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Advocacy: We ask you to imagine a reconceptualization of violence and a world in which Americans and Russians live in a state of mutual respect.

By locating their imagination in the state, the 1ac relocates violence outside of the self.  The end point is stasis and atrocity.  
KAPPELER 1995 [Susanne Kappeler, The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 1-4]

What is striking is that the violence which is talked about is always the violence committed by someone else: women talk about the violence of men, adults about the violence of young people; the left, liberals and the centre about the violence of right extremists; the right, centre and liberals about the violence of leftist extremists; political activists talk about structural violence, police and politicians about violence in the `street', and all together about the violence in our society. Similarly, Westerners talk about violence in the Balkans, Western citizens together with their generals about the violence of the Serbian army. Violence is recognized and measured by its visible effects, the spectacular blood of wounded bodies, the material destruction of objects, the visible damage left in the world of `objects'. In its measurable damage we see the proof that violence has taken place, the violence being reduced to this damage. The violation as such, or invisible forms of violence - the non-physical violence of threat and terror, of insult and humiliation, the violation of human dignity - are hardly ever the issue except to some extent in feminist and anti-racist analyses, or under the name of psychological violence. Here violence is recognized by the victims and defined from their perspective - an important step away from the catalogue of violent acts and the exclusive evidence of material traces in the object. Yet even here the focus tends to be on the effects and experience of violence, either the objective and scientific measure of psychological damage, or the increasingly subjective definition of violence as experience. Violence is perceived as a phenomenon for science to research and for politics to get a grip on. But violence is not a phenomenon: it is the behaviour of people, human action which may be analysed. What is missing is an analysis of violence as action - not just as acts of violence, or the cause of its effects, but as the actions of people in relation to other people and beings or things. Feminist critique, as well as other political critiques, has analysed the preconditions of violence, the unequal power relations which enable it to take place. However, under the pressure of mainstream science and a sociological perspective which increasingly dominates our thinking, it is becoming standard to argue as if it were these power relations which cause the violence. Underlying is a behaviourist model which prefers to see human action as the exclusive product of circumstances, ignoring the personal decision of the agent to act, implying in turn that circumstances virtually dictate certain forms of behaviour. Even though we would probably not underwrite these propositions in their crass form, there is nevertheless a growing tendency, not just in social science, to explain violent behaviour by its circumstances. (Compare the question, `Does pornography cause violence?') The circumstances identified may differ according to the politics of the explainers, but the method of explanation remains the same. While consideration of mitigating circumstances has its rightful place in a court of law trying (and defending) an offender, this does not automatically make it an adequate or sufficient practice for political analysis. It begs the question, in particular, `What is considered to be part of the circumstances (and by whom)?' Thus in the case of sexual offenders, there is a routine search - on the part of the tabloid press or professionals of violence - for experiences of violence in the offender's own past, an understanding which is rapidly solidifying in scientific model of a `cycle of violence'. That is, the relevant factors are sought in the distant past and in other contexts of action, e a crucial factor in the present context is ignored, namely the agent's decision to act as he did. Even politically oppositional groups are not immune to this mainstream sociologizing. Some left groups have tried to explain men's sexual violence as the result of class oppression, while some Black theoreticians have explained the violence of Black men as the result of racist oppression. The ostensible aim of these arguments may be to draw attention to the pervasive and structural violence of classism and racism, yet they not only fail to combat such inequality, they actively contribute to it. Although such oppression is a very real part of an agent's life context, these `explanations' ignore the fact that not everyone experiencing the same oppression uses violence, that is, that these circumstances do not `cause' violent behaviour. They overlook, in other words, that the perpetrator has decided to violate, even if this decision was made in circumstances of limited choice. To overlook this decision, however, is itself a political decision, serving particular interests. In the first instance it serves to exonerate the perpetrators, whose responsibility is thus transferred to circumstances and a history for which other people (who remain beyond reach) are responsible. Moreover, it helps to stigmatize all those living in poverty and oppression; because they are obvious victims of violence and oppression, they are held to be potential perpetrators themselves.' This slanders all the women who have experienced sexual violence, yet do not use violence against others, and libels those experiencing racist and class oppression, yet do not necessarily act out violence. Far from supporting those oppressed by classist, racist or sexist oppression, it sells out these entire groups in the interest of exonerating individual members. It is a version of collective victim-blaming, of stigmatizing entire social strata as potential hotbeds of violence, which rests on and perpetuates the mainstream division of society into so-called marginal groups - the classic clienteles of social work and care politics (and of police repression) - and an implied `centre' to which all the speakers, explainers, researchers and careers themselves belong, and which we are to assume to be a zone of non-violence.  Explaining people's violent behaviour by their circumstances also has the advantage of implying that the `solution' lies in a change to circumstances. Thus it has become fashionable among socially minded politicians and intellectuals in Germany to argue that the rising neo-Nazi violence of young people (men), especially in former East Germany, needs to be countered by combating poverty and unemployment in these areas. Likewise anti-racist groups like the Anti. Racist Alliance or the Anti-Nazi League in Britain argue that `the causes of racism, like poverty and unemployment, should be tackled and that it is `problems like unemployment and bad housing which lead to racism'.' Besides being no explanation at all of why (white poverty and unemployment should lead specifically to racist violence (and what would explain middle- and upper-class racism), it is more than questionable to combat poverty only (but precisely) when and where violence is exercised. It not only legitimates the violence (by `explaining' it), but constitutes an incentive to violence, confirming that social problems will be taken seriously when and where `they attract attention by means of violence - just as the most unruly children in schools (mostly boys) tend to get more attention from teachers than well-behaved and quiet children (mostly girls). Thus if German neo-Nazi youths and youth groups, since their murderous assaults on refugees and migrants in Hoyerswerda, Rostock, Dresden etc., are treated to special youth projects and social care measures (to the tune of DM 20 million per year), including `educative' trips to Morocco and Israel,' this is am unmistakable signal to society that racist violence does indeed 'pay off'.
The result is terminal failure.  Localized politics is key.  
KAPPELER 1995 [Susanne Kappeler, The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 4-5]

If we nevertheless continue to explain violence by its 'circumstances' and attempt to counter it by changing these circumstances, it is also because in this way we stay in command of the problem. In particular, we do not complicate the problem by any suggestion that it might be people who need to change. Instead, we turn the perpetrators of violence into the victims of circumstances, who as victims by definition cannot act sensibly (but in changed circumstances will behave differently). `We', on the other hand, are the subjects able to take in hand the task of changing the circumstances. Even if changing the circumstances - combating poverty, unemployment, injustice etc. - may not be easy, it nevertheless remains within `our' scope, at least theoretically and by means of state power. Changing people, on the other hand, is neither within our power nor, it seems, ultimately in our interest: we prefer to keep certain people under control, putting limits on their violent behaviour, but we apparently have no interest in a politics that presupposes people's ability to change and aims at changing attitudes and behaviour. For changing (as opposed to restricting) other people's behaviour is beyond the range and influence of our own power; only they themselves can change it. It requires their will to change, their will not to abuse power and not to use violence. A politics aiming at a change in people's behaviour would require political work that is very much more cumbersome and very much less promising of success than is the use of state power and social control. It would require political consciousness-raising - politicizing the way we think - which cannot be imposed on others by force or compulsory educational measures. It would require a view of people which takes seriously and reckons with their will, both their will to violence or their will to change. To take seriously the will of others however would mean recognizing one's own, and putting people's will, including our own, at the centre of political reflection.''

Their advocacy internalizes powerlessness and effaces agency.  
Colebrook 2 

(Claire, Understanding Deleuze, Pg. xxxviii)

Human freedom became the problem. If human beings are free, does this mean that there is some ultimate ‘man’ who can be liberated from the forces of production; or does radical freedom mean that there is no longer any human essence to which politics can appeal? All this came to a head in the student sit-ins and disruptions of 1968. There were protests throughout Europe in the late 1960s which were random, unthought out, and motivated not by the economically defined class of workers so much as by students and intellectuals. In the aftermath of these disruptions it was realized that politics was no longer the affair of economic classes and large or ‘molar’ groupings. Local disruptions at the level of knowledge, ideas and identity could transform the political terrain. Deleuze and others opened the politics of the virtual: it was no longer accepted that actual material reality, such as the economy, produced ideas. Many insisted that the virtual (images, desires, concepts) was directly productive of social reality. This overturned the simple idea of ideology, the idea that images and beliefs were produced by the governing classes to deceive us about our real social conditions. We have to do away with the idea that there is some ultimate political reality or actuality which lies behind all our images. Images are not just surface effects of some underlying economic cause; images and the virtual have their own autonomous power. This is where structuralism and post-1968 politics intersected. We need to see our languages and systems of representation not just as masks or signs of the actual, but as fully real powers in their own right. The way we think, speak, desire and see the world is itself political; it produces relations, effects, and organises our bodies.
The 1ac’s global focus destroys utopian possibilities and justifies genocide.
Fasching 93 [Darrell J Fasching, THE ETHICAL CHALLENGE OF AUSCHWITZ AND HIROSHIMA: APOCALYPSE OR UTOPIA?, 1993; pg 193]

Utopians seem to offer vague hopes for some unrealizable fu​ture. Realists want to know where they are going. Realists like to be in control of their destiny and thus prefer clear strategies, unambiguous goals and "final solutions." But after Auschwitz and Hiroshima we can no longer afford such final solutions. When the end is too clearly defined it too easily justifies the means. Utopians prefer to live in an unfinished world of proximate goals and partial solutions. Utopians prefer to keep the future ambiguously open to transcendence. The maxim of a utopian ethic could well be Ellul's, "think globally but act locally." When it comes to action, one must not be distracted by the global orientation of mass media. The place where the world can be transformed is precisely where it intersects with the experience of actual individuals and their particular communities. Utopians prefer to love their neighbor rather than "the world," understanding that the neighbor is, as the story of the good Samaritan (Luke 10:25ff) suggests, primarily the stranger, even the enemy, who by chance crosses our path. Utopians prefer an antibureaucratic ethic in which every means is measured by the unseen measure of human dignity. They are convinced that the utopian good is a good internal to the practice of creating community. If the means do not respect human dignity neither will the end. To the realist, all of this remains hopelessly utopian. Such uto​pianism has absolutely no chance of being effective or successful. And yet, even were that true, we ought to welcome the stranger. For being human is more important than exercising a will to power to be in control. We ought to act without clinging to the dharmas, a Bud​dhist might say, for we cannot stop time and control the destiny of the universe. Or to put it in the language of Paul, we ought to live every day as if our time was short, thus "buyers should conduct themselves as though they owned nothing, and those who make use of the world as though they were not using it, for the world as we know it is passing away" (1 Corinthians 7:30-31). 

Overview

Only our method recognizes our complicity in violence.  That’s key.  
Kappeler 95 
[Susanne Kappeler, The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 8-11]

Moreover, personal behaviour is no alternative to `political' action; there is no question of either/or. My concern, on the contrary, is the connection between these recognized forms of violence and the forms of everyday behaviour which we consider `normal' but which betray our own will to violence - the connection, in other words, between our own actions and those acts of violence which are normally the focus of our political critiques. Precisely because there is no choice between dedicating oneself either to `political issues' or to `personal behaviour', the question of the politics of personal behaviour has (also) to be moved into the centre of our politics and our critique. Violence - what we usually recognize as such - is no exception to the rules, no deviation from the normal and nothing out of the ordinary, in a society in which exploitation and oppression are the norm, the ordinary and the rule. It is no misbehaviour of a minority amid good behaviour by the majority, nor the deeds of inhuman monsters amid humane humans, in a society in which there is no equality, in which people divide others according to race, class, sex and many other factors in order to rule, exploit, use, objectify, enslave, sell, torture and kill them, in which millions of animals are tortured, genetically manipulated, enslaved and slaughtered daily for `harmless' consumption by humans. It is no error of judgement, no moral lapse and no transgression against the customs of a culture which is thoroughly steeped in the values of profit and desire, of self-realization, expansion and progress. Violence as we usually perceive it is `simply' a specific - and to us still visible - form of violence, the consistent and logical application of the principles of our culture and everyday life. War does not suddenly break out in a peaceful society; sexual violence is not the disturbance of otherwise equal gender relations. Racist attacks do not shoot like lightning out of a non-racist sky, and the sexual exploitation of children is no solitary problem in a world otherwise just to children. The violence of our most commonsense everyday thinking, and especially our personal will to violence, constitute the conceptual preparation, the ideological armament and the intellectual mobilization which make the `outbreak' of war, of sexual violence, of racist attacks, of murder and destruction possible at all. 'We are the war', writes Slavenka Drakulic at the end of her existential analysis of the question, `what is war?': I do not know what war is, I want to tell [my friend], but I see it everywhere. It is in the blood-soaked street in Sarajevo, after 20 people have been killed while they queued for bread. But it is also in your non-comprehension, in my unconscious cruelty towards you, in the fact that you have a yellow form [for refugees] and I don't, in the way in which it grows inside ourselves and changes our feelings, relationships, values - in short: us. We are the war ... And I am afraid that we cannot hold anyone else responsible. We make this war possible, we permit it to happen.' `We are the war' - and we also `are' the sexual violence, the racist violence, the exploitation and the will to violence in all its manifestations in a society in so-called `peacetime', for we make them possible and we permit them to happen.  `We are the war' does not mean that the responsibility for a war is shared collectively and diffusely by an entire society - which would be equivalent to exonerating warlords and politicians and profiteers or, as Ulrich Beck says, upholding the notion of `collective irresponsibility', where people are no longer held responsible for their actions, and where the conception of universal responsibility becomes the equivalent of a universal acquittal.' On the contrary, the object is precisely to analyse the specific and differential responsibility of everyone in their diverse situations. Decisions to unleash a war are indeed taken at particular levels of power by those in a position to make them and to command such collective action. We need to hold them clearly responsible for their decisions and actions without lessening theirs by any collective `assumption' of responsibility. Yet our habit of focusing on the stage where the major dramas of power take place tends to obscure our sight in relation to our own sphere of competence, our own power and our own responsibility - leading to the well-known illusion of our apparent `powerlessness' and its accompanying phenomenon, our so-called political disillusionment. Single citizens - even more so those of other nations - have come to feel secure in their obvious non-responsibility for such large-scale political events as, say, the wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina or Somalia - since the decisions for such events are always made elsewhere. Yet our insight that indeed we are not responsible for the decisions of a Serbian general or a Croatian president tends to mislead us into thinking that therefore we have no responsibility at all, not even for forming our own judgement, and thus into underrating the responsibility we do have within our own sphere of action. In particular, it seems to absolve us from having to try to see any relation between our own actions and those events, or to recognize the connections between those political decisions and our own personal decisions. It not only shows that we participate in what Beck calls `organized irresponsibility', upholding the apparent lack of connection between bureaucratically, institutionally, nationally and also individually organized separate competences. It also proves the phenomenal and unquestioned alliance of our personal thinking with the thinking of the major powermongers. For we tend to think that we cannot `do' anything, say, about a war, because we deem ourselves to be in the wrong situation; because we are not where the major decisions are made. Which is why many of those not yet entirely disillusioned with politics tend to engage in a form of mental deputy politics, in the style of `What would I do if I were the general, the prime minister, the president, the foreign minister or the minister of defence?' Since we seem to regard their mega spheres of action as the only worthwhile and truly effective ones, and since our political analyses tend to dwell there first of all, any question of what I would do if I were indeed myself tends to peter out in the comparative insignificance of having what is perceived as `virtually no possibilities': what I could do seems petty and futile. For my own action I obviously desire the range of action of a general, a prime minister, or a General Secretary of the UN - finding expression in ever more prevalent formulations like `I want to stop this war', `I want military intervention', `I want to stop this backlash', or `I want a moral revolution.' 7 , We are this war', however, even if we do not command the troops or participate in so-called peace talks, namely as Drakulic says, in our 'non-comprehension': our willed refusal to feel responsible for our own thinking and for working out our own understanding, preferring innocently to drift along the ideological current of prefabricated arguments or less than innocently taking advantage of the advantages these offer. And we `are' the war in our `unconscious cruelty towards you', our tolerance of the `fact that you have a yellow form for refugees and I don't' - our readiness, in other words, to build identities, one for ourselves and one for refugees, one of our own and one for the `others'. We share in the responsibility for this war and its violence in the way we let them grow inside us, that is, in the way we shape `our feelings, our relationships, our values' according to the structures and the values of war and violence. So if we move beyond the usual frame of violence, towards the structures of thought employed in decisions to act, this also means making an analysis of action. This seems all the more urgent as action seems barely to be perceived any longer. There is talk of the government doing `nothing', of its `inaction', of the need for action, the time for action, the need for strategies, our inability to act as well as our desire to become `active' again. We seem to deem ourselves in a kind of action vacuum which, like the cosmic black hole, tends to consume any renewed effort only to increase its size. Hence this is also an attempt to shift the focus again to the fact that we are continually acting and doing, and that there is no such thing as not acting or doing nothing. 

Second, the Colebrook evidence says that focus on the global effaces our agency because we feel only the state can act for us.  
That outweighs every other impact

Bleiker 2k (Roland Bleiker, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 2000, “Popular Dissent, Human Agency, and Global Politics,” page 278)

The elusive nature of human agency renders conventional concluding remarks impossible.  This is why I am not recapitulating in detail the findings of each research step.  To gaze beyond these partial insights, to raise them to a higher level by squeezing each of the fragments into an overarching while, would annihilate the unique vantage point from whence they sought to shed light on global politics.  The result: a preconceived and subjective mental image imposed upon a set of idiosyncratic social dynamics, one more act of concealing, the closing of the very thinking space I have tried to open throughout this book.
Third, the Fasching evidence says that imagining in the global while acting at the local destroys utopian possibility and reproduces the worst horrors of mankind.  
The result is extinction.

Fasching 93 [Darrell J Fasching, THE ETHICAL CHALLENGE OF AUSCHWITZ AND HIROSHIMA: APOCALYPSE OR UTOPIA?, 1993; pg 4-5]

The best way to describe the "style" of the theology of culture proposed in these books is to suggest that it is a "decentered" or "alienated theology." Alienated theology is the opposite of apologetic theology. Apologetic theology typically seeks to defend the "truth" and "superiority" of one's own tradition against the "false," "inferi​or," and "alien" views of other traditions. Alienated theology, by contrast, is theology done "as if" one were a stranger to one's own narrative traditions, seeing and critiquing one's own traditions from the vantage point of the other's narrative traditions. It is my convic​tion that alienated theology is the appropriate mode for theology in an emerging world civilization-a civilization tottering in the balance between apocalypse and utopia. There are two ways to enter world history, according to the contemporary author John Dunne: you can be dragged in by way of world war or you can walk in by way of mutual understanding. By the first path, global civilization emerges as a totalitarian project of dominance that risks escalating into a nucle​ar apocalypse. By the second path, we prevent the first, creating global civilization through an expansion of our understanding of what it means to be human. This occurs when we pass over to an other's religion and culture and come back with new insight into our own. Gandhi is an example, passing over to the Sermon on the Mount and coming back to the Hindu Bhagavad Gita to gain new insight into it as a scripture of nonviolence. Gandhi never seriously considered becoming a Christian but his Hinduism was radically altered by his encounter with Christianity. One could say the same (reversing the directions) for Martin Luther King Jr., who was deeply influenced by Gandhi's understanding of nonviolent resistance in the Gita. When we pass over (whether through travel, friendship, or disciplined study and imagination) we become "strangers in a strange land" as well as strangers to ourselves, seeing ourselves through the eyes of another. Assuming the perspective of a stranger is an occasion for insight and the sharing of insight. Such cross-cultural interactions build bridges of understanding and action between persons and cul​tures that make cooperation possible and conquest unnecessary. "Passing over" short circuits apocalyptic confrontation and inaugu​rates utopian new beginnings-new beginnings for the "post​modern" world of the coming third millennium. Gandhi and King are symbols of a possible style for a postmodern alienated theology. 

A2: Perm do Both

Our alternative is a precondition for the criticism to bring about any meaningful change. The discussion of the decision to enact violence is a critical component of violence that needs to be analyzed in order to mount an effective political strategy. 

KAPPELER 1995 [Susanne Kappeler, The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 5]

A political analysis of violence needs to recognize this will, the personal decision in favour of violence - not just to describe acts of violence, or the conditions which enable them to take place, but also to capture the moment of decision which is the real impetus for violent action. For without this decision there will be no violent act, not even in circumstances which potentially permit it. It is the decision to violate, not just the act itself, which makes a person a perpetrator of violence -just as it is the decision not to do so which makes people not act violently and not abuse their power in a situation which would nevertheless permit it. This moment of decision, therefore, is also the locus of potential resistance to violence. To understand the structures of thinking and the criteria by which such decisions are reached, but above all to regard this decision as an act of choice, seems to be a necessary precondition for any political struggle against violence and for a non-violent society.'

The permutation can’t solve because it emerges from the same paradigm of domination. 

NAYAR IN 1999 [Jayan Nayar, School of Law, University of Warwick, “RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY”,  9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599, Fall of 1999; L/N]

The mutuality of "professional" sensibilities between the "criticized" and the "critic" brings with it a considerable degree of closure. Primary among the consequences of this familiarity and, therefore, similarity between the "professional" location of both, is that emancipatory imagination is contained within the same aspirational "languages" that are commonly understood. Through this closure of language and, therefore, imagination, emancipation itself becomes absorbed into an enclosed conceptual space for articulation. The standpoint of the same rhetorical devices of civilizational projections become the tools for entitlement claims. Put differently, what we might see as direction for emancipation is itself "ordered" by our own conceptual frameworks that we derive from ourselves as subjects and objects of ordering.

The criticism is a prerequisite. The politics of the 1AC are ineffective insofar as they do not attend to their own location in terms of oppression. This causes greater domination. 

NAYAR 1999 [Jayan Nayar, School of Law, University of Warwick, “RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY”,  9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599, Fall of 1999; L/N]

Despite the fixation of the beneficiaries of ordered worlds, even the ordered "critic," with the prescribed languages, visions and possibilities of human socialities, other realities of humanity nevertheless persist. Notwithstanding the globalization of social concern and the transnationalization of professionalized critique and reformatory action, struggles against violence remain energized, persistent and located. They are waged through the bodies of lives lived in experiential locations against real instruments of terror, functioning within embodied sites of violence. Non-information and non-representation of the existence of such struggles, and non-learning of the wisdoms thus generated do not negate their truths or the vibrancy of their socialities. n51 "We" are participants in ordered worlds, not merely observers. The choice is whether we wish to recognize our own locations of ordered violence and participate in the struggle to resist their orderings, or whether we wish merely to observe violence in far-off worlds in order that our interventionary participation "out there" never destabilizes the ground upon which we stand. I suggest that we betray the spirit of transformatory struggle, despite all our expressions of support and even actions of professionalized expertise, if our own locations, within which are ordered and from which we ourselves order, remain unscrutinized. And so, what might I contribute to the present collective exercise toward a futuristic imaging of human possibilities? I am unsure. It is only from my view of the "world," after all, that I can project my visions. These visions do not go so far as to visualize any "world" in its totality; they are uncertain even with regard to worlds closer to home, worlds requiring transformatory actions all the same. Instead of fulfilling this task of imagining future therefore I simply submit the following two "poems." 

Their analysis starts at the wrong place. We need to look at our personal contribution to violence prior to questions of how to structurally situate ourselves. 

KAPPELER 1995 [Susanne Kappeler, The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 258]
Resistance, I would suggest, does not come with any identity. It is a question of political will and action. It requires the political analysis of systems of oppression through to individual acts of oppression and violence - in terms of agency and its consequences, in terms of agents and beneficiaries and victims - and a corresponding analysis of resistance in terms of actions and their consequences.' Only once we know what we are doing, and what our actions actually effect, and what we mean them to achieve, can we begin to act in resistance, knowing what it is resistance to; and only then will we be able to identify and co-operate with those acting for the same political goals. 

A2: Perm do the CP

Fourth, the Connection Disad – specifically, imagination of the global results in all of our impacts
Nayar 99 [Jayan Nayar, School of Law, University of Warwick, “RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY”,  9 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 599, Fall of 1999; L/N]

My questioning is not of intent, or of commitment, or of the sincerity of those who advocate world-order transformations. Rather, my questionings relate to a perspective on "implications." Here, there is a very different, and more subtle, sort of globalized world-order that we need to consider--the globalization of violence, wherein human relationships become disconnected from the personal and are instead conjoined into distant and distanced chains of violence, an alienation of human and human. And by the nature of this new world-ordering, as the web of implication in relational violence is increasingly extended, so too, the vision of violence itself becomes blurred and the voice, muted. Through this implication into violence, therefore, the order(ing) of emancipatory imagination is reinforced. What we cannot see, after all, we cannot speak; what we refuse to see, we dare not speak. So, back to the question: to what extent, for this, "our world," do we contemplate change when "we" imagine transformed "world-orders?" In addition to the familiar culprits of violent orderings, such as government, financial institutions, transnational corporations, the World Bank, the IMF, and the WTO (as significant culprits they indeed are), do we, in our contemplations of violent orders, vision our locations within corporate "educational" institutions as "professional academics" and "researchers," our locations within corporate NGOs as "professional activists," our locations within "think-tanks" and "research organizations" as "professional policy-formulators," and whatever other locations of elite "expertise" we have been "trained" to possess, as ordered sites, complicit and parasitic, within a violent "world-order"? Do we see in our critiques of world-orderings, out there, the orderings we find, right here, in our bodies, minds, relationships, expectations, fears and hopes? Would we be willing to see "our (ordered) world" dismantled in order that other worlds, wherein our "privileges" become extinguished, may flourish? These concerns are, then, I believe, the real complexities of judgment and action. Consideration should be given, not only to those of the political-structural, so often honed in on, but also to the [*628] issue of the political-personal, which ultimately is the "unit" of "worlds" and of "orders." If "globalization," as a recent obsession of intellectual minds, has contributed anything to an understanding of the ways of the "world," I suggest, it is that we cannot escape "our" implication within the violence of "world (mis)orders."
Fifth, the Passivity Disad – the affirmative’s imagination traps us in a simulation, resulting in powerlessness.
Antonio, Professor of Sociology at the University of Kansas, 1995 [Robert J., “Nietzsche's Antisociology: Subjectified Culture and the End of History,” The American Journal of Sociology 101.1, p. 14-15]

The "problem of the actor," Nietzsche said, "troubled me for the longest time."' He considered "roles" as "external," "surface," or "foreground" phenomena and viewed close personal identification with them as symptomatic of estrangement. While modern theorists saw differentiated roles and professions as a matrix of autonomy and reflexivity, Nietzsche held that persons (especially male professionals) in specialized occupations overidentify with their positions and engage in gross fabrications to obtain advancement. They look hesitantly to the opinion of others, asking themselves, "How ought I feel about this?" They are so thoroughly absorbed in simulating effective role players that they have trouble being anything but actors—"The role has actually become the character." This highly subjectified social self or simulator suffers devastating inauthenticity. The powerful authority given the social greatly amplifies Socratic culture's already self-indulgent "inwardness." Integrity, decisiveness, spontaneity, and pleasure are undone by paralyzing overconcern about possible causes, meanings, and consequences of acts and unending internal dialogue about what others might think, expect, say, or do (Nietzsche 1983, pp. 83-86; 1986, pp. 39-40; 1974, pp. 302-4, 316-17). Nervous rotation of socially appropriate "masks" reduces persons to hypostatized "shadows," "abstracts," or simulacra. One adopts "many roles," playing them "badly and superficially" in the fashion of a stiff "puppet play." Nietzsche asked, "Are you genuine? Or only an actor? A representative or that which is represented? . . . [Or] no more than an imitation of an actor?" Simulation is so pervasive that it is hard to tell the copy from the genuine article; social selves "prefer the copies to the originals" (Nietzsche 1983, pp. 84-86; 1986, p. 136; 1974, pp. 232-33, 259; 1969b, pp. 268, 300, 302; 1968a, pp. 26-27). Their inwardness and aleatory scripts foreclose genuine attachment to others. This type of actor cannot plan for the long term or participate in enduring net-works of interdependence; such a person is neither willing nor able to be a "stone" in the societal "edifice" (Nietzsche 1974, pp. 302-4; 1986a, pp. 93-94). Superficiality rules in the arid subjectivized landscape. Neitzsche (1974, p. 259) stated, "One thinks with a watch in one's hand, even as one eats one's midday meal while reading the latest news of the stock market; one lives as if one always 'might miss out on something.' `Rather do anything than nothing': this principle, too, is merely a string to throttle all culture. . . . Living in a constant chase after gain compels people to expend their spirit to the point of exhaustion in continual pretense and overreaching and anticipating others." Pervasive leveling, improvising, and faking foster an inflated sense of ability and an oblivious attitude about the fortuitous circumstances that contribute to role attainment (e.g., class or ethnicity). The most mediocre people believe they can fill any position, even cultural leadership. Nietzsche respected the self-mastery of genuine ascetic priests, like Socrates, and praised their ability to redirect ressentiment creatively and to render the "sick" harmless. But he deeply feared the new simulated versions. Lacking the "born physician's" capacities, these impostors amplify the worst inclinations of the herd; they are "violent, envious, exploitative, scheming, fawning, cringing, arrogant, all according to circumstances." Social selves are fodder for the "great man of the masses." Nietzsche held that "the less one knows how to command, the more urgently one covets someone who commands, who commands severely—a god, prince, class, physician, father confessor, dogma, or party conscience." The deadly combination of desperate conforming and overreaching and untrammeled ressentiment paves the way for a new type of tyrant (Nietzsche 1986, pp. 137, 168; 1974, pp. 117-18, 213, 288-89, 303-4).

A2: We don’t have to defend what we say

Yes you do

KAPPELER 1995 [Susanne Kappeler, The Will To Violence: The Politics of Personal Behavior, pg 225-227]

Even though women (for instance) have the collective and personal experience of being deemed by men to be of `lesser value', this is no reason to give up responsibility for our own judgement. The problem of women's lacking self-esteem (as it is raised in the therapy discourse) is not that men do not value women highly enough; the problem is granting men in our own minds the authority to put any value on us whatsoever. Even if they valued us more highly (being able to lower their estimate at any time), this would lead not to more `self-esteem' but to dependency. Rather, a sense of oneself derives precisely from taking responsibility for one's own judgement. In the knowledge of one's own judgement and the responsibility for one's own thinking, the collective devaluation of women in patriarchy is a cause for outrage - a political problem which requires a political response: a feminist critique of sexism and the patriarchal power structure, and a political liberation struggle aiming to change it. Without this consciousness, moreover, men's undervaluing of women could not even be perceived as such: we would merely `have' the value we have (been given). And if we have also internalized our cultural valuation as a consequence of our socialization, this does not necessitate a man who temporarily bestows a dubious value on us; it necessitates freeing ourselves of this internalized male judgement, say, by the practice feminists call consciousness raising (whether it be in CR groups or otherwise). If `validation' in some quarters has become the proof of a positive relationship, and the experience of validation, appreciation or recognition the commodity for the individual subject to strive for, we should not only question the principle of validation by others, but equally the construction of this estimation on the basis of `value'. Similarly, it should make us pause for thought when arguments in favour of others' right to life and integrity are based on the notion of `equal value'. Not only do well-meaning xenophiles explain to us that other cultures are `equally valuable', but many animal rights advocates plead for the animals' right to life by attributing comparable `value' to their lives. This in turn allows, for instance, Helga Kuhse and Peter Singer (and a host of enthusiastic followers) to value the (future) life of disabled children (at the stage of the embryo or shortly after birth), or the future lives of old people and people with illnesses or lasting injuries, as lives lacking in value and not `worth living' - and to recommend eugenic 'solutions'.' Nor does it help if we call the value an `intrinsic value': the perception of the object's `value' remains as subjective and dependent on the valuer as does its perception as `beautiful' and `pleasing'. Value is a fundamentally relative category, deriving from the economic calculations of the judging and valuing subject. It is a subjective judgement which, through the process of exchange, seems to slip into the object as its `objective' or `intrinsic' value. The ability to enforce a valuation as a value (that is, a price) depends on one's power and influence over the exchange. The objective is to put the `value' of the other's product as low as possible, to keep down its price. Moreover, `validation' itself becomes a commodity, a gift made by the subject to the other (in exchange). If I `value' and `appreciate' another, it not only betrays the arrogance of my position of power - evaluating not just a person's `goods' but the very person - it simultaneously implies the possibility that I may find them of no value. The other `acquires' her worth thanks to my generous estimation - thus she will need me if she wants to keep it. Through periodic validation I will ratify it (as the case may be), thus keeping her informed of any fluctuations in the exchange rate.

***Bataille Hates the Aff Disad

Yep

The aff bastardizes Bataille’s literature by comparing it to science fiction, which is nothing more than glorified pornography

Sontag 69 (Susan, American essayist, literary icon, and political activist, studied at Harvard and Oxford, Styles of Radical Will, pg. 35-36, 1969, CHayes)

It's the last of the three pornographies that I want to focus upon. More narrowly, upon the literary genre for which, lacking a better name, I`m willing to accept (in the privacy of serious intellectual debate, not in the courts) the dubious label of pornography. By literary genre I mean a body of work belonging to literature considered as an art, and to which inherent standards of artistic excellence pertain. From the standpoint of social and psychological phenomena, all pornographic texts have the same status; they are documents. But from the standpoint of art, some of these texts may well become something else. Not only do Pierre Louys' Trois Filles de leur Mêre, Georges Bataille's Histoire de l' Oeil and Madame Edwarda, the pseudonymous Story of O and The Image belong to literature, but it can be made clear why these books, all five of them, occupy a much higher rank as literature than Candy or Oscar Wilde's Teleny or the Earl of Rochester! Sodom or Apollinaire's The Debauched Hospodar or Cleland's Fanny Hill. The avalanche of pornographic potboilers marketed for two centuries under and now, increasingly, over the counter no more impugns the status as literature of the first group of pornographic books than the proliferation of books of the caliber of The Carpetbaggers and Valley of the Dolls' throws into question the credentials of Anna Karcnina and The Great Gatsby and The Man Who Loved Children. The ratio of authentic literature to trash in pornography may be somewhat lower than the ratio of novels of genuine literary merit to the entire volume of sub-literary fiction produced for mass taste. But it is probably no lower than, for instance, that of another somewhat shady sub-genre with a few first-rate books to its credit, science fiction. (As literary forms, pornography and science fiction resemble each other in several interesting ways.) Anyway, the quantitative measure supplies a trivial standard. Relatively uncommon as they may be, there are writings which it seems reasonable to call pornographic assuming that the stale label has any use at all-which, at the same time, cannot be refused accreditation as serious literature. 

***Schmittian Enmity K

1NC

The 1AC’s utopian ethics and discourse results in the endless production and destruction of a violent other in the name of difference. Imagining Russia as an equal ally perpetuates an inclusive concept of foreign policy that creates endless wars

Odysseos 08, Dr. Louiza Odysseos, University of Sussex Department of International Relations, “Against Ethics? Iconographies of Enmity and Acts of Obligation in Carl Schmitt’s Theory of the Partisan,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

In The Concept of the Political Schmitt had already indicted the increased usage of the terminology of ‘humanity’ by both theorists and institutional actors such as the League of Nations (1996a). His initial critique allows us to illuminate four distinct criticisms against contemporary world politics’ ethical recourse to the discourse of humanity (cf. Odysseos 2007b). The first objection arises from the location of this discourse in the liberal universe of values. By using the discourse of humanity, the project of a universal ethics reverberates with the nineteenth century ‘ringing proclamations of disinterested liberal principle’ (Gowan 2003: 53) through which ‘liberalism quite successfully conceals its politics, which is the politics of getting rid of politics’ (Dyzenhaus 1998: 14). For Schmitt, the focus of liberal modernity on moral questions aims to ignore or surpass questions of conflict altogether: it is therefore ‘the battle against the political - as Schmitt defines the political’, in terms of the permanency of social antagonism in politics (Sax 2002: 501). The second criticism argues that ‘humanity is not a political concept, and no political entity corresponds to it. The eighteenth century humanitarian concept of humanity was a polemical denial of the then existing aristocratic feudal system and the privileges accompanying it’ (Schmitt 1996a: 55). Outside of this historical location, where does it find concrete expression but in the politics of a politically neutral ‘international community’ which acts, we are assured, in the interest of humanity? (cf. Blair 1999). The ‘international community is coextensive with humanity…[it]possesses the inherent right to impose its will…and to punish its violation, not because of a treaty, or a pact or a covenant, but because of an international need’, a need which it can only determine as the ‘secularized “church” of “common humanity”’ (Rasch 2003: 137, citing James Brown Scott).2 A third objection, still, has to do with the imposition of particular kind of monism: despite the lip-service to plurality, taken from the market (Kalyvas 1999), ‘liberal pluralism is in fact not in the least pluralist but reveals itself to be an overriding monism, the monism of humanity’ (Rasch 2003: 136). Similarly, current universalist perspectives, while praising ‘customary’ or cultural differences, think of them ‘but asethical or aesthetic material for a unified polychromatic culture – a new singularity born of a blending and merging of multiple local constituents’ (Brennan 2003: 41).One oft-discussed disciplining effect is that, politically, the ethics of a universal humanity shows little tolerance for what is regarded as ‘intolerant’ politics, which is any politics that moves in opposition to its ideals, rendering political opposition to it illegitimate (Rasch 2003: 136). This is compounded by the fact that liberal ethical discourses are also defined by a claim to their own exception and superiority. They naturalise the historical origins of liberal societies, which are no longer regarded as ‘contingently established and historically conditioned forms of organization’; rather, they ‘become the universal standard against which other societies are judged. Those found wanting are banished, as outlaws, from the civilized world. Ironically, one of the signs of their outlaw status is their insistence on autonomy, on sovereignty’ (ibid.:141; cf. Donnelly 1998). Most importantly, and related to this concern, there is the relation of the concept of humanity to ‘the other’, and to war and violence. In its historical location, the humanity concept had critical purchase against aristocratic prerogatives; yet its utilisation by liberal ethical discourses within a philosophy of an ‘absolute humanity’, Schmitt feared, could bring about new and unimaginable modes of exclusion (1996a,2003,2004/2007): By virtue of its universality and abstract normativity, it has no localizable polis, no clear distinction between what is inside and what is outside. Does humanity embrace all humans? Are there no gates to the city and thus no barbarians outside? If not, against whom or what does it wage its wars? (Rasch2003: 135). ‘Humanity as such’, Schmitt noted, ‘cannot wage war because it has no enemy’,(1996a: 54), indicating that humanity ‘is a polemical word that negates its opposite’ (Kennedy 1998: 94; emphasis added). In The Concept of the Political Schmitt argued that humanity ‘excludes the concept of the enemy, because the enemy does not cease to be a human being’ (1996a: 54). However, in his 1950 book with an international focus, The Nomos of the Earth, Schmitt noted how only when ‘man appeared to be the embodiment of absolute humanity, did the other side of this concept appear in the form of a new enemy: the inhuman’ (2003a: 104). It becomes apparent that, historically examined, the concept of humanity engenders a return to a ‘discriminatory concept of war’, by which Schmitt meant that it reintroduces the legitimacy and need for substantive causes of justice in war (Schmitt 2003b: 37-52). This in turn disallows the notion of justus hostis, of a ‘just enemy’ – explored in section three – associated with the notion of non-discriminatory interstate war which took the shape of guerreen for me (Schmitt 2003a: 142-144). The concept of humanity, therefore, shatters the formal concept of justus hostis, allowing the enemy to now be designated substantively as an enemy of humanity as such. This leaves the enemy of humanity with no value and open to dehumanisation and political and physical annihilation (Schmitt 2004: 67). In discussing the League of Nations, Schmitt highlights that, compared to the kinds of wars that can be waged on behalf of humanity, the interstate European wars from 1815 to 1914 in reality were regulated; they were bracketed by the neutral Great Powers and were completely legal procedures in comparison with the modern and gratuitous police actions against violators of peace, which can be dreadful acts of annihilation (Schmitt2003a: 186). Enemies of humanity cannot be considered ‘just and equal’. Moreover, they cannot claim neutrality: one cannot remain neutral in the call to be for or against humanity or its freedom; one cannot, similarly, claim a right to resist or defend oneself, in the sense we understand this right to have existed in the international law of Europe (the jus publicum Europeaum). Such a denial of self-defence and resistance ‘can presage a dreadful nihilistic destruction of all law’ (ibid.: 187). When the enemy is not accorded a procedural justice and formal equality, the notion that peace can be made with him is unacceptable, as Schmitt detailed through his study of the League of Nations, which had declared the abolition of war, but in rescinding the concept of neutrality only succeeded in the ‘dissolution of “peace”’ (ibid.: 246). It is with the dissolution of peace that total wars of annihilation become possible, where ‘the other’ cannot be assimilated, or accommodated, let alone tolerated: the friend/enemy distinction is not longer taking place with a justus hostis but rather between good and evil, human and in human, where ‘the negative pole of the distinction is to be fully and finally consumed without remainder’ (Rasch 2003: 137). Finally, the ethical discourse of a universal humanity can be discerned in the tendency to normalise diverse peoples through legalisation and individualisation. The paramount emphasis placed on legal instruments and entitlements such as human rights transforms diverse subjectivities into ‘rights-holders’. ‘[T]he other is stripped of his otherness and made to conform to the universal ideal of what it means to be human’, meaning that ‘the term “human” is not descriptive, but evaluative. To be truly human, one needs to be corrected’ (Rasch 2003: 140 and 137; cf. Young 2002;Hopgood 2000). What does this correction in its ‘multiform tactics’, which include Michel Foucault’s proper terms of discipline and training, aim to produce? The answer may well be the proper, free (masterful), equal and rational (in its self-interest)subject of rights, of capitalism and the governmentalised state (Foucault 2001a). As Gil Anidjar notes, the operation of the traditional binary ‘sovereign/enemy’ is transformed ‘in the disciplinary society (which signals, according to Foucault, the dissolution of sovereign power) into “disciplinary regime/criminality” (or, for that second term, legal subject, subject of the law, and, of course, “man”)’ (Anidjar 2004:42; emphasis added). Of equally great importance is transformation that follows in the transition from a disciplinary to a governmental economy of power: this is what we are at the moment confronting and must analyse: what are the paths towards which the other as enemy is directed by (a global) governmentality and, moreover, what forms, subjectivities, etc., is the ‘enemy’ encouraged to take in the form of an unavoidable freedom, along the lines articulated by Foucault under the heading of ‘self government’(2007b).

Their attempt to include Russia feeds the depoliticized world order, justifying endless wars in the name of peace 

Pourciau 6 (Sarah, Johns Hopkins University, “Bodily Negation: Carl Schmitt on the Meaning of Meaning” MLN 120.5, Project Muse MGE)

A worldview that does not allow for the role of constitutive negation must wage continual war against all opposition, not in order to neutralize an existential threat, but in order to deprive the antagonistic instance of every potential reality, to make of it a non-thing that can be annihilated with impunity. A war fought against the very possibility of a human enemy necessarily takes on the apocalyptic dimensions of the pacifist "war to end all wars," within which the enemy appears only as a logical contradiction in terms, a monstrous breach of nature "that must not only be defeated but also utterly destroyed" (36) ["das nicht nur abgewehrt, sondern definitiv vernichtet werden muß" (36)]. 

The alternative is to reject the affirmative’s ethics of obligation and inclusion. Only endorsement of enmity opens political space for pluralization of political difference, ending the perpetuation of violence.

Enmity is critical to defining ourselves and our political being. We must break down “obligations” to create inclusive socio-political orders.

Odysseos 08, Dr. Louiza Odysseos, University of Sussex Department of International Relations, “Against Ethics? Iconographies of Enmity and Acts of Obligation in Carl Schmitt’s Theory of the Partisan,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

The paper ends with a discussion of obligation. Outlining the contours of a notion of political, rather, than ethical obligation, however, may require some explicit distancing from the now-familiar accounts that have oriented critical ‘ethical’ endeavours for some time. So we ask again the ethical question which has haunted us: from whence does obligation originate? Were we to be still enthralled by a Levinasian or generally any ‘other-beholden’ thought of being ‘hostage’ to the other, we might say that the face to face encounter installs obligation before representation, knowledge and other ‘Greek’ relationalities (Levinas 1989: 76–77; Odysseos 2007a: 132-151).Caputo, however, warns us off this kind of commitment to a notion of perfectible or total obligation. He asks that we recognise that ‘one is always inside/outside obligation, on its margins. On the threshold of foolishness. Almost a perfect fool for the Other. But not quite; nothing is perfect’ (1993: 126). The laudable but impossible perfectibility of ethics and ethical obligation to the other must be rethought. This is because ‘one is hostage of the Other, but one also keeps an army, just in case’ (ibid.).Caputo is not speaking as a political realist in this apparently funny comment. He is pointing, I suggest, to the centrality of politics and enmity. Obligation is not to the other alone; it is also to the radical possibility of openness of political order, which allows self and other to be ‘determined otherwise’ (Prozorov 2007a). Analytically, we also want to know the tactics and subjective effects of being directed towards enforced freedom. In this way, we might articulate a political and concrete act obligation that is inextricably tied to freedom that is not ‘enforced’, that is not produced for us, or as ‘us’.With Schmitt, one might say that obligation points practically (i.e. politically) to the‘relativisation of enmity’. Obligation may not, however, be towards the enemy as such, for the enemy is the pulse of the political – so long as the enemy is relative (yet can be killed) in the order, the openness of the order can be vouched safe in the disruption of the absolutism of its immanence (Ojakangas 2007; Schmitt 1995a). We might, then, recast Schmitt’s conception of the political (which he regards as coming into being in the decision which distinguishes between friend and enemy) through his later emphasis in Theory of the Partisan on the politically normative significance of the relativisation of enmity. In other words, we might say that what needs to remain possible is the constant struggle ‘between constituent and constituted power’(Beasley-Murray 2005: 221) in both society and also world order.It is important to identify the ethical and governmental project of enforced freedom because doing so allows us to think of obligation as related to a different freedom: freedom as resistance (not freedom as an attribute). Prozorov suggests that an ‘ontology of concrete freedom’ relies on ‘freedom of potentiality of being other wise’,of being able to ‘to assert one’s power as a living being against the power, whose paradigm consists in the “care of the living”’ (2007a: 210-211). This assumes, however, first, that resistance lies in the ‘refusal of biopolitical care that affirms the sovereign power of bare life’ ((Prozorov 2007a: 20) and, second, that there is a sort of ‘radical freedom of the human being that precedes governmental care’ (Prozorov2007a: 110). I argue in conclusion, however, that freedom as resistance is still too limited; it may still be, despite all attempts, lured back to a thinking of an essence: of that prior state of pre-governmental production of subjectivity, which in actuality does not exist. Rather, Foucault’s brief intervention on the issue of obligation (2001b) through the International Committee against Piracy points to ‘a radically interdependent relationship with practices of governmentality’ (Campbell 1998: 516) to which we are all subjected, here understood in the proper Greek sense of our subjectivity being predicated on governmental practice (cf. Odysseos 2007a: 4). ‘We are all members of the community of the governed and thereby obliged to show mutual solidarity’, Foucault had argued, as against obligation understood within modern humanism (Foucault 2001b: 474; emphasis added). This obligation which he invokes simply exists (es gibt), as Heidegger might say. We would add that Schmitt’s account of the transition from ‘real’ to ‘absolute’ enmity in the twentieth century and his demand that ‘the enemy is not something to be eliminated out of a particular reason, something to be annihilated as worthless..’ must be read in this way (Schmitt2004: 61): as speaking for the need to ward off the shutting down of politics. That is why Schmitt’s two iconographies rest precisely on two extremes: the mythic narratives of an order open to enmity as its exteriority, which guarantees pluriversal openness, on the one hand, and the absolute immanence of order where ‘absolute enmity driv[es] the political universe’ on the other hand (Goodson 2004b: 151).This is a notion of a world-political obligation that ‘is a kind of skandalon for ethics, which makes ethics blush, which it must reject or expel in order to maintain its good name…’ (Caputo 1993: 5). This obligation is articulated for the openness that enmity brings; it attends to the other as enemy by allowing, against ethics, for the continued but changeable structurations of the field of politics, of politics as pluriverse.

And, the alt solves empirically – the Cold War was the peak of enmity without violence

Rasch 3 (William, Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University. He is the author of Niklas Luhmann's Modernity: The Paradoxes of Differentiation, editor of a collection of essays by Luhmann called Theories of Distinction: Redescribing the Descriptions of Modernity, and coeditor (with Cary Wolfe) of Observing Complexity: Systems Theory and Postmodernity. A collection of his essays on Carl Schmitt and the political will be published in German translation in 2003.,“Human Rights as Geopolitics Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy” Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, Project Muse MGE)

Carl Schmitt, who may be said to be the inspiration for those, like Nolte, who speak of European and global civil wars, witnessed the events of 1917 (which in Germany were the events of 1918-19) and 1945, but unlike his friend Ernst Jünger, his long life did not quite stretch to the contentious year 1989. Nevertheless, it is clear that, for all their importance, neither totalitarianism nor fascism would have been his crucial terms. It is also clear that he would have been closer in his assessment to Habermas than to Nolte, for the year 1945 represents the final victory of a particular manifestation of the universalist spirit. In retrospect, 1989 was only a mopping-up operation. More specifically, for Schmitt the events of 1917, personified by Lenin and Wilson, signal the eclipse of a centuries-old Eurocentric world that had more to do with the events of 1492 and the ideas of 1648 (Peace of Westphalia) or 1713 (Peace of Utrecht) than those of 1789. Given the demise of this concrete, spatially articulated, Eurocentric order, the question he asks is simple: what will be the shape of the world to come? Writing in 1955, at the height of the friend/enemy conflict that we called the Cold War, Schmitt imagined three alternatives. First, one of the two contestants could win a clear-cut victory. "The victor would then be the sole ruler of the world. He would take, distribute, and use the entire planet, land, sea, and air, according to his plans and ideas." Second, under the hegemony of one or the other power (and Schmitt thought that this type of hegemony could only be exercised by the United States), a managed, global balance of power could be established. That is, regional blocks would form, ultimately subject to American supervision. The realization of this alternative would represent a transfiguration of the nineteenth-century British form of global hegemony. Third, a truly symmetrical regional balance of power could be achieved. "It could happen that several regional powers or blocks [Großräume] could be formed, which would bring about a balance of power and thereby a world order" (Schmitt 1995, 521). 2 As the subjunctively qualified "it could happen" (es könnte sein) reveals, Schmitt recognized the doubtful and quixotic nature of this option. Indeed, he did not need the events of 1989 to tell him what he already knew, namely, that a single power, the United States, would determine the shape of things to come. 

Overview

Only the alternative can limit war and prevent violent asymmetry and discrimination

Rasch, 05 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, 

“Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle”, South Atlantic Quarterly Spring, 104(2): 253-262 Duke SW)

How is this possible? Despite its internal self-diﬀerentiation, Europe still saw itself as a unity because of a second major distinction, the one between Europe and the New World, where New World denotes the entire non-European world, but especially the newly ‘‘discovered’’ regions of the globe following Columbus’s three voyages. This distinction was asymmetrical; on the one side we ﬁnd Christianity and culture, on the other only pagan ‘‘barbarians.’’ How did Europeans mark this diﬀerence between a self-diﬀerentiated ‘‘us’’ and a homogenous ‘‘them’’? Through violence. Only now, violence was regulated hierarchically by the traditional ‘‘just war’’ doctrine. Schmitt clearly marks the diﬀerence between symmetrical and asymmetrical modes of warfare (thus the diﬀerence between warfare ‘‘this side’’ versus the ‘‘other side’’ of so-called amity lines that separated Old Europe from the New World) as the diﬀerence between wars fought against ‘‘just enemies’’ and those fought for a ‘‘just cause.’’ The former recognize a commonality among combatants that allows for reciprocity; the latter does not. Wars fought against enemies one respects as occupiers of the same cultural ‘‘space,’’ no matter how subdivided, allows for the desirable constraints on the conduct of war. Wars fought against inﬁdels, pagans, and barbarians, whether these barbarians deny the one God, the laws of nature, the truth of reason, or the higher morality of liberalism, are wars fought against those who are not to be respected or accorded the rights granted equals. 8 To be in possession of truth, no matter how much that truth is debated internally, allows one to stand over against the other as a conglomerated unity. This self-diﬀerentiated unity can assume the restrained and restraining order of civilization because it has inoculated itself against outbreaks of ‘‘natural’’ and lawless violence by displacing them in the New World. America, as Hobbes and others imagined it, was the preeminent site of the feared state of nature; thus Europe was spared any recurrence of the civil wars that had previously ravaged it. What Schmitt describes as an enviable achievement—that is, the balanced order of restrained violence within Europe—presupposed the consignment of unrestrained violence to the rest of the world. That is, desired restraint was founded upon sanctioned lack of restraint. If Schmitt, by concentrating on the development of European international law after the religious civil wars, highlights an admirable local result of a disagreeable global process, this can be attributed to his explicit Eurocentrism. But even non-Eurocentrics may be dismayed by the twentieth-century reintroduction of unrestricted violence within Europe itself. The epitome of this return of the repressed may be the midcentury death camp, as Giorgio Agamben maintains, 9 but its initial breakthrough is the Great War of the century’s second decade. For how else can one explain that a traditional European power struggle that started in 1914 as a war fought for state interest should end in 1918–19 as a war fought by ‘‘civilization’’ against its ‘‘barbarian’’ other? And how else can one explain that we have been so eager to replicate this distinction in every war we have fought ever since? If, in other words, we are rightly horriﬁed by the distinction between civilized and uncivilized when it is used to describe the relationship of Old Europe and its colonial subjects, and if we are rightly horriﬁed by the distinction between the human and the in- or subhuman when it is used to discriminate against blacks, Jews, Gypsies, and other so-called undesirables, then why do we persist today in using these very distinctions when combating our latest enemies? Is it merely ironic or in fact profoundly symptomatic that those who most vehemently aﬃrm universal symmetry (equality, democracy) are also more often than not the ones who opt for the most asymmetrical means of locating enemies and conducting war—that is, just wars fought for a just cause? But how are we to respond? For those who say there is no war and who yet ﬁnd themselves witnessing daily bloodshed, Adornoian asceticism (refraining from participating in the nihilism of the political) or Benjaminian weak, quasi, or other messianism (waiting for the next incarnation of the historical subject [the multitudes?] or the next proletarian general strike [the event?]) would seem to be the answer. To this, however, those who say there is a war can respond only with bewilderment. Waiting for a ‘‘completely new politics’’ 10 and completely new political agents, waiting for the event and the right moment to name it, or waiting for universal ontological redemption feels much like waiting for the Second Coming, or, more accurately, for Godot. And have we not all grown weary of waiting? The war we call ‘‘the political,’’ whether nihilist or not, happily goes on while we watch Rome burn. As Schmitt wrote of the relationship of early Christianity to the Roman Empire, ‘‘The belief that a restrainer holds back the end of the world provides the only bridge between the notion of an eschatological paralysis of all human events and a tremendous historical monolith like that of the Christian empire of the Germanic kings’’ (60). One does not need to believe in the virtues of that particular ‘‘historical monolith’’ to understand the dangers of eschatological paralysis. But as Max Weber observed ﬁrsthand, ascetic quietude leads so often, so quickly, and so eﬀortlessly to the chiliastic violence that knows no bounds; and as we have lately observed anew, the millennial messianism of imperial rulers and nomadic partisans alike dominates the contemporary political landscape. The true goal of those who say there is no war is to eliminate the war that actually exists by eliminating those Lyons and Tygers and other Savage Beasts who say there is a war. This war is the truly savage war. It is the war we witness today. No amount of democratization, paciﬁcation, or Americanization will mollify its eﬀects, because democratization, paciﬁcation, and Americanization are among the weapons used by those who say there is no war to wage their war to end all war. What is to be done? If you are one who says there is a war, and if you say it not because you glory in it but because you fear it and hate it, then your goal is to limit it and its eﬀects, not eliminate it, which merely intensi ﬁes it, but limit it by drawing clear lines within which it can be fought, and clear lines between those who ﬁght it and those who don’t, lines between friends, enemies, and neutrals, lines between combatants and noncombatants. There are, of course, legitimate doubts about whether those ideal lines could ever be drawn again; nevertheless, the question that we should ask is not how can we establish perpetual peace, but rather a more modest one: Can symmetrical relationships be guaranteed only by asymmetrical ones? According to Schmitt, historically this has been the case. ‘‘The traditional Eurocentric order of international law is foundering today, as is the old nomos of the earth. This order arose from a legendary and unforeseen discovery of a new world, from an unrepeatable historical event. Only in fantastic parallels can one imagine a modern recurrence, such as men on their way to the moon discovering a new and hitherto unknown planet that could be exploited freely and utilized eﬀectively to relieve their struggles on earth’’ (39). We have since gone to the moon and have found nothing on the way there to exploit. We may soon go to Mars, if current leaders have their way, but the likelihood of ﬁnding exploitable populations seems equally slim. Salvation through spatially delimited asymmetry, even were it to be desired, is just not on the horizon. And salvation through globalization, that is, through global unity and equality, is equally impossible, because today’s asymmetry is not so much a localization of the exception as it is an invisible generation of the exception from within that formal ideal of unity, a generation of the exception as the diﬀerence between the human and the inhuman outlaw, the ‘‘Savage Beast, with whom Men can have no Society nor Security.’’ We are, therefore, thrown back upon ourselves, which is to say, upon those artiﬁcial ‘‘moral persons’’ who act as our collective political identities. They used to be called states. What they will be called in the future remains to be seen. But, if we think to establish a diﬀerentiated unity of discrete political entities that once represented for Schmitt ‘‘the highest form of order within the scope of human power,’’ then we must symmetrically manage the necessary pairing of inclusion and exclusion without denying the ‘‘forms of power and domination’’ that inescapably accompany human ordering. We must think the possibility of roughly equivalent power relations rather than fantasize the elimination of power from the political universe. This, conceivably, was also Schmitt’s solution. Whether his idea of the plurality of Großräume could ever be carried out under contemporary circumstances is, to be sure, more than a little doubtful, given that the United States enjoys a monopoly on guns, goods, and the Good, in the form of a supremely eﬀective ideology of universal ‘‘democratization.’’ Still, we would do well to devise vocabularies that do not just emphatically repeat philosophically more sophisticated versions of the liberal ideology of painless, eﬀortless, universal equality. The space of the political will never be created by a bloodless, Benjaminian divine violence. Nor is it to be confused with the space of the simply human. To dream the dreams of universal inclusion may satisfy an irrepressible human desire, but it may also always produce recurring, asphyxiating political nightmares of absolute exclusion.
Link Wall

Their attempts to include Russia result in conflict – identifying the enemy is key to order

Galli 10 (Carlo, teaches History of Political Thought at the Faculty of Letters and Philosophy, University of Bologna, “Carl Schmitt and the Global Age,” Translated by Elisabeth Fay, CR: The New Centennial Review, Volume 10, Number 2, Fall 2010 Project Muse, MGE)
Schmitt's thought is the deconstruction of modern political theory. This is true both in internal politics, for the exception/decision theory and for the theory of the "political" (Schmitt, 1972d), which is a genealogy of the Hobbesian rational state theory, and in international politics, for the theory of nomos and the theory of the partisan (which are genealogical complications of geopolitics and state-based international right). Thus, the conflictual element in Schmitt's political thought—the enemy has an ineradicable role in the creation of order, both in the theory of the "political," in the theory of decision of the secularized theologico-political matrix, as well as in the theory of constituent power—is not an apologia for absolute conflict, but serves the orientation of order and the political unity inherent in modern political theory, not to mention Schmittian thought. In Schmitt, this functionality is never completely instrumental to the conflict of order, nor completely subordinate to it. Rather, it is the perpetual disturbance of that order by originary, [End Page 1] internal conflict, as well as the perpetual indeterminateness of order through the conflict that originally determines it. If we consider the "political" from the viewpoint of internal politics, we see that it is the permanent presence of conflict at the origin of order and, through decision, at order's interior. It is thus a radical and determinate conflict that always exists in relation to order, inasmuch as it is a deficiency that demands and provokes a regulating political resolution. In short, the "political" is a function of deconstruction, but at the same time, performs a structuring function. It is crisis, but also order. Thus, modern political form's use of the "political" makes it architectural nihilism. The spatial difference between internal and external—which corresponds to the distinction between enemy and criminal, war and peace, police and military—that constitutes modern politics is welcomed by Schmitt as strategic. Nonetheless, confining disorder to the exterior while keeping peace in the interior requires the state to recognize, preserve, and manage the originary disorder. For the state to be closed, capable of setting boundaries and separating order from disorder, it must be open to the "political." It must, in other words, know how to initiate both coercion to form and the coimplication of order and disorder when deciding in the case of exception. The thesis that proposes a dialectic of Modernity is central to Schmitt's thought. Political, ideological, and material forces—a social interlacing of individualism, liberalism, liberal democracy, normativism, moralism, technology, and capitalist and communist economies—deform the state, robbing it of its sovereign governing capabilities, substituting indeterminate universality for concreteness, and requiring that the "political" take the place of economics, law, and technology (and this has been the case since the Hobbesian origin of the state). Logics of modernity run from concrete to abstract, from determinate to universal, and from political to social. The evolution of modernity requires that decision be supplanted by reason as the origin of order. For Schmitt, reason is as much liberal discussion as it is every attempt to eliminate completely conflict and political actions and to trust instead in rational hypotheses of automatic reconciliation. Society—most of all the political organizations born within society, the political parties and advocacy groups that are the essence of democracy—invades the [End Page 2] state, and ends up transforming its own pretext of stability and form into mobilization and formlessness. The result is the "total-through-weakness state" posited by Schmitt in 1931-32, to which he opposes the total state, then the empire and the greater space. Schmitt's objective, already evident in his early work, is to oppose this drift toward modern nihilism and this abstraction of the concrete, to delay it and to combat it from the interior, to renew the capacity of modernity for concreteness by using its highest moments of crisis as points of departure, and to be able to see the katechon—the slowing, formative force of immanence processes that deal with the opening into transcendence and the irruption of the eternal, but not the "foundation" of politics on religion—where there is danger. The various strategies that Schmitt employed over the course of his life to interpret the state as a case determined by modern political form serve this objective, and Schmitt thinks beyond the state to conceive of possible modalities of concrete political form. 

The state is key to bracket off violence – they preclude the transition to absolute enmity

Odysseos 08, Dr. Louiza Odysseos, University of Sussex Department of International Relations, “Against Ethics? Iconographies of Enmity and Acts of Obligation in Carl Schmitt’s Theory of the Partisan,” Practices of Ethics: Relating/Responding to Difference in International Politics Annual Convention, International Studies Association, 2008//MC

Central to Schmitt’s Theory of the Partisan is the transition from real enmity (discussed above in the figure of justus hostis) to absolute enmity 7 within a changing global order in which the state was no longer the ‘adequate bearer of order’ (cf. Colombo 2007) and in which bracketed war had collapsed, as we discussed above; Schmitt explores how ‘war finds its meaning in enmity...The question, however, is whether the enmity can be contained and regulated, that is, whether it represents relative or absolute enmity’ (Schmitt 2004: 41). ‘The consistent fulfillment of absolute enmity’, which requires a ceaseless search and production of enmity itself, ‘provides its own meaning and justification’ (Schmitt 2007: 52; 2004: 38). In this statement, we can see intimations of the emerging normativity of Schmitt’s account. A.C. Goodson, for example, notes that the partisan analysis is really ‘an exemplum’, a story intended to highlight a moral lesson, ‘in the spirit of the French moralistes whom he admired…Here the forlorn partisan stands larger than life, a man apart, alone with his destiny, properly singular…’ (Goodson 2004b: 146). While Goodson is correct to identify a certain ‘mythic drift’ (ibid.: 153) in the characteristics of partisanship delineated by Schmitt and to point to the romanticism that plagues the figure, what is important about the normativity of Schmitt’s discussion, I argue, is its anti-universal-ethical stance.

Their attempt to radically change US-Russia views leads to destruction of the political and absolute enmity

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 3 So you say you want a revolution: Brecht vs Brecht”, 8/18, pg 70-72

SW)

Despite a persistent tendency to identify Schmitt’s friend/enemy distinction automatically with this absolutist position, his commentary on St Joan’s response indicates an alternative, one that not only emulates St Joan’s modesty regarding knowledge of God’s likes and dislikes, but also one that is carefully agnostic with regard to the feasibility of the Marxist project. Emphasizing, as Schmitt does, the essentially agonistic aspect of politics is not the same as equating it with revolution. When Schmitt originally advanced the friend/ enemy pair in his The Concept of the Political, he explicitly dissociated it from moral, aesthetic, or other categories (Schmitt, 1976, pp 25–27). Far from being cynical, this disassociation was itself ethically motivated, since Schmitt felt that excesses of violence could only be limited by acknowledging conflict as an existentially inevitable and thus a thoroughly legitimate feature of all genuine political activity. He defines politics as conflict, not to glorify violence, but to regulate it.7 Thus Schmitt’s notion of the political – to continue with the imagery introduced by St Joan – assumes that God respected the distance that separates the Heavenly from the Earthly City, or at least assumes that there is no one on earth who has exclusive and privileged access to the heavenly vision. Consequently, in the absence of an ultimate judge who could decide the outcome of mortal disputes, politics becomes the structure by which shape is given to the unavoidable necessity of conflict. Politics is not the means by which the universally acknowledged Good is actualized, but the mechanism that negotiates and limits disputes in the absence of any universally acknowledged Good. Politics exists because the just society does not. It soon becomes apparent, therefore, that if political struggle is an ever-shifting alliance of friends confronting an ever-shifting alliance of enemies, if politics is more Sisyphean than millennial, then the aim of revolution is precisely the abolition of politics, the abolition of conflict and dissent, all done in the name of a universal principle that is enunciated by a privileged particular instance. In other words, from within a given framework, from within a given social order, politics-as-conflict cannot be seen as the revolutionary destruction of the system, but rather as the activity that reproduces the system. Enemies are as much a part of this reproduction as friends. Thus, from the perspective of a thoroughly agonistic politics, the demand for revolution can only be seen as an eschatological appeal to a singular vision of the good life, the actualization of which would eventually preclude further political conflict. In a just society, we must all be friends, because there are no actual enemies, only absolute ones. And these must be absolutely eliminated.8 * These two visions of the political are mutually exclusive. Either one defines politics as conflict immanent to a given system, or one aims at violently transforming the world by transcending the system’s limits. One cannot inhabit both realms, nor can one decide on the validity of one view over the other from a neutral, third position. Indeed, the choice of one radically cancels the other. Thus, the definition of the political as a structure of controlled and regulated conflict not only runs counter to the self-understanding of Brecht’s agitators, but must appear as an ideological manifestation of the order they wish to abolish. The world in which they work knows only one legitimate conflict, a total and absolute battle that will give birth to a new, conflict-free society. What is therefore required of them is faith in the absolute and unquestioned good of the revolution. ‘Your work has been successful’, the Control Chorus affirms at both the beginning and the end of the play. ‘The revolution marches forward even in that country. The ranks of the fighters are well organized even there’ (Brecht, 2001, p 9). But once the ultimate battle is won and the revolution is successful everywhere, not just in Mukden, what happens to these fighters? Must not the successful revolution renounce politics-as-conflict and therefore strive to pacify the oppositional impulse, even the critical spirit? If politics is reduced to tactics, does it not disappear once the end is achieved?
In asking this question, I do not mean to re-open the debate on the fate of the Young Comrade, but rather the debate on the relationship of the spectators to the action on stage. Contrary to conventional, post-Steinweg wisdom, the pedagogical impulse, the desire to suspend the difference between thought and deed, observation and action, has very little to do with progressive political behavior, despite (or perhaps because of!) its seeming affinities with Marx’s ‘Theses on Feuerbach’.9 Indeed, in its extreme form, the ideal Aufhebung of the actor/audience distinction, as advocated in some of Brecht’s fragments, can more correctly be seen as the cancellation of all critical and political distance. We can see this renunciation of politics in nuce in perhaps the most famous Lehrstück fragment, the one distinguishing a Große (great) from a Kleine Pädagogik (minor pedagogy) (Steinweg, 1976, p 51). The latter, identified with the ‘time of transition of the first revolution’ – that is, the democratic, bourgeois order – maintains the traditional distinction between actor and audience, though the spectators are to be ‘activated’, encouraged to engage their intellect, rather than their emotions, in order to take a definitive, political stand. The passive, sympathetic identification of old is to be replaced by an active, inquisitive and aggressive attitude. In short, the spectator is to be transformed into a ‘statesman’, a critical, political being. As we know, the ‘great pedagogy’, on the other hand, takes an extra step in that it dissolves the distinction altogether, ‘[it] cancels the system of actor and audience completely’. This new state of affairs is no longer bourgeois, but post-revolutionary. It is both the mode of theater and mode of being appropriate to a society in which ‘the interest of the individual is the interest of the state’. In such a society, the antinomy between the individual and the general will, the antinomy ‘naturalized’ in Kantian, bourgeois morality, is overcome. As a result, the participants, both actor and spectator (who are now one in any case), need no longer exercise the same type of critical attitude that had to be learned during the ‘time of transition’. They no longer need to be political in the sense defined above, for they have arrived in the post-political state. Opposition is traded in for cooperation and consensus. Individuals are now enjoined to learn the ‘comprehended gesture’ that determines their new ‘way of acting’. Thus, though the action of The Measures Taken depicts the early stages of revolutionary agitation in the imaginary space of Mukden, the behavior modeled and the theoretical apparatus that surrounds the play are decidedly post-revolutionary. Here, the political stance of a critical audience is replaced by the cooperative efforts of a revolutionary party that both seeks to raise the consciousness of those not yet in its fold and mold the consciousness of those already there. It has, in other words, a two-fold task: it works politically when confronted with the class enemy and post-politically when dealing with dissent within its own ranks. If the teaching play can be said to have a lesson, then, it would be that in a post-revolutionary society the political is to be superseded by the pedagogical.
A2: Perm

3. Perm doesn’t solve – their advocacy of liberal pluralism destroys any opposition – suffocates the alternative

Rasch 3 (William, Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University. He is the author of Niklas Luhmann's Modernity: The Paradoxes of Differentiation, editor of a collection of essays by Luhmann called Theories of Distinction: Redescribing the Descriptions of Modernity, and coeditor (with Cary Wolfe) of Observing Complexity: Systems Theory and Postmodernity. A collection of his essays on Carl Schmitt and the political will be published in German translation in 2003.,“Human Rights as Geopolitics Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy” Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 120-147, Project Muse MGE)

Only with the concept of the human in the sense of absolute humanity does there appear as the other side of this concept a speciWcally new enemy, the inhuman. In the history of the nineteenth century, setting off the inhuman from the human is followed by an even deeper split, the one between the superhuman and the subhuman. In the same way that the human creates the inhuman, so in the history of humanity the superhuman brings about with a dialectical necessity the subhuman as its enemy twin.9 This "two-sided aspect of the ideal of humanity" (Schmitt 1988, Der Nomos der Erde, 72) is a theme Schmitt had already developed in his The Concept of the Political (1976) and his critiques of liberal pluralism (e.g., 1988, Positionen und Begriffe, 151-65). His complaint there is that liberal pluralism is in fact not in the least pluralist but reveals itself to be an overriding monism, the monism of humanity. Thus, despite the claims that pluralism allows for the individual's freedom from illegitimate constraint, Schmitt presses the point home that political opposition to liberalism is itself deemed illegitimate. Indeed, liberal pluralism, in Schmitt's eyes, reduces the political to the social and economic and thereby nullifies all truly political opposition by simply excommunicating its opponents from the High Church of Humanity. After all, only an unregenerate barbarian could fail to recognize the irrefutable benefits of the liberal order. 

Every instance of the liberal order must be rejected

Pourciau 6 (Sarah, Johns Hopkins University, “Bodily Negation: Carl Schmitt on the Meaning of Meaning” MLN 120.5, Project Muse MGE)

If we were to halt the discussion right here, it might appear that Schmitt indeed accomplishes the extraordinarily ambitious task he sets for himself, overcoming the liberal bifurcation of experience with a theory of relation that avoids the power-asymmetry of oppositional dichotomies like passive and active, matter and form, body and spirit. The decision on the enemy that defines the political entity manages the logically unthinkable feat of imposing form on itself, in accordance with rules derived directly from the experience of relation, and without the oppressive assistance of external norms. And yet, the simplest of all possible questions—who decides?—threatens to pull apart the elegant fabric of the Schmittian solution. The sovereign self only transcends the liberal paradigm of form-giving agency when it manages to join a plurality of concrete, bodily selves in a relationship of non-arbitrary belonging. Such a relationship is only possible, however, if the decision of the sovereign can be viewed as a manifestation of the will of an entire people, for as long as the members of a political unity are only the passive, bodily recipients of the decision that gives them form, the bifurcation between form and matter remains firmly in place.

A2: Fascism/Nazism -_-

[

2. Schmitt’s defense of enmity allows objectivity – collaboration with Nazis was out of concern for order

Hirst 99, Paul Hirst, Professor of Social Theory at Birkbeck College, University of London, 

“Carl Schmitt's Decisionism,” 1999, The Challenge of Carl Schmitt, Pg. 8//MC

Other arguments are dismissed only at a cost. The one I will consider here - Carl Schmitt's 'decisionism' - challenges the liberal-democratic theory of sovereignty in a way that throws considerable light on contemporary political conditions. His political theory before the Nazi seizure of power shared some assumptions with fascist political doctrine and he did attempt to become the 'crown jurist' of the new Nazi state. Nevertheless, Schmitt's work asks hard questions and points to aspects of political life too uncomfortable to ignore. Because his thinking about concrete political situations is not governed by any dogmatic political alternative, it exhibits a peculiar objectivity. Schmitt's situational judgement stems from his view of politics or, more correctly, from his view of the political as 'friend-enemy' relations, which explains how he could change suddenly from contempt for Hitler to endorsing Nazism. If it is nihilistic to lack substantial ethical standards beyond politics, then Schmitt is a nihilist. In this, however, he is in the company of many modern political thinkers. What led him to collaborate with the Nazis from March 1933 to December 1936 was not, however, ethical nihilism, but above all concern with order. Along with many German conservatives, Schmitt saw the choice as either Hitler or chaos. As it turned out, he saved his life but lost his reputation. He lived in disrepute in the later years of the Third Reich, and died in ignominy in the Federal Republic. But political thought should not be evaluated on the basis of authors' personal political judgements. Thus the value of Schmitt's work is not diminished by the choices he made.

3. Dismissing Schmitt because of his Nazi affiliation links to the K – their defense of liberalism masks its history of domination

Piccone and Ulmen 02, Paul Piccone, Ph.D. SUNY Prof. at Washington Univeristy and Gary Ulmen, St. Louis and writer Telos press, “Uses and abuses of Carl Schmitt”, Winter 2002, Telos, pg. 3//MC

Within such a dogmatic scientistic context pretending to be ideologically neutral, history becomes straightjacketed as an ontogenetic reconstruction of the triumphal march of managerial-liberal thought. Particular categories developed within particular contexts to explain particular phenomena are automatically integrated within the predominant universalist framework to apply anywhere, anytime. The same happens with particular political ideologies. Thus, competing systems such as Nazism, fascism and communism--and now even Islamic integralism--are not only systematically misinterpreted, but, like liberalism, also universalized as permanent threats to a managerial liberalism hypostatized as the natural outcome of evolution and, therefore, as normal and natural. This is why such political thinkers as Schmitt, whose work was always inextricably rooted in problematic historical contexts, (6) can still be perceived as an ideological threat, long after those concrete historical situations have faded into the past. Because for a time he was opportunistically embroiled in Nazi politics, and the new American anti-Schmittians see Nazism and fascism not as closed chapters of 20th century history, but rather as permanent threats to liberalism, Schmitt's ideas are interpreted as something that must be eliminated, rather than as challenges to be confronted. In fact, the demonization of Schmitt is instrumentalized to defend the status quo and predominant relations of domination. Assumed to be the best of all possible systems, the existing managerial framework, run by a New Class elite, legitimates itself as the only bulwark of Western values by opposing all competing alternatives--equally rooted in the Western tradition--as lethal threats to its own interpretation of progress and emancipation. During the Cold War, the de facto permanent state of emergency contributed to the academic institutionalization of this state of affairs, which persists long after both Nazism and fascism (and, after 1989, even communism) have been vanquished. Worse yet, it perpetuates a Jacobin historiography predicated on the primacy of economic, rather than of political parameters, primarily as a straggle between capitalism and the poor, rather than as one between intellectuals and politicians versus ordinary people.

4. Theorists scapegoat Schmitt’s philosophy to avoid the interventionism that is justified by their own philosophies

Chandler 07, David Chandler, Professor of International Relations, University of Westminster, “Friend or Enemy? Rethinking Schmitt's Understanding of the Relationship between Ethics, Law and the Use of Force in International Relations”, September 2002, pg. 12-15//MC

Brown wants to avoid normative theory being discredited by the use of Just War justifications for militarism. Like Devetak, he seeks to draw Schmitt into the same camp as the neo-cons and to draw out his distinction between them both. To do this, Brown argues that Schmitt stood opposed to any external or international attempts to limit war;17 and that therefore this approach which legitimised violence was just as unacceptable as the neo-con claims to use unlimited violence for ethical ends. Both Schmitt and the neo-cons are implicitly seen to be evading political and ethical responsibility. Marking out a ground for a morally informed practical political approach, Brown draws on the neo-Aristotelianism of Stephen Toulmin.18 Again, a case-by-case approach is advocated, evading the need for universal ethical claims and held up as recognizing the inseparability of politics and ethics. For these international political theorists, who want to defend international intervention on moral grounds but to distinguish themselves as ‘critical’ in relation to US moral justifications for military intervention, Schmitt is talked up as a great theorist and then condemned as the logical end product of the rejection of liberal attempts to tame power through law and ethics. Schmitt’s role here is as the whipping boy; as a warning to those who seek to critique critical, liberal and normative international relations theorizing. In fact, I don’t think it would be going too far to say that there is an implicit threat that to use Schmitt uncritically, would be to fall into the far greater error of being an apologist for the crimes of sovereign states against their own people, with Schmitt implicitly condemned for condoning or marginalising the Holocaust, seeing the key crime of the Second World War as the undermining of the European order in the Allied aerial bombing of German cities to force an unconditional surrender.19 This, I argue, is an opportunist use Schmitt to close down debate and to legitimise a critical cosmopolitan position morally rather than intellectually. By this, I mean that Schmitt is used defensively, to limit critiques of their position and to close down or narrow discussion, privileging the ethical need for an alternative, in the spirit of ‘something must be done’, and downplaying the political poverty of their evasive position of ‘case-by-case’ consideration. The more critical cosmopolitan theorists are put on the defensive, over the gap between their normative aspirations and the real world of American military and political dominance, the more their ‘interest’ in critiquing Schmitt has appeared to revive.

5. Schmitt didn’t agree with the German state “giving itself” its constitution, instead he supported democracy

Kelly 4 (Duncan, University of Sheffield, “Carl Schmitt's Political Theory of Representation” Journal of the History of Ideas 65.1 (2004) 113-134, Project Muse, MGE)

Here was a clear precedent for Schmitt"s discussion of the foundation of the Weimar Republic in the National Assembly elections of January 1919, whose delegates he saw as representing the constituent power of the people. He did not fail to discuss the theoretical implications in his Verfassungslehre.79 Schmitt wrote—again echoing Sieyes—that "the constitution in its positive sense originates through an act of constituent power," and it was such constituent power that lay behind the choice for a democratic, as opposed to monarchical, constitution made by the German people.80 With "three or perhaps four constitutions" in the period 9 November 1918 until August 1919, the confusions of the situation recalled the position of France in 1793 and Germany in 1848.81 The specific idea that the positive constitution reflected the democratic principle was illustrated for Schmitt in the Preamble to the Weimar Constitution, which stated that the German people had "given itself " the constitution, and that all state authority [End Page 126] emanated from them.82 However, only the figure of the sovereign would be capable of representing the state as the "political unity of a people," and accounting for the nature of that representative was to necessitate Schmitt's return to the writings of Hobbes. 

6. This is a link – their exclusive scholarship embraces the liberal ‘universal’ order

Gottfried, 90 – Professor of Humanities at Elizabethtown College. (Paul Gottfried “Carl Schmitt: politics and theory.” (Page 101) Published 1990. ed. George Schwab. Questia.com) SW

Three types of criticism have been made of Carl Schmitt's work and thought. The first involves heated attacks on his person for the purpose of discrediting his ideas. Enough has already been said about Schmitt's personal failings being used to blunt the thrust of his arguments. Tirades against Schmitt the man have often served as illustrations of what Schmitt himself called "the tyranny of values." Those for whom democratic pluralism or liberal normativism has become the "highest value" habitually treat as a "nonvalue" those who challenge what they wish to impose universally. From this perspective Schmitt's thought does not deserve to be examined, except as a pathology from which the world must be cleansed.
7. Schmitt’s Nazism is a result of the exclusive liberal order – others side with him

Rasch, 04 Ph.D and Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University (William, Sovereignty and its Discontents: On the Primacy of Conflict and the Structure of the Political, “Chapter 1 Conflict as a vocation: Schmitt, Lyotard, Luhmann”, 8/18, pg 33-34 SW)

The background to Schmitt’s complaints is not difficult to reconstruct. His polemic against the ‘confiscation’ of the word humanity is all part of his critique of the new, post-World War I world order, a critique that only intensifies during the 1930s and after the second war as well. His specific definitions of sovereignty and politics are aimed not just at liberalism in general, but at the particular 20th-century carriers of liberal values, specifically the Anglo- American world led by the United States. Targets of his critique are, for instance, the war guilt clause in the Versailles Treaty, the rehabilitation of the ‘just war’ doctrine and the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, and the presuppositions behind the creation of both the League of Nations and the United Nations. To put it mildly, revisionist, nationalist, and eventually fascist interests were served by his analyses. Within the political and intellectual framework of the day, to argue against the new international order was clearly perceived to be illiberal, could only be carried out by a critic not afraid of being tarred with the illiberal brush, and could only give aid and comfort to illiberal forces. Furthermore, though the left in the 1930s was illiberal too, anti-internationalist and anti-universalist sentiment could only survive on the right – or, at any rate, could only be exploited on the right. For many present-day critics, then, Schmitt’s notorious ‘conversion’ to the Nazi cause in the spring of 1933 serves to confirm the general trajectory of his thought. Fascist to the core, so the argument goes, Schmitt’s notion of the political is to be avoided at all costs. That it has not been avoided, that even leftist, post-Marxist, and poststructuralist theorists, ranging from Kojève to Mouffe to Derrida, have found Schmitt to be of interest, produces an ironic anxiety, one that calls itself Enlightenment, yet one that fears untutored Mündigkeit. Accordingly, political philosophers and cultural critics like Jürgen Habermas and Richard Wolin feel compelled to erect a moral prophylaxis around the body of Schmitt’s work, encapsulating it in a political isolation ward labeled ‘fascism’. To have unprotected intellectual intercourse with this body would, it is feared, irremediably contaminate one, causing, at the very least, an acute onset of neo- conservatism.12 That Schmitt’s most zealous apologists, on both the right and the left, may fairly be accused of minimizing his most egregious and shameful failings – eg his anti-Semitism and his open attempts to legitimize Hitler’s regime in the mid-1930s – is not to be denied. A defensiveness about Schmitt, born of a frustration with inept or deliberate misreadings, can easily turn into polemical aggression. Nevertheless, as tainted as Schmitt’s arguments may be, tainted by interest and tainted by affiliation, neither their structure nor their continued relevance can be so simply dismissed. The point, or points, he makes against progressive, universalist doctrines have been made, in various registers, by conservative and leftist critics alike, most recently by French thinkers like Jean- François Lyotard. Schmitt’s quarrel with America’s post-1917 role as ‘arbiter of the world’ [Schiedsrichter der Erde] (Schmitt, 1988b, p 196) centers on the presumptuous and deceptive nature inherent in any particular instance that designates itself to be the carrier of the universal principle. In Lyotard’s view, the particular application of the universal, the particular enunciation of the rights of man, say, or the universal proletariat, always carries with it the potential for terror. Noting the ‘aporia of authorization’ in the fact that a particular people – his example: the French in 1789 – assumed the position of declaring a universal right, Lyotard asks: Why would the affirmation of a universal normative instance have universal value if a singular instance makes the declaration? How can one tell, afterward, whether the wars conducted by the singular instance in the name of the universal instance are wars of liberation or wars of conquest? (Lyotard, 1993, p 52) Schmitt would recognize these as the right questions to ask; would recognize them, in fact, as his own questions.13 They go to the heart of the nature and possibility of conflict (which is to say – of politics), for wars conducted in the name of the universal normative instance are wars fought to end all wars, conflicts conducted in the name of the self-transcendence of all conflict. But what if, afterward, we find out that the heaven of consensus and reconciliation turns out to be a realm in which conflict has been outlawed in the name of the Good, the Efficient, the Comfortable? In a world where conflict has been outlawed, how is opposition to be staged? As uncoerced agreement?

***FW

You can read the first way if you want.  I would not recommend it because it can get you into a lot of trouble with impact turns to framework.  I would recommend using the second way because it gets you out of most of their exclusion bad offense.

1NC for fascists
Interpretation: The affirmative must defend enactment of a topical plan text.

Most predictable- 

“Resolved” before a colon reflects a legislative forum

Army Officer School, 04 (5-12, “# 12, Punctuation – The Colon and Semicolon”, http://usawocc.army.mil/IMI/wg12.htm)

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

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

Ericson, 03 (Jon M., Dean Emeritus of the College of Liberal Arts – California Polytechnic U., et al., The Debater’s Guide, Third Edition, p. 4)

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

Violation: The aff has defended a world in which the plan is not enacted, rather imagined and doesn’t garner offense off of the actual passage of the plan. 

Reject the team: 

1. they are non-topical because they don’t defend the enactment of a policy by the United States federal government. As judge you are only allowed to affirm those policies within your jurisdiction dictated by the resolution.

2. fairness – it is impossible to be negative in their world. If the affirmative is not constrained by the topic, they get to just speak about anything and interpret the resolution any way they see fit. These claims are nearly unlimited in scope, non-falsifiable, impossible to predict, and result in no clash.

3. defending a topical affirmative is the only way to ensure that teams must research and debate both sides of an argument and learn from multiple perspectives about the topic. Forcing a rigid adherence to the topic facilitates switch-side debating. Topic based education and ground should be prioritized. 

RULES of DIALOGUE are key – bad T interpretations make the dialogue TERRIBLE even if it’s TECHNICALLY a dialogue

Bostad 4

http://www.flt.uae.ac.ma/elhirech/baktine/140391690X%20-%20-%20Bakhtinian%20Perspectives%20on%20Language%20and%20Culture~%20Meaning%20in%20Language,%20Art%20and%20New%20.pdfFinn Bostad is Associate Professor of Applied Linguistics at The Norwegian
University of Science and Technology in the field of human communication

and new technology. He has run and worked on national and university

projects on meaning-making in Internet environments, published

internationally on electronic discourse, and supervised a research programme

on ICT and learning at the Norwegian University of Science and

Technology. He is currently researching multimedia semiotics. 

 Very often a dialogue exists only if the persons involved in the communication act observe and respect some rules of dialogism, and some of these main ‘rules’ or principles may be a mutual trust or reciprocity (Rommetveit 1992), a sharing of power and comprehension that gives everybody an equal opportunity to have his or her voice heard. In addition there must be a conscious effort on the part of the participants to achieve something together and actively participate in the process of negotiating meaning that a dialogue is. Negotiated meaning, or understanding, grows out of the response as ‘[u]nderstanding and response are dialectically merged and mutually condition each other; one is impossible without the other’ (Bakhtin 1981: 282). It is possible to generate a long catalogue of such principles, which Linell does in his work (Linell 1998). There is also a wide range of dialogical varieties from, at the one end, a top-down monologue where one party dominates communication and leaves no room for sharing and participation, to, at the other end, a communicative event where power and dominance is more or less equally shared between the participants. In this near ideal situation there is no real centre of power, but a sharing of it. 

Dialogue is the biggest impact—the process of discussion precedes any truth claim by magnifying the benefits of any discussion

Morson 4

http://www.flt.uae.ac.ma/elhirech/baktine/0521831059.pdf#page=331
Northwestern Professor,  Prof. Morson's work ranges over a variety of areas: literary theory (especially narrative); the history of ideas, both Russian and European; a variety of literary genres (especially satire, utopia, and the novel); and his favorite writers -- Chekhov, Gogol, and, above all, Dostoevsky and Tolstoy. He is especially interested in the relation of literature to philosophy. 

A belief in truly dialogic ideological becoming would lead to schools that were quite different. In such schools, the mind would be populated with a complexity of voices and perspectives it had not known, and the student would learn to think with those voices, to test ideas and experiences against them, and to shape convictions that are innerly persuasive in response. This very process would be central. Students would sense that whatever word they believed to be innerly persuasive was only tentatively so: the process of dialogue continues.We must keep the conversation going, and formal education only initiates the process. The innerly persuasive discourse would not be final, but would be, like experience itself, ever incomplete and growing. As Bakhtin observes of the innerly persuasive word: Its creativity and productiveness consist precisely in the fact that such a word awakens new and independent words, that it organizes masses of our words from within, and does not remain in an isolated and static condition. It is not so much interpreted by us as it is further, that is, freely, developed, applied to new material, new conditions; it enters into interanimating relationships with new contexts. . . . The semantic structure of an innerly persuasive discourse is not finite, it is open; in each of the new contexts that dialogize it, this discourse is able to reveal ever newer ways to mean. (DI, 345–6)    We not only learn, we also learn to learn, and we learn to learn best when we engage in a dialogue with others and ourselves. We appropriate the world of difference, and ourselves develop new potentials. Those potentials allow us to appropriate yet more voices. Becoming becomes endless becoming. We talk, we listen, and we achieve an open-ended wisdom. Difference becomes an opportunity (see Freedman and Ball, this volume). Our world manifests the spirit that Bakhtin attributed to Dostoevsky: “nothing conclusive has yet taken place in the world, the ultimate word of the world and about the world has not yet been spoken, the world is open and free, everything is in the future and will always be in the future.”3 Such a world becomes our world within, its dialogue lives within us, and we develop the potentials of our ever-learning selves. Letmedraw some inconclusive conclusions, which may provoke dialogue. Section I of this volume, “Ideologies in Dialogue: Theoretical Considerations” and Bakhtin’s thought in general suggest that we learn best when we are actually learning to learn. We engage in dialogue with ourselves and others, and the most important thing is the value of the open-ended process itself. Section II, “Voiced, Double Voiced, and Multivoiced Discourses in Our Schools” suggests that a belief in truly dialogic ideological becoming would lead to schools that were quite different. In such schools, the mind would be populated with a complexity of voices and perspectives it had not known, and the student would learn to think with those voices, to test ideas and experiences against them, and to shape convictions that are innerly persuasive in response. Teachers would not be trying to get students to hold the right opinions but to sense the world from perspectives they would not have encountered or dismissed out of hand. Students would develop the habit of getting inside the perspectives of other groups and other people. Literature in particular is especially good at fostering such dialogic habits. Section III, “Heteroglossia in a Changing World” may invite us to learn that dialogue involves really listening to others, hearing them not as our perspective would categorize what they say, but as they themselves would categorize what they say, and only then to bring our own perspective to bear. We talk, we listen, and we achieve an open-ended wisdom. The chapters in this volume seem to suggest that we view learning as a perpetual process. That was perhaps Bakhtin’s favorite idea: that to appreciate life, or dialogue, we must see value not only in achieving this or that result, but also in recognizing that honest and open striving in a world of uncertainty and difference is itself the most important thing. What we must do is keep the conversation going. 

You can vote negative to endorse their political and ethical strategy. Voting against the affirmative requires only a determination that they are outside the bounds of the topic, NOT that they are wrong – this is a more effective way to rally support around their ideas 

This is a prior question that must be resolved first – it is a pre-condition for debate to occur

Shively, 2000 – Assistant Prof Political Science at Texas A&M

(Ruth Lessl, Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 181-2)

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

1NC for non-fascists 
Interpretation: The affirmative must defend enactment of a topical plan text.

Most predictable- 

“Resolved” before a colon reflects a legislative forum

Army Officer School, 04 (5-12, “# 12, Punctuation – The Colon and Semicolon”, http://usawocc.army.mil/IMI/wg12.htm)

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

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

Ericson, 03 (Jon M., Dean Emeritus of the College of Liberal Arts – California Polytechnic U., et al., The Debater’s Guide, Third Edition, p. 4)

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

Violation: The aff has defended a world in which the plan is not enacted, rather imagined and doesn’t garner offense off of the actual passage of the plan. 

Unbridled affirmation outside the game space makes research impossible and destroys dialogue in debate

Hanghoj 8

http://static.sdu.dk/mediafiles/Files/Information_til/Studerende_ved_SDU/Din_uddannelse/phd_hum/afhandlinger/2009/ThorkilHanghoej.pdf
 Thorkild Hanghøj, Copenhagen, 2008 
 Since this PhD project began in 2004, the present author has been affiliated with DREAM (Danish

Research Centre on Education and Advanced Media Materials), which is located at the Institute of

Literature, Media and Cultural Studies at the University of Southern Denmark. Research visits have

taken place at the Centre for Learning, Knowledge, and Interactive Technologies (L-KIT), the
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Denmark at the School of Education, University of Aarhus, where I currently work as an assistant

professor. 

Debate games are often based on pre-designed scenarios that include descriptions of issues to be debated, educational goals, game goals, roles, rules, time frames etc. In this way, debate games differ from textbooks and everyday classroom instruction as debate scenarios allow teachers and students to actively imagine, interact and communicate within a domain-specific game space. However, instead of mystifying debate games as a “magic circle” (Huizinga, 1950), I will try to overcome the epistemological dichotomy between “gaming” and “teaching” that tends to dominate discussions of educational games. In short, educational gaming is a form of teaching. As mentioned, education and games represent two different semiotic domains that both embody the three faces of knowledge: assertions, modes of representation and social forms of organisation (Gee, 2003; Barth, 2002; cf. chapter 2). In order to understand the interplay between these different domains and their interrelated knowledge forms, I will draw attention to a central assumption in Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy. According to Bakhtin, all forms of communication and culture are subject to centripetal and centrifugal forces (Bakhtin, 1981). A centripetal force is the drive to impose one version of the truth, while a centrifugal force involves a range of possible truths and interpretations. This means that any form of expression involves a duality of centripetal and centrifugal forces: “Every concrete utterance of a speaking subject serves as a point where centrifugal as well as centripetal forces are brought to bear” (Bakhtin, 1981: 272). If we take teaching as an example, it is always affected by centripetal and centrifugal forces in the on-going negotiation of “truths” between teachers and students. In the words of Bakhtin: “Truth is not born nor is it to be found inside the head of an individual person, it is born between people collectively searching for truth, in the process of their dialogic interaction” (Bakhtin, 1984a: 110). Similarly, the dialogical space of debate games also embodies centrifugal and centripetal forces. Thus, the election scenario of The Power Game involves centripetal elements that are mainly determined by the rules and outcomes of the game, i.e. the election is based on a limited time frame and a fixed voting procedure. Similarly, the open-ended goals, roles and resources represent centrifugal elements and create virtually endless possibilities for researching, preparing,   presenting, debating and evaluating a variety of key political issues. Consequently, the actual process of enacting a game scenario involves a complex negotiation between these centrifugal/centripetal forces that are inextricably linked with the teachers and students’ game activities. In this way, the enactment of The Power Game is a form of teaching that combines different pedagogical practices (i.e. group work, web quests, student presentations) and learning resources (i.e. websites, handouts, spoken language) within the interpretive frame of the election scenario. Obviously, tensions may arise if there is too much divergence between educational goals and game goals. This means that game facilitation requires a balance between focusing too narrowly on the rules or “facts” of a game (centripetal orientation) and a focusing too broadly on the contingent possibilities and interpretations of the game scenario (centrifugal orientation). For Bakhtin, the duality of centripetal/centrifugal forces often manifests itself as a dynamic between “monological” and “dialogical” forms of discourse. Bakhtin illustrates this point with the monological discourse of the Socrates/Plato dialogues in which the teacher never learns anything new from the students, despite Socrates’ ideological claims to the contrary (Bakhtin, 1984a). Thus, discourse becomes monologised when “someone who knows and possesses the truth instructs someone who is ignorant of it and in error”, where “a thought is either affirmed or repudiated” by the authority of the teacher (Bakhtin, 1984a: 81). In contrast to this, dialogical pedagogy fosters inclusive learning environments that are able to expand upon students’ existing knowledge and collaborative construction of “truths” (Dysthe, 1996). At this point, I should clarify that Bakhtin’s term “dialogic” is both a descriptive term (all utterances are per definition dialogic as they address other utterances as parts of a chain of communication) and a normative term as dialogue is an ideal to be worked for against the forces of “monologism” (Lillis, 2003: 197-8). In this project, I am mainly interested in describing the dialogical space of debate games. At the same time, I agree with Wegerif that “one of the goals of education, perhaps the most important goal, should be dialogue as an end in itself” (Wegerif, 2006: 61). 
Dialogue is the biggest impact—the process of discussion precedes any truth claim by magnifying the benefits of any discussion

Morson 4

http://www.flt.uae.ac.ma/elhirech/baktine/0521831059.pdf#page=331
Northwestern Professor,  Prof. Morson's work ranges over a variety of areas: literary theory (especially narrative); the history of ideas, both Russian and European; a variety of literary genres (especially satire, utopia, and the novel); and his favorite writers -- Chekhov, Gogol, and, above all, Dostoevsky and Tolstoy. He is especially interested in the relation of literature to philosophy. 

A belief in truly dialogic ideological becoming would lead to schools that were quite different. In such schools, the mind would be populated with a complexity of voices and perspectives it had not known, and the student would learn to think with those voices, to test ideas and experiences against them, and to shape convictions that are innerly persuasive in response. This very process would be central. Students would sense that whatever word they believed to be innerly persuasive was only tentatively so: the process of dialogue continues.We must keep the conversation going, and formal education only initiates the process. The innerly persuasive discourse would not be final, but would be, like experience itself, ever incomplete and growing. As Bakhtin observes of the innerly persuasive word: Its creativity and productiveness consist precisely in the fact that such a word awakens new and independent words, that it organizes masses of our words from within, and does not remain in an isolated and static condition. It is not so much interpreted by us as it is further, that is, freely, developed, applied to new material, new conditions; it enters into interanimating relationships with new contexts. . . . The semantic structure of an innerly persuasive discourse is not finite, it is open; in each of the new contexts that dialogize it, this discourse is able to reveal ever newer ways to mean. (DI, 345–6)    We not only learn, we also learn to learn, and we learn to learn best when we engage in a dialogue with others and ourselves. We appropriate the world of difference, and ourselves develop new potentials. Those potentials allow us to appropriate yet more voices. Becoming becomes endless becoming. We talk, we listen, and we achieve an open-ended wisdom. Difference becomes an opportunity (see Freedman and Ball, this volume). Our world manifests the spirit that Bakhtin attributed to Dostoevsky: “nothing conclusive has yet taken place in the world, the ultimate word of the world and about the world has not yet been spoken, the world is open and free, everything is in the future and will always be in the future.”3 Such a world becomes our world within, its dialogue lives within us, and we develop the potentials of our ever-learning selves. Letmedraw some inconclusive conclusions, which may provoke dialogue. Section I of this volume, “Ideologies in Dialogue: Theoretical Considerations” and Bakhtin’s thought in general suggest that we learn best when we are actually learning to learn. We engage in dialogue with ourselves and others, and the most important thing is the value of the open-ended process itself. Section II, “Voiced, Double Voiced, and Multivoiced Discourses in Our Schools” suggests that a belief in truly dialogic ideological becoming would lead to schools that were quite different. In such schools, the mind would be populated with a complexity of voices and perspectives it had not known, and the student would learn to think with those voices, to test ideas and experiences against them, and to shape convictions that are innerly persuasive in response. Teachers would not be trying to get students to hold the right opinions but to sense the world from perspectives they would not have encountered or dismissed out of hand. Students would develop the habit of getting inside the perspectives of other groups and other people. Literature in particular is especially good at fostering such dialogic habits. Section III, “Heteroglossia in a Changing World” may invite us to learn that dialogue involves really listening to others, hearing them not as our perspective would categorize what they say, but as they themselves would categorize what they say, and only then to bring our own perspective to bear. We talk, we listen, and we achieve an open-ended wisdom. The chapters in this volume seem to suggest that we view learning as a perpetual process. That was perhaps Bakhtin’s favorite idea: that to appreciate life, or dialogue, we must see value not only in achieving this or that result, but also in recognizing that honest and open striving in a world of uncertainty and difference is itself the most important thing. What we must do is keep the conversation going. 

More Dialogue Cards
Endless creativity is useless in a MONOLOGUE – engaging in a predictable and preparation-intensive DIALOGUE is key to deeper understanding of ANY ISSUE

Gerald Graff, University of English& Education, University of Illinois at Chicago, Clueless in Academe: How Schooling Obscures The Life of The Mind, ‘3, p. 11-12
But an even more important point that some readers of my work have missed is that the ultimate motivation of my argument for teaching the conflicts is the need to clarify academic culture, not just to resolve spats among academics or cultural factions. My assumption is that an institution as rife with conflicts as the American school and college can clarify itself only by making its ideological differences coherent. But even if our cultural and educational scene were a less contentious place than it is, the centrality of controversy to learning would still need to be stressed. For there exists a deep cognitive connection between controversy and intelligibility. John Stuart Mill pointed up the connection when he observed that we do not understand our own ideas until we know what can be said against them. In Mill's words, those who "have never thrown themselves into the mental position of those who think differently from them ... do not, in any proper sense of the word, know the doctrine which they themselves profess."9 In other words, our very ability to think depends on contrast-on asking "as opposed to what?" This "dialogical" or contrastive character of human cognition has long been a given of modern thought, but the academic curriculum with its self isolated courses has yet to reflect it. When schooling is bad or dull, it is often because the curriculum effaces this element of contrast or as-opposed-to-whatness from students' view. the academic habit of evading conflict helps obscure the life of the mind.
Competitive fairness underwrites an agonistic model of politics. Aff’s exclusion claims are backwards. Limiting negative ground in the name of inclusion excludes DIALOGUE which is the most crucial INTERNAL LINK

Hatab, 2. (Lawrence J. Professor of Philosophy at Old Dominion University 2002 Prospects for a Democratic Agon Why We can still be Nietzscheans: The Journal of Nietzsche p.MUSE) 

Moreover, the structure of an agon conceived as a contest can readily underwrite political principles of fairness. Not only do I need an Other to prompt my own achievement, but the significance of any "victory" I might achieve demands an able opponent. As in athletics, defeating an incapable or incapacitated competitor winds up being meaningless. So I should not only will the presence of others in an agon, I should also want that they be able adversaries, that they have opportunities and capacities to succeed in the contest. And I should be able to honor the winner of a fair contest. Such is the logic of competition that contains a host of normative features, which might even include active provisions for helping people in political contests become more able participants. 25 In addition, agonistic respect need not be associated with something like positive regard or equal worth, a dissociation that can go further in facing up to actual political conditions and problematic connotations that can attach to liberal dispositions. Again allow me to quote my previous work. Democratic respect forbids exclusion, it demands inclusion; but respect for the Other as other can avoid a vapid sense of "tolerance," a sloppy "relativism," or a misplaced spirit of "neutrality." Agonistic respect allows us to simultaneously affirm our beliefs and affirm our opponents as worthy competitors [End Page 142] in public discourse. Here we can speak of respect without ignoring the fact that politics involves perpetual disagreement, and we have an adequate answer to the question "Why should I respect a view that I do not agree with?" In this way beliefs about what is best (aristos) can be coordinated with an openness to other beliefs and a willingness to accept the outcome of an open competition among the full citizenry (demos). Democratic respect, therefore, is a dialogical mixture of affirmation and negation, a political bearing that entails giving all beliefs a hearing, refusing any belief an ultimate warrant, and perceiving one's own viewpoint as agonistically implicated with opposing viewpoints. In sum, we can combine 1) the historical tendency of democratic movements to promote free expression, pluralism, and liberation from traditional constraints, and 2) a Nietzschean perspectivism and agonistic respect, to arrive at a postmodern model of democracy that provides both a nonfoundational openness and an atmosphere of civil political discourse. 26 An agonistic politics construed as competitive fairness can sustain a robust conception of political rights, not as something "natural" possessed by an original self, but as an epiphenomenal, procedural notion conferred upon citizens in order to sustain viable political practice. Constraints on speech, association, access, and so on, simply insure lopsided political contests. We can avoid metaphysical models of rights and construe them as simply social and political phenomena: social in the sense of entailing reciprocal recognition and obligation; political in the sense of being guaranteed and enforced by the state. We can even defend so-called positive rights, such as a right to an adequate education, as requisite for fair competition in political discourse. …Hatab Continues… Can there be more than a simply negative register in such a tragic conception? I think so. Just as, for Nietzsche, the tragic allows us to be sensitized and energized for the fragile meanings of existence, thus enhancing life, a tragic politics could wean us from false comforts in foundations and open us to the urgent finite conditions of political life in an enhanced way. And even if one conceded the existence of foundational self-evident political principles, would the force of such principles by themselves necessarily be able to prevent non-democratic outcomes? If not, the force of such principles [End Page 144] would be restricted to the solace of intellectual rectitude that can comfort theorists while the walls are coming down. The nonexistence of foundational guarantees surely does not prevent one from living and fighting for democratic ideals. What is to be said of someone who, in the absence of a guarantee, would hesitate to act or be obstructed from acting or see action as tainted or less than authentic? Nietzsche would take this as weakness. The most profound element in Nietzsche's conceptions of will to power, agonistics, and eternal recurrence, in my view, can be put in the following way. For Nietzsche, to act in the world is always to act in the midst of otherness, of resistances or obstacles. Hence to dream of action without otherness is to annul action. To affirm one's Other as necessarily constitutive of oneself is not only to affirm the full field of action (which is the sense of eternal recurrence), but also to affirm action as action, that is to say, a real move in life amidst real resistances, as opposed to the fantasy of self-sufficient, fully free, uncontested occurrences born in Western conceptions of divine perfection and continued in various philosophical models of demonstrative certainty and theoretical governance. The irony of a tragically open, agonistic politics is that it need not "infect" political life but in fact spur it toward the existential environment of it enactment. And as radically open, an agonistic politics has the virtue of precluding the silencing of any voice, something especially important when even purportedly democratic dispositions are comfortable with exclusions (frustrated by citizens who will not come around to being impartial enough, rational enough, secular enough, deliberative enough, communal enough, virtuous enough, and so on), thereby becoming susceptible to the most ironic and insidious form of tyranny done in democracy's name.

Dialogic meaning is still SOCIALLY grounded and thus FIXED

Lähteenmäki 4
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 As the dialogical notion of meaning potential differs radically from the notion of literal meaning, it goes without saying that from the traditional, monologistic point of view the notion of meaning potential may seem theoretically awkward. If meanings are not absolute, invariant and identical for all the speakers, it may seem that there is no way to make sense of the world around us. The indeterminacy of meanings seems to lead to a situation in which there are as many possible meanings as there are situations. In other words, if one is not ready to accept the notion of literal meaning according to which there are absolute contextindependent meanings at the level of language system, it may seem that the only alternative is to commit oneself to a relativistic ‘anything goes’ stance according to which any expression can mean anything. This criticism, however, can be seen as misguided, since the basic assumption shared by Bakhtin, Voloshinov and Rommetveit is that the meaning potential of a linguistic expression is inherently social in its nature. The chief aim of this paper is to discuss the dialogical notion of meaning and to argue against the view that the notion of meaning potential automatically implies a commitment to an individualistic and relativistic theory of meaning. It is argued that the social nature of meaning potentials can be explicated by recontextualizing the dialogical approach to language and communication and considering it from the viewpoint of ‘use-theory of meaning’ developed by Wittgenstein in his Philosophical Investigations.2 The basic assumption is that meaning potentials are rooted in social practices of a given community and can be understood as properties that emerge from social activity. The main point is that, when interpreted within the framework of a ‘use-theory   of meaning’, the dialogical notion of meaning potential can be given a definition which frees it from accusations of being relativistic, while, at the same time remaining, anti-essentialist and indeterministic in nature. To be more precise, meaning potentials are seen as being emergent3 by nature, which means they can be conceived of as rules which, on the one hand, function as resources for social and cultural practices and, on the other hand, are (re)created via the actual rule-following behaviour. 
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 Conclusion The chief aim of this chapter has been to argue that the ‘meaning as potential’ view, as developed by Bakhtin, Voloshinov and Rommetveit, does not represent a relativistic account of meaning, although it rejects the idea that there exist absolute literal meanings. It was suggested that, when considered within the framework of Wittgensteinian ‘use-theory of meaning’, the notion of meaning potential can be given an explication that makes its social nature perspicuous and, consequently, refutes the accusations of its being a relativistic notion. In this view, language is intertwined with the social and cultural practices of a community and can be used to do different things and to pick out specific aspects of reality from various points of view. Thus, there is no one-to-one relationship between linguistic expressions and objects of reality but, rather, the connection between language and reality exists in potentia and is actualized via intersubjective action. As actual acts of meaning-giving are necessarily situated and bound to a certain perspective, it is difficult to see how a linguistic expression could have one definite literal meaning that would characterize all its actual uses. In this respect, linguistic expressions are best characterized as relatively open – but also relatively stable – meaning potentials, and actual meanings, in turn, are seen as emergent properties that arise from language use. Emergence is conceived of as a cyclical proces where meaning potentials are constitutive of meanings that actualise themselves in particular contexts, but where actual meanings also reflect back upon and are reconstitutive of meaning potentials. The meaning potential of a linguistic expression reflects the dynamic nature of social practices and consequently can be characterized as a heterogeneous collection of knowledge of conventionalized patterns of normatively correct situated verbal behaviour which manifest themselves and emerge from social practices of a given social community. 
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