adjustments fostered through psychotherapy but, rather, unrestricted opportunities.102 

The price exacted by promoting approaches to complex public issues— models that cast conventional deliberative processes, including the marshaling of evidence beyond individual subjectivity, as “elitist” or “monologic”—can be steep. Consider comments of an aide to President George W. Bush made before reports concluding Iraq harbored no weapons of mass destruction, the primary justification for a U.S.-led war costing thousands of lives. Investigative reporters and other persons sleuthing for hard facts, he claimed, operate “in what we call the reality-based community.” Such people “believe that solutions emerge from [the] judicious study of discernible reality.” Then baldly flexing the muscle afforded by increasingly popular social-constructionist and poststructuralist models for conflict resolution, he added: “That’s not the way the world really works anymore . . . We’re an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality. And while you’re studying that reality— judiciously, as you will—we’ll act again, creating other new realities.”103 The recent fascination with public conversation and dialogue most likely is a product of frustration with the tone of much public, political discourse. Such concerns are neither new nor completely without merit. Yet, as Burke insightfully pointed out nearly six decades ago, “A perennial embarrassment in liberal apologetics has arisen from its ‘surgical’ proclivity: its attempt to outlaw a malfunction by outlawing the function.” The attempt to eliminate flaws in a process by eliminating the entire process, he writes, “is like trying to eliminate heart disease by eliminating hearts.”104 Because public argument and deliberative processes are the “heart” of true democracy, supplanting those models with social and therapeutic conversation and dialogue jeopardizes the very pulse and lifeblood of democracy itself. 

Democratic agonism can only successfully operate in a limited forum---it’s not a limitation on the content of argument, but on the form in which it is presented---this is not an appeal to exclusion, but to maximizing the deliberative potential of debate

Robert W. Glover 10 [Prof of Poli Sci @ UConn "Games without Frontiers?: Democratic Engagement, Agonistic Pluralism, and the Question of Exclusion" Philosophy and Social Criticism Vol. 36] *_*

Recent democratic theory has devoted significant attention to the question of how to revitalize citizen engagement and reshape citizen involvement within the process of collective political decision-making and self-government. Yet these theorists do so with the sober recognition that more robust democratic engagement may provide new means for domination, exploitation, intensification of disagreement, or even the introduction of fanaticism into our public debates.1 Thus, numerous proposals have attempted to define the acceptable boundaries of our day-to-day democratic discourse and establish regulative ideals whereby we restrict the types of justifications that can be employed in democratic argumentation. This subtle form of exclusion delineates which forms of democratic discourse are deemed to be legitimate—worthy of consideration in the larger democratic community, and morally justifiable as a basis for policy. As an outgrowth of these concerns, this newfound emphasis on political legitimacy has provoked a flurry of scholarly analysis and debate.2 Different theorists promote divergent conceptions of what ought to count as acceptable and legitimate forms of democratic engagement, and promote more or less stringent normative conceptions of the grounds for exclusion and de-legitimization. One of the most novel approaches to this question is offered by agonistic pluralism, a strain of democratic theory advanced by political theorists such as William Connolly, Bonnie Honig, Ernesto Laclau, Chantal Mouffe, and James Tully. Agonistic pluralism, or simply agonism, is a theory of democracy rooted in the ancient Greek notion of the agon, a public struggle or contest between adversaries. While recognizing the necessity of placing restrictions upon democratic discourse, agonistic pluralists also call upon us to guard against the naturalization of such exclusion and the coercive act of power which it implies. Rather, we must treat these actions as contingent, subject 3 to further scrutiny, critique, and re-articulation in contentious and widely inclusive democratic spaces. In so doing, agonistic pluralism offers us a novel means of approaching democratic discourse, receptive to the claims of new actors and identities while also recognizing that there must be some, albeit minimal, restrictions placed on the form that such democratic engagement takes. In short, the goal of agonists is not to ‘eradicate the use of power in social relations but to acknowledge its ineradicable nature and attempt to modify power in ways that are compatible with democratic values’.3 This is democracy absent the ‘final guarantee’ or the ‘definitive legitimation.’4 As one recent commentator succinctly put it, agonistic pluralism forces democratic actors to ‘…relinquish all claims to finality, to happy endings…’.5 Yet while agonistic pluralism offers valuable insights regarding how we might reshape and revitalize the character of our democratic communities, it is a much more diverse intellectual project than is commonly acknowledged. There are no doubt continuities among these thinkers, yet those engaged in agonistic pluralism ultimately operate with divergent fundamental assumptions, see different processes at work in contemporary democratic politics, and aspire towards unique political end-goals. To the extent that we do not recognize these different variants, we risk failing to adequately consider proposals which could positively alter the character of our democratic engagement, enabling us to reframe contemporary pluralism as a positive avenue for social change and inclusion rather than a crisis to be contained. This piece begins by outlining agonistic pluralism’s place within the larger theoretical project of revitalizing democratic practice, centered on the theme of what constitutes ‘legitimate’ democratic discourse. Specifically, I focus on agonism’s place in relation to ‘participatory’ and ‘deliberative’ strains of democratic theory. I then highlight the under-examined diversity of those 4 theorists commonly captured under the heading of agonistic pluralism, drawing upon Chantal Mouffe’s recent distinction between ‘dissociative’ and ‘associative’ agonism. However, I depart from her assertion that ‘associative agonists’ such as Bonnie Honig and William Connolly offer us no means by which to engage in the ‘negative determination of frontiers’ of our political spaces. Contra Mouffe, I defend these theorists as offering the most valuable formulation of agonism, due to their articulation of the civic virtues and democratic (re)education needed to foster greater inclusivity and openness, while retaining the recognition that democratic discourse must operate with limits

2NC Limits

Determining framework is a prior question ---- only once agreed-upon limits are established can the debate even begin

Ehninger 70 [Douglas, Professor of Speech – U Iowa, Speech Monographs, June, p. 108] *_*

If two friends differ on whether they will gain greater satisfaction from dining at Restaurant A or Restaurant B, because the causes are simple and immedi¬ate, the common end at which they aim-that of maximum enjoyment-will exhibit like qualities. When, on the other hand, as in a dispute concerning political persuasions or social philosophies, the causes are broad and complex, the end aimed at may be remote or abstract. Always, however, some agreed upon end or goal must be present to define and delimit the evaluative ground within which the interchange is to proceed. When such ground is lacking, argument itself, let alone any hope of resolution or agreement, becomes impossible. The absence of a commonly accepted aim or value is what lies at the root of many of the breakdowns that occur, for example, in negotiations between the Communist and Western nations, and what accounts for the well known futility of most disputes on matters of politics or religion. When disputants hold different values their claims pass without touching, just as they pass when different subjects are being discussed. What one party says simply is evaluatively irrelevant to the position of the other. An examination of the nature of ends or values need not concern us here. Perhaps at bottom they are matters of feeling, of personal style or taste. The important point is that they lie on a deeper stratum than argument is capable of penetrating; they are something which argument cannot shape or determine but which it must presuppose-something which any two disputants need to assume and agree upon as a necessary condition of argumentative interchange.

2NC Fairness

Basic norms like framework are good because they are a crucial pre-condition for progressive debate to occur. Their sweeping indictments of rules don’t cut it.

Shively 2k [Ruth Lessl, Assistant Prof Political Science – Texas A&M U., Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 182] *_*

The point may seem trite, as surely the ambiguists would agree that basic terms must be shared before they can be resisted and problematized. In fact, they are often very candid about this seeming paradox in their approach: the paradoxical or "parasitic" need of the subversive for an order to subvert. But admitting the paradox is not helpful if, as usually happens here, its implications are ignored; or if the only implication drawn is that order or harmony is an unhappy fixture of human life. For what the paradox should tell us is that some kinds of harmonies or orders are, in fact, good for resistance; and some ought to be fully supported. As such, it should counsel against the kind of careless rhetoric that lumps all orders or harmonies together as arbitrary and inhumane. Clearly some basic accord about the terms of contest is a necessary ground for all further contest. It may be that if the ambiguists wish to remain full-fledged ambiguists, they cannot admit to these implica¬tions, for to open the door to some agreements or reasons as good and some orders as helpful or necessary, is to open the door to some sort of rationalism. Perhaps they might just continue to insist that this initial condition is ironic, but that the irony should not stand in the way of the real business of subversion.

No plan allows vague shifting – leads to manipulation and turns their impact

Galles 09 [Gary, Professor of Economics at Pepperdine, “Vagueness as a Political Strategy,” March 2, http://blog.mises.org/archives/author/gary_galles/]

The problem with such vagueness is that any informed public policy decision has to be based on specific proposals. Absent concrete details, which is where the devil lurks, no one--including those proposing a "reform"--can judge how it would fare or falter in the real world. So when the President wants approval for a proposal which offers too few details for evaluation, we must ask why.  Like private sector salesmen, politicians strive to present their wares as attractively as possible. Unlike them, however, a politician's product line consists of claimed consequences of proposals not yet enacted. Further, politicians are unconstrained by truth in advertising laws, which would require that claims be more than misleading half-truths; they have fewer competitors keeping them honest; and they face "customers"--voters-- far more ignorant about the merchandise involved than those spending their own money.  These differences from the private sector explain why politicians' "sales pitches" for their proposals are so vague. However, if vague proposals are the best politicians can offer, they are inadequate.  If rhetoric is unmatched by specifics, there is no reason to believe a policy change will be an improvement, because no reliable way exists to determine whether it will actually accomplish what is promised. Only the details will determine the actual incentives facing the decision-makers involved, which is the only way to forecast the results, including the myriad of unintended consequences from unnoticed aspects. We must remember that, however laudable, goals and promises and claims of cost-effectiveness that are inconsistent with the incentives created will go unmet.  It may be that President Obama knows too little of his "solution" to provide specific plans. If so, he knows too little to deliver on his promises. Achieving intended goals then necessarily depends on blind faith that Obama and a panoply of bureaucrats, legislators, overseers and commissions will somehow adequately grasp the entire situation, know precisely what to do about it, and do it right (and that the result will not be too painful, however serious the problem)--a prospect that, due to the painful lessons of history, attracts few real believers.  Alternatively, President Obama may know the details of what he intends, but is not providing them to the public. But if it is necessary to conceal a plan's details to put the best possible public face on it, those details must be adverse. If they made a more persuasive sales pitch, a politician would not hide actual details. They would be trumpeted at every opportunity, proving to a skeptical public he really had the answers, since concealing rather than revealing pays only when better informed citizens would be more inclined to reject a plan.  Claiming adherence to elevated principles, but keeping detailed proposals from sight, also has a strategic advantage. It defuses critics. Absent details, any criticism can be parried by saying "that was not in our proposal" or "we have no plans to do that" or other rhetorical devices. It also allows a candidate to incorporate alternatives proposed as part of his evolving reform, as if it was his idea all along.  The new administration has already put vague proposals on prominent display. However, adequate analysis cannot rest upon such flimsy foundations. That requires the nuts and bolts so glaringly absent. In the private sector, people don't spend their own money on such vague promises of unseen products. It is foolhardy to act any differently when political salesmen withhold specifics, because political incentives guarantee that people would object to what is kept hidden. So while vagueness may be good political strategy, it virtually ensures bad policy, if Americans' welfare is the criterion.
2NC Education

Policy education is even more important for those who won’t become policy-makers

Keller 01 [Thomas, Professor of Social Work Education, Journal of Social Work Education, Spring/Summer] *_*

Experiential learning, in the form of the practicum placement, is a key element in social work education. However, few social work students enroll in political or policy oriented practicum. In a survey of 161 CSWE-accredited programs (131 BSW, 30 MSW), Wolk and colleagues (1996) found that less than half offered practice in government relations (BSW=20%, MSW=47%) and even fewer had placements in policy advocacy/development (BSW=15%, MSW=33%). Moreover, programs typically reported only one or two students participating in these types of placements, with the largest representation at a single school being 9 out of 250 MSW students (Wolk et al., 1996). Because few students receive policy-related field education, introducing students to policy relevant skills and experiences via active learning exercises in the classroom assumes greater importance. Bonwell and Eison (1991) describe the general characteristics of active learning in the classroom: Students are involved in more than listening. Less emphasis is placed on transmitting information and more on developing students' skills. Students are involved in higher-order thinking (analysis, synthesis, evaluation). Students are engaged in activities. Greater emphasis is placed on students' exploration of their own attitudes and values. (p. 2) Experiential learning in the classroom may involve case studies, role plays, debates, simulations, or other activities that allow students to make connections among theory, knowledge, and experience (Lewis & Williams, 1994). These active learning strategies encourage students to think on their feet, to question their own values and responses to situations, and to consider new ways of thinking in contexts which they may experience more intensely and, consequently, may remember longer (Meyers & Jones, 1993). 

Policy debate is key to education

Coverstone 05 [ masters in communication from Wake Forest and longtime debate coach 

(Alan H., “Acting on Activism: Realizing the Vision of Debate with Pro-social Impact,” Paper presented at the National Communication Association Annual Conference, 11/17/05]

Acting on Activism We need both strategic sense and insider savvy. Debaters who already shift easily between the technical field of the policy wonks and the rarified air of the ivory tower ought also to move easily in the public sphere. With some intentional effort by coaches, students will discover how easily they can enter this realm. Here again, however, some preparatory training is required. This training is easy, and public debates on campus, before parents, in the community and even as part of debate tournaments offer incredible starting points. Student engagement with authors and political leaders, meetings with social activists, and encounters with people whose lives are impacted by the policies and ideas they debate all offer incredible opportunities not to replace contest debating as it is so productively practiced but to supplement its training with a tangible training in public advocacy. Such training will ease the transition from contest debater to public citizen. Mitchell has advanced numerous tangible examples of political activism by debaters, and none of these required reflexive fiat (1998a; Mitchell & Suzuki, 2004). Debaters who participate in community service projects as a part of their commitment to the contest debate program at their school will not only learn to be socially conscious and capable public advocates, they will also become more competitively persuasive and successful contest debaters. Linking these aims offers the best chance to expand the magic of competitive debate rather than supplanting it in favor of risky strategies that may well upset the balance that makes debate so resilient. 

Policy debates are key to education about government action

Walt 91 [Stephen, Professor at the University of Chicago, “International Studies" Quarterly 35]

A second norm is relevance, a belief that even highly abstract lines of inquiry should be guided by the goal of solving real-world problems. Because the value of a given approach may not be apparent at the beginning-game theory is an obvious example-we cannot insist that a new approach be immediately applicable to a specific research puzzle. On thc whole, however, the belief that scholarship in security affairs should be linked to real-world issues has prevented the field from degenerating into self-indulgent intellectualizing. And from the Golden Age to the present, security studies has probably had more real-world impact, for good or ill, than most areas of social science. Finally, the renaissance of security studies has been guided by a commitment to  democratic discourse. Rather than confining discussion of security issues to an elite group of the best and brightest, scholars in the renaissance have generally welcomed a more fully informed debate.  To paraphrase Clemenceau, issues of war and peace are too important to be left solely to insiders with a vested interest in the outcome. The growth of security studies within universities is one sign of broader participation, along with increased availability of information and more accessible publications for interested citizens. Although this view is by no means universal, the renaissance of security studies has been shaped by the belief that a well-informed debate is the best way to avoid the disasters that are likely when national policy is monopolized by a few self interested parties.

Theoretical critique debates with no policy relevance distance from the government and hinder education

Jentleson 02 [Bruce, Director of the Terry Sanford Institute of Public Policy and Professor of Public Policy and Political Science at Duke University, International Security 26.4]

 So, a Washington foreign policy colleague asked, which of your models and theories should I turn to now? What do you academics have to say about September 1 I? You are supposed to be the scholars and students of international affairs-Why did it happen? What should be done? Notwithstanding the surly tone, the questions are not unfair. They do not pertain just to political scientists and international relations scholars; they can be asked of others as well. It falls to each discipline to address these questions as they most pertain to its role. To be sure, political science and international relations have produced and continue to produce scholarly work that does bring important policy insights. Still it is hard to deny that contemporary political science and international relations as a discipline put limited value on policy relevance-too little, in my view, and the discipline suffers for it. 1 The problem is not just the gap between theory and policy but its chasm like widening in recent years and the limited valuation of efforts, in Alexander George's phrase, at "bridging the gap." 2 The [End Page 1691 events of September 11 drive home the need to bring policy relevance back in to the discipline, to seek greater praxis between theory and practice. This is not to say that scholars should take up the agendas of think tanks, journalists, activists, or fast fax operations. The academy's agenda is and should be principally a more scholarly one. But theory can be valued without policy relevance being so undervalued. Dichotomization along the lines of "we" do theory and "they" do policy consigns international relations scholars almost exclusively to an intra-disciplinary dialogue and purpose, with conversations and knowledge building that while highly intellectual are excessively insular and disconnected from the empirical realities that are the discipline's raison d ' h . This stunts the contributions that universities, one of society's most essential institutions, can make in dealing with the profound problems and challenges society faces. It also is counterproductive to the academy's own interests. Research and scholarship are bettered by pushing analysis and logic beyond just offering up a few paragraphs on implications for policy at the end of a forty-page article, as if a "ritualistic addendum." 3 Teaching is enhanced when students' interest in "real world'' issues is engaged in ways that reinforce the argument that theory really is relevant, and CNN is not enough. There also are gains to be made for the scholarly community's standing as perceived by those outside the academic world, constituencies and colleagues whose opinions too often are self-servingly denigrated and defensively disregarded. It thus is both for the health of the discipline and to fulfill its broader societal responsibilities that greater praxis is to be pursued.
2NC switch-side

Conformity is key to confronting problems

Sullivan 95 [Andrew Sullivan, Editor of the New Republic, 1995, Virtually Normal, p. 88-91]

Moreover, a cultural strategy as a political strategy is a dangerous one for a minority-and a small minority at that. Inevitably, the vast majority of the culture will be at best uninterested. In a society where the market rules the culture, majorities win the culture wars. And in a society where the state, pace Foucault actually does exist, where laws are passed according to rules by which the society operates, culture, in any case, is not enough. It may be necessary, but it is not sufficient. To achieve actual results, to end persecution of homosexuals in the military, to allow gay parents to keep their children, to provide basic education about homosexuality in high schools, to prevent murderers of homosexuals from getting lenient treatment, it is necessary to work through the, very channels Foucault and his followers revile. It is necessary to conform to certain disciplines in order to reform them, necessary to speak a certain language before it can say something different, necessary to abandon the anarchy of random resistance if actual homosexuals are to be protected. As Michael Walzer has written of Foucault, he stands nowhere and finds no reasons, Angrily he rattles the bars of the iron cage. But he has no plans or projects for turning the cage into something more like a human home." The difficult and compromising task of interpreting one world for another, of reforming an imperfect and unjust society from a criterion of truth or reasoning, is not available to the liberationists. Into Foucault's philosophical anarchy they hurl a political cri de coeur. When it eventually goes unheard, when its impact fades, when its internal nihilism blows itself out, they have nothing left to offer. Other homosexuals, whose lives are no better for queer revolt, remain the objects of a political system which the liberationists do not deign to engage. The liberationists prefer to concentrate-for where else can they go?-on those instruments of power which require no broader conversation, no process of dialogue, no moment of compromise, no act of engagement. So they focus on outing, on speech codes, on punitive measures against opponents on campuses, on the enforcement of new forms of language, by censorship and by intimidation. Insofar, then, as liberationist politics is cultural, it is extremely vulnerable; and insofar as it is really political, it is almost always authoritarian. Which is to say it isn't really a politics at all. It's a strange confluence of political

Personal advocacy do nothing 

Milbrath 96 [Lester W. Milbrath, Professor Emeritus of Political Science and Sociology at SUNY-Buffalo, 1996, In Building Sustainable Societies, ed. Pirages, p. 289]

In some respects personal change cannot be separated from societal change. Societal transformation will not be successful without change at the personal level; such change is a necessary but not sufficient step on the route to sustainability. People hoping to live sustainably must adopt new beliefs, new values, new lifestyles, and new worldview. But lasting personal change is unlikely without simultaneous transformation of the socioeconomic/political system in which people function. Persons may solemnly resolve to change, but that resolve is likely to weaken as they perform day-to​day within a system reinforcing different beliefs and values. Change agents typically are met with denial and great resistance. Reluctance to challenge mainstream society is the major reason most efforts emphasizing education to bring about change are ineffective. If societal transformation must be speedy, and most of us believe it must, pleading with individuals to change is not likely to be effective.

Role playing provides the best education—deep learning

Schaap 05 [Andrew, University of Melbourne, Politics, Vol 25 Iss 1, February]

According to an influential theory of teaching in higher education, people tend to approach learning either in a 'deep-holistic' or 'surface-atomistic' way (Ramsden, 1992, pp. 43ff.). Students who adopt a deep-holistic approach to learning seek to discover the meaning of an idea, text or concept by relating new information to previous experience and the broader context within which it is encountered. By contrast, students who adopt a surface-atomistic approach tend to simply reproduce information, accumulating particular facts or details without discovering and constructing relations between them. Ramsden (1992, pp. 53ff.) reports on research that shows that deep-holistic approaches to learning are related to higher-quality outcomes and greater enjoyment while surface-atomistic approaches are dissatisfying and associated with poorer grades. Ramsden (1992, pp. 96–102) identifies six key principles of teaching in higher education to promote a deep-holistic approach to learning. Effective teaching requires: engaging student interest; demonstrating concern and respect for students and student learning; providing appropriate feedback and assessment so that students can monitor their own learning; presenting students with clear goals and an intellectual challenge; giving students independence and control over their own learning; and modifying one's own teaching practice in response to student learning outcomes. In sum, effective teaching encourages students to relate to the subject material in a purposeful way. Teaching methods that promote deep-holistic approaches to learning 'involve students in actively finding knowledge, interpreting results, and testing hypotheses against reality (often in a spirit of co-operation as well as individual effort) as a route to understanding and the secure retention of factual knowledge' (Ramsden, 1992, p. 152). According to Ramsden there is no best teaching method. Nevertheless, some methods naturally encourage a deep-holistic approach to learning better than others. The traditional university lecture tends to be modelled on an implicit theory of teaching as transmitting information to students rather than one of making learning possible. While lectures can be engaging, stimulating and can involve students as active learners, this is often difficult to achieve and more often they encourage surface-atomistic approaches to learning: students struggle to remember various isolated details and the lecturer appears as a remote authority rather than participating in a community of learning with his or her students. Consequently, Ramsden (1992, p. 167) insists that the best way to improve the effectiveness of teaching in higher education is to make lecturing 'less like a lecture (passive, rigid, routine knowledge transmission) and more like an active communication between teacher and students'. In contrast to lecturing, role playing naturally tends to promote a deep-holistic approach to learning because it requires students to interact and collaborate in order to complete an assigned task. The context of the role play requires students to adopt different perspectives and think reflexively about the information they represent to the group. Some benefits of role playing identified by historian James Levy (1997, pp. 14–18) are that it: helps overcome students' inhibitions to contribute because they feel that they do not know enough; stimulates student discussion and debate outside of the classroom; provides many teachable moments by revealing gaps in students' understanding that the instructor can address; encourages students to grapple with sophisticated issues that they might otherwise have failed to appreciate; and often challenges the teacher's own views.

Aff

2AC Limits

Limits are bad 

Bleiker 03 [Roland, prof of International Relations @ U of Queensland, Brisbane, “Contemporary Political Theory”, 2, p. 39-40]

Approaching the political - and by extension dilemmas of agency requires tolerance towards various forms of insight and levels of analysis, even if they contradict each other’s internal logic. Such differences often only appear as contradictions because we still strive for a universal standard of reference that is supposed to subsume all the various aspects of life under a single totalizing standpoint (Adorno, 1992, 17–18). Every process of revealing is at the same time a process of concealing. Even the most convincing position cannot provide a form of insight that does not at the same time conceal other perspectives. Revealing always occurs within a frame. Framing is a way of ordering, and ordering banishes all other forms of revealing. This is, grossly simplified, a position that resonates throughout much of Heidegger’s work (1954, 35). Taking this argument to heart is to recognize that one cannot rely on one form of revealing alone. An adequate understanding of human agency can be reached only by moving back and forth between various insights. The point, then, is not to end up with a grand synthesis, but to make most out of each specific form of revealing (for an exploration of this theme, via an analysis of Kant’s Critique of Judgement, see Deleuze, 1994). 

Limiting discussions is bad

Bleiker and Leet 06 [Roland, prof of International Relations @ U of Queensland, Brisbane, and Martin, Senior Research Officer with the Brisbane Institute, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 34(3), p. 735-736]

Promoting aesthetic engagements with politics is not to replace social scientific enquiries or to suggest that art offers a solution to all problems. The point, rather, is that the key political challenges of our time, from terrorism to poverty, are far too complex not to employ the full register of human intelligence and creativity to deal with them. Aesthetic engagements with the sublime are central to this endeavour. But to remain valid, such engagements must go beyond a mere process of aestheticising the political. Establishing societal models based on beauty and harmony has led to dangerous political experiments. We need to acknowledge, along with George Kateb, that the aesthetic is a dominant force in human life. But we need to do so while recognising the potentially problematic practice of searching for stability amidst chaos and contingency through a resort to beauty as the ultimate value. In his view, such ‘unaware and unrationalized aestheticism’ is responsible for a great deal of immorality.60 In attempts to transform the ambivalent experience of the sublime into something unambiguously ‘beautiful’, moral limits are often ignored. In contrast to aesthetic ‘cravings’, then, the challenge is to cultivate an appreciation of sublimity in the everyday, and to use the aesthetic not to mask our fears of the uncertain, but to recognise them and search for ways of living comfortably with the contingent dimensions of life. 

2AC Education

Our education is good

Keller et. Al 01 [Thomas E., James K., and Tracly K., Asst. professor School of Social Service Administration U. of Chicago, professor of Social Work, and doctoral student School of Social Work, "Student debates in policy courses: promoting policy practice skills and knowledge through active learning," Journal of Social Work Education, Spr/Summer, EBSCOhost]

Experiential learning, in the form of the practicum placement, is a key element in social work education. However, few social work students enroll in political or policy oriented practica. In a survey of 161 CSWE-accredited programs (131 BSW, 30 MSW), Wolk and colleagues (1996) found that less than half offered practica in government relations (BSW=20%, MSW=47%) and even fewer had placements in policy advocacy/development (BSW=15%, MSW=33%). Moreover, programs typically reported only one or two students participating in these types of placements, with the largest representation at a single school being 9 out of 250 MSW students (Wolk et al., 1996). Because few students receive policy-related field education, introducing students to policy relevant skills and experiences via active learning exercises in the classroom assumes greater importance. Bonwell and Eison (1991) describe the general characteristics of active learning in the classroom:     * Students are involved in more than listening.     * Less emphasis is placed on transmitting information and more on developing students' skills.     * Students are involved in higher-order thinking (analysis, synthesis, evaluation).     * Students are engaged in activities.     * Greater emphasis is placed on students' exploration of their own attitudes and values. (p. 2) Experiential learning in the classroom may involve case studies, role plays, debates, simulations, or other activities that allow students to make connections among theory, knowledge, and experience (Lewis & Williams, 1994). These active learning strategies encourage students to think on their feet, to question their own values and responses to situations, and to consider new ways of thinking in contexts which they may experience more intensely and, consequently, may remember longer (Meyers & Jones, 1993).

Our avenue of debate is key

Bleiker 98 [asst. prof. of International Studies at Pusan National University (Roland, “Retracing and redrawing the boundaries of events: Postmodern interferences with international theory”, Alternatives, Oct-Dec 1998, Vol. 23, Issue 4]

In the absence of authentic knowledge, the formulation of theoretical positions and practical action requires modesty. Accepting difference and facilitating dialogue becomes more important than searching for the elusive Truth. But dialogue is a process, an ideal, not an end point. Often there is no common discursive ground, no language that can establish a link between the inside and the outside. The link has to be searched first. But the celebration of difference is a process, an ideal, not an end point. A call for tolerance and inclusion cannot be void of power. Every social order, even the ones that are based on the acceptance of difference, excludes what does not fit into their view of the world. Every form of thinking, some international theorists recognize, expresses a will to power, a will that cannot but "privilege, oppress, and create in some manner."[54] There is no all-encompassing gaze. Every process of revealing is at the same time a process of concealing. By opening up a particular perspective, no matter how insightful it is, one conceals everything that is invisible from this vantage point. The enframing that occurs by such processes of revealing, Martin Heidegger argues, runs the risk of making us forget that enframing is a claim, a disciplinary act that "banishes man into that kind of revealing that is an ordering." And where this ordering holds sway, Heidegger continues, "it drives out every other possibility for revealing."[55] This is why one must move back and forth between different, sometimes incommensurable forms of insights. Such an approach recognizes that the key to circumventing the ordering mechanisms of revealing is to think in circles--not to rest too long at one point, but to pay at least as much attention to linkages between than to contents of mental resting places. Inclusiveness does not lie in the search for a utopian, all-encompassing worldview, but in the acceptance of the will to power--in the recognition that we need to evaluate and judge, but that no form of knowledge can serve as the ultimate arbiter for thought and action. As a critical practice, postmodernism must deal with its own will to power and to subvert that of others. This is not to avoid accountability, but to take on responsibility in the form of bringing modesty to a majority. 

2AC policy making

Policymaking can't solve violence  

Bleiker 01 [Roland, prof of International Relations @ U of Queensland, Brisbane, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 30(3), p. 509-510]

Those who make the analysis of these political events their professional purview—the students of international relations (ir)—adhere to representational habits that have become equally objectified and problematic. Many of them are social scientists for whom knowledge about the ‘facts’ of the ‘real world’ emerges from the search for ‘valid inferences by the systematic use of well-established procedures of inquiry’.3 But relatively little practical knowledge has emerged from these efforts, even after successive generations of social scientists have refined their models and methods. Our insights into the international have not grown substantially, nor have our abilities to prevent deadly conflicts. From Kosovo to Afghanistan violence remains the modus operandi of world politics. Even proponents of scientific research lament that ‘students of international conflict are left wrestling with their data to eke out something they can label a finding’.4 

Elites control society – they influence all aspects of decision making. 
Amsden et al 09 [Alice, prof of Political Economics at MIT, Alisa, Research Fellow at UNU-WIDER, and James, prof of Government at Harvard U, August,  [http://www.wider.unu.edu/publications/newsletter/articles/en_GB/05-08-2009/] AD: 7/9/10]

Elites also impact development outcomes through their control over decision-making processes that allocate political resources within a society. This introduces two additional channels through which their activities impact growth in the long run.  The first is that elites have the resources to design and implement institutions that favour their interests. Such institutions may promote participation and information flow.  Or they may simply cement the position of a particular group within the governance structure.  Another feature of elite control over institutions is that they are able to influence how both elites and non-elites within a society perceive different issues. Elites control how issues are framed through their ability to distribute or withhold information, and their influence over and within the media.  Even where there is a free media, it depends on elites for information, and can choose to present issues that reflect a particular bias.  The extent to which these channels are used for social or personal welfare gain varies among societies. But the fact that these channels exist in every society highlights the fact that if elites can be induced to adopt developmental behaviour, it can have a disproportionately positive impact on growth and development.   

We are a prerequisite to policy

Zalewski 2K [Marysia, Director, Centre for Gender Studies, Feminism After Postmodernism, p. 67-68]

A typical postmodern claim is that power is not something that is simply or only repressive. In keeping with a desire to dismantle dualistic thinking, postmodernists refuse to perceive power as fundamentally opposed to resistance, hence the intertwined phrase; power/resistance. Indeed, the idea that there is a monolithic power ‘out there’, whether that is patriarchy, racism or capitalism, can lead to a sense of fatalism and despair, which is hardly the best way to achieve emancipatory ends, postmoderns might argue. This links into the notion of productive power introduced earlier, which implies that the persistent battle over the meanings of things will inevitably foster new forms of resistance and new meanings emerge from this. The battles over the words 'queer' and 'nigger* serve as good examples of this. The consistent postmodern emphasis on disputing meanings and displacing traditional ideas and values, inevitably leads to a questioning and dishevelling of modernist definitions and certainties about what counts as politics. This imposition of the authority of correct meaning is something that postmodernists are keen to expose. Postmodernists also resist the idea that their views of the subject and epistemology lead to an inability to be political or do politics. If we think of a specific postmodern method, deconstruct ion, we can understand it as something that questions the terms in which we understand the political, rather than an abandonment of the political. Surely, postmodernists argue, questioning what counts as politics is a political act? Rethinking what the political is can allow a whole range of differences of opinions to appear. Additionally, rather than concentrating on the 'why' of things, postmodernists prefer to focus on effects. So instead of asking. 'Why are women oppressed?', postmodernists are more likely to ask questions about the effects of particular practices. For example. 'What are the effects of beliefs about the "proper" roles for women such as those espoused by the Catholic Church?' Or in other (postmodern) words. "How do women gel said [or described] as "good wives" by the Catholic Church?' Questioning foundations, beliefs about who and what 'the subject is' and opening the notion of politics surely counts as taking feminist responsibility seriously? 

2AC switch-side

Switch-side policy debate is bad

Mitchell 02 [11/9/02, Gordon, “[eDebate] Adri and Ross,” http://www.ndtceda.com/pipermail/edebate/2002-November/044264.html]

Politically I have moved quite a bit since 1998, when I wrote that debate institutions should pay more attention to argumentative agency, i.e. cultivation of skills that facilitate translation of critical thinking, public speaking, and research acumen into concrete exemplars of democratic empowerment. Back then I was highly skeptical of the "laboratory model" of "preparatory pedagogy," where students were kept, by fiat, in the proverbial pedagogical bullpen. Now I respect much more the value of a protected space where young people can experiment politically by taking imaginary positions, driving the hueristic process by arguing against their convictions. In fact, the integrity of this space could be compromised by "activist turn" initiatives designed to bridge contest round advocacy with political activism. These days I have much more confidence in the importance and necessity of switch-side debating, and the heuristic value for debaters of arguing against their convictions. I think fashioning competitive debate contest rounds as isolated and politically protected safe spaces for communicative experimentation makes sense. However, I worry that a narrow diet of competitive contest round debating could starve students of opportunities to experience the rich political valence of their debating activities. I have preliminary ideas of how to cope with this political conundrum, yet could make great use of follow-on feedback.
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