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====CASE

2NC Squo sovles 

Ext. CAS, Status-quo solves – accessibility for the disabled is already politicized by the Americans With Disabilities act. It has created awareness in institutions and the private sector that should have soveld the aff. It if didn’t that just proves their policy wouldent spillover either. 

Status Quo Solves – Affordable Care Act solves disability oppression in the medical model

Kathleen Sebelius is an American politician currently serving as the 21st Secretary of Health and Human Services, July 26th 2012, http://www.hhs.gov/news/press/2012pres/07/20120726c.html, “Statement by HHS Secretary Kathleen Sebelius on the 22nd Anniversary of the Americans with Disabilities Act”; AB

While many positive changes came about after the ADA was enacted, people with disabilities continued to face a serious obstacle in accessing health insurance because they were excluded due to pre-existing conditions. The health care law, the Affordable Care Act, knocks down that barrier by ending discrimination against people with pre-existing conditions. The elimination of that practice will benefit countless people with disabilities, their families, and their communities, throughout their lives.  To help our country find common solutions to the challenges of community living, regardless of age or disability, I announced in April the creation of the new Administration for Community Living (ACL).  ACL combines what was the Administration on Aging, the Office on Disability and the Administration on Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities into a single agency.  As a single agency, ACL has the expertise and resources to support cross-cutting initiatives while maintaining efforts focused on the unique needs of people with disabilities and seniors.   In addition to the creation of this important new agency, our Office for Civil Rights continues to play a critical role in protecting the ADA rights of individuals to access state and local health care and social services free without discrimination on the basis of their disability and to live in their own homes and communities rather than institutions. Our goal is for all Americans, including people with disabilities, to live healthier, more prosperous, and more productive lives.
Cant Do UD

There is NO such thing as “Universal Design” – 
There are people  who are deaf-blind, have cerebral palsy, and sever cognitive imparements. Every human is unique and the range of disabilities that one could have means NO AMMOUNT of investment can make Transportation truly universal. Means their impact is inevitable to some degree. that’s Vanderheiden 96.
AT: Social spillover

Their Percy evidence indicates

QUOTE

By the late 1980s, the disability movement had reached full political force, joining interest groups that had proliferated “

persons with disabilities had, by this time, organized politically, adopted effective political tactics, and learned to cooperate in pursuit of national civil rights legislation to end discrimination based on disability
IF this massive movement in the 1980s was not sufficient to sovle there is 0 reason the affirmative would be. 

The 1980s marked a social revolution, which did not end the impacts their evidence talks about. unless they read specific evidence about why this time is different you should default to empirics and assume their movent fails.
TI cant S

Ext. 1AC author Audirac - The real problem isn’t the infrastructure but the operators attitude twards disabled users. Crushes any solvency because the attitude of exclusion will contine regardless of actuall change in the Transportaion. 
And there are far too many alt casues to overcome regarless of legal innovation – Emmotions and behavior twards people with disabilities will continue to exist. The media and our culture is counteractive as it portrays the diabled as infirrior. This will o/w improvements in busses and infrastructure. Thats
Krahe and Altwasser, 06
And Transportaiton is a small subset of the overall problem – education, unemployment, receation, health care, and public and private services still remain abalist -  makes the aff’s gains negligible.  

Rosenbloom, 2007 
Group the above solvency deficits, we understand that a step in the right direction is good. however you cannot give them the full weight of their impact if they don’t solve all of it. Means all their root cause claims are inevitable and the DA should o/w.
Under a third of people with disabilities say that lack transportation infrastructure is a problem – most of them don’t even use it

Sandra Rosenbloom, Professor @ University of Arizona, 2007, “Transportation Patterns and Problems of People with Disabilities”, http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK11420/; AB

Transportation is an extremely important policy issue for those with disabilities. People with disabilities have consistently described how transportation barriers affect their lives in important ways. Over the last two decades the National Organization on Disability (NOD) has sponsored three successive Harris polls with people with disabilities, and respondents in each survey have reported that transportation issues are a crucial concern. In the last survey, undertaken in 2004, just under a third of those with disabilities reported that inadequate transportation was a problem for them; of those individuals, over half said it was a major problem. The more severe the disability of the respondent was, the more serious were the reported transportation problems (National Organization on Disability-Harris Interactive, 2004). However, the policy debates over the local transportation needs of these travelers often revolve around dichotomies that may be misleading—arguing over the role of buses compared with the role of paratransit, for example. Moreover, these debates often focus on some topics at the expense of other equally important issues. For example, there is a legitimate concern about ensuring that people with disabilities receive the services mandated by the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), but most of the transportation needs of these travelers are not addressed at all by the ADA. Colored by this perspective, many policy analyses ignore the fact that most travelers with disabilities, as is true for travelers in the world at large, make the majority of their trips in private vehicles and rely heavily on walking to facilitate their use of all modes of travel. A narrow policy focus tends to limit discussions of the barriers to both auto use and pedestrian travel while slighting the connection between transportation programs and other important policy initiatives, from land use planning to human and medical service delivery.

Fixating on transportation alone fails 

Rosenbloom, 2007 (Sandra, Professor of Planning at the University of Arizona, “Transportation Patterns and Problems of People with Disabilities”, The Future of Disability in America, http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK11420/)
Finally, all evidence suggests that transportation is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for the full access and mobility of travelers with disabilities. Transportation planners must work in cooperation with both the public and the private sectors and with professionals in a variety of disciplines and service delivery systems (doctors and medical facilities; educators and training facilities; employment counselors and job search programs; and a wide variety of human, medical, and social service agencies and providers) to address the access and mobility needs of a range of travelers with disabilities.

AT: In round education is key

Don’t let them win on debating awareness alone – the effects of the plan should be evaluated not the issues at hand, that will be on the framing debate – their argument justifies talking about ANYTHING just because you think its important. The debate should be about the effects of the plan, not in round change. 

The roll of the ballot  is to endorse the best political stance and the effects it would cause – this means you include our impacts in your evaluation.
====FRAMING

2NC- Extinction Outweighs
Extinction outweighs – it is a pre-requ to all their claims
Schell 82 (Jonathan, Professor at Wesleyan University, The Fate of the Earth, pages 136-137)
Implicit in everything that I have said so far about the nuclear predicament there has been a perplexity that I would now like to take up explicitly, for it leads, I believe, into the very heart of our response-or, rather, our lack of response-to th predicament. I have pointed out that our species is the most important of all the things that, as inhabitants of a common world, we inherit from the past generations, but it does not go far enough to point out this superior importance, as though in making our decision about ex- tinction we were being asked to choose between, say, liberty, on the one hand, and the survival of the species, on the other. For the species not only overarches but contains all the benefits of life in the common world, and to speak of sacrificing the species for the sake of one of these benefits involves one in the absurdity of wanting to de- stroy something in order to preserve one of its parts, as if one were to burn down a house in an attempt to redecorate the living room, or to kill someone to improve his character. ,but even to point out this absurdity fails to take the full measure of the peril of extinction, for mankind is not some invaluable object that lies outside us and that we must protect so that we can go on benefiting from it; rather, it is we ourselves, without whom everything there is loses its value. To say this is another way of saying that extinction is unique not because it destroys mankind as an object but because it destroys mankind as the source of all possible human subjects, and this, in turn, is another way of saying that extinction is a second death, for one's own individual death is the end not of any object in life but of the subject that experiences all objects. Death, how- ever, places the mind in a quandary. One of-the confounding char- acteristics of death-"tomorrow's zero," in Dostoevski's phrase-is that, precisely because it removes the person himself rather than something in his life, it seems to offer the mind nothing to take hold of. One even feels it inappropriate, in a way, to try to speak "about" death at all, as. though death were a thing situated some- where outside us and available for objective inspection, when the  fact is that it is within us-is, indeed, an essential part of what we  are. It would be more appropriate, perhaps, to say that death, as  a fundamental element of our being, "thinks" in us and through  us about whatever we think about, coloring our thoughts and moods  with its presence throughout our lives..
nuclear war = Ext.
Any nuclear use risks extinction

Kateb 92 – Professor of Politics and Director of the Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton – 1992 (George, The Inner Ocean, p.110-112)

Abstractly put, the connections between any use of nuclear weapons and human and natural extinction are several. Most obviously, a sizable exchange of strategic nuclear weapons can, by a chain of events in nature, lead to the earth's uninhabitability, to "nuclear winter," or to Schell's "republic of insects and grass." But the consideration of extinction cannot rest with the possibility of a sizable exchange of strategic weapons. It cannot rest with the imperative that a sizable exchange must not take place. A so-called tactical or "theater" use, or a so-called limited use, is also prohibited absolutely, because of the possibility of immediate escalation into a sizable exchange or because, even if there were not an immediate escalation, the possibility of extinction would reside in the precedent for future use set by any use whatever in a world in which more than one power possesses nuclear weapons. Add other consequences: the contagious effect on nonnuclear powers who may feel compelled by a mixture of fear and vanity to try to acquire their own weapons, thus increasing the possibility of use by increasing the number of nuclear powers; and the unleashed emotions of indignation, retribution, and revenge which, if not acted on immediately in the form of escalation, can be counted on to seek expression later. Other than full strategic uses are not confined, no matter how small the explosive power: each would be a cancerous transformation of the world. All nuclear roads lead to the possibility of extinction. It is true by definition, but let us make it explicit: the doctrine of no-use excludes any first or retaliatory or later use, whether sizable or not. No-use is the imperative derived from the possibility of extinction.
AT: No value to life

Don’t vote on Value to life

Its reversible – you can always recover from being put down, however death is irriversable and permanent

And, There is always value to life and Preserving life is a prerequisite to determining value

Schwartz 2  (Lisa, Medical Ethics, http://www.fleshandbones.com/readingroom/pdf/399.pdf)

The second assertion made by supporters of  the quality of life as a criterion for decision-  making is closely related to the first, but with  an added dimension. This assertion suggests  that the determination of the value of the  quality of a given life is a subjective determi-nation to be made by the person experiencing  that life. The important addition here is that  the decision is a personal one that, ideally,  ought not to be made externally by another  person but internally by the individual  involved. Katherine Lewis made this decision  for herself based on a comparison between  two stages of her life. So did James Brady.  Without this element, decisions based on  quality of life criteria lack salient information  and the patients concerned cannot give  informed consent. Patients must be given the  opportunity to decide for themselves  whether they think their lives are worth  living or not. To ignore or overlook patients’  judgement in this matter is to violate their  autonomy and their freedom to decide for  themselves on the basis of relevant informa-  tion about their future, and comparative con-  sideration of their past. As the deontological  position puts it so well, to do so is to violate  the imperative that we must treat persons as  rational and as ends in themselves.   It is important to remember the subjectiv-ity assertion in this context, so as to empha-size that the judgement made about the value  of a life ought to be made only by the person  concerned and not by others.  
Ext. Consequentialism

Consequentialism first – Extend Williams 

Reducing the world to an expression or a ethical stance fails to engage with reality. The world will not bend to your will no matter how passionately the judge votes Aff, however we can create practical change and effect the world. These effects should be evaluated first because it effects others and is grounded in fact 
Prevents policy making--- Refusal to weigh perceived improbable scenarios when faced with them means we are complicit with the possibility of their evil---regardless of probability---that’s Issac. All threats must be evaluated regardless of the intentions of the plan.

Taking the “moral high ground” just means we ignore them.
AT: Util bad 
Don’t group us in with their ridicules Util claims

Every system of calculus has extremes that are bad, we should be held to what we specifically defend, not the autocrasyc they say we justify.

And it cuts both ways, if Util justifies horrible things in the name of survival their framework jusfityes KILLING THOUSANDS for a moral or just cause. IF you don’t buy that It just shows why extremes shouldn’t be evaluated.

INclucing moral calculus can and should be a part of our calculus, it is not a pure body count, we just think global suffering o/w their case.
Their claims are fundamentally utilitarian

Hardin and Mearsheimer 85 Russell, John, Professors of Political Science, University of Chicago, ETHICS, April 1985, p.418. 

Discussion among philosophers often stops at the point of fundamental disagreement over moral principles, just as discussion among strategists often stops at the point of disagreement over hypothetical assertions about deterrence. But most moral theorists -- and all utilitarians -- also require consideration of hypothetical assertions to reach their conclusions, although they are typically even less adept at objective, causal argument than are strategists, who are themselves often quite casual with their social scientific claims. Even if one wishes to argue principally from deontological principles, one must have some confidence in one's social scientific expectations to decide whether consequences might not in this instance be overriding. Only a deontologist who held the extraordinary position that consequences never matter could easily reach a conclusion on nuclear weapons without considering the quality of various outcomes. Alas, on this dreadful issue good causal arguments are desperately needed.
In a nuclear world we have to weigh consequences and accept sacrifice of innocents to save the world

Bok 88  (Sissela Bok, Professor of Philosophy, Brandeis, Applied Ethics and Ethical Theory, Ed. David Rosenthal and Fudlou Shehadi, 1988)

The same argument can be made for Kant’s other formulations of the Categorical Imperative: “So act as to use humanity, both in your own person and in the person of every other, always at the same time as an end, never simply as a means”; and “So act as if you were always through actions a law-making member in a universal Kingdom of Ends.” No one with a concern for humanity could consistently will to risk eliminating humanity in the person of himself and every other or to risk the death of all members in a universal Kingdom of Ends for the sake of justice.  To risk their collective death for the sake of following one’s conscience would be, as Rawls said, “irrational, crazy.”  And to say that one did not intend such a catastrophe, but that one merely failed to stop other persons from bringing it about would be beside the point when the end of the world was at stake.  For although it is true that we cannot be held responsible for most of the wrongs that others commit, the Latin maxim presents a case where we would have to take such a responsibility seriously—perhaps to the point of deceiving, bribing, even killing an innocent person, in order that the world not perish.
AT: Empiricism Bad
Alternate views fail and saying they’re superior is non-falsifiable

Martyn Hammersley, September 93. Prof. Education and Social Research @ Centre for Childhood, Development and Learning @ Open U., British Journal of Sociology. “Research and 'anti-racism': the case of Peter Foster and his critics,” 44.3, JSTOR.

The second view I want to consider is sometimes associated with versions of the first, but must be kept separate because it involves a quite distinctive and incompatible element. I will refer to this as standpoint theory. Here people's experience and knowledge is treated as valid or invalid by dint of their membership in some social category." Here again Foster's arguments may be dismissed because they reflect his background and experience as a white, middle class, male teacher. However, this time the implication is that reality is obscured from those with this background because of the effects of ideology. By contrast, it is suggested, the oppressed (black, female and/or working class people) have privileged insight into the nature of society. This argument produces a victory for one side, not the stalemate that seems to result from relativism; the validity of Foster's views can therefore be dismissed. But in other respects this position is no more satisfactory than relativism. We must ask on what grounds we can decide that one group has superior insight into reality. This cannot be simply because they declare that they have this insight; otherwise everyone could make the same claim with the same legitimacy (we would be back to relativism). This means that some other form of ultimate justification is involved, but what could this be? In the Marxist version of this argument the working class (or, in practice, the Communist Party) are the group with privileged insight into the nature of social reality, but it is Marx and Marxist theorists who confer this privilege on them by means of a dubious philosophy of history.' Something similar occurs in the case of feminist standpoint theory, where the feminist theorist ascribes privileged insight to women, or to feminists engaged in the struggle for women's emancipation.' However, while we must recognise that people in different social locations may have divergent perspectives, giving them distinctive insights, it is not clear why we should believe the implausible claim that some people have privileged access to knowledge while others are blinded by ideology.20
AT: Utopian good

Extend Gunning - Utopianism abandons change because it promotes an unrealistic view of the world that cannot effect it.  We must focus on practical outcomes buingding “with our feet firmly on the ground” instead of constructing castles in the air. 

The affermateive addresses real problems- and if they want to sovle thme they must have a PRACTICAL way to do so. 

AT: Policy debates on this key to awareness

Don’t let them win on debating awareness alone – the effects of the plan should be evaluated not the importance of issues at hand – justifies talking about ANYTHING just because you think its important

2NC Predictions Good

First their card sucks – it cites studies by Tetlock who intentionally skewed his findings by asking difficult and controversial questions. This does not demonstrate that predictions are bad, but that there is a range of opinions on KEY controversial topics. That’s Caplan, ’05 
He also concludes that even though predictions aren’t great we should still attempt to make them.

Fitzsimmons 7  - a decition maker with no faith in predictions is left with pre-conseived notions and guesses. Makes threats inevitable because we don’t have rational judgement and let things like the economy collapse in front of our eyes. While some predictions may be impossible you should prefer our specific evidence that cites indicators like the stock market and intrest rates.
Empiricism is best for knowing the world – it’s the only way to synthesize facts and inferences to inform action 

· already been thrown into the labrynth of ideas

Walt 5  professor of international studies at University of Chicago

(Stephen, Annu Rev Polit Sci 8 23-48, the relationship between theory and policy in international relations)

Policy decisions can be influenced by several types of knowledge. First, policy makers invariably rely on purely factual knowledge (e.g., how large are the opponent’s forces? What is the current balance of payments?). Second, decision makers sometimes employ “rules of thumb”: simple decision rules acquired through experience rather than via systematic study (Mearsheimer 1989).3 A third type of knowledge consists of typologies, which classify phenomena based on sets of specific traits. Policy makers can also rely on empirical laws. An empirical law is an observed correspondence between two or more phenomena that systematic inquiry has shown to be reliable. Such laws (e.g., “democracies do not fight each other” 3For example, someone commuting to work by car might develop a “rule of thumb” identifying which route(s) took the least time at different times of day, based on their own experience but not on a systematic study of traffic patterns. or “human beings are more risk averse with respect to losses than to gains”) can be useful guides even if we do not know why they occur, or if our explanations for them are incorrect. Finally, policy makers can also use theories. A theory is a causal explanation— it identifies recurring relations between two or more phenomena and explains why that relationship obtains. By providing us with a picture of the central forces that determine real-world behavior, theories invariably simplify reality in order to render it comprehensible. At the most general level, theoretical IR work consists of “efforts by social scientists. . .to account for interstate and trans-state processes, issues, and outcomes in general causal terms” (Lepgold & Nincic 2001, p. 5; Viotti & Kauppi 1993). IR theories offer explanations for the level of security competition between states (including both the likelihood of war among particular states and the warproneness of specific countries); the level and forms of international cooperation (e.g., alliances, regimes, openness to trade and investment); the spread of ideas, norms, and institutions; and the transformation of particular international systems, among other topics. In constructing these theories, IR scholars employ an equally diverse set of explanatory variables. Some of these theories operate at the level of the international system, using variables such as the distribution of power among states (Waltz 1979, Copeland 2000, Mearsheimer 2001), the volume of trade, financial flows, and interstate communications (Deutsch 1969, Ruggie 1983, Rosecrance 1986); or the degree of institutionalization among states (Keohane 1984, Keohane & Martin 2003). Other theories emphasize different national characteristics, such as regime type (Andreski 1980, Doyle 1986, Fearon 1994, Russett 1995), bureaucratic and organizational politics (Allison & Halperin 1972, Halperin 1972), or domestic cohesion (Levy 1989); or the content of particular ideas or doctrines (Van Evera 1984, Hall 1989, Goldstein & Keohane 1993, Snyder 1993). Yet another family of theories operates at the individual level, focusing on individual or group psychology, gender differences, and other human traits (De Rivera 1968, Jervis 1976, Mercer 1996, Byman&Pollock 2001, Goldgeier&Tetlock 2001, Tickner 2001, Goldstein 2003), while a fourth body of theory focuses on collective ideas, identities, and social discourse (e.g., Finnemore 1996, Ruggie 1998, Wendt 1999). To develop these ideas, IR theorists employ the full range of social science methods: comparative case studies, formal theory, large-N statistical analysis, and hermeneutical or interpretivist approaches.

Predictions are good – they are key to prevent catastrophic violence even if they are inaccurate

Fuyuki Kurasawa Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004 Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight

When engaging in the labor of preventive foresight, the first obstacle that one is likely to encounter from some intellectual circles is a deep-seated skepticism about the very value of the exercise. A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors.
State policymakers are obligated to make predictions, a nuclear world changes the calculus and means you have to assess probability---their argument is reckless and stupid when faced with extinction. It makes Probabilities irrelevant.

Schell 82, JONATHAN - Nation Institute's Harold Willens Peace Fellow- “The Fate of the Earth”
But the mere risk of extinction has a significance that is categorically different from, and immeasurably greater than, that of any other risk, and as we make our decisions we have to take that significance into account. Up to now, every risk has been contained within the frame of life; extinction would shatter the frame. It represents not the defeat of some purpose but an abyss in which all human purposes would be drowned for all time. We have no right to place the possibility of this limitless, eternal defeat on the same footing as risks that we run in the ordinary conduct of our affairs in our particular transient moment of human history. To employ a mathematical analogy, we can say that although the risk of extinction may be fractional, the stake is, humanly speaking, infinite, and a fraction of infinity, is still infinity. In other words, once we learn that an event might lead to extinction we have no right to gamble, because if we lose, the game will be over. We have no choice but to address the issue of nuclear weapons as though we knew for a certainty that their use would put an end to our species.
Predictions good, empirically key to preventing disaster

Kurasawa (Associate Professor of Sociology at York University) 04
Fuyuki Kurasawa, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight, http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf
When engaging in the labor of preventive foresight, the first obstacle that one is likely to encounter from some intellectual circles is a deepseated skepticism about the very value of the exercise. A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contrateleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contrascientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hocresponses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the selflimiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors. Combining a sense of analytical contingency toward the future and ethical responsibility for it, the idea of early warning is making its way into preventive action on the global stage. Despite the fact that not all humanitarian, technoscientific, and environmental disasters can be predicted in advance, the multiplication of independent sources of knowledge and detection mechanisms enables us to foresee many of them before it is too late. Indeed, in recent years, global civil society’s capacity for early warning has dramatically increased, in no small part due to the impressive number of NGOs that include catastrophe prevention at the heart of their mandates. 17 These organizations are often the first to detect signs of trouble, to dispatch investigative or factfinding missions, and to warn the international community about impending dangers; to wit, the lead role of environmental groups in sounding the alarm about global warming and species depletion or of humanitarian agencies regarding the AIDS crisis in subSaharan Africa, frequently months or even years before Western governments or multilateral institutions followed suit. What has come into being, then, is a looseknit network of watchdog groups that is acquiring finely tuned antennae to pinpoint indicators of forthcoming or already unfolding crises. This network of ‘early warners’ are working to publicize potential and actual emergencies by locating indicators of danger into larger catastrophic patterns of interpretation, culturally meaningful chains of events whose implications become discernable for decisionmakers and ordinary citizens (‘this is why you should care’). 18 Civic associations can thus invest perilous situations with urgency and importance, transforming climate change from an apparently mild and distant possibility to an irreversible and grave threat to human survival, and genocide from a supposedly isolated aberration to an affront to our common humanity. The growing public significance of preventive message in global affairs is part and parcel of what Ignatieff has termed an “advocacy revolution,” 19 since threatened populations and allied organizations are acting as early warning beacons that educate citizens about certain perils and appeal for action on the part of states and multilateral institutions. Global civil society players have devised a host of ‘naming and shaming’ strategies and highprofile information campaigns to this effect, including press conferences, petitions, mass marches, and boycotts, and spectacular stunts that denounce bureaucratic inertia, the reckless pursuit of profit, or the preponderance of national interests in world affairs. 20 The advocacy revolution is having both ‘trickledown’ and ‘trickleup’ effects, establishing audiences of constituents and ordinary citizens conversant with some of the great challenges facing humanity as well as putting pressure on official institutions to be proactive in their longterm planning and shorterterm responses. None of this would be possible without the existence of global media, whose speed and range make it possible for reports of an unfolding or upcoming disaster to reach viewers or readers in most parts of the world almost instantaneously. Despite the highly selective character of what is deemed newsworthy and state and commercial influence on what is broadcast, several recent attempts to hide evidence of acts of mass violence (Tiananmen Square, East Timor, Chechnya, etc.) and crises (e.g., during the Chernobyl nuclear accident in the Soviet Union or the SARS outbreak in China) have failed; few things now entirely escape from the satellite camera, the cellular telephone, or the notebook computer. And although the internet may never become the populist panacea technological determinists have been heralding for years, it remains a key device through which concerned citizens and activists can share and spread information. While media coverage almost always follows a crisis rather than preceding it, the broadcast of shocking images and testimonies can nevertheless shame governments and international organizations into taking immediate steps. The ‘CNN or BBC effect,’ to which we should now add the ‘AlJazeera effect,’ is a surprisingly powerful force in impacting world public opinion, as the now notorious Abu Ghraib prison photographs remind us. The possibility that the threat of media exposure may dissuade individuals and groups from enacting genocidal plans or reckless gambles with our future is one of the lynchpins of prevention in our informationsaturated age. Are forewarnings of disasters being heard? The mobilization of official intervention and popular interest has certainly been mixed, yet global civil society is having some success in cultivating audiences and advocates coalescing around specific perils (mass human rights violations, ecological devastation, genetic engineering, epidemics, and so on). After Bhopal and Chernobyl, after ‘mad cow disease’ and the war in Iraq, citizens are scrutinizing, questioning and even contesting official expertise in risk assessment more than ever before. 21 Hence, in a world where early warnings of cataclysms are often available, pleading ignorance or helplessness to anticipate what may come in the future becomes less and less plausible.
AT: Ethics

Don’t vote on the ethical obligation – consequentialism comes first, that was above. 

Allowing war is obviously unethical as it kills millions and causes mass suffering – there is no distinction between why disabilities specifically require your vote.

Their piece of ethical obligation evidence talks about how we need to eliminate special education classes in school systems, not that discussing disabilities in debate or public policy is important 

Ethical claims cause political deadlock and violence 
Teresa Henning, PhD and is an Associate Professor of English and the Director of the Professional Writing and Communication Major at SMSU, March 1995, http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED384038.pdf, “Resisting Ethical Paralysis: A Postmodern Critique of Ethics”; AB

Patricia Bizzell argues that inquiry into ethics and English studies is paralyzed by our view that "the imposition of ideological agendas...[is]...morally questionable," yet "our moral sensibility motivates us to promote particular ideological agendas, or if you prefer, particular ethical positions" (1). She notes that the field is caught is this dilemma because its 'postmodern skepticism forces us to acknowledge that there are no universal values, yet we as teachers and scholars want a subject position that will allow us to appeal to some standards even if they are not universal. The question this dilemma raises is how can the field of rhetoric and composition conceive of ethics in a postmodern manner and still allow for moral agency and authority. However, it is not only the fluid's move to postmodernism that challenges our concepts of and desires for moral agency. Our personal, public, and disciplinary experiences with moral debate also hinder us from making a thorough inquiry into the relationship between ethics and our field. Bizzell notes that we have difficulty with this issue because we believe it is wrong to impose an ideology or moral agenda on others. But why is our understanding of moral debate limited to understanding it as an imposition of moral agendas? Why don't we view the question of ethics as an opportunity for discussion and collaborative creation of values'? Part of the reason we don't think about ethics in these terms is because the dominant political culture is caught up in the imposition of moral codes and agendas not discussion. There are many ways to characterize the ethical perspective we find both in our culture at large as well as in the liberal enlightenment culture of most English departments. Arnold I. Davidson labels it as an Anglo-American view. According to Davidson, such a view understands ethics as a system of foundational or universal premises that generate moral codes. In moral philosophy, this perspective is often called a deontological view. Deontological ethical systems (of which there are many) can be characterized by their adherence to one universal rule which is used to generate moral codes. The Kantian Categorical Imperative is one such deontological system which rests on the universal premise that one can discover the right thing to do by imagining oneself to be the sovereign of the world. Each act of the sovereign would become a universal law for the world. For instance, if one were angry at another and wanted to strike them, one would first have to think whether or not he/she would want this as a rule for the world. In other words, every time someone got angry at me or another, theywould strike that person. Would I want to live in a world where people were allowed to strike each other out of anger? No, I would not, so according to the Kantian Categorical Imperative, it is morally wrong to strike people out of anger. The problem with a deontological view or an Anglo-American view of ethics is not that the universal principles are hurtful in and of themselves. Certainly, Kant's principle could be used to prohibit violence which most of us would agree is a good thing. The real problem with such systems is that they impose what Jaqueline Martinez refers to as ethical rhetorics. That is to say that what is good, right, or of value is decided on prior to any rhetorical discussion or inquiry. This lack of discussion means that the abstract values of an ethical rhetoric are not tied to contextual constraints. By creating values outside a rhetorical context, an ethical rhetoric precludes these values from discussion, so in a specific context, the moral agent is only left with two choices: stick to the Categorical Imperative and be "moral" or violate the imperative and be "immoral." The subject position of the moral agent as well as his or her ability to create values in context are ignored. The ethical agent is put in a position where he or she must simply con -ant to follow or not to follow the ethical choice being presented to him or her by the rhetor or particular ethical system. To get a better sense of how the consequences of an ethical rhetoric create paralysis and violence in moral debate, it is useful to turn to Alasdair MacIntyre's After Virtue. Maclntyre notes that the most striking feature of contemporary moral utterance is that so much of it is used to express disagreement (6). Not only is contemporary moral utterance characterized by disagreement, but Maclntyre also points out that there seems to be no rational way of securing moral agreement and therefore no end to such arguments (6). 

Deontology framework assumes individuals not policy making
Harries 94 – Fellow, Lowy Institute for International Policy, Senior Fellow, Centre for Independent Studies (Owen, Power and civilization, http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1G1-15353301.html, AG)

Performance is the test. Asked directly by a Western interviewer, "In principle, do you believe in one standard of human rights and free expression?", Lee immediately answers, "Look, it is not a matter of principle but of practice." This might appear to represent a simple and rather crude pragmatism. But in its context it might also be interpreted as an appreciation of the fundamental point made by Max Weber that, in politics, it is "the ethic of responsibility" rather than "the ethic of absolute ends" that is appropriate. While an individual is free to treat human rights as absolute, to be observed whatever the cost, governments must always weigh consequences and the competing claims of other ends. So once they enter the realm of politics, human rights have to take their place in a hierarchy of interests, including such basic things as national security and the promotion of prosperity. Their place in that hierarchy will vary with circumstances, but no responsible government will ever be able to put them always at the top and treat them as inviolable and over-riding. The cost of implementing and promoting them will always have to be considered.

Threats are real

Threats aren’t arbitrary.  Can’t throw out security or wish away threatening postures—we have to develop strategies for coping with threat perceptions. 
Olav. F. Knudsen, Prof @ Södertörn Univ College, ‘1 [Security Dialogue 32.3, “Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing  Securitization,” p. 360] 

In the post-Cold War period,  agenda-setting has been much easier to influence than the securitization approach assumes. That change cannot be credited to the concept; the change in  security politics was already taking place in defense ministries and parlia-  ments before the concept was first launched. Indeed, securitization in my view  is more appropriate to the security politics of the Cold War years than to the  post-Cold War period.  Moreover, I have a problem with the underlying implication that it is unim-  portant whether states ‘really’ face dangers from other states or groups. In the  Copenhagen school, threats are seen as coming mainly from the actors’ own  fears, or from what happens when the fears of individuals turn into paranoid  political action. In my view, this emphasis on the subjective is a misleading  conception of threat, in that it discounts an independent existence for what-  ever is perceived as a threat. Granted, political life is often marked by misper-  ceptions, mistakes, pure imaginations, ghosts, or mirages, but such phenom-  ena do not occur simultaneously to large numbers of politicians, and hardly most of the time. During the Cold War, threats – in the sense of plausible  possibilities of danger – referred to ‘real’ phenomena, and they refer to ‘real’  phenomena now. The objects referred to are often not the same, but that is a  different matter. Threats have to be dealt with both in terms of perceptions and in  terms of the phenomena which are perceived to be threatening.  The point of Wæver’s concept of security is not the potential existence of  danger somewhere but the use of the word itself by political elites. In his 1997  PhD dissertation, he writes, ‘One can view “security” as that which is in  language theory called a speech act: it is not interesting as a sign referring to  something more real – it is the utterance itself that is the act.’   The deliberate  disregard of objective factors is even more explicitly stated in Buzan & Wæver’s joint article of the same year.   As a consequence, the phenomenon of  threat is reduced to a matter of pure domestic politics.   It seems to me that the  security dilemma, as a central notion in security studies, then loses its founda-  tion. Yet I see that Wæver himself has no compunction about referring to the  security dilemma in a recent article.  This discounting of the objective aspect of threats shifts security studies to  insignificant concerns. What has long made ‘threats’ and ‘threat perceptions’  important phenomena in the study of IR is the implication that urgent action  may be required. Urgency, of course, is where Wæver first began his argu-  ment in favor of an alternative security conception, because a convincing sense  of urgency has been the chief culprit behind the abuse of ‘security’ and the  consequent ‘politics of panic’, as Wæver aptly calls it.   Now, here – in the case  of urgency – another baby is thrown out with the Wæverian bathwater. When  real situations of urgency arise, those situations are challenges to democracy;  they are actually at the core of the problematic arising with the process of  making security policy in parliamentary democracy. But in Wæver’s world,  threats are merely more or less persuasive, and the claim of urgency is just an-  other argument. I hold that instead of ‘abolishing’ threatening phenomena  ‘out there’ by reconceptualizing them, as Wæver does, we should continue  paying attention to them, because situations with a credible claim to urgency  will keep coming back and then we need to know more about how they work  in the interrelations of groups and states (such as civil wars, for instance), not  least to find adequate democratic procedures for dealing with them.

AT: Root cause

Extend Cashman 2k – Experts agree that  Wars don’t have single causes – they are the cumulation of multiple factors that converge. Each one is unique. We say the next one will be due to economic collapse. 

Even if they win the underlying cause for wars is consistant proximate casues still have more weight in determining if it will happen

And root cause claims lead to more violence – when you put the blame on one thing you ignore other factors, this causes them to grow causing the very thing you tried to stop.
No single cause is the root of war, but many necessary-we should focus on the most proximate

Schweller 03  Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University

(randall, progress in international relations theory, page 212-213, ed by colin elman)

There is no unifying, grand theory of international relations (IR), and there is little hope of ever constructing one. I am not even sure what such a theory would look like. Kenneth Waltz, whose ideas have most shaped the discipline, claims that such a theory would have to unite domestic and international politics to explain “the behavior of states, their interactions, and international outcomes.” He points out that “no one has even suggested how such a grand theory can be constructed, let alone developed one.” No one has attempted such a task because it is an impossible one. Who can imagine a theory that would explain the origins and settlements of crises and war, as well as issues of international trade and finance; one that could be usefully applied to explain the Nazi-Soviet pact of August 1939, as well as the European Community’s agricultural policy reform? Leaving aside the problem of its comprehensiveness, a unified IR theory would have to specify necessary causes of international outcomes and national behavior, not merely sufficient ones. No IR theory even remotely afits this description. Consider, for instance, the issue of war and peace. There are competing theories about the cause of war at every level of analysis. This is as it should be. For there are many sufficient causes of death, but no necessary ones, there is no single cause of war, and no one should bother searching for one. With no realistic chance of creating anything approaching a unified theory of international relations, the field is instead composed of islands of theory on various matters residing within the immense domain of world politics: alliances, trade and monetary relations, supranational institutions, polarity and war, economic interdependence, crisis diplomacy, deterrence, etc. While this fragmented state of the discipline is not ideal, it is not entirely unsatisfactory either: it avoids the risks (and they are significant ones) of having all our IR eggs in one theoretical basket. Moreover, progress – defined as “an increasing ability to explain and connect complex phenomena” – can still be made. There is every reason to expect that some of these small islands of theory will someday be tied together into more definitive and broader explanations. Indeed, progress in IR theory can be measured in precisely this way: by how far the discipline moves from these tiny islands to larger bodies of land, perhaps even to continents of theory. But no matter how much progress is made, there will always be vast oceans separating even the most fully developed areas of theory.
=== States

Overview

They have not contested the CP implements universal design just as well as the federal government. The CP mandates all 50 states build the same universal design elements and the plan. 
all their solvency deficits are about the Motives or Emphesis of the CP, this is irrelevant. The purpose of the aff is not to make a statement but TO HELP REAL PEOPLE WHO ARE IN NEED OF UNIVERSAL DESIGN. 

If we win the Cp does that than we win the round. 

Extend. the Percy evidence – It’s a 1ac author

States work better because they can implement Universal Design based on the areas specific needs, solves better because it tailors the investment to the situation at hand as opposed to the federal governments one size fits all policy.

And they concede the state laboratory warrant – States can serve as laboratories for policy "experiments'1 through which effective policy implementation strategies can be identified and then shared back with the other states

States are coordinating with disability advocates right now

Landgraf, ‘12

[Rita M. Landgraf, Secretary of Dealware Department of Health, Education, Social Services, Labor and Pensions, 6/21/2012, <http://dhss.delaware.gov/dhss/admin/files/oraltestimony.pdf>]
I do not believe, it is enough for us to be in mere compliance with the Americans with Disability Act and¶ the Olmstead ruling, but we, as state leaders, must embrace the intent of the law beyond the compliance ¶ and embed inclusion and the benefits of diversity as a core value. We must engage our partners across ¶ the federal, state and local governments, and be inclusive of individuals with disabilities as we develop ¶ best practice policy and implementation. This is not merely meeting the objectives of enforcement or a ¶ settlement agreement. It is about systemic reform that enables services to meet the desires of the market ¶ to live ordinary lives with identified supports. Our state and federal systems need to ensure that our ¶ services adhere to these goals that many of us take for granted.¶ We know that States, CMS, and disability advocates are beginning to evolve to a new understanding of ¶ the “Olmstead Community Integration Mandate.” The fundamental question is about “how government ¶ resources can support a quality of life for people with significant disabilities (eligible for Medicaid funding) ¶ that enhances full community participation, independent living and economic self-sufficiency?” ¶ 
AT: federal signal key

A federal signal has no impact cross apply from above, yes it would be nice if people knew the federal government implemented a policy BUT THEY WOULD DEFINITLY STILL PERCEIVE SIMULTANIOUSE ACTION FROM ALL 50 STATES. The CP sends a stronger signal because  often people are more aware of local policy issues and ignore whatever congress is working on.

They are right on the Theory debate that The states VERY RARLY implement policy together, means the CP would DEFINITLY get more media and public attention because it is unique and rare. 

National awareness can be stimulated through press conferences and social media

Parker, ‘12

[Cheryl Parker, Senior Account Manager, Account Executive, 5/17/2012, EVOK – an interactive creative advertisement agency tailored to needs, <http://www.evokad.com/2012/05/building-a-winning-national-awareness-program/>]
A great example is National Mobility Awareness Month for industry trade organization, the National Mobility Equipment Dealers Association (NMEDA). With a budget of $190,000 the inaugural awareness month for the United States and Canada was initiated to educate seniors, veterans, caregivers and people with disabilities about the many wheelchair accessible vehicles and adaptive mobility equipment options available for living an active and mobile lifestyle. In order to further that mission, NMEDA partnered with their member, automotive industry manufacturers to give away three wheelchair accessible vehicles. A new website was designed -MobiltyAwarenessMonth.com where individuals could submit a story about how their “Local Hero” (person with a disability or the caregiver) is overcoming their challenges and living a mobile lifestyle. Consumers were able to submit a 400-word story and a picture or a two-three minute video, and then it was their responsibility to prompt others to vote on the Local Hero. The contest was promoted through social media, Google advertising, industry partners, association members, consumer and influencer print and online publications media buys, a 30-second TV spot on a cable network, and traditional media relations. A press conference was also held to kick-off the promotion and a national spokesperson was selected to advocate for mobility solutions for people with disabilities. The promotion was open for eight weeks to allow for social media and local media penetration.¶ When establishing the goals for this program, the agency and the client set realistic expectations for a project of this magnitude. However, the response was beyond exceptional. The initial goal was to award one vehicle, but that multiplied into three due to the generosity of the manufacturers. When considering Local Hero entries, the team anticipated approximately 100 submissions; instead over 1,550 were received.¶ The promotion quickly grew in popularity. So much so, the site’s server became unresponsive at times. This is where “plan for the unexpected” came to life. In order to maintain a fair playing field for the promotion, the contest was shut down for three days in order to switch the site to a dedicated server to better handle the heighted volume of traffic.¶ During that time, ongoing communications via Facebook and Twitter were critical, as well as frequent updates to the membership. Furthermore, a new landing page was developed offering an email sign-up sheet for those interested in being notified when s tory submissions and voting resumed.¶ What are the results to date for this effort? To name a few: NMEDA’s customer database grew from 115 contacts to approximately 430,000. These contacts can be sorted to expand the association’s membership base and assist dealerships with lead generation. Also, the site enjoyed more than two million visitors – individuals that are now familiar with NMEDA. The media relations efforts have amounted in nearly 1,200 news stories, and social media exposure has brought in approximately 1,400 posts. Media values total $300,000.
AT: Perm both

They are reading solvency for us – Perm evidence - indicates 50 states acting together is best because it provides substantial change and causes increased dialog about the problem at hand. It also solves better because if a political failure occurs the other 49 states fill in. 

and it has 0 warrants as to why state action alone cannot sovle – it cites a specific court finding about wimens rights, not in the context of universal design.

And perm links to spending because it has BOTH THE FEDERAL AND STATE ECONOMY SPENDING MONEY, links twice as hard.

AT: Political process bad

You link to this, you read a plantext proving you see the process as being relevant to your advocacy. If you brought it up in the first place we should be albe to challenge it.

And we do not “rationally choose to not help people with disabilities” – we rationally choose to help them in a BETTER MORE EFFICIANT WAY. that was above.
dosent make war inevitable. we will win that short term political wins are important when they do something like AVOID NUCLEAR WAR. 

also we do not brush aside human rights sacrifices, the CP has the same goal as the aff.
AT: Someone elses problem

We would link to this argument if the Cp was to NOT have the USFG do it and assume another actor would fill in, however we MANDATE action by the states through FIAT. their evidence is also in the context of personal responsibility – dosent assume MANDATED government action. 

AT: Policy focus bad

their evidence claims that focus on prosses leads to less thought on the final product, it never claims that the end results are ACCTUALLY any different. FIAT solves this because the Cp is MANATED to happen. Also focus on process is good if you want to actually create change, it determines how successful the policy will be, that was above. 
and we don’t distract from the issues of the 1AC with political process – one of the reasons we think states are better is because economic collapse would result in worce conditions for those with disabilities, that will be in the 1nr.

50 state fiat is good. 

1. Resolutional wording – The negative gets to test every word of the resolution – this includes The phrase “federal government” especially since it’s a domestic topic
2. Key to Fairness – States counterplan is key to check small unpredictable statewide affs and narrow the topic to few core affirmatives

this is key to fairness and education because it makes neg research burden manageable and stimulates in depth debates from a smaller topic

3. Key to critical thinking - States force the affirmative to delve into the innerworkings of their aff to find a solvency defisit

6. Reject the argument not team 

It’s reciprical –  We fiat one level of the government like the aff,  if not the aff is multi actor fiat as well - the USFG is not a single actor, but many agencys and people that work together. And debate isn’t reciprocal, the neg dosent get perms and the aff cant get counterplans.

They say  No literature – not true, on a domestic topic the states and federal government are always competing for jurisdiction.  

Also it’s a key question on their aff, 1AC percy evidence says QUOTE:

The persistent questions in the context of disability policy is determining which programs and services are best provided at which level of governance

 we do have a solvency advocate – from the 1ac author.
Kick the cp for us

They have not contested logic of conditionality – the judge should always be able to revert back to the status quo. If you feel they win any of their turns or the CP does not solve kick it for us and evaluate the status quo vs. the DA.
Universal design is perceived as costly – requires fixing what’s already built

Scott Pruett, Certified Therapeutic Recreation Specialist (CTRS), “Thoughts about the lack of universal design in our transportation infrastructure”, 7/2/12,  http://universaldesign.org/universal-design-transportation-infrastructure 
There’s only so much energy that people with disabilities can put forth to say “fix the problems” and “it’s in the law.” Getting everything up to compliance is a costly endeavor, and regardless of whether it’s the right thing to do, the enforcement of accessibility often sits on the back burner. It might get fixed if or when people get around to it. The crux of the issue is that the demand (economically speaking) gets drowned out by other priorities of people who don’t understand the importance that access has. Until the demand increases (which is occurring, though it feels slow), people who have needs of easier and safer access really have to be on high alert, constantly. If people had the foresight to build things within our transportation infrastructure using principles of universal design, accessibility problems could be minimized, if not eliminated. Thing is, what’s done is done & fixing problems isn’t cheap or easy. HOWEVER, construction hasn’t ceased. Part of what we’re trying to work on is how to cast a vision for the future and make people aware of the increasing needs of our society. If there’s a greater understanding of needs, there’s a much greater chance of access and usability for as many people as possible to be built into the design of things… and that’s where the ideas behind universal design start to become tangible.
A@ Abilist language

Linguistics focus backfires. It presumes a counterproductive juridical model of power

Judith Butler, Professor of Rhetoric and Comparative Literature, UC Berkeley, Performativity and Performance, Ed. Parker and Sedgwick, 1995, p. 204

That words wound seems incontestably true, and that hateful, racist, misogynist, homophobic speech should be vehemently countered seems incontrovertibly right. But does understanding from where speech derives its power to wound alter our conception of what it might mean to counter that wounding power? Do we accept the notion that injurious speech is attributable to a singular subject and act? If we accept such a juridical constraint on thought - the grammatical requirements of accountability - as a point of departure, what is lost from the political analysis of injury when the discourse of politics becomes fully reduced to juridical requirements?? Indeed, when political discourse is collapsed into juridical discourse, the meaning of political opposition runs the risk of being reduced to the act of prosecution. How is the analysis of the discursive historicity of power unwittingly restricted when the subject is presumed as the point of departure for such an analysis? A clearly theological construction, the postulation of the subject as the causal origin of the performative act is understood to generate that which it names; indeed, this divinely empowered subject is one for whom the name itself is generative.

Turn: Moralizing about grammar is ahistorical and leaves the critic without the tools to truly address poverty, racism, sexism, or violence, 
Brown ‘1, Professor Political Science, Cal-Berkeley, 2K1

(Wendy, Politics Out of History, pg. 35-37)

But moralistic reproaches to certain kinds of speech or argument kill critique not only by displacing it with arguments about abstract rights versus identity-bound injuries, but also by configuring political injustice and political righteousness as a problem of remarks, attitude, and speech rather than as a matter of historical, political-economic, and cultural formations of power. Rather than offering analytically substantive accounts of the forces of injustice or injury, they condemn the manifestation of these forces in particular remarks or events. There is, in the inclination to ban (formally or informally) certain utterances and to mandate others, a politics of rhetoric and gesture that itself symptomizes despair over effecting change at more significant levels. As vast quantities of left and liberal attention go to determining what socially marked individuals say, how they are represented, and how many of each kind appear in certain institutions or are appointed to various commissions, the sources that generate racism, poverty, violence against women, and other elements of social injustice remain relatively unarticulated and unaddressed. We are lost as how to address those sources; but rather than examine this loss or disorientation, rather than bear the humiliation of our impotence, we posture as if we were still fighting the big and good fight in our clamor over words and names. Don’t mourn, moralize.
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