Aff Framework Cards
***NORMATIVITY
Their interpretation of framework relies on a normative understanding of “should” which is the wrong starting point
Schlag 91 (Pierre Schlag, Professor of Law at the University of Colorado, 1991, “Normativity and the Politics of Form,” JSTOR)

Against this backdrop of bureaucratic power games, it becomes an interesting question just what all of our passionate and very moral normative conversation does or does not contribute. Against the backdrop of this power game of law, our normative conversation can seem exceedingly polite-given to a rather unbelievable romanticization of the enterprise we call "law." Many legal thinkers understand this dramatic conflict in terms of an opposition between the "realities" of practice and the "ideals" of the legal academy. For these legal thinkers, it will seem especially urgent to ask once again: What should be done? How should we live? What should the law be? These are the hard questions. These are the momentous questions. And they are the wrong ones. They are wrong because it is these very normative questions that reprieve legal thinkers from recognizing the extent to which the cherished "ideals" of legal academic thought are implicated in the reproduction and maintenance of precisely those ugly "realities" of legal practice the academy so routinely condemns. It is these normative questions that allow legal thinkers to shield themselves from the recognition that their work product consists largely of the reproduction of rhetorical structures by which human beings can be coerced into achieving ends of dubious social origin and implica-tion. It is these very normative questions that allow legal academics to continue to address (rather lamely) bureaucratic power structures as if they were rational, morally competent, individual humanist subjects. It is these very normative questions that allow legal thinkers to assume blithely that-in a world ruled by HMOs, personnel policies, standard operating procedures, performance requirements, standard work incentives, and productivity monitor-ing-they somehow have escaped the bureaucratic power games. It is these normative questions that enable them to represent them-selves as whole and intact, as self-directing individual liberal humanist subjects at once rational, morally competent, and in control of their own situations, the captain of their own ships, the Hercules of their own empires, the author of their own texts. It isn't so.5 And if it isn't so, it would seem advisable to make some adjustments in the agenda and practice of legal thought. That is what I will be trying to do here. Much of what follows will no doubt seem threatening or nihilistic to many readers. In part that is because this article puts in question the very coherence, mean-ingfulness, and integrity of the kinds of normative disputes and discussion that almost all of us in the legal academy practice. One question will no doubt recur to the reader throughout this article: "But what should we do?" That question is not going to receive a straightforward answer here, and I would like to explain why at the outset. Suppose that you are walking on a road and you come to a fork. This calls for a decision, for a choice. So you ask your companions: "Which fork should we take? Where should we go?" You all begin to talk about it, to consider the possibilities, to weigh the considerations. Given these circumstances, given this sort of problem, the questions, "Where should we go? What should we do?" are perfectly sensible.6 But now suppose that it gets dark and the terrain becomes less familiar. You are no longer sure which road you are on or even if you are on a road at all.7 So you ask, "where are we?" One of your companions says "I don't know-I think we should just keep going forward." Another one says, "I think we should just go back." Yet another says "No, I think we should go left." Now given the right context, each of these suggestions can be perfectly sensible. But not in this context. Not anymore. On the contrary, you know very well that going forward, backward, left or in any other direction makes no sense unless you happen to know where you are. So, of course, you try to figure out where you are. You look around for telltale signs. You scan the horizon. You try to reconstruct mentally how you got here in the first place. You explore. You even start thinking about how to figure out where you are. Meanwhile, if your companions keep asking "But what should we do? Which road should we take?," you are likely to think that these kinds of questions are not particularly helpful. The questions (Where should we go? Which fork should we take?) that seemed to make so much sense a short time back have now become a hin-drance. And if your companions keep up this sort of questioning (Which road should we take? Which way should we go?), you're going to start wondering about how to get them to focus on the new situation, how to get them to drop this "fork in the road" stuff and start using a different metaphor.8 Now one metaphor that recurs throughout this essay is that of the theater.9 Now, you might reasonably think that it's a bit difficult to get from the "fork in the road" metaphor of normative legal thought to the metaphor of law as theater. But actually, it's not that difficult-especially not if you understand at the outset that those individuals who keep saying "Where should we go? What should we do?" are themselves already doing a kind of theater. They are engaged in a particular kind of dramatic action appropriate for a particular kind of scene, agon, and actors. They are doing the kind of theater that is particularly appropriate for forks in the road. Now, one problem with normative legal thought is that it is constantly representing our situation as a fork in the road-calling, of course, for a choice, a commitment to this way or that way. Now, you might think: well, this is not so bad. At least we get to choose. We are free and we can choose which way to go. But, of course, we are not free. The rhetorical script of normative legal thought is already written, the social scene is already set and play after play, article after article, year after year, normative legal thought requires you to choose: "What should we do? Where should we go?" We are free, but we must choose-which is to say that we are not free at all. On the contrary, we (you and I) have been constituted as the kind of beings, the kind of thinkers who compulsively treat every intellectual, social, or legal event as calling for a choice. We must choose. What should we do? Where should we go? These questions are not helpful now. It's time to do a different kind of theater. And the first thing to do is figure out where we are and what we're doing. What we're doing, of course, is normative legal thought. I. (VIRTUALLY) ALWAYSA ND ALREADYN ORMATIVE The orientation of American academic legal thought is perva-sively and overwhelmingly normative. For the legal thinker, the central question is "what should the law be?" Or, "what should the courts do?" Or, "how should courts decide cases?" Or, "what values should the ubiquitous (and largely non-referential) 'we' (i.e., us) believe?" Or, "how should ...." These questions and their doctrinal derivatives constitute, organize, and circumscribe the tacit agenda of contemporary legal thought. The key verb dominating contemporary legal thought is some version of "should." Sometimes this "should" does not quite rise to the moral "ought," and remains merely an instrumental, technical, or prudential "should." Sometimes it is a covert "should"-hidden beneath layers of legal positivism. But the fact remains that "shoulds" and "oughts" dominate legal discourse. And the question of whether any given "should" is a true moral "ought" or another instrumental "should" turns out to be just another internecine squabble among competing normative perspectives.10 The normative orientation is so dominant in legal thought that it is usually not noticed. No doubt the very pervasiveness and dominance of this thought has enabled it to escape conscious thematization.11 Indeed, while the concept "normative legal thought" is hardly unknown or unintelligible to American legal thinkers, its precise significance, its precise movements in social or intellectual space, remain largely unrecognized and undetermined. Indeed, the understanding (or rather understandings) of normative legal thought within the legal academy are not nearly as refined or contested as the understandings, for instance, of legal formalism, legal realism, legal process, law and economics, critical legal studies (cls), or the like. Nonetheless, normative legal thought does not arrive on this scene without meaning, without a history. On the contrary, normative legal thought arrives an already loaded term-one that has already been engaged injurisprudential skirmishes with conceptual-ism, positivism, and nihilism. Indeed, our image of normative legal thought is already a product of some cognitively and professionally sedimented distinctions12 between normative legal thought and: (a) descriptive thought (as in, for instance, the opposition between descriptive and normative law and economics);13 (b) conceptualism (as in, for instance, the claim that norma-tive legal thought is value-conscious, open-ended, and non-authoritarian in contrast to conceptualism);'4 or (c) nihilism (as in, for instance, the claim that either law is a normatively meaningful enterprise or we face the abyss of a bleak and chaotic nihilism).15 These distinctions and the patterns of argument structures associated with these distinctions have played significant roles in fashioning our pre-conscious, pre-reflective understanding of the character and location of normative legal thought. It is important to attend to these pre-reflective understandings lest they shape our conceptualization of normative legal thought in ways that turn out to be unhelpful. We want to avoid as much as possible "positing" a model or "proposing" a definition of normative legal thought. For us, then, normative legal thought is already a social construction, already having meaning and significance. We want to reveal our own sedimented, pre-reflective images and conceptualiza-tions of normative legal thought so that in the process of revealing, 12 we might learn something about how these pre-reflective conceptu-alizations will help or hinder the inquiry undertaken here. Indeed, it will turn out that our pre-reflective images and conceptualizations of normative legal thought in some senses help and in others obstruct our attempts to understand normative legal thought. They help in the sense that they are socially and cogni-tively operative among legal thinkers and thus allow us to get some shared "fix" on what we mean by normative legal thought. At the same time these images and conceptualizations are unhelpful because once we make their argumentative logic intellectually explicit, they collapse. On the one hand, the three distinctions remain socially and cognitively operative-not only in the actual production of contemporary legal thought, but in our very represen-tation here of that legal thought;16 on the other hand, they collapse whenever serious intellectual attention is turned their way.

This desensitizes us to real-world suffering as people outside debate 

Delgado 91 (Richard Delgado, Professor of Law @ the University of Colorado, 1991, “Norms and Normal Science,” JSTOR)

But what is the cash value of all this priest-talk in the law reviews, in the classrooms of at least the "better" schools, and in the opinions of at least some judges? Are normativos better than other people? Are we better off for engaging in normative talk, either as speakers or listeners? Pierre Schlag, for example, has described normativity as a zero-as a vacuous, self-referential system of talk, all form and no substance, meaning nothing, and about itself.82 This description may be too generous. Normativity may be more than a harmless tic prevalent only in certain circles. 1. Permission to Ignore Suffering The history of organized religion shows that intense immersion in at least certain types of normative system is no guarantee against cruelty, intolerance or superstition.83 In modern times, social scientists have tried to find a correlation between religious belief and altruistic behavior. In most studies, the correlation is nonexis-tent or negative. In one study, seminary students were observed as they walked past a well-dressed man lying moaning on the side-walk.84 Most ignored the man, even though they had just heard a sermon about the Good Samaritan. The proportion who stopped to offer aid was lower than that of passersby in general. The researchers, commenting on this and other studies of religion and helping behavior, hypothesized that religious people feel less need to act because of a sense that they are "chosen" people.85 I believe this anesthetizing effect extends beyond religion. We confront a starving beggar and immediately translate the concrete duty we feel into a normative (i.e., abstract) question. And once we see the beggar's demand in general, systemic terms, it is easy for us to pass him by without rendering aid.86 Someone else, perhaps society (with my tax dollars), will take care of that problem. Normativity thus enables us to ignore and smooth over the rough edges of our world, to tune out or redefine what would otherwise make a claim on us. In the legal system, the clearest examples of this are found in cases where the Supreme Court has been faced with subsistence claims.

The judge’s job as an educator is to vote aff to refuse normativity

Schlag 90 (Pierre Schlag, Professor of Law @ the University of Colorado, 1990, “Normative and Nowhere to Go,” Lexis-Nexis

All of this can seem very funny. That's because it is very funny. It is also deadly serious. It is deadly serious, because all this normative legal thought, as Robert Cover explained, takes place in a field of pain and death. [FN56] And in a very real sense Cover was right. Yet as it takes place, normative legal thought is playing language games-utterly oblivious to the character of the language games it plays, and thus, utterly uninterested in considering its own rhetorical and political contributions (or lack thereof) to the field of pain and death. To be sure, normative legal thinkers are often genuinely concerned with reducing the pain and the death. However, the problem is not what normative legal thinkers do with normative legal thought, but what normative legal thought does with normative legal thinkers. What is missing in normative legal thought is any serious questioning, let alone tracing, of the relations that the practice, the rhetoric, the routine of normative legal thought have (or do not have) to the field of pain and death. And there is a reason for that: Normative legal thought misunderstands its own situation. Typically, normative legal thought understands itself to be outside the field of pain and death and in charge of organizing and policing that field. It is as if the action of normative legal thought could be separated from the background field of pain and death. This theatrical distinction is what allows normative legal thought its own self-important, self-righteous, selfimage-its congratulatory sense of its own accomplishments and effectiveness. All this self-congratulation works very nicely so long as normative legal *188 thought continues to imagine itself as outside the field of pain and death and as having effects within that field. [FN57] Yet it is doubtful this image can be maintained. It is not so much the case that normative legal thought has effects on the field of pain and death--at least not in the direct, originary way it imagines. Rather, it is more the case that normative legal thought is the pattern, is the operation of the bureaucratic distribution and the institutional allocation of the pain and the death. [FN58] And apart from the leftover ego-centered rationalist rhetoric of the eighteenth century (and our routine), there is nothing at this point to suggest that we, as legal thinkers, are in control of normative legal thought. The problem for us, as legal thinkers, is that the normative appeal of normative legal thought systematically turns us away from recognizing that normative legal thought is grounded on an utterly unbelievable re-presentation of the field it claims to describe and regulate. The problem for us is that normative legal thought, rather than assisting in the understanding of present political and moral situations, stands in the way. It systematically reinscribes its own aesthetic--its own fantastic understanding of the political and moral scene. [FN59] Until normative legal thought begins to deal with its own paradoxical postmodern rhetorical situation, it will remain something of an irresponsible enterprise. In its rhetorical structure, it will continue to populate the legal academic world with individual humanist subjects who think themselves empowered Cartesian egos, but who are largely the manipulated constructions of bureaucratic practices--academic and otherwise. [FN60] To the extent possible, it is important to avoid this kind of category mistake. For instance, it is important to understand that your automobile insurance adjuster is not simply some updated version of the eighteenth century *189 individual humanist subject. Even though the insurance adjuster will quite often engage you in normative talk-arguing with you about responsibility, fairness, fault, allocation of blame, adequacy of compensation, and the like-he is unlikely to be terribly receptive or susceptible to any authentic normative dialogue. His normative competence, his normative sensitivity, is scripted somewhere else. It is important to be clear about these things. The contemporary lawyer, for instance, may talk the normative rhetoric of the eighteenth century individual humanist subject. But make no mistake: This normative or humanist rhetoric is very likely the unfolding of bureaucratic logic. The modern lawyer is very often a kind of meta-insurance adjuster. And that makes you and me, as legal academics, trainers of meta-insurance adjusters. This is perhaps an unpleasant realization. One of the most important effects of normative legal thought is to intercede here so that we, as legal academics, do not have to confront this unpleasant realization. Normative legal thought allows us to pretend that we are preparing our students to become Atticus Finch [FN61] while we are in fact training people who will enter the meta-insurance adjustment business. For our students, this role-confusion is unlikely to be very funny. It will get even less so upon their graduation-when they learn that Atticus Finch has been written out of the script. For us, of course, it is a pleasant fantasy to think we are teaching Atticus Finch. When the fantasy is over, it becomes one hell of a category mistake. And in the rude transition from the one to the other, Atticus Finch can quickly turn into Dan Quayle. In fact, if you train your students to become Atticus Finch, they will likely end up as Dan Quayle-- cognitively defenseless against the regimenting and monitoring practices of bureaucratic institutions. Atticus Finch, as admirable as he may be, has none of the cognitive or critical resources necessary to understand the duplicities of the bureaucratic networks within which we operate. Apart from the fantasies of the legal academy, there is no longer a place in America for a lawyer like Atticus Finch. There is nothing for him to do here--nothing he can do. He is a moral character in a world where the role of moral thought has become at best highly ambivalent, a normative thinker in a world where normative legal thought is already largely the bureaucratic logic of institutions.

***Personal Experiences Good
Using personal experience does not create a confessional format—it’s an opportunity to share experience and expose disenfranchisement

Reid-Brinkley 6/24/12
(Dr. Shanara R. Reid-Brinkley, June 24, 2012, “Personalized Debate and the Difficulty of Building Coalitions”, http://resistanceanddebate.wordpress.com/2012/06/24/personalized-debate-and-the-difficulty-of-building-coalitions-2/)FS

 You make a few assumptions about the use of personal experience in debate that I want to question. Most of the students who use personal experience in debate are not doing so to just win the round. The students of color (and their allies) that make race centric arguments are not just talking about their personal experience to win a ballot. There are way more easy ways to win a ballot than to make yourself vulnerable by discussing your personal experience. Their use of personal experience is a choice to share, to offer those who have never encountered the issues they face an opportunity to put names to the faces of real people facing real problems. Debate encourages us to remain disconnected from the subject matter and makes it easier to ignore the cries of the disenfranchised. That you assume they are asking you to engage personally just to win the debate is incorrect. Instead, they are asking you to open yourself up to honest engagement which requires that you make yourself vulnerable too. It is out of that space of vulnerability that real empathy across difference can be built. This is not about individual debate rounds, its about the very nature of the debate community. When they ask you to invest yourself personally, they are asking you to join hands and put your body on the line, just like they do every time they step foot in the hostile environment of national debate tournaments. 

Inclusion of personal experience is inevitable and necessary to confront power structures, which must be explored and not merely accepted as stasis points for debate

Butler 6/25/12
(Butler, Judy, June 25, 2012, “Some Thoughts on the Role of Personal Experience and Debate”, http://resistanceanddebate.wordpress.com/2012/06/25/some-thoughts-on-the-role-of-personal-experience-and-debate/)FS
 The question is not do we debate from our personal experiences (I have never heard a team say we personally experience oppression and you don’t so we win) but whose personal experiences do the structure of topics reflect – I would humbly suggest that they presuppose a relation to the state as a neutral, natural and normal tool of policy, that you can program in a goal and out comes an OUTCOME – not an historically AND CURRENTLY hostile institution that was anything but neutral in its subjugation of you and those who look like you – 18 to 24 year old black males know they disproportionably populate the jails as a class – their FRIENDS go to jail, it is not a statistic that they just read about – and the concomminent day to day reality of the policing of young black men that requires a great deal of real, in person contact between the security organs of the state and those young men – and not much of it is positive or feels like protection – the statistics are glaringly apparent.

Pretending debate or any policy making deliberation can be somehow separated in anything but a very surface and artificial way from ones personal experience is counterintuitive – you can acknowledge it or not – but I defy you to teach novice debaters how to debate without appealing and referring to their personal experiences

***State Bad

Hurts Agency
Policymaking that privileges the state over the individual cannot articulate the capacity and ability of human agency

Bleiker 2k (Roland, Ph.D., visiting research and teaching affiliations at Harvard, Cambridge, Humboldt, Tampere, Yonsei and Pusan National University as well as the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology and the Institute of Social Studies in Hauge, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press, 2000, Print) 

While opening up the study of global politics to a variety of new domains, most efforts to rethink the international have not gone as far as they could have, or, indeed, should have gone. Here too, questions of conceptualisation and representation are of crucial importance. Campbell stresses that for all their efforts to understand a wide range of global phenomena, most approaches to international theory have displayed a remarkably persistent compulsion to anchor an under​ standing of the complexities of global life in a 'something-national' formulation — whether it is 'international', 'multinational', or 'transna​ tional'.14Representative for such forms of conceptualising is Mark Zacher's seemingly sensible claim that 'non-state actors such as multi​ national corporations and banks may increase in importance, but there are few signs that they are edging states from centre stage'.15 Debates about the role of human agency display similar state-centric tendencies. There are disagreements on various fronts, but virtually all discussions on agency in international theory remain focused on conceptualising state behaviour. Alexander Wendt, who has been instrumental in bringing issues of agency to the study of international relations, has been equally influential in directing ensuing discussions on a state-centric path. He explicitly and repeatedly acknowledges 'a commitment to states as units of analysis' and constructs much of his theoretical work around an examination of states and the constraints within which they operate.16 Here too, the logic behind adapting a state-centric form of representation rests on the assumption that 'as long as states are the dominant actors in international politics, it is appropriate to focus on the identity and agency of the state rather than, for example, a transnational social movement'.17 Questions of agency in international theory should not and cannot be reduced to analyses of state behaviour. This book demonstrates how an instance of transversal dissent may influence global politics at least as much as, say, a diplomatic treatise or a foreign policy decision. At a time when processes of globalisation are unfolding and national boundaries are becoming increasingly porous, states can no longer be viewed as the only consequential actors in world affairs. Various scholars have thus begun to question the prevalent spatial modes of representation and the artificial separation of levels of analysis that issues from them. They suggest, as mentioned above, that global life is better understood as a series of transversal struggles that increasingly challenge what Richard Ashley called 'the paradigm of sovereign man.' Transversal struggles, Ashley emphasises, are not limited to established spheres of sovereignty. They are neither domestic nor international. They know no final boundaries between inside and out​ side.18 And they have come to be increasingly recognised as central aspects of global politics. James Rosenau is among several scholars who now acknowledge that it is along the shifting frontiers of trans​ versal struggles, 'and not through the nation state system that people sort and play out the many contradictions at work in the global scene'.19
We can claim our agency only by rejecting the state-centric view of politics.

Bleiker 2k (Roland, Ph.D., visiting research and teaching affiliations at Harvard, Cambridge, Humboldt, Tampere, Yonsei and Pusan National University as well as the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology and the Institute of Social Studies in Hauge, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press, 2000, Print) 

Questions of agency have been discussed extensively in international theory, mostly in the context of the so-called structure—agency debate. Although strongly wedded to a state-centric view, this debate nevertheless evokes a number of important conceptual issues that are relevant as well to an understanding of transversal dynamics. The roots of the structure—agency debate can be traced back to a feeling of discontent about how traditional approaches to international theory have dealt with issues of agency. Sketched in an overly broad manner, the point of departure looked as follows: At one end of the spectrum were neorealists, who explain state identity and behaviour through a series of structural restraints that are said to emanate from the anarchical nature of the international system. At the other end we find neoliberals, who accept the existence of anarchy but seek to understand the behaviour of states and other international actors in terms of their individual attributes and their ability to engage in cooperative bargaining. If pushed to their logical end-point, the two positions amount, respectively, to a structural determinism and an equally farfetched belief in the autonomy of rational actors. 24  The structure—agency debate is located somewhere between these two poles. Neither structure nor agency receive analytical priority. Instead, the idea is to understand the interdependent and mutually constitutive relationship between them. The discussions that have evolved in the wake of this assumption are highly complex and cannot possibly be summarised here. 25 Some of the key premises, though, can be recognised by observing how the work of Anthony Giddens has shaped the structure—agency debate in international relations. Giddens speaks of the 'duality of structure,' of structural properties that are constraining as well as enabling. They are both 'the medium and outcome of the contingently accomplished activities of situated actors'. 26 Expressed in other words, neither agents nor structures have the final word. Human actions are always embedded in and constrained by the structural context within which they form and evolve. But structures are not immutable either. A human being, Giddens stresses, will 'know a great deal about the conditions of reproduction of the society of which he or she is a member'. 27 The actions that emerge from this awareness then shape the processes through which social systems are structurally maintained and reproduced.

Increase Violence
State-centricity leads to the violent exclusion of other viewpoints 

Bleiker 2k (Roland, Ph.D., visiting research and teaching affiliations at Harvard, Cambridge, Humboldt, Tampere, Yonsei and Pusan National University as well as the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology and the Institute of Social Studies in Hauge, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press, 2000, Print) 

To expand the scope of international theory and to bring transversal struggles into focus is not to declare the state obsolete. States remain central actors in international politics and they have to be recognised and theorised as such. In fact, my analysis will examine various ways in which states and the boundaries between them have mediated the formation, functioning and impact of dissent. However, my reading of dissent and agency makes the state neither its main focus nor its starting point. There are compelling reasons for such a strategy, and they go beyond a mere recognition that a state-centric approach to international theory engenders a form of representation that privileges the authority of the state and thus precludes an adequate understand​ing of the radical transformations that are currently unfolding in global life. Michael Shapiro is among an increasing number of theor​ists who convincingly portray the state not only as an institution, but also, and primarily, as a set of 'stories' — of which the state-centric approach to international theory is a perfect example. It is part of a legitimisation process that highlights, promotes and naturalises cer​tain political practices and the territorial context within which they take place. Taken together, these stories provide the state with a sense of identity, coherence and unity. They create boundaries between an inside and an outside, between a people and its others. Shapiro stresses that such state-stories also exclude, for they seek 'to repress or delegitimise other stories and the practices of identity and space they reflect.' And it is these processes of exclusion that impose a cer​tain political order and provide the state with a legitimate rationale for violent encounters.22
Decreases Education
State-centricity leads to a monopoly on education that silences other viewpoints

Biswas 7 (Shampa, Professor of Politics at Whitman College, December, “Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 36, No. 1, p. 125-126)

In making a case for the exilic orientation, it is the powerful hold of the nation-state upon intellectual thinking that Said most bemoans. 31  The nation-state of course has a particular pride of place in the study of global politics. The state-centricity of International Relations has not just circumscribed the ability of scholars to understand a vast ensemble of globally oriented movements, exchanges and practices not reducible to the state, but also inhibited a critical intellectual orientation to the world outside the national borders within which scholarship is produced. Said acknowledges the fact that all intellectual work occurs in a (national) context which imposes upon one’s intellect certain linguistic boundaries, particular (nationally framed) issues and, most invidiously, certain domestic political constraints and pressures, but he cautions against the dangers of such restrictions upon the intellectual imagination. 32  Comparing the development of IR in two different national contexts – the French and the German ones – Gerard Holden has argued that different intellectual influences, different historical resonances of different issues, different domestic exigencies shape the discipline in different contexts. 33  While this is to be expected to an extent, there is good reason to be cautious about how scholarly sympathies are expressed and circumscribed when the reach of one’s work (issues covered, people affected) so obviously extends beyond the national context. For scholars of the global, the (often unconscious) hold of the nation-state can be especially pernicious in the ways that it limits the scope and range of the intellectual imagination. Said argues that the hold of the nation is such that even intellectuals progressive on domestic issues become collaborators of empire when it comes to state actions abroad. 34 Specifically, he critiques nationalistically based systems of education and the tendency in much of political commentary to frame analysis in terms of ‘we’, ‘us’ and ‘our’ - particularly evident in coverage of the war on terrorism - which automatically sets up a series of (often hostile) oppositions to ‘others’. He points in this context to the rather common intellectual tendency to be alert to the abuses of others while remaining blind to those of one’s own. 35

Eliminates Identity
It is bad to focus on the state in IR- the state creates boundaries within its self and excludes and represses certain aspects in order to reflect a certain identity

Bleiker in 2000 (Roland, Senior Lecturer and Coordinator of the Peace and Conflict Studies Program at the University of Queensland, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics)

To expand the scope of international theory and to bring transversal struggles into focus is not to declare the state obsolete. States remain central actors in international politics and they have to be recognised and theorised as such. In fact, my analysis will examine various ways in which states and the boundaries between them have mediated the formation, functioning and impact of dissent. However, my reading of dissent and agency makes the state neither its main focus nor its starting point. There are compelling reasons for such a strategy, and they go beyond a mere recognition that a state-centric approach to international theory engenders a form of representation that privileges the authority of the state and thus precludes an adequate understanding of the radical transformations that are currently unfolding in global life. Michael Shapiro is among an increasing number of theorists who convincingly portray the state not only as an institution, but also, and primarily, as a set of 'stories' — of which the state-centric approach to international theory is a perfect example. It is part of a legitimisation process that highlights, promotes and naturalises certain political practices and the territorial context within which they take place. Taken together, these stories provide the state with a sense of identity, coherence and unity. They create boundaries between an inside and an outside, between a people and its others. Shapiro stresses that such state-stories also exclude, for they seek 'to repress or delegitimise other stories and the practices of identity and space they reflect.' And it is these processes of exclusion that impose a certain political order and provide the state with a legitimate rationale for violent encounters. 

The state sustains collective identity through an increasing process of oppressive power struggles, culminating in violence

Connoly in 2k2 (William, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science @ Johns Hopkins University, Identity/Difference, expanded edition) 

In several domains, the state no longer emerges as a consummate agent of efficacy, even though it expands as a pivotal agent of power.4 A crack in the very unity of "power" has opened up. We have entered a world in which state power is simultaneously magnified and increasingly disconnected from the ends that justify its magni- fication. As obstacles to its efficacy multiply, the state increasingly sustains collective identity through theatrical displays of punish- ment and revenge against those elements that threaten to signify its inefficacy. It launches dramatized crusades against the internal other (low-level criminals, drug users, disloyalists, racial minor- ities, and the underclass), the external other (foreign enemies and terrorists), and the interior other (those strains of abnormality, subversion, and perversity that may reside within anyone).  The state becomes, first, the screen upon which much of the resentment against the adverse effects of the civilization of produc- tivity and private affluence is projected; second, the vehicle through which rhetorical reassurances about the glory and durability of that civilization are transmitted back to the populace; and third, the instrument of campaigns against those elements most disturbing to the collective identity. In the first instance, the welfare apparatus of the state is singled out for criticism and reformation. In the second, the presidency is organized into a medium of rhetorical diversion and reassurance. In the third, the state disciplinary-police-punitive apparatus is marshaled to constitute and stigmatize constituencies whose terms of existence might otherwise provide signs of defeat, injury, and sacrifice engendered by the civilization of productivity itself. <p206> 

***Sci – Fi Good
Sci-Fi Laundry List
The plan is a utopian imagination of technology asserted against the gradual erosion of hope that accompanies the focus on detail.  Reclaiming the narrative of technological utopianism does not mean blindly embracing all technologies, but it does prevent the destruction of all human meaning

Leong 2003 (Leong Hang-tat, Ph.D. candidate at the Chinese University of Hong Kong in philosophy, “Ideology and Utopia in Science Fiction”, ProQuest) BW

Mannheim concludes his analysis of the concept of utopia after the discussion of the four utopian mentalities. For him, the typology of utopia constitutes a temporal sequence. The socialist-communist utopia, as the last form of utopian mentality, is not only less incongruous with reality than the preceding forms, but also progressively more congruous with the actual world. His basic argument is that the history of utopia constitutes a gradual “approximation to real life” and therefore tolls the death knell of utopia in its very success at social transformation: Thus, after a long tortuous, but heroic development, just at the highest stage of awareness, when history is ceasing to be blind fate, and is becoming more and more man’s own creation, with the relinquishment of utopias, man would lose his will to shape history and therewith his ability to understand it. The socialist idea, in its actualization, has the effect of reducing the utopianism of utopia and leads to the decay of utopia. Mannheim perceives that the historical process of the dominant forms of the utopian mentality shows “a gradual descent and a closer approximation to real life of a utopia that at one time completely transcended history” and reveals a “general subsidence of utopian intensity” (222-3). Mannheim is unsettled by his own conclusion that implies the end of utopia. He laments that “the complete elimination of reality transcending elements from our world would lead us to a matter-of-factness which ultimately would mean the decay of human will” (236). Quoting the prophecy of Swiss poet Gottfried Keller, Mannheim wonders whether “[t]he ultimate triumph of freedom will be barren” (225). Near the end of the discussion, he suggests the symptoms of this barrenness: The disappearance of utopia brings about a static state of affairs in which man himself becomes no more than a thing. We would be faced then with the greatest paradox imaginable, namely, that man, who has achieved the highest degree of rational mastery of existence, left without any ideals, becomes a mere creature of impulses. (236) If ideology is false consciousness related to dominant hut declining classes, we can imagine a society without it as “the decline of ideology represents a crisis only for certain strata” (236). However, “the complete disappearance of the utopian element from human thought and action would mean that human nature and human development would take on a totally new character” (236). We cannot imagine the complete abandonment of utopia because a society without utopia would be a society without goals. With the loss of illusions, humanity would lose the sense of direction when the victory of a certain matter-of-factness, or congruence, is realized. Mannheim’s typology is incomplete, because he in fact neglects the role played by science and technology in realizing utopia. In the following discussion, I will consolidate the technological utopian mentality as one of the major utopias from both the sociological and literary perspective. The conception of science and technology as significant means to achieve utopia has a long lineage. As Nell Eurich points out in her hook Science ¡n Utopia: A Mighty Design (1967), the background for this form of utopia comes principally from Francis Bacon and his New Atlantis. Bacon’s utopia is essentially a triumph of the scientists whose ideas and innovation provide direction and ways for the realization of a technological utopia. However, humanity’s ambivalent attitude toward science and scientists has essentially suppressed this form of utopia. In the history of civilization, humanity always faces a barrier whenever a new science or technology appears in society. The barrier can be termed the ‘Frankenstein barrier” for the significance of Mary Shelley’s first science fiction novel Frankenstein (1818) (Slusser 5). In this work, the scientist Victor Frankenstein arrives on the verge of giving his new creature a future, a symbol of the future for new science as well, when he is asked by his creature to make a bride for it. Frankenstein cannot overcome his ambivalence and thus refuses its request. As a result of his refusal, the scientist is forced to retreat from his expanded search for knowledge and the future of his creature is forsaken. Frankenstein’s refusal signifies the persistence of a significant barrier in humanity, which has remained deep-rooted in Western culture and symbolizes the conflict between utilitarian technology and those who greatly doubt the role of science and scientists. In the late twentieth century and the beginning of the twenty-first century, the technological utopia has become even more prominent. This form of utopian mentality is best found in science fiction, which, at its best, not only provides the most supple and popular means of exploring questions of diversity and difference, but also opens up new possibilities and makes us think. In science fiction, we can find utopia that effectively addresses the questions that have defined the age we live in: technology, gender, race, ideology, history and so on. As a genre of ideas, science fiction has been able to portray technological utopia in vivid and popular ways. After analyzing eight science fiction texts from the Western and Oriental cultures, I would like to conclude this section by a discussion on the characteristics of technological utopia. This form of utopia emphasizes the roles of intellectuals and scientists. The dominant desire of this utopian mentality is the technological utopia that embraces the power of science and technology, as well as preserving the identifying and legitimizing power of humanity and the present status quo. The embodiment of forces in ideology and utopia simultaneously makes the progress to technological utopia become a spiral movement. Like the socialist-communist utopian mentality, it is also considered the best possible form to bridge the gap between the dream and the present state of things.23 With the progression in science and technology at different strategic moments, especially in the aspects of cyberspace, cyborg and space travel that we have discussed, humanity can realize its ago-old desire of transcending the mind, the body, and space respectively. As the discussion of the science fiction texts shows, these technological metaphors provide both ideological and utopian functions to humanity and make the technological utopia a spiral movement to the perfect state of being. The sense of time in this form is seen as a series of strategic points in history, rather than a gradual progress in the liberal-humanist idea. Every new breakthrough in science or technology, or a Novum 24 represents a strategic point in technological utopia. The technologies of cyberspace, cyborg, and space travel are most important nova, or utopian metaphors, which transcend the limitations of the mind, body and space respectively for humanity. Nevertheless, technological utopia shares with the liberal ideas that the location of a perfect world is in the future, in the time when various limiting conditions of humanity are transcended by the means of new science and technology as in the case of all the science fiction texts that I have studied. In Neuromancer and “Dream-cutting romance,” the strategic point for the advancement of the spiral movement in technological utopia is signified by the upgrade of cybernetic technology as well as the merge between humanity and technological entities. In Hard-Boiled Wonderland and the End of the World, the breakthrough is represented by scientific experiment and the understanding of human mind by dream reading. Similarly, in The Positronic Man, Ghost in the Shell and The Ultimate War of Super-brains, the strategic moment for the spiral movement is embodied by the upgrade of the robotic entities to become more human, mortal and organic. Finally, the breakthrough in achieving technological utopia is shown in the transcendence of Kelvin and Bowman in Solaris and 2001 respectively. 

Our call to imagine what the government might do forces us out of our current subject position—the ability to imagine another role is the foundation of ethical engagement with the Other

EPSTEIN 1999 (Mikhail, Associate Professor in the Department of Russian and East Asian Languages and Cultures at Emory University, Transcultural Experiments: Russian and American Models of Creative Communication, p. 164-166

Transcultural theory needs to articulate its own ethics, which can be called an ethics of the imagination. Traditionally, imagination was considered to be the capacity least bound to ethical responsibility, incompatible with or even antagonistic to ethical imperatives. The longstanding debates between ethics and aesthetics targeted exactly this opposition between moral norms and free imagination, between duty and desire, between reason and fantasy.

However, if we look at the most common and established ethical rule as it is inscribed in the heritage of many cultures—Christian, Chinese, Greek—we find an implicit call for imagination as expressed in the requirement that we "do unto others as we would have them do unto us." This presupposes a kind of commonness between ourselves and others that cannot be found in actual existence and empirical experience—we are all different. Without imagination a person would be unable to put herself in the position of others or to put others in her own position. One has to be imaginative to be righteous. One has to imagine what other people may need, dream of, and aspire to in order to respond adequately to their needs. Percy Bysshe Shelly has expressed succinctly this link between morality and imagination in his "A Defence of Poetry" : "A man, to be greatly good, must imagine intensely and comprehensively; he must put himself in the place of another and of many others; the pains and pleasures of his species must become his own."1

Bur there is much more to this imaginative aspect of ethics than just identifying oneself with others. Two modifications may be added to the golden rule to embrace those aspects of ethics that are not reducible to a commonness between myself and others, between the subjects and objects of ethical actions.

The first addition would refer to the uniqueness of the ethical subject as distinct from the ethical object. "Do unto others as we would have them do unto us . . . but as nobody else could do unto them except for us." The uniqueness of the ethical subject would be crucial in cases when among the many needs of others are those to which the given subject is uniquely or exclusively qualified to respond. The action that will be ethically preferable is that which no one can accomplish except for me and that which no one can do better than me. Since I am different from the other, the ethical relationship between us should be based on our mutual irre-ducibility. The basic rule of differential ethics thus can be formulated in this way: Do what no other person in the same situation could do in your place. Act in such a way that your most individual abilities meet the most individual needs of the other.

This is also true for our expectations from other people. Not only what we do to others, but whar we expect them to do for us, is an ethically marked position. A totalitarian politics that forced a violinist to take an ax and cut wood to provide heat during an energy shortage was ethically reprehensible though it claimed to be truly humanistic as expressing equal concern about the needs of all people. From the standpoint of the ethics of difference, the musician should not only be allowed but encouraged to respond to those specific needs of people that he is in a unique position to answer. Reduction of individual abilities to the more general needs is what underlies the crude, politically dominated ethics of "mass societies."

Thus an ethical subject has to imagine not only what makes other people similar to him but what makes them different, which is a more complex task for the imagination. It is easier to imagine that other people need heat and food in the same way as you do than to project their specific intentions and expectations, which might completely escape the range of your interests. This second level of ethical concern involves imagining the other as the other, in his or her irreducibility to any common model of humanness.

Finally, the third level of ethics involves not others as myself and not others as others but myself as other. This capacity to be a stranger to oneself, to go beyond one's inborn or socially constructed identity is not just a creative possibility but also an ethical responsibility. Without being different from oneself one can never find points of commonality or dialogi-cal interaction with people of different cultures and ways of life. As Jacques Derrida rightly observes, "it is because I am not one with myself that I can speak with the other and address the other."-

Judeo-Christian ethics is focused on the notion of "neighbor," the nearest and closest one; but what about love of, or at least responsiveness to, the distant ones? Nietzsche attempted to introduce this imperative— "love to a distant one"—into ethics but his anti-Christian stance caused him to ignore love for those nearest and actually grew into contempt toward his own "neighbors"—contemporaries, compatriots, colleagues, co-humans, and others in proximity. It is interesting that although Soviet ethical doctrines never explicitly acknowledged Nietzsche's influence, they were based on a similar principle: The distant ones were privileged over neighbors in the value hierarchy of a typical Soviet citizen. He had to love his comrades, his class brothers, and the exploited toiling masses all over the world but was required to denounce his family members on the basis of their disloyalty to the state. Soviet ethics was devoid of imagination and did not recognize the right of model citizens to multiple identities or alterations of identity.

In fact, love for distant ones or at least the ability to interact with them depends on the capacity of a given subject to be different from himself to embrace an unlimited range of virtual or potential identities. In distinction from the ethics of commonality, as prescribed in the golden rule, and in distinction from the differential ethics of uniqueness, the third level can be posited as an interferential ethics of multiplied identities and transformational possibilities that is certainly most appealing to the capacities of the imagination.

The policy interpretation of fiat makes ethical engagement with others impossible.  We should imagine possibilities rather than legislate commands

EPSTEIN 1999 (Mikhail, Associate Professor in the Department of Russian and East Asian Languages and Cultures at Emory University, Transcultural Experiments: Russian and American Models of Creative Communication, p. 166-168)

Though ethics is usually presented as a set of rules and norms of behavior, this does not imply that the contents of ethics should be as normative and prescriptive as its forms are. Ethical prescriptions include the freedom from prescriptions. This paradoxical element of ethics cannot be fully eliminated. When Christ said, "Know the truth, and the truth will set you free," He expressed in prescriptive form the freedom from all prescriptions.

If we look at the most elementary forms of ethics, such as politeness and courtesy, we find that even these most routine models of morality are based on the presumption of human freedom. If you need somebody to give you a glass of water, the polite way to express this need will be not an imperative or a command but a suggestion, "Would you please be so kind as to bring me a glass of water?" "Would it be possible for you to do this or that?" The politeness is implied in the modality "would," which transforms the action from the actual or imperative modality to a subjunctive mode. My need has to be transformed into somebody else's possibility or opportunity in order to be presented ethically (politely). The imperative "Do this" is applied only between parents and children or officers and soldiers, thus marking the relation of power or authority. But insofar as ethics challenges this power relation, it has to transform any command into a suggestion, every imperative into a subjunctive.

If this is true on the level of elementary politeness, how much more important it must be on the level of the higher moral initiatives that are addressed to others. Even in the most fundamental and global issues of war and peace, power and freedom, authority and equality, discipline and responsibility, ethics should appeal to possibilities rather than impose necessity and constraints. Often the same person who uses the subjunctive "Would you" when asking for a glass of water would use a categorical imperative, demanding that humanity obey his grand ethical schemes and prescriptions. Almost all our discourses and the procedures of teaching and writing are imbued with the imperative mode: Do as I do, do as I say, do as I write. Every interpretation avers its conclusive truthfulness instead of suggesting itself as just a possibility, a discourse in a subjunctive mode. All disciplines of scholarship and interpretation would benefit by incorporating these zones of politeness, potentiality, and imagination, which are not only an "excess" of aesthetic subjectivity but are first of all modes of ethical responsiveness that multiply the levels of freedom in our readers, students, interlocutors, instead of forcing their minds into our own persuasions.

Ethics is the domain of requests rather than commands, the domain of imagination rather than obligation. The commandments pronounced by God cannot help but be obligatory if we identify ourselves with the people of God and recognize the hierarchy that connects heavenly Father and earthly children. However, if ethics should be understood as a specific domain regulating the relationship between brothers and sisrers and distinct from the religious domain regulating the relationship between Father and children, we should formulate the principles of this ethics in a noncommanding mode, as a system of requests and proposals appealing to the freedom of the other person, to his "maybe or maybe not." Certainly, this ethics "in the subjunctive mood" is much more favorable to the work of the transcultural imagination than an ethics that prescribes us to obey already established laws.

Thus, in addition to the golden rule of commonness, we need a differential and interferential ethics based on imagining others as different from ourselves and imagining ourselves as possibilities for others.
Reimagining technology is critical to overcome threats to human survival—we must imagine an alternative technological society that brings us together in a common project

Fresco and Meadows 07 (Jacque & Roxanne; Structural designer, architectural designer, philosopher of science, concept artist, educator, and futurist, founder of The Venus Project; B.F.A. from Maryland Institute of Art. She studied technical and architectural rendering and model making under Jacque Fresco for 4 years; “Designing the Future”)//RSW

According to many polls, a majority of scientists think that the human race is on a "collision course" with nature, that all of Earth's ecosystems are suffering, and that the ability of the planet to sustain lite is in serious jeopardy. (1) There is a threat of rapid global climate change that will certainly have profound consequences. The pollution of rivers, land, and the air we breathe threatens our health, We are destroying non-renewable resources like topsoil and the ozone layer instead of using these resources intelligently. We lace common threats that transcend national boundaries: overpopulation, energy shortages, water scarcity, economic catastrophe, the spread of uncontrollable diseases, and the technological displacement of people by machines, to name a few. Eight hundred and fifty two million people across the world are hungry. Every day, more than 16.000 children die from hunger-related causes- one child every five seconds. (1) World-wide more than 1 billion people currently live below the international poverty line, earning less than $1 per day, (2) A very small percent of the people own most of the world's wealth and resources. The gap between the rich and poor is widening. In the US as of 2002, the average CEO made 282 times as much as the average worker. (3) In 2005 the compensation of CEOs of major U.S. corporations rose 12% to an average of $9.8 million per year. Oil company CEOs did even better with raises that averaged a whopping 109% to 816.6 million per year. Meanwhile, workers' salaries barely kept up with inflation in most industries and occupations across the U.S. In Oregon, minimum wage workers saw their pay rise by a modest 2.8% to $15080 per year. What has been handed down to us does not seem to be working for the majority of people. With the advances in science and technology over the last two hundred years, you may be asking: "does it have to be this way?" With the observable fact that scientific knowledge makes our lives better when applied with concern for human welfare and environmental protection, there is no question that science and technology can produce abundance so that no one has to go without. But the misuse and abuse of technology seems to make things worse. The problems we face in the world today are mostly of our own making. We must accept that our future depends on us. While the values represented by religious leaders over the centuries have inspired many to act in a socially responsible manner, others have gone to war over their differences in religious beliefs. Hopes for divine intervention by mythical characters are delusions that cannot solve the problems of our modern world. The future of the world is our responsibility and it depends upon decisions we make today. We are our own salvation or damnation. The shape and solutions of the future rely totally on the collective effort of people working together. We are all an integral pan of the web of life. What affects other people and the environment has consequences in our own lives as well. What is needed is a change in our sense of direction and purpose -- an alternative vision for a sustainable new world civilization unlike any in the past. Although this vision is highly compressed here, it is based on years of study and experimental research. These writings offer possible alternatives for striving toward a better world. It arrives at decisions using the scientific method. Like any new approach, it requires some imagination and a willingness to consider the unconventional in order to be appreciated. Remember that almost every new concept was ridiculed, rejected, and laughed at when first presented, especially by the experts of the time. That's what happened to the first scientists who said the earth was round, the first who said it went around the sun, and the first who thought people could learn to fly. You could write a whole book, and many have, just on things that people thought were impossible up until the time they happened. Imagine going to the moon for example! Your great-grandparents would have laughed at such a notion! Such notions were the ramblings of science fiction writers. Many forward thinking people have been locked up and even executed for saying such things as the earth wasn't the center of the universe. Those who fought for social justice and change had even greater difficulties. People advocating change were beaten, abused, put in prison, and brutally murdered. For example, Wangari Maathai, who was awarded the 2004 Nobel Peace Price on December 10, 2004 was tear gassed, beaten unconscious, and imprisoned for fighting against deforestation in Kenya, Africa. Dianne Fosse, the naturalist who actively strived to protect declining gorilla populations from poachers, was found hacked to death in her hut. Unfortunately she did not provide for the needs of the poachers. Any number of volumes could be written on the hardships endured by those who sought change that threatened the status quo.
Every act of imagination has elements of science fiction—the very nature of fiat makes describing the “real world” impossible since every plan is a fictional alternative

FREEDMAN 2000 -- Associate Professor of English at Louisiana State University (Carl, “Critical Theory and Science Fiction” Wesleyan University Press, University Press of London, 20-22) 

It is a priori likely that most texts display the activity of numerous different genres, and that few or no texts can be adequately described in terms of one genre alone. Genre in this sense is analogous to the Marxist concept of the mode of production as the latter has gained new explanatory force by being contrasted, in the Althusserian vocabulary, with the category of social formation – a term that is preferred to the more familiar notion of society, because the latter connotes a relatively homogeneous unity, whereas the former is meant to suggest an overdetermined combination of different modes of production at work in the same place and during the same time. Though it is thus impossible simply to equate a given social formation with a given mode of production, it is nonetheless legitimate to affirm that (for instance) the United States "is" capitalist, so long as we understand that the copulative signifies not true equation or identity but rather conveys that, of the various and relatively autonomous modes of production active within the U.S. social formation, capitalism enjoys a position of dominance. In the same way, the dialectical rethinking of genre does not in the least preclude generic discrimination. We may validly describe a particular text as science fiction if we understand the formulation to mean that cognitive estrangement is the dominant generic tendency within the overdetermined textual whole. Accordingly, there is probably no text that is a perfect and pure embodiment of science fiction (no text, that is to say, in which science fiction is the only generic tendency operative) but also no text in which the science fiction tendency is altogether absent. Indeed, it might be argued that this tendency is the precondition for the constitution of fictionality – and even of representation – itself. For the construction of an alternative world is the very definition of fiction: owing to the character of representation as a nontransparent process that necessarily involves not only similarity but difference between representation and the "referent" of the latter, an irreducible degree of alterity and estrangement is bound to obtain even in the case of the most "realistic" fiction imaginable. The appearance of transparency in that paradigmatic realist Balzac has been famously exposed as an illusion;2 ' nonetheless, it is important to understand the operation of alterity in realism not as the failure of the latter, but as the sign of the estranging tendency of science fiction that supplies (if secretly) some of the power of great realistic fiction 25 Furthermore, just as some degree of alterity and hence estrangement is fundamental to all fiction, finally including realism itself, so the same is true (but here the limit case is fantasy) of that other dialectical half of the science-fiction tendency: cognition. The latter is after all an unavoidable operation of the human mind (however precritical, and even if clinically schizophrenic) and must exercise a determinant presence for literary production to take place at all. Even in The Lord of the Rings-to consider again what is perhaps the most thoroughgoing fantasy we possess, by an author who stands to fantasy rather as Balzac stands to realism – cognition is quite strongly and overtly operative on at least one level: namely that of the moral and theological values that the text is concerned to enforce. 2 It is, then, in this very special sense that the apparently wild assertions that fiction is science fiction and even that the latter is a wider term than the former may be justified: cognition and estrangement, which together constitute the generic tendency of science fiction, are not only actually present in all fiction, but are structurally crucial to the possibility of fiction and even of representation in the first place. Yet in more routine usage, the term of science fiction ought, as I have maintained above, to be reserved for those texts in which cognitive estrangement is not only present but dominant. And it is with this dialectical understanding of genre that we may not reconsider the apparently difficult cases of Brecht, on the one hand, and Star Wars on the other.
Traditional conceptions of government fiat are also fiction, they simply present themselves as fact—fiat misrepresents the process of government decision-making, which means it’s neither educational nor predictable

CLAUDE 1988 (Inis, Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs, University of Virginia, States and the Global System, pages 18-20)

This view of the state as an institutional monolith is fostered by the notion of sovereignty, which calls up the image of the monarch, presiding over his kingdom. Sovereignty emphasizes the singularity of the state, its monopoly of authority, its unity of command and its capacity to speak with one voice. Thus, France wills, Iran demands, China intends, New Zealand promises and the Soviet Union insists. One all too easily conjures up the picture of a single-minded and purposeful state that decides exactly what it wants to achieve, adopts coherent policies intelligently adapted to its objectives, knows what it is doing, does what it intends and always has its act together. This view of the state is reinforced by political scientists’ emphasis upon the concept of policy and upon the thesis that governments derive policy from calculations of national interest. We thus take it for granted that states act internationally in accordance with rationally conceived and consciously constructed schemes of action, and we implicitly refuse to consider the possibility that alternatives to policy-directed behaviour may have importance–alternatives such as random, reactive, instinctual, habitual and conformist behaviour. Our rationalistic assumption that states do what they have planned to do tends to inhibit the discovery that states sometimes do what they feel compelled to do, or what they have the opportunity to do, or what they have usually done, or what other states are doing, or whatever the line of least resistance would seem to suggest. Academic preoccupation with the making of policy is accompanied by academic neglect of the execution of policy. We seem to assume that once the state has calculated its interest and contrived a policy to further that interest, the carrying out of policy is the virtually automatic result of the routine functioning of the bureaucratic mechanism of the state. I am inclined to call this the Genesis theory of public administration, taking as my text the passage: ‘And God said, Let there be light: and there was light’. I suspect that, in the realm of government, policy execution rarely follows so promptly and inexorably from policy statement. Alternatively, one may dub it the Pooh-Bah/Ko-Ko theory, honouring those denizens of William S. Gilbert’s Japan who took the position that when the Mikado ordered that something e done it was as good as done and might as well be declared to have been done. In the real world, that which a state decides to do is not as good as done; it may, in fact, never be done. And what states do, they may never have decided to do. Governments are not automatic machines, grinding out decisions and converting decisions into actions. They are agglomerations of human beings, like the rest of us inclined to be fallible, lazy, forgetful, indecisive, resistant to discipline and authority, and likely to fail to get the word or to heed it. As in other large organizations, left and right governmental hands are frequently ignorant of each other’s activities, official spokesmen contradict each other, ministries work at cross purposes, and the creaking machinery of government often gives the impression that no one is really in charge. I hope that no one will attribute my jaundiced view of government merely to the fact that I am an American–one, that is, whose personal experience is limited to a governmental system that is notoriously complex, disjointed, erratic, cumbersome and unpredictable. The United States does not, I suspect, have the least effective government or the most bumbling and incompetent bureaucracy in all the world. Here and there, now and then, governments do, of course perform prodigious feats of organization and administration: an extraordinary war effort, a flight to the moon, a successful hostage-rescue operation. More often, states have to make do with governments that are not notably clear about their purposes or coordinated and disciplined in their operations. This means that, in international relations, states are sometimes less dangerous, and sometimes less reliable, than one might think. Neither their threats nor their promises are to be taken with absolute seriousness. Above all, it means that we students of international politics must be cautious in attributing purposefulness and responsibility to governments. To say the that the United States was informed about an event is not to establish that the president acted in the light of that knowledge; he may never have heard about it. To say that a Soviet pilot shot down an airliner is not to prove that the Kremlin has adopted the policy of destroying all intruders into Soviet airspace; one wants to know how and by whom the decision to fire was made. To observe that the representative of Zimbabwe voted in favour of a particular resolution in the United Nations General Assembly is not necessarily to discover the nature of Zimbabwe’s policy on the affected matter; Zimbabwe may have no policy on that matter, and it may be that no one in the national capital has ever heard of the issue. We can hardly dispense with the convenient notion that Pakistan claims, Cuba promises, and Italy insists, and we cannot well abandon the formal position that governments speak for and act on behalf of their states, but it is essential that we bear constantly in mind the reality that governments are never fully in charge and never achieve the unity, purposefulness and discipline that theory attributes to them–and that they sometimes claim.
Our act of imagination shapes world politics—representations create the world and are inextricably linked to policy

WELDES 2003 – Senior Lecturer, Bristol University; PhD (Minn) (Jutta, “Popular culture, science fiction, and world politics: exploring inter textual relations” in “To seek out new worlds: science fiction and world politics” ed. Weldes, Palgrave Macmillan 2003, 12-13)  

But this is at best a partial understanding of the relationship between representation and “the real.” The realities we know— the meanings they have for us— are discursive products. 14 “Because the real is never wholly present to us— how it is real for us is always mediated through some representational practice— we lose something when we think of representation as mimetic” (Shapiro, 1988: xii). SF is not just a “window” onto an already pre-existing world. Rather, SF texts are part of the processes of world politics themselves: they are implicated in producing and reproducing the phenomena that Gregg and others assume they merely reflect. 15 Instead of reading these texts as simple reflections of the real, we can read “the real”—in our case world politics— as itself a social and cultural product. “[T]o read the ‘real’ as a text that has been produced (written) is to disclose an aspect of human conduct that is fugitive in approaches that collapse the process of inscription into a static reality” (ibid.). For instance, through its overtly liberal ideology and mechanisms like the Prime Directive— which forbids interference by the United Federation of Planets in the normal internal development of technologically less developed societies— Star Trek helps to produce U.S. foreign policy as non-interventionary and benign (Weldes, 1999: 124– 127). World politics, then, is itself a cultural product. Based as they are on such assumptions, our analyses have more in common with Cynthia Weber’s use of popular film to “access what IR theory says, how it plots its story, and how all this together gives us a particular vision of the world” (2001: 132, emphasis added).

Our model of fiat is better for policy-making—we should imagine alternative worlds even if they’re technically impossible

LIPPARD 2010 -  Sr. Security Product Manager for Global Crossing and a Ph.D. student in Human and Social Dimensions of Science and Technology at Arizona State University (April 29, Jim, “ Science fiction scenarios and public engagement with science ” http://lippard.blogspot.com/2010/04/science-fiction-scenarios-and-public.html)

Science fiction has been a popular genre at least since Jules Verne’s 19th century work, and arguably longer still. But can it have practical value as well as be a form of escapist entertainment? Clark Miller and Ira Bennett of ASU suggest that it has potential for use in improving the capacity of the general public “to imagine and reason critically about technological futures” and for being integrated into technology assessment processes (“Thinking longer term about technology: is there value in science fiction-inspired approaches to constructing futures?" Science and Public Policy 35(8), October 2008, pp. 597-606). Miller and Bennett argue that science fiction can provide a way to stimulate people to wake from “technological somnambulism” (Langdon Winner’s term for taking for granted or being oblivious to sociotechnical changes), in order to recognize such changes, realize that there may be alternative possibilities and that particular changes need not be determined, and to engage with deliberative processes and institutions that choose directions of change. Where most political planning is short-term and based on projections that simply extend current trends incrementally into the future, science fiction provides scenarios which exhibit “non-linearity” by involving multiple, major, and complex changes from current reality. While these scenarios “likely provide...little technical accuracy” about how technology and society will actually interact, they may still provide ideas about alternative possibilities, and in particular to provide “clear visions of desirable--and not so desirable--futures.” The article begins with a quote from Christine Peterson of the Foresight Institute recommending that “hard science fiction” be used to aid in “long-term” (20+ year) prediction scenarios; she advises, “Don’t think of it as literature,” and focus on the technologies rather than the people. Miller and Bennett, however, argue otherwise--that not only is science fiction useful for thinking about longer-term consequences, but that the parts about the people--how technologies actually fit into society--are just as, if not more important than the ideas about the technologies themselves.

Sci-Fi K2 Politics
Science fiction is critical to understanding contemporary politics

Thacker 2K (Eugene; teaches technology and culture at Rutgers University, where he directs [techne], a new media organization. He currently lives in New York, where he is an editor at The Thing and Alt-X Digital Publishing and is working with Fakeshop; “The Science Fiction of Technoscience: The Politics of Simulation and a Challenge for New Media Art”; projectMUSE)//RSW

In order to approach such a question, it will be helpful for us first to attempt to outline something like a "definition" of contemporary science fiction. To be sure, histories of science fiction as a genre refer to as many definitions as there are movements or types of science fiction .5 However, for our purposes here, we might begin with the following: science fiction names a contemporary mode in which the techniques of extrapolation and speculation are utilized in a narrative form, to construct near-future, far-future or fantastic worlds in which science, technology and society intersect. This is of course a provisional definition, but in it are three important components that characterize contemporary science fiction (most often in fiction, film and video games). The first is the distinction between the methodologies of extrapolation and speculation .6 Generally speaking, extrapolation is defined as an imaginative extension of a present condition, usually into a future world that is "just around the corner" or even indistinguishable from the present ("the future is now"). By contrast, speculation involves a certain imaginative leap, in which a world (either in the distant future or altogether unrelated) markedly different from the present is constructed. As can be imagined, most science fiction involves some combination of these, culminating in worlds that are at once strange and very familiar. Secondly, science fiction's narratological goal is the delineating of a total space in which certain events occur; that is, the construction of entire worlds that operate according to their own distinct set of rules that form their own "reality" (what has been called the "ontological" mode in science fiction) .7 Finally, more and more genre science fiction is coming to terms not just with technical concerns, but also with social, cultural and political concerns. As such, the use of extrapolation or speculation and the construction of ontological worlds move science fiction into a realm that involves thinking about the complex dynamics between technology and globalization, science and gender, race and colonialism, and related concerns. Such a complexification of science fiction has been highlighted by critics such as Fredric Jameson as a critical function. In an article entitled "Progress versus Utopia," Jameson articulates two critical functions that science fiction can have .8 The first is characterized by the development of "future histories" or ways in which science fiction places itself in relation to history. Discussing science fiction as the dialectical counterpart to the genre of the historical novel, Jameson suggests that one of the primary roles of science fiction is not to "keep the future alive" but to demonstrate the ways in which visions of the future are first and foremost a means of understanding a particular historical present. A second role Jameson ascribes to science fiction is a more symptomatic one. Referencing the work of the Frankfurt School on the "utopian imagination," science fiction can form a kind of cultural indicator of a culture's ability or inability to imagine possible futures. For Jameson, writing during the high point of postmodernism, science fiction was an indicator of a pervasive loss of historicity and the atrophying of the will to critically imagine utopias. Thus, not only is each vision of the future conditioned by a historical moment in which it is imagined, but, increasingly, science fiction's main concern is with the contingency involved in producing the future, as well as interrogating the constraints and limitations that enable the capacity to imagine the future at all. 

Science fiction can shape both political and social conditions by comparing different realities

Pohl 1997 (Fredrick, famous science fiction author, edited by Donald Hassler is a professor of English at Kent State University, Clyde Wilcox is a professor in the Government Department at Georgetown University,  Political Science Fiction, “The Politics of Prophecy” Google Books) BW

To speak of “political science fiction” is almost to commit a tautology for I would argue that there is very little science fiction, perhaps even that there is no good science fiction at all, that is not to some degree political.

Of the making of definitions of science fiction there is no end. Still, however we define the term, ¡ think that most of us would be forced to agree with Tom Shippey that, at bottom, science fiction is a literature of change. That “change” can be of many kinds. It may be revolutionary or evolutionary, in the stories that set themselves in the future of our own human race; it may concern life-styles which are different from our own because they arise from different origins, as in the stories that deal with extraterrestrial aliens; it may concern the changes that might have arisen in alternate “paratime” worlds of the present or past if certain decisions had been taken, or certain events had occurred, in a different way in our own history. As far as I can see, this is a diagnostic trait of science fiction. There simply is no other way to write it.

Some twenty or more years ago I had a discussion on this subject with the late English science fiction writer John T. Phillifent (most of whose works appeared under his pen name of “John Rackham”). Toward the end of our correspondence, John wrote with some excitement that he had at last arrived at the one factor that was common to all science fiction and absent in all other literatures: just as the factor which made organized science different from the hobbyist gathering of facts and specimens and the unfettered speculation of the amateur was the “scientific method,” so, John announced, science fiction was uniquely that sort of writing that was written according to “the science-fiction method.”

Unfortunately John died before he could say lust what his “science fiction method” was, but I believe it would have been related to the process I described above. As I see it, science fiction writers do universally use a single method in devising their stories. First they look at the world around them in all its parts. Then they take same of those parts out and throw them away and replace them with new parts of their own imagining. Then they reassemble this changed world and start it going to see how it works; and that is the background to every science fiction story I know.

And every time a writer creates one of these different worlds, he or she makes a political statement, for he or she offers—deliberately or in advertently—the readers the chance to compare his or her invented world with the real one around them. Of course, it is not often inadvertent. Most of the better writers, at least, know full well what they are about, and the political statement they make is fully intended. As a case in point, when Ray Bradbury was once asked if he thought the gritty, mean world of Fahrenheit 451 was meant as a prediction, he replied, “Hell, no. I’m not trying to predict the future. I’m just doing my best to prevent it.” And that, of course, is where the politics comes in. It is politics that determines what societies will do, and thus it is politics that shapes, and reflects, change.

Overtly political science fiction has been with us for a long time; Gulliver’s Travels is only one of the early masterpieces of the class. Jonathan Swift did not care to say what he thought of the politicians who surrounded the current English royalty in clear language, so he invented the Lilliputians, the Brobdingnagians, and the Houhyhnhms to make his point. 

More than that, science fiction has actually taken a part in creating political change, and one of its most effective ways of doing so is by offering new models to its readers. For example, consider how science fiction has encouraged the change of attitudes in race relations. They tell me that when Captain Kirk kissed Lieutenant Uhura on Star Trek it broke an ancient tabu. That was said to be the first interracial kiss on television, and perhaps it has played some part in the increased—perhaps only very slightly increased—tolerance for black-and-white love affairs in the real world.

Science fiction fosters free political dialogue

Pohl 1997 (Fredrick, famous science fiction author, edited by Donald Hassler is a professor of English at Kent State University, Clyde Wilcox is a professor in the Government Department at Georgetown University,  Political Science Fiction, “The Politics of Prophecy” Google Books) BW

In many repressive societies all over the world, science fiction has been used for political statements. It has even happened, in fact, here in the United States. I don’t know how many of you remember the chill on free speech that was imposed by the Joseph McCarthy period in the early 1950s. “Tail Gunner Joe” terrified the media, the schools, the Pentagon, and even the White House, and few dared speak freely. But science fiction writers went on saying just about whatever they chose, which led to some odd consequences. For example, in Los Angeles there was a minister named Stephen Fritchnian who thought there was much to be said in criticism of American society at that time and mourned the fact that so few were willing to say It. So he began the practice of buying science fiction magazines and putting them on sale in his vestry after his Sunday services, because, Reverend Fritchman said, magazines like Galaxy and the others represented the only truly free speech left in America.

If we agree that science fiction often has a political subtext, is it possible to say just what that text is? It is certainly not the official dogma of any political party. The political affiliations of science fiction writers are as diverse as those of any random selection of Americans; there are Democrats and Republicans, libertarians and socialists, warhawks and peaceniks—even a few anarchists, and at least one old-fashioned royalist. Yet there is, I think, a common political thread that unites nearly all of them and shows itself, in some form, in nearly every science fiction story written.

K2 Their Framework
Our leap of imagination is necessary for their framework—science fiction is an exploration of what changes are possible and the extent of human freedom

De Cock 2009 (Christian is a professor in the School of Business and Economics at Swansea University, specializing in organizational behavior, change management, creative problem solving, and uncomfortable last names, “Jumpstarting the future with Fredric Jameson Reflections on capitalism, science fiction and Utopia” Journal of Organizational Change Management) BW 

Bullshit. You need to read more science ﬁction. Nobody who reads SF comes out with this crap about the end of history (a conversation in Banks, 2007, p. 49).

Who could ever believe that this is the end of history as Fukuyama pronounced in 1989, as though to say things are as good as they can get? Utopia only comes into its own when we treat it as “non-ﬁction”, or in Deleuze’s terms as a “virtuality” (i.e. real without being actual) – only then do we see Utopia is not some dreamt-up fantasy place where everything is miraculously “better”, but rather a cognitive procedure of determining what it is about our present world that must be changed to release us from its many known and unknown unfreedoms (Buchanan, 2006, p. 118).

But I think it would be better to characterize all this in terms of History, a History that we cannot imagine except as ending, and whose future seems to be nothing but a monotonous repetition of what is already here. The problem is then how to locate radical difference; how to jumpstart the sense of history so that it begins again to transmit feeble signals of time, of otherness, of change, of Utopia. The problem to be solved is that of breaking out of the windless present of the postmodern back into real historical time, and a history made by human beings (Jameson, 2003, p. 76).

All the indicators in which Durkheim taught us to read the signs of anomie have been on the increase since the second half of the 1970s. This may be interpreted not only as a mechanical result of the growth in job insecurity and poverty, but also as the mark of an elimination of the purchase that people can have on their social environment, with a consequent fading of their belief in the future as a vanishing point which can orientate action and thus retrospectively confer meaning on the present (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2005, p. 421). 

Dialectical criticism, literature and history

Jameson is known as a Marxist literary theorist (although I prefer his self-designation of “dialectical materialist”[1]). He sees Marxism as an economic rather than a political doctrine, insisting on the primacy of the economic system and on capitalism itself as the ultimate horizon of the political, social and cultural situation. For Jameson, capitalism is the ﬁrst socioeconomic order which de-totalizes meaning: it is not global at the level of meaning (there is no global “capitalist world-view”); its global dimension can be formulated only at the level of the “Real” of the global market mechanism. In Jameson’s oeuvre, “History” plays the same role as Althusser’s “Absent Cause” or Lacan’s “Real”: it is fundamentally non-narrative and non-representational and detectable only in its effect. Our approach to history and to the “Real” itself necessarily passes through its prior textualization, its narrativization in the “Political Unconscious” (Jameson, 1981/2002). The reason why Jameson considers it so crucial to attend to the novel is that he sees in this material one of the most crucial forms of mediation in society; it offers a particular formal structure which embraces what individuals cannot directly perceive (Culler, 2007). Jameson considers the production of narrative form in the novel as an ideological act “with the function of inventing imaginary or formal “solutions” to unresolvable social contradictions’ (Jameson, 1981/2002, p. 64)[2]. For him, dialectical criticism offers the proper mediation between our individual perception of society as fractured and fragmented on the one hand, and the “real” state of affairs of social totality on the other. Whilst this social totality is always unrepresentable, it can sometimes be mapped (e.g. in a novel) and allow a small-scale model to be constructed on which the fundamental tendencies and the lines of ﬂight can more clearly be read. At other times, this representational process becomes impossible, and people face history and the social totality as a bewildering chaos, whose forces are indiscernible. It is the latter situation we presently ﬁnd ourselves in, according to Jameson. And if we cannot represent the world to ourselves how are we to understand it, much less change it?

Dialectical criticism’s twofold purpose lies in uncovering the ways in which twenty-ﬁrst century capitalism disguises its strategic interests while simultaneously keeping alive thoughts of the future, thus undermining the “pense´e unique” (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2005) or “Washington consensus” (Buchanan, 2006) that there is only one way of thinking about the world. It is fundamental in applying the dialectic method that we grasp its critical negativity as a conceptual instrument designed, not to produce some full representation, but rather to discredit and demystify the claims to full representation of the dominant thinking of the day. As Zizek (2006, p. 127) put it: “To present the deadlock in all its radicality is much more pertinent than simple progressist solutions”. Jameson elucidated his “method” in a recent interview as follows (Buchanan, 2006, p. 130):

My own method, which has seemed to many people to be frustrating and pessimistic, is to concentrate on ways in which we cannot imagine the future. It has seemed to me that something would be achieved if we began to realize how ﬁrmly we are locked into a present without a future and to get a sense of all the things that limit our imagination of the future. I suppose this is a Brechtian device in the sense that Brecht always wanted us to understand that the things that we consider to be natural and eternal are really only historical and constructed and thereby can be changed.

What we thus must try and do is somehow triangulate what is missing, or more speciﬁcally imagine that which cannot be said or written in our time because somehow it is out of step with history. Our analyses need to begin with the taboos buried in the recesses of the “political unconscious” (Jameson, 2002). One concrete application following from his injunction to determine the culturally impossible is Jameson’s passion for Greimas’s semiotic squares which very much signals a return to formalism. Jameson uses these squares as maps of the “logic of closure” any concept or formal device inevitably conceals within its make-up. The problem, Jameson (2005, p. 179) suggests, is how to invent a formalism that does not create spurious syntheses or the ironic superposition of opposites, but rather one that “goes all the way through that contradictory content and emerges on the other side. It is precisely this possibility which the semiotic square seems to promise”.

Utopianism Good
Conceptualizing utopias is critical to real world problem solving

Segal 12 (Dr. Howard P.; Ph.D., Professor of History and Director, Technology & Society Project at the University of Maine; “The Nature of Utopias”; Utopias: A Brief History from Ancient Writings to Virtual Communities; Ch. 1)//RSW

Utopias are frequently misunderstood as scientiﬁc prophecies whose importance should be determined by the accuracy of their speciﬁc predictions. In this respect, the notion that utopias can provide “realistic alternatives” to existing society can be misleading. If anything, this view has grown increasingly popular in recent decades, given our unprecedented electronic access to and processing of information and the consequent growth of forecasting as a serious and proﬁtable industry. If, as the late economist John Kenneth Galbraith wittily observed, economists make predictions not because they know but because they’re asked, how much more so does that apply to “professional” social forecasters—and how much more superﬁcial and specious are their predictions? This growth of professional forecasting will be discussed in Chapter 6. The intriguing question (also discussed in that chapter) is why thousands of otherwise intelligent people take social forecasting so seriously—and why many of them later hold up those forecasts as scorecards. Few such true believers in social forecasting, like their counterparts regarding economic forecasting, would ever categorize themselves as utopians. Neither would tens of thousands, maybe millions, of devotees of contemporary social media and of cyberspace communities—discussed in Chapter 7. It is important not to enlarge the pool of utopians in the name of identifying the utopian rhetoric embraced by so many. Yet the critical point is the seriousness with which such persons treat whatever makes them interested in the future. Instead, as noted, utopias’ principal value is their illumination of alleged problems and solutions back in the “real world” from which they sprang. Utopias should therefore be played back upon the real world rather than be held up as crystal balls.
A2: Escapism
Science fiction isn’t escapism – it provides unique insights into our material world

Pohl 1997 (Fredrick, famous science fiction author, edited by Donald Hassler is a professor of English at Kent State University, Clyde Wilcox is a professor in the Government Department at Georgetown University,  Political Science Fiction, “The Politics of Prophecy” Google Books) BW

If we suppose—as I think most of us do—that science fiction is something more than mere escapist entertainment, it is because we believe that at its best science fiction gives its readers some new and otherwise unobtainable insights into our world—in fact, into all our possible worlds. I do believe that. I think that through science fiction we can see, for instance, how many of the customs and “truths” we live by are logically inevitable, and thus “right,” and how many are mere accidents of decisions taken, or even of our mammalian biology and the physical constraints of the particular planet on which we happened to evolve. Science fiction is the only literature we have that can give us this objective perspective on our human affairs—what Harlow Shapley once, in a considerably different context, called ‘The View from a Distant Star.”

***Dissent

Dissent Turns
Turn, conformity to norms of a community crush dissent

Gordon 09 (Mordechai Gordon Quinnipiac University, Hamden, CT, M. Gordon (ed.), “Reclaiming Dissent: Civics Education for the 21st Century,” 11–26, 2009, https://www.sensepublishers.com/files/9789087908867PR.pdf)

In light of Socrates’ experience, we can see that dissent is frequently related to critical thinking and the search for truth. This is not to say that every dissident is a person who is committed to thinking and finding the truth. Yet historically speaking, dissidents were more often than not people who questioned popular beliefs and refused to take things for granted (e.g. Galileo, Martin Luther King and Nelson Mandela). Moreover, for Socrates, dissent implies a willingness to stand tough against popular beliefs and an eagerness to defend the truth at all cost. In this view, dissent and disagreement are preferable to consent and conformity because the former are likely to lead to a deeper understanding of complex issues like the nature of the good life and whether or not the United States should have attacked Iraq. Consent and conformity, on the other hand, have historically led people to support misguided practices, unethical policies, and even criminal acts (the Holocaust is a case in point)4.

Dissent is on balance better for the community

Gordon 09 (Mordechai Gordon Quinnipiac University, Hamden, CT, M. Gordon (ed.), “Reclaiming Dissent: Civics Education for the 21st Century,” 11–26, 2009, https://www.sensepublishers.com/files/9789087908867PR.pdf)

Another instance in which Socrates discusses dissent is when he is forced to defend himself at his trial (Apology). One of the important arguments that Socrates makes at his trial is that dissidents are valuable because they often expose knowledge from which others can greatly benefit: “I think that god put me on the state something like that, to wake you up and persuade you and reproach you every one, as I keep settling on you everywhere all day long” (Rouse, 1965, 436). Conformists, on the other hand, can deprive the public of invaluable information and even tacitly support criminal acts. Cass Sunstein (2003) summarizes this point well: Conformists are often thought to be protective of social interests, keeping quiet for the sake of the group. By contrast, dissenters tend to be seen as selfish individualists, embarking on projects of their own. But in an important sense, the opposite is closer to the truth. Much of the time, dissenters benefit others, while conformists benefit themselves. If people threaten to blow the whistle on wrongdoing or disclose facts that contradict an emerging group consensus, they might well be punished. Perhaps they will lose their jobs, face ostracism, or at least have some difficult months. (p. 6) Dissenters are important for democratic societies not only because they expose various dangerous truths but also because they often speak out and struggle against unjust laws and practices. Here, I think, the example of Henry David Thoreau is instructive. In an introduction to a collection of Thoreau’s writings, Joseph Wood Krutch notes that the slavery question drove Thoreau, who in the earlier part of his life would have been inclined to withdraw from society and immerse himself in nature, to fight against this grave injustice: “To Thoreau, who cherished individual freedom as the most precious of human rights, slavery could not but be the blackest of evils, and so, in time, he was to find himself somewhat incongruously enrolled among the defenders of the active abolitionists” (Thoreau, 1962, p. 13).

Embracing dissent and rejecting conformity improves any community

Gordon 09 (Mordechai Gordon Quinnipiac University, Hamden, CT, M. Gordon (ed.), “Reclaiming Dissent: Civics Education for the 21st Century,” 11–26, 2009, https://www.sensepublishers.com/files/9789087908867PR.pdf)

Diversity, openness, and dissent reveal actual and incipient problems. They improve society’s pool of information and make it more likely that serious issues will be addressed. I do not deny that great suffering can be found in democracies as elsewhere. There is no guarantee, from civil liberties alone, that such suffering will be minimized… But at least it can be said that a society which permits dissent and does not impose conformity is in a far better position to be aware of, and to correct, serious social problems. (p. 149)

Dissent Good
Academic settings have a unique obligation to facilitate dissent

Stitzlein 12 (SARAH M. STITZLEIN is Assistant Professor of Philosophy of Education and a core faculty member of the Women’s Studies Department at the University of New Hampshire “THE RIGHT TO DISSENT AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOLING,” Educational Theory, Volume 62, Issue 1, First Published Online: 16 JAN 2012)

When dissent is viewed as a negative right, schools bear little responsibility other than ensuring that they do not interfere with student dissent and that such dissent conforms to the conditions outlined earlier. But when the issue is reframed as a positive right, it becomes clear that schools are responsible for much more than permitting dissent; rather, they are tasked with cultivating a student’s ability to invoke it. If dissent is seen as a right of entitlement, then it follows that it must be provided to all citizens. But it is not enough simply to grant the right of dissent to adults; children must be able to practice and develop the skills they will employ as adults so that a legitimate and just democracy is maintained. For my purposes here, this means that all public schools would have the obligation to formally develop skills and dispositions of dissent. This widespread application would likely encounter some resistance, especially from stakeholders concerned with local control, parents who may find teaching dissent to conflict with their ability to pass down their lifestyle and to maintain a position of authority in the home, and citizens who uphold strict and unquestioning patriotic loyalty.

Dissent against majority opinion is essential

Gordon 09 (Mordechai Gordon Quinnipiac University, Hamden, CT, M. Gordon (ed.), “Reclaiming Dissent: Civics Education for the 21st Century,” 11–26, 2009, https://www.sensepublishers.com/files/9789087908867PR.pdf)

Anyone who has taken the time to watch the State of the Union addresses in the last eight years may have noticed that there is something terrifyingly similar between the way in which the senators and representatives responded to the President’s remarks and how the Chinese parliament members reacted to Mao’s speeches in the middle part of the twentieth century. Those long pauses of almost unanimous stand-up applause every couple of minutes are reminiscent of the footage depicting the great adulation that Mao received during the heyday of Communist China five decades ago. To be sure, the State of the Union speech is a carefully scripted spectacle, including audience members who are hand-picked to create a feeling of pride, strength, and patriotism. But it seems to me that this event should also give us reason to pause and reflect on what is happening to the American democracy today. In particular, we need to take a serious look at the dangers that the lack of dissent in the United States poses to the strength of our public schools, the power of our free press, and the integrity of our political institutions. By dissent, I mean the rejection of the views that the majority of people hold. To dissent implies to disagree with or withhold consent from a proposal, law, or an action of a government or a group of people in power. Dissent is usually associated with difference of opinion, disagreement and nonconformity with conventional views or sentiments. The list of famous dissidents includes people such as Gandhi, Martin Luther, Rosa Parks, and Salman Rushdie, to mention only a few. These dissidents were individuals who were willing to sacrifice personal comfort and security for the sake of exposing some serious social problem and establishing a more humane and democratic society.

K2 Portable Skills

We control the internal link to portable skills- dissent skills are essential

Stitzlein 12 (SARAH M. STITZLEIN is Assistant Professor of Philosophy of Education and a core faculty member of the Women’s Studies Department at the University of New Hampshire “THE RIGHT TO DISSENT AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOLING,” Educational Theory, Volume 62, Issue 1, First Published Online: 16 JAN 2012)

Unfortunately, history has shown us that the well-being of oppressed groups is often not elevated until a strong dissenter or a multitude of dissenters working together attract attention. Learning the skills of dissent — including the arts of verbal persuasion, consciousness-raising, coalition building, and others — is necessary for students to be able to secure their own justice and equality or that of others. For, if they do not know how to articulate their needs or do not know how to express dissatisfaction with policies and practices, then they cannot fully invoke democracy or pursue happiness.

Restricting dissent destroys essential skills of dissent

Stitzlein 12 (SARAH M. STITZLEIN is Assistant Professor of Philosophy of Education and a core faculty member of the Women’s Studies Department at the University of New Hampshire “THE RIGHT TO DISSENT AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOLING,” Educational Theory, Volume 62, Issue 1, First Published Online: 16 JAN 2012)

I build off of the spirit of the founders by suggesting that if we have a liberal democracy guided by a constitution that protects individual liberties and ensures the rights of minorities and the powerless, then we can only fulfill and sustain this system if we protect the liberties of all and ensure the abilities of minorities to understand oppression in the world around them and fight against it. Understanding one’s oppressed position, especially when internalized, is challenging if one is unable to explore or assess alternative ways of living. With limited skills of critique or opportunities to consider alternatives, oppressed peoples are often unable to vocalize or realize alternative ways of being. I want to be careful here, however, in not assuming that oppressed people do not already have some of these skills. They may indeed possess and exercise these skills, but when their proliferation and development is not encouraged or when they fall on deaf and unresponsive ears (as in the state that does not win the consent of the oppressed and fails to notice the dissent of its minorities), then the state has fallen short of its obligation to provide education as a requirement of justice. Further, the state fails to cultivate a population that can pursue or sustain justice if its citizens lack the capacity and ability to dissent on behalf of their own well-being and that of others.

Pushing standard approaches to advocacy destroys portable dissent skills

Gordon 09 (Mordechai Gordon Quinnipiac University, Hamden, CT, M. Gordon (ed.), “Reclaiming Dissent: Civics Education for the 21st Century,” 11–26, 2009, https://www.sensepublishers.com/files/9789087908867PR.pdf)

This book focuses on the value of dissent for the survival of our democracy and the role that education and schooling can play with respect to this virtue. The idea for this book comes out of my interest in politics and education and my deep concern about the erosion of democracy in the United States in the last several decades. One of the most striking characteristics of this erosion is the fact that dissent is discouraged and even suppressed in the mainstream media, in our public schools, and in public debates in general. Particularly troubling is the way in which conservative leaders and groups are pushing schools to support their reactionary agenda, one that emphasizes standardization, traditional notions of authority, and blind patriotism. Such an agenda undermines the development of those skills and facilities students need to become critical and active citizens in a democracy. As a result, the meaning and value of dissent for the life of a democracy is lost upon most students and citizens in the United States. Indeed, as one of the key democratic virtues, dissent seems to be all but forgotten in this country.

Dissent Increases Awareness
The importance of dissent is not tied to “fixing” problems but raising awareness

Stitzlein 12 (SARAH M. STITZLEIN is Assistant Professor of Philosophy of Education and a core faculty member of the Women’s Studies Department at the University of New Hampshire “THE RIGHT TO DISSENT AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOLING,” Educational Theory, Volume 62, Issue 1, First Published Online: 16 JAN 2012)

Dissent takes many forms, which, at times, overlap. The first type of dissent is that of the cultural critic, who interprets and critiques cultural events and practices in order to expose their shortcomings and ultimately direct attention toward better ways of living. Cultural critics work to help others see some aspect of cultural practice, norms, or law that the community had not previously seen as problematic. While these critics serve a valuable social role, their efforts typically stop at writings or speeches; they turn the continued, and often more challenging, aspects of the movement for change over to others. This brings us to the second type of dissent, which involves building a movement to raise awareness of an issue that has been silenced or ignored by the mainstream. This form of dissent may also entail making it known that some stakeholders do not agree with the view of those in power. Dissidents of this type put forward alternative information and form independent organizations, both noteworthy aspects of a healthy democracy.10 They may march, picket, or protest. While they may not necessarily ‘‘fix’’ a problem, they make it known that there are people who disagree, build solidarity with others who hold an alternative view, or destigmatize an issue by bringing it into public view through consciousness-raising. The third type uses dissent to change minds or practices. This targeted form of social change may play out under a picket sign, but it may also occur through more subtle democratic contributions or participation within the system the dissident seeks to change. It tends to be a far less flashy approach, aimed at genuinely changing the opinions of other people or of presenting alternative perspectives, rather than just demanding their attention or urging them to do something differently. Such change of opinion, however, may require the instigation of controversy in order to challenge witnesses to question their beliefs and to consider alternative ones. The fourth type of dissent involves rallying one’s compatriots. The aim is not to change the minds of opposing groups, but rather to enliven, impassion, and ignite one’s supporters as a cheerleader of sorts. This ‘‘preaching to the choir’’ may involve sharing stories or facts that support a viewpoint held by one’s group or using coalition-building techniques and public announcement systems to mobilize one’s group.11

***Genocide Impacts

Framework=Genocide

Turn - Their author argues that genocide comes from enforcing procedural rules and the solution is to listen openly to the ideas of others

Roberts-Miller 2 (Patricia Roberts-Miller 2 is Associate Professor of Rhetoric at the University of Texas Fighting Without Hatred: Hannah Arendt's Agonistic Rhetoric http://www.jaconlinejournal.com/archives/vol22.3/miller-fighting.pdf)

Totalitarianism is closely connected to bureaucracy; it is oppression by rules, rather than by people who have willfully chosen to establish certain rules. It is the triumph of the social. Critics (both friendly and hostile) have paid considerable attention to Arendt's category of the "social," largely because, despite spending so much time on the notion, Arendt remains vague on certain aspects of it. Pitkin appropriately compares Arendt's concept of the social to the Blob, the type of monster that figured in so many post-war horror movies. That Blob was "an evil monster from outer space, entirely external to and separate from us [that] had fallen upon us intent on debilitating, absorbing, and ultimately destroying us, gobbling up our distinct individuality and turning us into robots that mechanically serve its purposes" (4). Pitkin is critical of this version of the "social" and suggests that Arendt meant (or perhaps should have meant) something much more complicated. The simplistic version of the social-as-Blob can itself be an instance of Blob thinking; Pitkin's criticism is that Arendt talks at times as though the social comes from outside of us and has fallen upon us, turning us into robots. Yet, Arendt's major criticism of the social is that it involves seeing ourselves as victimized by something that comes from outside our own behavior. I agree with Pitkin that Arendt's most powerful descriptions of the social (and the other concepts similar to it, such as her discussion of totalitarianism, imperialism, Eichmann, and parvenus) emphasize that these processes are not entirely out of our control but that they happen to us when, and because, we keep refusing to make active choices. We create the social through negligence. It is not the sort offorce in a Sorcerer's Apprentice, which once let loose cannot be stopped; on the contrary, it continues to exist because we structure our world to reward social behavior. Pitkin writes, "From childhood on, in virtually all our institutions, we reward euphemism, salesmanship, slogans, and we punish and suppress truth-telling, originality, thoughtfulness. So we continually cultivate ways of (not) thinking that induce the social" (274). I wantto emphasize this point, as itis important for thinking about criticisms of some forms of the social construction of knowledge: denying our own agency is what enables the social to thrive. To put it another way, theories of powerlessness are self-fulfilling prophecies. Arendt grants that there are people who willed the Holocaust, but she insists that totalitarian systems result not so much from the Hitlers or Stalins as from the bureaucrats who mayor may not agree with the established ideology but who enforce the rules for no stronger motive than a desire to avoid trouble with their superiors (see Eichmann and Life). They do not think about what they do. One might prevent such occurrences--<>r, at least, resist the modem tendency toward totalitarianismby thought: "critical thought is in principle anti-authoritarian" (Lectures 38). By "thought" Arendt does not mean eremitic contemplation; in fact, she has great contempt for what she calls "professional thinkers," refusing herselfto become a philosopher or to call her work philosophy. Young-Bruehl, Benhabib, and Pitkin have each said that Heidegger represented just such a professional thinker for Arendt, and his embrace of Nazism epitomized the genuine dangers such "thinking" can pose (see Arendt's "Heidegger"). "Thinking" is not typified by the isolated contemplation of philosophers; it requires the arguments of others and close attention to the truth. It is easy to overstate either part of that harmony. One must consider carefully the arguments and viewpoints of others: Political thought is representative. I form an opinion by considering a given issue from different viewpoints, by making present to my mind the standpoints of those who are absent; that is, I represent them. This process of representation does not blindly adopt the actual views of those who stand somewhere else, and hence look upon the world from a different perspective; this is a question neither of empathy, as though I tried to be or to feel like somebody else, nor of counting noses and joining a majority but of being and thinking in my own identity where actually I am not. The more people's standpoints I have present in my mind while I am pondering a given issue, and the better I can imagine how I would feel and think if I were in their place, the stronger will be my capacity for representative thinking and the more valid my final conclusions, my opinion. ("Truth" 241) There are two points to emphasize in this wonderful passage. First, one does not get these standpoints in one's mind through imagining them, but through listening to them; thus, good thinking requires that one hear the arguments of other people. Hence, as Arendt says, "critical thinking, while still a solitary business, does not cut itself offfrom 'all others. '" Thinking is, in this view, necessarily public discourse: critical thinking is possible "only where the standpoints of all others are open to inspection" (Lectures 43). Yet, it is not a discourse in which one simply announces one's stance; participants are interlocutors and not just speakers: they must listen. Unlike many current versions of public discourse, this view presumes that speech matters. It is not asymmetric manipulation of others, nor merely an economic exchange; it must be a world into which one enters and by which one might be changed.

Enforcing conformity through procedural framework rules leads to genocide—listening to others arguments is anti-authoritarian—excluding arguments is authoritarian

Roberts-Miller 2 (Patricia Roberts-Miller 2 is Associate Professor of Rhetoric at the University of Texas Fighting Without Hatred: Hannah Arendt's Agonistic Rhetoric http://www.jaconlinejournal.com/archives/vol22.3/miller-fighting.pdf)

Yet, there are important positive political consequences of agonism. Arendt's own promotion of the agonistic sphere helps to explain how the system could be actively moral. It is not an overstatement to say that a central theme in Arendt's work is the evil of conformity-the fact that the modem bureaucratic state makes possible extraordinary evil carried out by people who do not even have any ill will toward their victims. It does so by "imposing innumerable and various rules, all of which tend to 'normalize' its members, to make them behave, to exclude spontaneous action or outstanding achievement" (Human 40). It keeps people from thinking, and it keeps them behaving. The agonistic model's celebration of achievement and verbal skill undermines the political force of conformity, so it is a force against the bureaucratizing of evil. If people think for themselves, they will resist dogma; if people think of themselves as one of many, they will empathize; if people can do both, they will resist totalitarianism. And if they talk about what they see, tell their stories, argue about their perceptions, and listen to one another-that is, engage in rhetoric-then they are engaging in antitotalitarian action.

***Judge = Intellectual

K2 Critical Thinking
Turn – viewing the judge as an intellectual is the only way to increase critical thinking

Giroux 85 (Henry A. Giroux, the Global Television Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University in Hamilton, Ontario, “Intellectual Labor and Pedagogical Work: ~ Rethinking the Role of Teacher as Intellectual’,” 1985, Online) Gangeezy

My main point will be that the crisis in creativity and critical learning has in large part to do with the developing trend toward the disempowerment of teachers at all levels of education. This involves not only a growing loss of power among teachers around the basic conditions of their work, but also a changing perception of their role as reflective practitioners. In effect, I will argue that teacher work is being increasingly situated within a technical and social division of labor that reduces teachers to the dictates of experts removed from the context of the classroom and serves to widen the political gap between those who control the schools and those who actually deal with curricula and students on a day-to-day basis. In the first instance, teachers are relegated to instrumental tasks that require little or no space for oppositional discourse and social practices. Pedagogy, in this case, is reduced to the implementation of taxonomies that subordinate knowledge to forms of methodological reification, while theories of teaching are increasingly technicized and standardized in the interest of efficiency and the management and control of discrete forms of knowledge.3 Teachers are not simply being proletarianized, the changing nature of their roles and function signifies the disappearance of a form of intellectual labor central to the nature of critical pedagogy itself. Moreover, the tendency to reduce teachers to either high level clerks implementing the orders of others within the school bureaucracy or to the status of specialized technicians is part of a much larger prob lem within Western societies, a problem marked by the increasing division of intellectual and social labor and the increasing trend towards the oppressive management and administration of every day life. The current tendency to reformulate the status and nature of teacher work needs to be specified briefly before I argue for an alternative view of how teacher work should be viewed, and what the implications might be for a critical theory of schooling.

K2 Innovation and Creativity
Viewing the judge as an intellectual increases innovation and creativity

Giroux 85 (Henry A. Giroux, the Global Television Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University in Hamilton, Ontario, “Intellectual Labor and Pedagogical Work: ~ Rethinking the Role of Teacher as Intellectual’,” 1985, Online) Gangeezy

Within this overly behavioristic model of education, teachers are viewed less as creative and imaginative thinkers, who can transcend the ideology of methods and means in order to critically evaluate the purpose of educational discourse and practice, than as obedient civil servants dutifully carrying out the dictates of others. All too often teacher education programs lose sight of the need to educate stu dents to be teacher-scholars by developing educational courses that focus on the immediacy of school problems and substitute the dis course of management and efficiency for a critical analysis of the underlying conditions that structure school life. Instead of helping prospective teachers to think about who they are and what they should do in classrooms, or what their responsibility might be in in terrogating the means and ends of specific school policy, students are often trained to share techniques on how to control student dis cipline, teach a given subject effectively, organize a day’s activities as efficiently and in as orderly a way as possible. The emphasis is on finding out what works! The form of technical rationality that underlies this type of educational training is not confined to under graduate programs. Its logic exercises a strong influence on graduate programs as well, programs that are often intended to promote what is euphemistically called “educational leadership.” For instance, it was noted in a recent study of doctoral programs in education that “Research in education is preoccupied with techniques, rather than with the inquiry into the nature and course of events—with ‘how to’ rather than ‘what,’ with form rather than substance. . . . Too often students in education. . . have difficulty even finding serious ques tions worth addressing.”3

Best Model
Viewing the judge as an intellectual is the only way to create space for interrogation and debate

Giroux 85 (Henry A. Giroux, the Global Television Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University in Hamilton, Ontario, “Intellectual Labor and Pedagogical Work: ~ Rethinking the Role of Teacher as Intellectual’,” 1985, Online) Gangeezy

What I have tried to do in the previous section is point to the various ideological and material forces at work in the United States that currently undermine the conditions of work necessary for teachers to assume the posture of thoughtful, critical, educational leaders. In what follows, I want to argue that one way to rethink and restructure the nature of teacher work is to view teachers as intellectuals. The category of intellectual is helpful in a number of ways. First, it pro vides a theoretical basis for examining teacher work as a form of in tellectual labor. Secondly, it clarifies the ideological and material conditions necessary for intellectual work. Thirdly, it helps to illu minate the various modes of intelligibility, ideologies, and interests that are produced and legitimated by teacher work. By viewing teachers as intellectuals, we can illuminate and recover the rather general notion that all human activity involves some form of thinking. That is, no activity, regardless of how routinized it might become, is abstracted from the functioning of the mind in some capacity. This is a crucial issue because by arguing that the use of the mind is a general part of all human activity, we dignify the hu man capacity for integrating thinking and practice and in doing so highlight the core of what it means to view teachers as reflective practitioners. Within this discourse, teachers can be seen not merely as “performers professionally equipped to realize effectively any goals that may be set for them. Rather, [they should] be viewed as free men and women with a special dedication to the values of the in tellect and the enhancement of the critical powers of the young.”22 Furthermore, viewing teachers as intellectuals provides a strong cri tique of those ideologies that legitimate social practices that sepa rate conceptualization, planning, and designing from the processes of implementation and execution. It is important to stress that teachers must take active responsibility for raising serious questions about what they teach, how they are to teach it, and what the larger goals are for which they are striving. This means that they must take a responsible role in shaping the purposes and conditions of school ing. Such a task is difficult within a division of labor where teachers have little influence over the ideological and economic conditions of their work. Moreover, there is a growing political and ideological tendency as expressed in the current debates on educational reform to abstract teachers and students from their histories, cultures, and experiences in the name of pedagogical approaches that will make schooling more instrumental, which generally means that teachers and students alike are “situated” within curricula approaches and instructional management schemes that reduce their roles to either implementing or receiving the goals and objectives of publishers, outside experts, and others far removed from the specificities of daily classroom life. This issue becomes all the more important when seen as part of the growing objectification of human life in general. The concept of teacher as intellectual provides the theoreti cal posture to fight against this type of ideological and pedagogical imposition. Moreover, the concept of intellectual provides the basis for interro gating the specific ideological and economic conditions under which intellectuals as a social group need to work in order to function as critical, creative human beings. This last point takes on a normative and political dimension and seems especially relevant for teachers. For if we believe that the role of teaching cannot be reduced to merely training in the practical skills, but involves instead the edu cation of a group of intellectuals vital to the development of a demo cratic society, then the category of intellectual becomes a way of linking the purpose of teacher education, public schooling, and inservice training to the very principles necessary for the development of a democratic order and society.

K2 Education
Viewing the judge as an intellectual is the most productive way to increase education

Giroux 85 (Henry A. Giroux, the Global Television Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University in Hamilton, Ontario, “Intellectual Labor and Pedagogical Work: ~ Rethinking the Role of Teacher as Intellectual’,” 1985, Online) Gangeezy

I have argued that by viewing teachers as intellectuals we can begin to rethink and reform those historical traditions and conditions that have prevented schools and teachers from assuming their full poten tial as active, reflective scholars and practitioners. But I want to both qualify this point and extend it further. I believe that it is im perative not only to view teachers as intellectuals, but also to contextualize in political and normative terms the concrete social functions that teachers perform. In this way, we can be more specific about the different relationships that teachers have both to their work and to the society in which such work takes place. I want to de velop this position in a more detailed way below. Any attempt to reformulate the role of teachers as intellectuals has to also include the broader issue of how to view educational theory in general. It is imperative to view educational theory as a form of so cial theory. I say imperative because if seen as a form of social theory, the discourse of educational theory can be understood and in terrogated as representing forms of knowledge and social practice that legitimate and reproduce particular forms of social life. Educa tional theory in this case is not viewed as merely the application of objective scientific principles to the concrete study of schooling and learning. Instead, it is seen as an eminently political discourse that emerges from and characterizes an expression of struggle over what forms of authority, orders of representation, forms of moral regula tion, and versions of the past and future should be legitimated, passed on, and debated within specific pedagogical sites. All forms of educational theory and discourse represent a form of ideology that has an intimate relation to questions of power. This is evident in the way such discourses arise out of and structure the distinctions between high and low status knowledge, legitimate cultural forms that reproduce specific class, racial, and patriarchal interests, and help to sustain specific organizational patterns and classroom social relations. Educational theory should also be seen as having a deep commit ment to developing schools as sites that prepare students to partici pate in and struggle to develop democratic public spheres. This means that the value of educational theory and practice should be linked to providing the conditions for teachers and students to un derstand schools as public spheres dedicated to forms of self and so cial empowerment. It also means defining teacher work against the imperative to develop knowledge and skills that provide students with the tools they will need to be leaders rather than simply man agers or skilled civil servants. Similarly, it means fighting against those ideological and material practices that reproduce privileges for the few and social and economic inequality for the many. By politicizing the notion of schooling and revealing the ideological nature of educational theory and practice, it becomes possible to be more specific in defining the meaning of the category of the intellec tual and to interrogate the political and pedagogical function of the intellectual as a social category. There are two related but separate points by which to venture a definition of the intellectual. The more general definition is rooted in a quality of mind that i~ characterized as having a creative, critical and contemplative relationship to the world of ideas. Richard Hofstadter epitomizes this position in his distinction between the meaning of intellect and the meaning of in telligence. Intelligence, for him, is “an excellence of mind that is em ployed within a fairly narrow, immediate predictable range; it is a manipulative, adjustive, infailingly practical quality. . . Intellect, on the other hand, is the critical, creative, and contemplative side of mind. Whereas intelligence seeks to grasp, manipulate, reorder, ad just, intellect examines, ponders, wonders, theorizes, criticizes, im agines.”23

**Fairness Bad 
No Impact
Too many studies have proven fairness has no impact 

Falk et al 2003 a,b,1(* Armin Corresponding author at: Institute for Empirical Research in Economics, Blümlisalpstrasse 10, CH-8006 Zurich, Switzerland) , Ernst Fehr c,2 , Urs Fischbacher c,∗ a IZA, Bonn, Germany b University of Bonn, Bonn, Germany c University of Zurich, Zurich, Switzerland Elsevier journal Testing theories of fairness—Intentions matter 23 July 2003 http://www.vwl.tuwien.ac.at/lva/expoek.ps/artikel/fairnesstheorie/games_2008_testing_theories_of_fairness_intentions_matter.pdf Herm 

Before presenting our experimental design, we discuss the potential reasons for the lack of convincing evidence in favor of fairness intentions; four potential reasons exist in our opinion. The ﬁrst reason is that a potential confound with the efﬁciency motive exists in some studies. Andreoni and Miller (2002), Bolle and Kritikos (2001), Charness and Rabin (2002) and Engelmann and Strobel (2004) report results suggesting the presence of a non-negligible fraction of subjects willing to increase efﬁciency. These subjects seem to be willing to bear some cost in order to increase the total payoff, i.e., the sum of the payoffs that accrues to all the parties. This motive could have swamped the positively reciprocal responses in the studies of Charness (2004), Bolton et al. (1998) and Offerman (2002) because the second mover’s reciprocal behavior was associated with large efﬁciency increases in these studies. It is also possible that reciprocity motives and efﬁciency motives interact in a yet unknown way. For this reason, our design rules out an increase in the total payoff due to reciprocal responses. A second reason is related to the issue of repetition. Subjects faced a different opponent in each of ten periods in Charness (2004). Repetitions may create all sorts of ill-understood noise and spillovers across periods that make it difﬁcult to isolate the attribution of fairness intentions. For this reason we conducted a one-shot experiment without any repetitions. A third potential reason for the lack of a behavioral impact of fairness intentions could be that the treatment manipulations were not strong enough. Ideally, two treatments are needed to isolate the role of fairness intentions, one where ﬁrst-movers can signal their fairness intentions, and one where such signals are ruled out completely. The signaling of fairness intentions rests on two premises: (i) the ﬁrst-mover’s choice set actually allows the choice between a fair and an unfair action, and (ii) the ﬁrst-mover’s choice is under the ﬁrst mover’s full control. The ﬁrst premise implies that the treatment manipulation can be “too weak” because the choices available to the ﬁrst-mover may not be sufﬁciently different, i.e., the fairness or unfairness of the available actions is not salient enough. We solved this problem in our design by giving the ﬁrstmover a choice set that allows for very different actions. In particular, the ﬁrst-mover could either increase or decrease the second-mover’s payoff relative to a clearly deﬁned reference point (i.e., relative to an initial endowment that was the same for both players). This distinguishes our study from the studies of Charness (2004), Bolton et al. (1998) and Cox (2004) where the ﬁrst movers could only be more or less kind to the second-movers, but they could not hurt them. Perhaps, the distinction between being more or less kind was not salient enough and, as a consequence, there was little or no intention-driven reciprocal behavior in these studies. The fourth reason is related to the second premise above. It concerns the question of how one can rule out the attribution of fairness intentions to the ﬁrst mover’s choice. In our view, the strongest method is to deprive the ﬁrst mover of any choice at all and to make this salient to the second mover. We achieved this in our experiment by determining the ﬁrst mover’s “action” with a salient random device. Saliency was implemented by rolling dice in front of each second mover. However, if a random device determines the ﬁrst mover’s choice, the second movers might have views about what constitutes fair or unfair random devices. For example, if the random device determines a very bad outcome for the second mover with high probability, the second mover may become angry because she views this as a rather unfair device. If, in contrast, human ﬁrst movers are unlikely to choose such a bad outcome, the comparison of responses across the random device and the human choice condition does not isolate the impact of fairness intentions. The reason is that a confound due to the angry response to an unfair random device is likely to exist. Our solution to this problem is to implement a random device that mimics the probability distribution over the actions of human ﬁrst movers.

Best studies prove there is no foundation for their theoretical claims 

Falk et al 2003 a,b,1(* Armin Corresponding author at: Institute for Empirical Research in Economics, Blümlisalpstrasse 10, CH-8006 Zurich, Switzerland) , Ernst Fehr c,2 , Urs Fischbacher c,∗ a IZA, Bonn, Germany b University of Bonn, Bonn, Germany c University of Zurich, Zurich, Switzerland Elsevier journal Testing theories of fairness—Intentions matter 23 July 2003 http://www.vwl.tuwien.ac.at/lva/expoek.ps/artikel/fairnesstheorie/games_2008_testing_theories_of_fairness_intentions_matter.pdf Herm 

Although the behavioral relevance of intention is very intuitive, it has been quite difﬁcult to provide clean evidence for the behavioral relevance of fairness intentions up to now. We have discussed several potential reasons for this and designed an experiment that avoids potential confounds with other sources of reciprocal behavior. Our results provide evidence that people not only take the distributive consequences of an action but also the intention it signals into account when judging the fairness of an action. 16 This result casts serious doubt on the consequentialist practice in standard economic theory that deﬁnes utility of an action solely in terms of its consequences; it further shows that the models of fairness by Bolton and Ockenfels (2000) and Fehr and Schmidt (1999) are incomplete to the extent that they neglect “nonconsequentialist” reasons for reciprocally fair actions. Different approaches have been proposed for incorporating intentions into fairness models. Rabin (1993), Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger (2004), Falk and Fischbacher (2006), and Cox et al. (2004) consider the choice set of a player and infer the intention of a particular choice from the set of possible alternatives. If, for example, there is no choice at all—as in our random treatment— no intention can be inferred from a particular move. If, however, a player actually has the choice between kind and unkind actions, the choice of a kind action allows inferring kind intentions and vice versa. Falk et al. (2003) conducted four mini-ultimatum games to directly test whether choice sets actually matter. In their experiment, one allocation x remains constant (8 points for the proposer and 2 for the responder) in all four games, while the allocation y (the “alternative” to x) differs from game to game. Although the outcome of the allocation x was constant, the rejection rate of this allocation varied depending on the available alternatives. It was highest (44%) when a fair alternative (5, 5) was available and lowest (9%) when the alternative was even more unfair (10 for the proposer, 0 for the responder). Brandts and Sola (2001) found a similar result, also showing that the choice set determines the perception of fairness of an outcome, as predicted by the models mentioned above. The reciprocity models explain the difference between the I- and NI-treatment. However, we also observe that there is reciprocity even in an environment where actions do not signal any intention. Thus, the fairness of the outcome matters as well. This implies that the pure intention models of Rabin (1993) and Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger (2004) are also incomplete; unlike reciprocity models that combine intentions with distributional concerns, such as Falk and Fischbacher (2006). Levine (1998), and Charness and Rabin (2002) choose another approach for incorporating intentions. In these models, the players differ in an individual parameter—the player’s type. This type measures the player’s kindness. The chosen alternative allows estimating this parameter. More kind players choose more kind offers and therefore the estimate of this parameter can be interpreted as the player’s intention. If player 1 chooses to take 6 points in our experiment, for example, one can infer that he is a rather unkind type, while nothing can be concluded about player 1’s type in case of a random ﬁrst move. Since players base their reciprocation on the assessment of the other player’s type, these models predict the main difference between the Iand the NI-condition under reasonable assumptions. These models, however, fail to explain the existence of players who do both, reward and punish in the NI condition.
Fairness and reciprocity is not an opportunity cost to the plan due to intentions – they cannot be separated 

Falk et al 2003 a,b,1(* Armin Corresponding author at: Institute for Empirical Research in Economics, Blümlisalpstrasse 10, CH-8006 Zurich, Switzerland) , Ernst Fehr c,2 , Urs Fischbacher c,∗ a IZA, Bonn, Germany b University of Bonn, Bonn, Germany c University of Zurich, Zurich, Switzerland Elsevier journal Testing theories of fairness—Intentions matter 23 July 2003 http://www.vwl.tuwien.ac.at/lva/expoek.ps/artikel/fairnesstheorie/games_2008_testing_theories_of_fairness_intentions_matter.pdf Herm 

This paper examines the most controversial question in the modeling of fairness preferences: the role of fairness intentions. 3 Do fair-minded people respond to fair or unfair intentions, or do they respond solely to fair or unfair outcomes? One class of fairness models—the inequity aversion models of Fehr and Schmidt (1999) and Bolton and Ockenfels (2000)—is based on the assumption that fairness intentions are behaviorally irrelevant. Another class of models (e.g., Rabin, 1993; Falk and Fischbacher, 2006; Dufwenberg and Kirchsteiger, 2004) assigns fairness intentions a major behavioral role. The answer to our question is of great practical and theoretical interest. At the theoretical level, the question not only concerns the proper modeling of fairness preferences, but also standard utility theory as well. Standard utility theory assumes that the utility of an action depends solely on its consequences and not on the intention behind the action. Therefore, if the attribution of intentions turns out to be behaviorally important, the “consequentialism” inherent in standard utility models is also in doubt. The issue is important at the practical level because many relevant decisions are likely to be affected if the attribution of intentions matters. Fairness attributions are likely to inﬂuence decision-making in ﬁrms and other organizations as well as in markets and the political arena. Political decisions and business decisions, for instance, often affect some parties’ material payoffs negatively. If the response of the negatively affected parties also takes the decision-maker’s fairness intentions into account, it will be much easier to prevent opposition when the decision-maker can credibly claim that he is somehow forced—by law, by international competition, or by some other external force—to take the action. It is, therefore, no coincidence that the rhetoric of politicians and business leaders often appeals to the phrase that “there is no alternative”. If there is indeed no alternative, it is not possible to attribute unfair intentions to the action because the decision-maker cannot be held responsible for the action. If, in contrast, obvious alternative actions are available, it is much easier for the affected parties to attribute unfair intentions to the action and, as a consequence, their opposition will be much stronger. The attribution of intentions is also important in law (Huang, 2000). Intentions often distinguish between whether the same action is a tort or a crime and whether a tort should involve punitive damages. Other distinctions made in criminal law concern whether an action is taken purposely, knowingly, recklessly, or negligently (see Model Penal Code §2.02(1)–(2)). Thus, the penal code (which represents a codiﬁed broad sense of justice) distinguishes quite carefully between the consequences of an action and its underlying intentions. Gouldner (1960) points out the importance of intentions in his classic account of reciprocity by conjecturing that the force of reciprocity depends on the motives imputed to the donor andthe donor’s own free will. Although this notion of reciprocity is highly suggestive, providing direct and unambiguous evidence for the behavioral relevance of fairness intentions has proven very difﬁcult up to now. This is not surprising with regard to ﬁeld data because outcomes and intentions are usually inextricably intertwined in the ﬁeld. Yet, the issue has been quite elusive, even in laboratory experiments. Charness (2004), Bolton et al. (1998), Offerman (2002) and Cox (2004) ﬁnd little or no evidence that the attribution of fairness intentions matters in the domain of positively reciprocal behavior. 4 Blount (1995) and Offerman (2002) ﬁnd evidence that it matters in the domain of negatively reciprocal behavior but, as we will argue below, these studies have some methodological problems. Thus, we face the puzzle that, intuitively, the attribution of fairness intentions seems to be important while, the issue remains controversial in light of the prevailing evidence.

Inequality Inevitable
We do not operate in a ‘fair’ world – awareness of fairness is high, but is suppressed in justice and legal considerations like the plan 

de Jasay 2006 Anthony went to Oxford in 1955 and was elected a research fellow of Nuffield College where he stayed till 1962, publishing papers in the Economic Journal, the Journal of Political Economy and other learned journals. Analyse & Kritik 28/2006 “Fairness as Justice” http://www.analyse-und-kritik.net/2006-1/AK_deJasay_2006.pdf Herm 

Within a society’s feasible set, there is a subset of acts that are interdicted and made liable to sanctions under an existing rule system. The rules I propose to take as rules of justice are conventions in the game theoretic sense, i.e. equilibria which, if enforcement-dependent, have built-in conditional strategies for punishing deviation. They arise spontaneously without resort to a rule for rule-making that would confer authority to rule-makers Rules of justice also serve as rules of freedom if we identify freedom, as I think we should do, with the aggregate of acts not liable to sanction under the rules of justice. Adhering to a convention is a payoﬀ-improving strategy. It is not the outcome of a bargain and involves no forward commitment; deviation is one of the strategyoptions. Adhering to the convention is strategic in that each individual player chooses his strategy in expectation of the responses of other players, but the choice is not made so as to achieve a distribution of the payoﬀ sum among the players in any particular way. No fairness norm is employed to select the equilibrium. Unlike a bargain to share a perfectly divisible pie that has inﬁnitely many equilibria, a convention may have only two and the choice between them is unproblematic: ‘ﬁrst-come-ﬁrst served’ that protects ﬁrst possession of unowned property as well as queuing, has no real alternative in originating property and in deciding who gets on the next No. 23 bus. Fairness, as far as one can see, is irrelevant to its selection. Justice in compliance with spontaneously emerging self-enforcing rules supersedes unenforced considerations of fairness; it does all the work in its sphere and leaves none over for fairnesss. Acts in breach of the rules of justice are unjust, and that settles the matter: they are wrongs. In saying that justice supersedes fairness, we are not claiming that it suppresses awareness of fairness. A price that clears the market may be inﬂuenced by some sellers withholding their goods because they strongly hold some idea of a fair price. However, any number of other factors may also enter into the sellers’ motivation. We are probably unable to discover all of them and assess their relative importance, including the importance of fairness among them. But there is no need and no sensible call for doing so, for all these inﬂuences are subsumed in the supply price over which the seller is free, in justice, to make any decision he pleases.

Calls for fairness are not grounded in logic – nostalgia for a fair world will always be there, but separated from reality 

de Jasay 2006 Anthony went to Oxford in 1955 and was elected a research fellow of Nuffield College where he stayed till 1962, publishing papers in the Economic Journal, the Journal of Political Economy and other learned journals. Analyse & Kritik 28/2006 “Fairness as Justice” http://www.analyse-und-kritik.net/2006-1/AK_deJasay_2006.pdf Herm 

There is no logical reason implied in the ‘treat like cases alike’ principle of fairness, nor does it inspire an ethical argument that the beneﬁt or burden distributed to a set of cases should vary throughout in the same proportion Convicted criminals are ‘like cases’. They must be ‘treated alike’ in that they must all be sentenced. But the fairness principle does not require that the murderer who killed two persons should be sentenced to twice as long a prison term than the other who killed only one. Fairness demands that he should be given a longer sentence, but ‘longer’ may mean more or less than proportionately longer; the function relating y to x may well be non-linear. All the principle requires is that the relation between the distribution and the ground for it should display a pattern suﬃciently regular and visible for the observer to recognize. 6 Relaxing strict proportionality between a beneﬁt (or burden) and the ground or grounds for it, and admitting a non-linear relation between them, takes us from Aristotlean to general equality as the fairness norm. General equality admits not only discretion in the choice of the traits that give rise to a distribution, but also the extent to which each may do so. General equality includes the special and limiting case of absolute equality. Here, all possible grounds for a distribution except one are explicitly purged from the fairness function. (Formally, they ﬁgure to the power of zero.) The exception is one common trait all cases possess to the same extent, namely that all are human beings. Whether they exert great eﬀorts at work, kill many enemy soldiers and rear many children or just laze away the day in serene contemplation, they all get the same income because absolute equality is act-irrelevant. The special case of absolute equality has always been a magnetic pole of attraction for political thought, though it has seldom been presented in its stark naked form; more often than not it has been embellished, camouﬂaged or disguised under some pseudonym. It merits reﬂection that in Ken Binmore’s treatise on fairness as justice, a nostalgia for fairness as equality is never far from the surface.

Fairness Bad
Their instance upon the truth of their framework is contrived and ignores the historical contingency of debate.  We should embrace this contingency rather than closely guarding the border of our activity.

Johnston 2000 (Ian, “There’s nothing Nietzche Couldn’t teach Ya about the Raising of the Wrist,” http://www.oneeyedman.net/school-archive/classes/fulltext/www.mala.bc.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm)

The analogy I want to put on the table is the comparison of human culture to a huge recreational complex in which a large number of different games are going on. Outside people are playing soccer on one field, rugby on another, American football on another, and Australian football on another, and so on. In the club house different groups of people are playing chess, dominoes, poker, and so on. There are coaches, spectators, trainers, and managers involved in each game. Surrounding the recreation complex is wilderness. These games we might use to characterize different cultural groups: French Catholics, German Protestants, scientists, Enlightenment rationalists, European socialists, liberal humanitarians, American democrats, free thinkers, or what have you. The variety represents the rich diversity of intellectual, ethnic, political, and other activities. The situation is not static of course. Some games have far fewer players and fans, and the popularity is shrinking; some are gaining popularity rapidly and increasingly taking over parts of the territory available. Thus, the traditional sport of Aboriginal lacrosse is but a small remnant of what it was before contact. However, the Democratic capitalist game of baseball is growing exponentially, as is the materialistic science game of archery. And they may well combine their efforts to create a new game or merge their leagues. When Nietzsche looks at Europe historically what he sees is that different games have been going on like this for centuries. He further sees that many of the participants in any one game have been aggressively convinced that their game is the "true" game, that it corresponds with the essence of games or is a close match to the wider game they imagine going on in the natural world, in the wilderness beyond the playing fields. So they have spent a lot of time producing their rule books and coaches' manuals and making claims about how the principles of their game copy or reveal or approximate the laws of nature. This has promoted and still promotes a good deal of bad feeling and fierce arguments. Hence, in addition any one game itself, within the group pursuing it there have always been all sorts of sub-games debating the nature of the activity, refining the rules, arguing over the correct version of the rule book or about how to educate the referees and coaches, and so on. Nietzsche's first goal is to attack this dogmatic claim about the truth of the rules of any particular game. He does this, in part, by appealing to the tradition of historical scholarship which shows that these games are not eternally true, but have a history. Rugby began when a soccer player broke the rules and picked up the ball and ran with it. American football developed out of rugby and has changed and is still changing. Basketball had a precise origin which can be historically located. Rule books are written in languages which have a history by people with a deep psychological point to prove: the games are an unconscious expression of the particular desires of inventive games people at a very particular historical moment; these rule writers are called Plato, Augustine, Socrates, Kant, Schopenhauer, Descartes, Galileo, and so on. For various reasons they believe, or claim to believe, that the rules they come up with reveal something about the world beyond the playing field and are therefore "true" in a way that other rule books are not; they have, as it were, privileged access to reality and thus record, to use a favorite metaphor of Nietzsche's, the text of the wilderness. In attacking such claims, Nietzsche points out, the wilderness bears no relationship at all to any human invention like a rule book (he points out that nature is "wasteful beyond measure, without purposes and consideration, without mercy and justice, fertile and desolate and uncertain at the same time; imagine indifference itself as a power--how could you live according to this indifference. Living--is that not precisely wanting to be other than this nature" (Epigram 9). Because there is no connection with what nature truly is, such rule books are mere "foreground" pictures, fictions dreamed up, reinforced, altered, and discarded for contingent historical reasons. Moreover, the rule books often bear a suspicious resemblance to the rules of grammar of a culture (thus, for example, the notion of an ego as a thinking subject, Nietzsche points out, is closely tied to the rules of European languages which insist on a subject and verb construction as an essential part of any statement). So how do we know what we have is the truth? And why do we want the truth, anyway? People seem to need to believe that their games are true. But why? Might they not be better if they accepted that their games were false, were fictions, having nothing to do with the reality of nature beyond the recreational complex? If they understood the fact that everything they believe in has a history and that, as he says in the Genealogy of Morals, "only that which has no history can be defined," they would understand that all this proud history of searching for the truth is something quite different from what philosophers who have written rule books proclaim. Furthermore these historical changes and developments occur accidentally, for contingent reasons, and have nothing to do with the games, or any one game, shaping itself in accordance with any ultimate game or any given rule book of games given by the wilderness, which is indifferent to what is going on. And there is no basis for the belief that, if we look at the history of the development of these games, we discover some progressive evolution of games towards some higher type. We may be able, like Darwin, to trace historical genealogies, to construct a narrative, but that narrative does not reveal any clear direction or any final goal or any progressive development. The genealogy of games indicates that history is a record of contingent change. The assertion that there is such a thing as progress is simply one more game, one more rule added by inventive minds (who need to believe in progress); it bears no relationship to nature beyond the sports complex. Ditto for science. So long as one is playing on a team, one follows the rules and thus has a sense of what constitutes right and wrong or good and evil conduct in the game, and this awareness is shared by all those carrying out the same endeavour. To pick up the ball in soccer is evil (unless you are the goalie); and to punt the ball while running in American football is permissible but stupid; in Australian football both actions are essential and right. In other words, different cultural communities have different standards of right and wrong conduct. These are determined by the artificial inventions called rule books, one for each game. These rule books have developed the rules historically; thus, they have no permanent status and no claim to privileged access. 
Even using framework, there is no way to find the underlying truths of a game

Johnston 2000 (Ian, “There’s nothing Nietzche Couldn’t teach Ya about the Raising of the Wrist,” http://www.oneeyedman.net/school-archive/classes/fulltext/www.mala.bc.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm)

Now, at this point you might be thinking about the other occasion in which I introduced a game analogy, namely, in the discussions of Aristotle's Ethics. For Aristotle also acknowledges that different political systems have different rules of conduct. But Aristotle believes that an examination of different political communities will enable one to derive certain principles common to them all, bottom-up generalizations which will then provide the basis for reliable rational judgment on which game is being played better, on what constitutes good play in any particular game, on whether or not a particular game is being conducted well or not. In other words, Aristotle maintains that there is a way of discovering and appealing to some authority outside any particular game in order to adjudicate moral and knowledge claims which arise in particular games or in conflicts between different games. Plato, of course, also believed in the existence of such a standard, but proposed a different route to discovering it. Now Nietzsche emphatically denies this possibility. Anyone who tries to do what Aristotle recommends is simply inventing another game (we can call it Super-sport) and is not discovering anything true about the real nature of games because reality (that's the wilderness surrounding us) isn't organized as a game. In fact, he argues, that we have created this recreational complex and all the activities which go on in it to protect ourselves from nature (which is indifferent to what we do with our lives), not to copy some recreational rule book which that wilderness reveals. Human culture exists as an affirmation of our opposition to or contrast with nature, not as an extension of rules which include both human culture and nature. That's why falsehoods about nature might well be a lot more useful than truths, if they enable us to live more fully human lives. If we think of the wilderness as a text about reality, as the truth about nature, then, Nietzsche claims, we have no access whatsoever to that text. What we do have is access to conflicting interpretations, none of them based on privileged access to a "true" text. Thus, the soccer players may think they and their game is superior to rugby and the rugby players, because soccer more closely represents the surrounding wilderness, but such statements about better and worse are irrelevant. There is nothing rule bound outside the games themselves. Hence, all dogmatic claims about the truth of all games or any particular game are false.

Imposing one’s own rules provides the largest benefit out an activity or game

Johnston 2000 (Ian, “There’s nothing Nietzche Couldn’t teach Ya about the Raising of the Wrist,” http://www.oneeyedman.net/school-archive/classes/fulltext/www.mala.bc.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm)

The third group of people, that small minority which includes Nietzsche himself, are those who accept the games metaphor, see the fictive nature of all systems of knowledge and morality, and accept the challenge that to be most fully human is to create a new game, to live a life that is governed by rules imposed by the dictates of one's own creative nature. To base one's life on the creative tensions of the artist engaged with creating a game that meets most eloquently and uncompromisingly the demands of one's own irrational nature--one's will--is to be most fully free, most fully human. This call to live the self​created life, affirming oneself in a game of one's own devising, necessarily condemns the highest spirits to loneliness, doubt, insecurity, emotional suffering, (because most people will mock the new game or be actively hostile to it or refuse to notice it, and so on; alternatively, they will accept the challenge but misinterpret what it means and settle for some marketed easy game, like floating down the Mississippi smoking a pipe), but a self-generated game also brings with it the most intense joy, the most playful and creative affirmation of what is most important in our human nature). It's important to note here that one's freedom to create one's own game is not unlimited. In that sense, Nietzsche is no existentialist maintaining that we have a duty and an unlimited freedom to be whatever we want to be. For the resources at our disposal​​the parts of the field still available and the recreational material lying around in the club house--are determined by the present state of our culture. Furthermore, the rules I devise and the language I frame them in will almost certainly owe a good deal to the present state of the rules of other games and the state of the language in which those are expressed. Although I am changing the rules for my game, my starting point, or the rules I have available to change, are given to me by my moment in history. So in moving forward, in creating something that will transcend the past, I am using the materials of the past. Existing games are the materials out of which I fashion my new game. Thus, the new philosopher will transcend the limitations of the existing games and will extend the catalogue of games with the invention of new ones, but that new creative spirit faces certain historical limitations. If this is relativistic, it is not totally so.

This creates the greatest value in the participation of the game

Johnston 2000 (Ian, “There’s nothing Nietzche Couldn’t teach Ya about the Raising of the Wrist,” http://www.oneeyedman.net/school-archive/classes/fulltext/www.mala.bc.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm)

The value of this endeavour is not to be measured by what other people think of the newly created game; nor does its value lie in fame, material rewards, or service to the group. Its value comes from the way it enables the individual to manifest certain human qualities, especially the will to power. But whether or not the game attracts other people and becomes a permanent fixture on the sporting calendar, something later citizens can derive enjoyment from or even remember, that is irrelevant. For only the accidents of history will determine whether the game I invent for myself attracts other people, that is, becomes a source of value for them. Nietzsche claims that the time is right for such a radically individualistic endeavour to create new games, new metaphors for my life. For, wrongheaded as many of the traditional games may have been, like Plato's metaphysical soccer or Kant's version of eight ball, or Marx's materialist chess tournament, or Christianity's stoical snakes and ladders, they have splendidly trained us for the much more difficult work of creating values in a spirit of radical uncertainty. The exertions have trained our imaginations and intelligence in useful ways. Hence, although those dogmatists were fundamentally unsound, an immersion in their systems has done much to refine those capacities we most need to rise above the nihilists and the herd.
a/t: Do it Outside the Round
In round discussions of debate practices are essential to the activity

Panetta 10

(Panetta, Edward M., PhD and debate director at the University of Georgia, published 2010“Controversies in Debate Pedagogy: Working Paper”, Navigating Opportunity: Policy Debate in the 21st Century, Wake Forest National Debate Conference)FS

Just as there are benefits to accepting points of stasis prior to a debate, one potentially enriching element in intercollegiate debate involves the possibility of argumentation that simultaneously challenges the loci of agreement for debate and enhances deliberative discussion. In other words, the possibility of debating about the very practices of debates—how to evaluate arguments, the role of the resolution, the meaning of advocacy—is one of debate’s essential characteristics. The “debate about debate,” or the process of defending and setting competing parameters, can occur in many ways. At times, those decisions occur implicitly or prior to the contest round itself, as when two teams agree that narrating personal experience is the most meaningful way to defend or reject the resolution. In other instances, agreement may be partially constituted through acceptance of speech times and the existence of a common topic, but the role of the judge and the value of particular forms of evidence are debated in the round. This built-in space for reflection gives the debate community access to a set of skills such as critical thinking and the application of creativity, both of which are significant for a deliberative process that matters to everyone and maintains flexibility. Being able to fully defend a perspective, including the framing of that perspective, relies on a nascent public space open to a critique of itself and its own expectations. The public space of debate, conceived more as a public intersection than as a predetermined vision of what a public should be, is certainly built on mutual agreement and common notions of how debates take place, but it is equally built on the capability of debating the validity of its own construction. 
Debating about debate practices is essential to advocacy skills and engagement—the call for a point of stasis reflects a desire to remain comfortable and ignores the very foundation of the activity

Panetta 10

(Panetta, Edward M., PhD and debate director at the University of Georgia, published 2010“Controversies in Debate Pedagogy: Working Paper”, Navigating Opportunity: Policy Debate in the 21st Century, Wake Forest National Debate Conference)FS

 This self-reflexive check on debate distinguishes it from other communicative activities, such as conversation. Mari Boor Tonn (2005), professor of rhetoric and communication studies at the University of Richmond, contends that simply conversing over an issue can lend itself to groupthink—who can dominate the conversation?—whereas debate takes principles such as an agreed-upon topic and a competitive platform as starting points for the creation of argument options. Because one of those options includes debating about debate, the significance of the choice of what to say and how to say it is rarely lost on students or coaches. Not only do words and ideas matter, but so does their framing and their arrangement. The idea that a debate could feature an argument questioning the existence of that very form of debate in the first place sounds tautological or even vacuous, but it actually demonstrates the extent to which debaters, coaches, and judges (the debate community) commit themselves to full engagement with a topic. Not only are debates about debate possible in the activity, they occur regularly and are a prominent component in the development of advocacy skills, small-group negotiation, and expressing confidence in an academic setting. Allowing the point of stasis itself to be open to discussion, arguing about what we should debate in the first place, enhances the radically democratic potential inherent in the activity. Our realities are full of norms proclaiming to uphold or improve a given notion of society, a certain stasis to add comfort to our perspective. Norms are contingent upon the context in which they are accepted, gesturing to debate as a crucial means for teaching skepticism and questioning, both of which are able to develop in even more intense and valuable ways through the practice of debating debate. Some may see this defense as an extension of post-structuralism into debate, but it is instead perhaps the inevitable outgrowth of the goal of teaching debaters to critically evaluate the world around them. It then becomes far more intrinsic and far-reaching than simply a contemporary sensibility because the crafting of a space for debate that includes putting itself on the table may be what defines debate. 

Even if there’s a risk it diminishes the in-round experience, non-traditional forms of debate are essential to exposing debaters to a wide range of scholarship—that outweighs 

Panetta 10

(Panetta, Edward M., PhD and debate director at the University of Georgia, published 2010“Controversies in Debate Pedagogy: Working Paper”, Navigating Opportunity: Policy Debate in the 21st Century, Wake Forest National Debate Conference)FS

Those who are committed to the traditional conception of intercollegiate policy debate should, in fact, celebrate the opportunity to test argumentation against a diverse range of objections. While this may create some discomfort for participants at the moment a debate is decided, the experience is an invaluable one for the student when measured over a longer period of time. In a diverse world, our students will come face-to-face with a variety of approaches to cases of controversy over their lifetimes. Evolving critical methodologies and argumentative styles that push existing limits create content that follows academic innovations and deepens awareness of scholarship and research programs that might not be familiar academic offerings at the student’s own university. All academic institutions (particularly communication departments) run the risk of solidifying a particular paradigm or approach too strongly. Conducting research that is presented and evaluated outside of the classroom environment creates genuine interdisciplinary encounters. 

**SSD Bad

Only through reform of debate can we become true liberal citizens and debate about issues on a neutral basis. This is an internal link turn to their Switch Side Good arguments

Hicks 07 Darrin Hicks is Associate Professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies at the University of Denver. (Darrin Hicks, (2007): “The New Citizen”, Quarterly Journal of Speech, 93:3, 358-360, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00335630701463499) RaPa

Ron Greene and I recently published a genealogy of switch-side debating. 3 We argued that the ‘‘debating both sides’’ controversy emerged from the problematic relationship between public speech and personal conviction. We contended that the defense and practice of switch-side debating was part of the formation of the liberal citizen, contributed to the development of American Exceptionalism, and worked alongside aesthetic modes of class subjectivity associated with the formation of the knowledge class. That essay began with the explicit presumption of mid-century debate coaches and speech educators, like Richard Murphy, A. Craig Baird, Douglas Ehninger, and Dennis Day, that there was an intrinsic relationship between speech performance and political liberalism. To understand how that presumption came into being, however, we must look back to the progressive speech educators working under the sign of speech hygiene. The discourse of mental hygiene, of which speech hygiene was an extension, contributed to the shift from character to personality as the dominant model of subjectivity in the twentieth century. Its basic premise was that personality maladjustment was the root cause of social problems and their solution depended on readjusting the personality. Hygienists claimed the university was the ideal place to diagnose and readjust the personality. While most humanities departments strongly opposed this therapeutic concept of education, speech departments embraced it. By 1928 the speech journals were saturated with calls to abandon elocution, which was labeled ‘‘emotional butchery,’’ in favor of speech hygiene. Speech training, hygienists argued, should no longer center on training students to deliver effective speeches but rather on the treatment of personality disorders and the inculcation of behavioral habits that would aid in personal and social integration. In his 1937 book The Speech Personality, University of Denver Professor Elwood Murray delivered the most sophisticated expression of speech hygiene. 4 Murray contended that the cause of most social problems were speech problems which, in turn, were surface manifestations of personality disorders, and that the speech classroom served as the ideal laboratory for their identification and treatment. The inauguration of the ‘‘speech personality’’ was a watershed moment in the development of the discipline. Murray not only invented a theoretical vocabulary and a series of instruments for observing, describing, measuring, and calculating the attributes of the speaking subject. He expanded the domain of the discipline by showing that speech itself was an object and instrument of governance, an object inasmuch as it was the cause of social ills and an instrument inasmuch as its calculated reshaping was necessary to address them. It quickly became the cultivation of the well-adjusted speech personality that the discipline saw as its unique contribution to democratic culture. Murray formulated this contribution as the cultivation of the new citizen. The new citizen, by virtue of having the correct balance of self-sufficiency, emotional stability, extroversion, dominance, and objectivity to ensure successful social integration, and the intellectual capacity to cope with the problems that have accompanied technology and invention, was first and foremost a ‘‘critically-minded cooperator’’*or, in Shklar’s terms, a citizen cultivated in the ‘‘habits of freedom.’’ The details of this story notwithstanding, to understand the relationship between speech hygiene and liberalism, it would first be necessary to write the history of the psychoand socio-metric instruments designed to isolate and identify the characteristics of the well-adjusted and socially integrated citizen (the inclusion of the historical development of research instruments is critical for any genealogy of the field). Second, the specific pedagogical techniques speech hygienists adapted from Christian-Pastoral models of education, such as the ‘‘supervised freedom’’ of group activities and discussion-based teaching that aim to foster the capacity for rigorous self-analysis, self-problematization, and self-transformation, would need to be thoroughly reviewed (to assume that these were the result of critical pedagogy movements or to assume that any teaching prior to that movement conformed to a banking model is to misunderstand seriously the origins of our pedagogy). The aim of speech hygienists was to manufacture self-reflective citizens capable of both cooperation and dissent. They were committed to cultivating those habits that enable one to endure the ‘‘risks of freedom.’’ The irony of speech hygiene lay in the fact that these ‘‘habits of freedom’’ could emerge only after individuals had been disciplined to problematize and regulate their own conduct. It was this discipline that underwrote the conviction that through the calculated reshaping of speech we all could become virtuous citizens. 

Switch Side Debate encourages political ambivalence – that internal link turns their political education claims.

Feldman and Price 8 * PhD candidate at the Annenberg School for Communication, University of Pennsylvania. ** (PhD, Stanford University) is the Steven H. Chaffee Professor of Communication and Political Science at the Annenberg School for Communication, University of Pennsylvania. (Laura Feldman, Vincent Price, “Confusion or Enlightenment? How Exposure to Disagreement Moderates the Effects of Political Discussion and Media Use on Candidate Knowledge”,  Communication Research Volume 35 Number 1 February 2008 61-87, http://crx.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/35/1/61.full.pdf)RaPa
Interpersonal encounters with people of diverse viewpoints have long been upheld by political theorists as requirements of a successful democracy (e.g., Arendt, 1968; Barber, 1984; Fishkin, 1991; Guttmann & Thompson, 1996; Habermas, 1989; Mill, 1859/1956) but have only recently piqued the interest of empirical researchers. Although the presence of disagreement in networks of political discussion has been evaluated for its effects on political tolerance (Mutz, 2002b), awareness of rationales for one’s own and others’ political opinions (Mutz, 2002b; Price, Nir, & Cappella, 2002), and political engagement (Huckfeldt, Mendez, & Osborn, 2004; Mutz, 2002a), its explicit influence on factual political knowledge has received little attention. Given that frequent exposure to disagreement has been found to foster a better understanding of alternative political perspectives (Mutz, 2002b; Price et al., 2002) but also cultivate uncertainty and ambivalence toward political candidates (Huckfeldt et al., 2004; Mutz, 2002a), its consequences for fact-based learning are not particularly self-evident. The interest, then, of the current study is not only in disagreement’s potential to illuminate the relationship between discussion and media but also in the contribution it makes to political knowledge in its own right. Specifically, we use political networks data from a nationally representative sample of American adults to examine how exposure to disagreement moderates the effects of political discussion and media use on knowledge of candidates’ backgrounds and issue positions during the 2000 presidential primary campaign. We distinguish between these two types of knowledge to provide a contrast between information that is unarguably factual (i.e., candidate backgrounds) and that which is relatively less so (i.e., candidate issue positions) and thus perhaps somewhat more susceptible to communication confusion (also see Chaffee et al., 1994). At the same time, this study provides the opportunity to investigate the unique influence of three different campaign media—newspapers, television news, and candidate debates—and interpersonal discussion on learning during a primary campaign, a relatively underexplored arena of political communication. Learning From Media Use and Discussion Although the moderating effects of disagreement are the primary focus of the present study, the main effects of media use and interpersonal discussion are also of interest. Although previous research has frequently supported a positive role for newspaper reading (e.g., Patterson & McClure, 1976; Weaver & Drew, 1993), television news use (e.g., Chaffee et al., 1994; Chaffee & Schleuder, 1986; Weaver & Drew, 1995, 2001), debate exposure (e.g., Benoit, Hansen, & Verser, 2003), and political conversation (e.g., Holbert et al., 2002; Kennamer, 1990) in political learning, much of the extant research on the link between political communication and presidential candidate knowledge has focused on the general election period. Candidates are much less well known, however, during the primary phase, providing the media, in particular, with an even greater opportunity to endow voters with new Feldman, Price / Confusion or Enlightenment? 63 As mentioned, empirical work in which the role of political disagreement has been explicitly examined demonstrates that network diversity does, in fact, foster a better understanding of multiple perspectives on issues (Mutz, 2002b; Price et al., 2002). More specifically, exposure to disagreement appears to increase the ability to articulate reasons for other people’s views. One could, then, easily imagine that awareness of why someone else might support the Republican party (e.g., Price et al., 2002) or prefer a particular candidate for president (e.g., Mutz, 2002b) would first require knowledge about the issue positions of that party or candidate (i.e., to reason that other people like George W. Bush because of his position on abortion, one would first need to know what his position is). As such, the ability to rationalize other people’s viewpoints might be considered an indirect measure of fact-based issue knowledge. On the other hand, in their studies of disagreement’s impact on deliberative opinion, Mutz (2002b) and Price et al. (2002) did not employ any standard of correctness or sophistication when measuring their outcome variable. That is, an individual could have produced a reason for preferring a candidate that was inconsistent with or ambiguous about that candidate’s actual issue position and still been credited with providing a valid reason. Thus, although one’s repertoire of arguments may very well be expanded via political disagreement, this is not to say that these arguments and the issues that support them are necessarily conveyed or interpreted accurately in such an interpersonal exchange. As de Boer and Velthuijsen Feldman, Price / Confusion or Enlightenment? 65(2001) have noted, people tend to “talk about what they think rather than what they know” (p. 150). Emotion, misinformation, and bias may all interfere with the transmission of accurate knowledge in a context of disagreement. Moreover, not all research on disagreement has supported its benefits. Mutz (2002a) also found that exposure to disagreement induces ambivalence toward political candidates and issues (also see Huckfeldt et al., 2004) and, in turn, hinders political participation. This relationship between disagreement and ambivalence could have important implications for fact-based learning about political candidates. Political ambivalence arises when exposure to competing ideas makes people uncertain about their own positions regarding issues or candidates (Mutz, 2002a). With such uncertainty, people may become less convinced of what they know to be the “truth.” Accurate knowledge of candidate issue positions, which are arguably a matter of interpretation to begin with, could conceivably suffer as a result. In sum, then, the empirical evidence from previous research outlines no clear expectation for how disagreement in political discussion will affect fact-based learning about political candidates. Although social network and deliberative theories suggest that the acquisition of political knowledge will be enhanced by exposure to diverse viewpoints, this has not been directly tested. Furthermore, given the research on ambivalence, it is possible that disagreement weakens people’s confidence not only in their political opinions but also in their factual knowledge of the issues that support these positions. These various possibilities have thus led us to the following research question: 
--exceptionalism/Hicks and Green

Switch side debate forces debaters to lose a conviction for their argument and that is undermining for making real social change

Greene and Hicks 5 (Ronald Walter Greene, Associate Professor at the University of Minnesota-Twin Cities, and Darrin Hicks, Professor at the University of Denver, “Lost Convictions: Debating Both Sides and The Ethical Self Fashioning of Liberal Subjects,” January 2005, Online, PDF)

While the opposition to debating both sides probably reaches back to the challenges against the ancient practice of dissoi logoi , we want to turn our attention to the unique cultural history of debate during the Cold War. In the midst of Joseph McCarthy’s impending censure by the US Senate, the US Military Academy, the US Naval Academy and, subsequently, all of the teacher colleges in the state of Nebraska refused to affirm the resolution _/ ‘Resolved: The United States should diplomatically recognize the People’s Republic of China’. Yet, switch-side debating remained the national standard, and, by the fall of 1955, the military academies and the teacher colleges of Nebraska were debating in favour of the next resolution. Richard Murphy (1957), however, was not content to let the controversy pass without comment. Murphy launched a series of criticisms that would sustain the debate about debate for the next ten years. Murphy held that debating both sides of the question was unethical because it divorced conviction from advocacy and that it was a dangerous practice because it threatened the integrity of public debate by divorcing it from a genuine search for truth. Murphy’s case against the ethics of debating both sides rested on what he thought to be a simple and irrefutable rhetorical principle: A public utterance is a public commitment. In Murphy’s opinion, debate was best imagined as a species of public speaking akin to public advocacy on the affairs of the day. If debate is a form of public speaking, Murphy reasoned, and a public utterance entails a public commitment, then speakers have an ethical obligation to study the question, discuss it with others until they know their position, take a stand and then _/ and only then _/ engage in public advocacy in favour of their viewpoint. Murphy had no doubt that intercollegiate debate was a form of public advocacy and was, hence, rhetorical, although this point would be severely attacked by proponents of switch-side debating. Modern debating, Murphy claimed, ‘is geared to the public platform and to rhetorical, rather than dialectical principles’ (p. 7). Intercollegiate debate was rhetorical, not dialectical, because its propositions were specific and timely rather than speculative and universal. Debaters evidenced their claims by appeals to authority and opinion rather than formal logic, and debaters appealed to an audience, even if that audience was a single person sitting in the back of a room at a relatively isolated debate tournament. As such, debate as a species of public argument should be held to the ethics of the platform. We would surely hold in contempt any public actor who spoke with equal force, and without genuine conviction, for both sides of a public policy question. Why, asked Murphy, would we exempt students from the same ethical obligation? Murphy’s master ethic _/ that a public utterance entails a public commitment _/ rested on a classical rhetorical theory that refuses the modern distinctions between cognitive claims of truth (referring to the objective world), normative claims of right (referring to the intersubjective world), and expressive claims of sincerity (referring to the subjective state of the speaker), although this distinction, and Murphy’s refusal to make it, would surface as a major point of contention in the 1960s for the proponents of debating both sides.7 Murphy is avoiding the idea that the words spoken by a debater can be divorced from what the speaker actually believes to be true, right, or good (expressive claims of sincerity). For Murphy, to stand and publicly proclaim that one affirmed the resolution entailed both a claim that the policy being advocated was indeed the best possible choice, given extant social conditions, and that one sincerely believed that her or his arguments were true and right. In other words, a judge should not make a distinction between the merits of the case presented and the sincerity of the advocates presenting it; rather, the reasons supporting a policy and the ethos of the speakers are mutually constitutive forms of proof. The interdependency of logos and ethos was not only a matter of rhetorical principle for Murphy but also a foundational premise of public reason in a democratic society. Although he never explicitly states why this is true, most likely because he assumed it to be self-evident, a charitable interpretation of Murphy’s position, certainly a more generous interpretation than his detractors were willing to give, would show that his axiom rests on the following argument: If public reason is to have any legitimate force, auditors must believe that advocates are arguing from conviction and not from greed, desire or naked self-interest. If auditors believe that advocates are insincere, they will not afford legitimacy to their claims and will opt to settle disputes through force or some seemingly neutral modus vivendi such as voting or arbitration. Hence, sincerity is a necessary element of public reason and, therefore, a necessary condition of critical deliberation in a democratic society. For Murphy, the assumption of sincerity is intimately articulated to the notion of ethical argumentation in a democratic political culture. If a speaker were to repudiate this assumption by advocating contradictory positions in a public forum, it would completely undermine her or his ethos and result in the loss of the means of identification with an audience. The real danger of undermining the assumption of sincerity was not that individual speakers would be rendered ineffective _/ although this certainly did make training students to debate both sides bad rhetorical pedagogy. The ultimate danger of switch-side debating was that it would engender a distrust of public advocates. The public would come to see the debaters who would come to occupy public offices as ‘public liars’ more interested in politics as vocation than as a calling. Debate would be seen as a game of power rather than the method of democracy.

There wouldn’t be one side debate – the wording of the resolution leads a substantial amount of speakers on both sides

Greene and Hicks 5 (Ronald Walter Greene, Associate Professor at the University of Minnesota-Twin Cities, and Darrin Hicks, Professor at the University of Denver, “Lost Convictions: Debating Both Sides and The Ethical Self Fashioning of Liberal Subjects,” January 2005, Online, PDF)

Free speech had already emerged as a point of stasis organizing the interaction between A. Craig Baird and Richard Murphy. For Baird, debating both sides contributed to the promotion of debate as a relay point in promoting free speech as imagined by John Stuart Mill (1859) in On Liberty . For Murphy, to defend the practice of switch-side debating as the embodiment of the marketplace of ideas was to seriously misrepresent John Stuart Mill’s thesis. Mill, Murphy (1957) suggested, found the morality of public discussion to rest in sound argument, a faithful rendering of the facts, and an honest representation of the opponent’s case. Yet, Murphy contended, Mill never argued that persons should go as far as to advocate views that they did not believe. According to Murphy, because debate propositions are deliberately worded so good arguments can be made on both sides, there should never be a shortage of speakers on both sides of the issue, speakers who really believe in what they were arguing. The real benefit of hearing both sides of an issue, Murphy claimed, is that it encourages individuals to open their minds to other perspectives and to modify their beliefs if so warranted. Yet, alternative views will not be taken seriously, unless we ‘hear them from persons who actually believe them, who defend them in earnest, and do their very utmost for them’ (Murphy 1957, p. 4). Switch-side debating, Murphy argued, is not justified by the principles of free speech; rather, those principles support revoking the practice.

Divorcing speech from conviction is the pre-requisite to promoting democratic deliberation

Greene and Hicks 5 (Ronald Walter Greene, Associate Professor at the University of Minnesota-Twin Cities, and Darrin Hicks, Professor at the University of Denver, “Lost Convictions: Debating Both Sides and The Ethical Self Fashioning of Liberal Subjects,” January 2005, Online, PDF)

Two practical obligations are entailed in the acceptance of this ethic: First, the forums for public deliberation must be fully inclusive; encouragement and incentive must be provided to those who hold unpopular views to express themselves. Second, and more important, ‘all must recognize and accept personal responsibility to present, when necessary, as forcefully as possible, opinions and arguments with which they may personally disagree’ (p. 7). Few are likely to challenge the first entailment, but the second provided Day with a radical redefinition of the ethics of conviction. Day argues that persuasively presenting a position that contradicts one’s personal conviction is the ‘highest ethical act in democratic debate’ (p. 7). Moreover, to argue forcefully for a position one abhors is the hallmark of democratic citizenship. To set aside one’s convictions and present the argument for the other side demonstrates that the citizen has forsaken her or his personal interests and particular vision of the good for the benefit of the commonweal. That is, the citizen recognizes the moral priority of democratic debate when she or he agrees to be bound by its results regardless of personal conviction. Debating both sides, then, is necessitated by the ethical obligations intrinsic to the technology of democratic debate. Both of Murphy’s charges that debating both sides is unethical _/ that requiring students to debate both sides is a form of blackmail and that the separation of speech and conviction courts sophistry _/ are answered by this position. On the one hand, if debating both sides of a question is an ethical duty, requiring students to do so as a condition of participation is not an immoral imposition but rather an ethical and pedagogical duty. On the other hand, given the political dangers that privileging personal conviction over democratic process courts, divorcing speech from conviction is a prerequisite to democratic legitimacy. In so doing, one’s convictions should be reassigned so as to promote a commitment to debate as the fundamental process of a democratic form of public deliberation.

Performance Good
Diversity in arguments is good – helps with skills building 
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It would be too easy and tempting to give a moral psychology for why disagreements on this subject are so deep and passionate, but I think it is time that we reflected on one aspect of the way in which this debate is structured. Part of what gives the reservation debate such an edge is the fact that it has become an all or nothing affair. It proceeds on the assumption that there is one correct model of affirmative action policies, and this model should apply more or less to all institutions across the board. Whether this model is numerical quotas, or numerical quotas minus creamy layer or whatever, the assumption is that almost all institutions, other than minority institutions should adopt this model. It is a "winner takes all" approach to public policy. So the stakes in the debate are extremely high. Perhaps more than arguments for or against reservation, we need to work out mechanisms for lowering the stakes in this debate. By lowering stakes I do not mean minimising the importance of the question about how to build socially inclusive educational systems; by lowering I mean simply that different sides have space to try out different experiments, and not feel institutionally shut out. Diversity It is something of a mystery that the one thing we seem not to acknowledge is that a concern for diversity is a concern for a diversity of institutional forms. Diversity need not be limited to a diversity of opinion where we say to each other, without quite meaning it, that we respect each others' views. Surely there is more room to have those views, within some baseline limits, express themselves in diverse institutional forms. What those baseline limits are can be a subject of debate. They should not be set so low that serious moral values like non-discrimination are compromised. But they should not be set so high either that the range of permissible options shrinks to zero. Why should all institutions adopt exactly the same model of admissions? Why should they all perform exactly the same social role? Could we not think of different institutions as performing different roles and catering to different needs and demands? For instance, there could be institutions where the state feels numerical quotas are important, there could be institutions were other kinds of deprivation indexes are used, there could be institutions that have open admissions and take it upon themselves to admit anyone who cares to show up, and there could be institutions that have very stringent criteria of entry. The lack of diversity in institutional forms in higher education extends beyond access policies as well; arguably ours is amongst the most homogenised large education systems in the world. For a country that prides itself on its diversity, there is a surprising fear of institutional diversity on any measure of the term diversity. We have reduced the idea of diversity to the idea of recognising different identities, but not recognising that they can be accorded recognition in different ways. How might bringing this form of diversity into the debate help? For one thing, it would be a more honest acknowledgement of the standing of all the parties in the debate as citizens. It will be a truer reflection of views in society. It appears to me that this would be a more honest way of not only dealing with our genuine disagreements, but will foster more creativity and encourage pedagogic honesty 

