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*** 1NC AND OVERVIEW ***

1NC Framework

A. Interpretation – The affirmative should defend a topical plan. All advantages should be causal results of the plan.

1) Federal Government refers to the national government.

Hartley ’96  (John, “American Civics”, p. 39, Google Print)

The term federal government refers to the national government, which is centered in Washington, D.C.

2) Resolved means to enact by law

Words and Phrases ‘64  (Permanent Edition)

Definition of the word “resolve,” given by Webster is “to express an opinion or determination by resolution or vote; as ‘it was resolved by the legislature;” It is of similar force to the word “enact,” which is defined by Bouvier as meaning “to establish by law”.

B. Prefer our interpretation

1) Makes Debate Impossible – A government reduction in military presence is the only stable basis for negative ground. If they aren’t tied to defending those changes it’s unlikely we will have any applicable research, which gives the aff a huge advantage. Being germane to the subject of the resolution isn’t enough since the number of relevant issues is exponentially larger than the number of defensible topical policies. Plus, the ability to unpredictably contextualize advocacies through movements, demands or language criticisms circumvents our generic ground.

2) Hijacks Education – Predictability is the basis of negative strategy which is key to clash and depth of discussion. The impact is rigorous testing of policies which is the only way to truly understand the world.

Zappen ‘4  (James, Prof. Language and Literature – Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, “The Rebirth of Dialogue: Bakhtin, Socrates, and the Rhetorical Tradition”, p. 35-36)

Finally, Bakhtin describes the Socratic dialogue as a carnivalesque debate between opposing points of view, with a ritualistic crownings and decrownings of opponents. I call this Socratic form of debate a contesting of ideas to capture the double meaning of the Socratic debate as both a mutual testing of oneself and others and a contesting or challenging of others' ideas and their lives. Brickhouse and Smith explain that Socrates' testing of ideas and people is a mutual testing not only of others but also of himself: Socrates claims that he has been commanded by the god to examine himself as well as others; he claims that the unexamined life is not worth living; and, since he rarely submits to questioning himself, "it must be that in the process of examining others Socrates regards himself as examining his own life, too." Such a mutual testing of ideas provides the only claim to knowledge that Socrates can have: since neither he nor anyone else knows the real definitions of things, he cannot claim to have any knowledge of his own; since, however, he subjects his beliefs to repeated testing, he can claim to have that limited human knowledge supported by the "inductive evidence" of "previous elenctic examinations." This mutual testing of ideas and people is evident in the Laches and also appears in the Gorgias in Socrates' testing of his own belief that courage is inseparable from the other virtues and in his willingness to submit his belief and indeed his life to the ultimate test of divine judgment, in what Bakhtin calls a dialogue on the threshold. The contesting or challenging of others' ideas and their lives and their ritualistic crowning/decrowning is evident in the Gorgias in Soocrates' successive refutations and humiliations of Gorgias, Polus, and Callicles. 

1NC Framework

3. Switch-side debate creates tolerance for alternative viewpoints, which prevents moral dogmatism and respect for individual differences.

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp. 288-290)
Values clarification, Stewart is correct in pointing out, does not mean that no values are developed. Two very important values— tolerance and fairness—inhere to a significant degree in the ethics of switch-side debate. A second point about the charge of relativism is that tolerance is related to the development of reasoned moral viewpoints. The willingness to recognize the existence of other views, and to grant alternative positions a degree of credibility, is a value fostered by switch-side debate: Alternately debating both sides of the same question . . . inculcates a deep-seated attitude of tolerance toward differing points of view. To be forced to debate only one side leads to an ego-identification with that side. , . . The other side in contrast is seen only as something to be discredited. Arguing as persuasively as one can for completely opposing views is one way of giving recognition to the idea that a strong case can generally be made for the views of earnest and intelligent men, however such views may clash with one's own. . . .Promoting this kind of tolerance is perhaps one of the greatest benefits debating both sides has to offer. 5' The activity should encourage debating both sides of a topic, reasons Thompson, because debaters are "more likely to realize that propositions are bilateral. It is those who fail to recognize this fact who become intolerant, dogmatic, and bigoted.""* While Theodore Roosevelt can hardly be said to be advocating bigotry, his efforts to turn out advocates convinced of their rightness is not a position imbued with tolerance. At a societal level, the value of tolerance is more conducive to a fair and open assessment of competing ideas. John Stuart Mill eloquently states the case this way: Complete liberty of contradicting and disproving our opinion is the very condition which justifies us in assuming its truth for purposes of action; and on no other terms can a being with human faculties have any rational assurance of being right. . . . the peculiar evil of silencing the expression of an opinion is, that it is robbing the human race. . . . If the opinion is right, they are deprived of the opportunity of exchanging error for truth: if wrong, they lose, what is almost as great a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier impression of the truth, produced by its collision with error."*' At an individual level, tolerance is related to moral identity via empathic and critical assessments of differing perspectives. Paul posits a strong relationship between tolerance, empathy, and critical thought. Discussing the function of argument in everyday life, he observes that in order to overcome natural tendencies to reason egocentrically and sociocentrically, individuals must gain the capacity to engage in self-refiective questioning, to reason dialogically and dialectically. and to "reconstruct alien and opposing belief systems empathically."*- Our system of beliefs is. by definition, irrational when we are incapable of abandoning a belief for rational reasons; that is, when we egocentrically associate our beliefs with our own integrity. Paul describes an intimate relationship between private inferential habits, moral practices, and the nature of argumentation. Critical thought and moral identity, he urges, must be predicated on discovering the insights of opposing views and the weaknesses of our own beliefs. Role playing, he reasons, is a central element of any effort to gain such insight. Only an activity that requires the defense of both sides of an issue, moving beyond acknowledgement to exploration and advocacy, can engender such powerful role playing. Redding explains that "debating both sides is a special instance of role-playing,""" where debaters are forced to empathize on a constant basis with a position contrary to their own. This role playing, Baird agrees, is an exercise in reflective thinking, an engagement in problem solving that exposes weaknesses and strengths,** Motivated by the knowledge that they may debate against their own case, debaters constantly pose arguments and counter-arguments for discussion, erecting defenses and then challenging these defenses with a different tact."*' Such conceptual flexibility, Paul argues, is essential for effective critical thinking, and in turn for the development of a reasoned moral identity. 
C. Voting issue. Topicality is a prior question. Without agreement on the subject debate is impossible.
Shively ‘00 (Ruth Lessl, Former Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – Texas A&M, in “Political Theory and Partisan Politics”, Ed. Portis, Gundersen and Shively, pp. 181-182)
The requirements given thus far are primarily negative. The ambiguists must say "no" to-they must reject and limit-some ideas and actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational persuasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest-that consensus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect-if there is nothing at all left to question or contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. (Murray 1960, 10) In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not communicating: if we cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the terms of their disagreements. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an understanding of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony. 
XT –  Limits Key To Meaningful Debate

Common framework is a prerequisite to meaningful debate in any sense.

Ehniger ’70  (Douglas, Prof.Speech at University of Iowa, Speech Monographs, “Argument as Method: Its Nature, Its Limitation and Its Uses”, Volume 37, p. 108)

If two friends differ on whether they will gain grater satisfaction from dining at Restaurant A or Restaurant B, because the causes are simple and immediate, the common end at which they aim -- that of maximum enjoyment -- will exhibit like qualities. When, on the other hand, as in a dispute concerning political persuasions or social philosophies, the causes are broad and complex, the end aimed at may be remote or abstract.  Always, however, some agreed upon end or goal must be present to define and delimit the evaluative ground within which the interchange is to proceed. When such round is lacking, argument itself, let alone any hope of resolution or agreement, becomes impossible. The absence of a commonly accepted aim or value is what lies at the root of many of the breakdowns that occur, for example, in negotiations between the Communist and Western nations, and what accounts for the well known futility of most disputes on matters of politics or religion. When disputants hold different values their claims pass without touching, just as they pass when different subjects are being discussed. What one party says simply is evaluatively irrelevant to the position of the other.

XT – Switch-Side Key To Testing Ideas

Debate causes a refined concept of the truth. Debating both sides of an issue helps find the strongest arguments.

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May, pp.49-50)

The second premise, that the truth is strengthened through collision with error, is slightly more contentious but ultimately correct. Some absolutists have maintained that opening up all issues for discussion is more likely to draw the public’s opinion to the middle than strengthen the original correct position. While empirical support for this claim is sorely lacking, it can also be rebuked purely on theoretical grounds. Debating both sides of important issues is far more likely to refine and strengthen the support for truthful positions than weaken it. Dissent and disagreement challenge adherents of the dominant opinion to constantly refine and reconfigure their position, driving it towards truth. Moreover, the risk involved in this process is slight, because if the dominant position is more “correct” than the minority, then the chances that the silenced position would sway a large number of people are very slim. Further, Mill’s premise here accounts for a third (very likely) stage—the position where both the dominant and minority arguments contain elements of truth and error. In this instance, the collision of the two in public deliberation will (hopefully) produce a combination of opinions that is more error-free than either of the original positions. Even the relatively conservative Roman Catholic Church understands the merits of such an argumentative method. Until the practice was abolished by Pope John Paul II in 1983, the Church would summon an individual to assume the role of the “Devil’s Advocate,” or Advocatus Diaboli, to present all the arguments against the canonization of saints. Once all opposing arguments were stated, the case for canonization was often greater because it was understood that no possible argument could render the case unjustified.  One additional benefit of free expression that Mill does not explicitly foreground, yet remains critical for scholars of rhetoric, is the question of advocacy. Not only does the refusal to silence minority positions generate a more error-free position, it also makes the proponents of those positions much more effective in their attempts to persuade others to accept their views. Debaters trained to see both sides of the issue learn the nuances of all positions and understand the strongest opposition arguments. Thus, they begin the process of deliberation a “step ahead” and can defuse their opposition from the start (Dybvig and Iverson). This insight is crucial: only skilled and trained advocates can generate the widespread adherence necessary to make “newfound truths” meaningful. Without strong and persuasive opponents, even the most error-free arguments will remain confined to the margins of society.
XT – Testing Ideas Good

Rigorous testing of ideas is essential for an open society grounded in free democratic institutions. 

Brown ’3  (Ken, Author, “The Right to Learn: Alternatives for a Learning Society”, p. 30)

The integrity of Plato's political aspirations has been questioned, not least because in that work he attributes to Socrates a proposal that would deceive the population into accepting the absolute authority of a supreme clerisy. Known as the 'Golden' or 'Noble' Lie by those inclined to exonerate Plato, this was a myth based on an analogy with precious and vulgar metals: a few people are naturally fit to govern, others to support them, and the rest only to serve. Popper has described Plato's later portrait of Socrates as a betrayal - and Socrates himself as the author of a doctrine that lies at the heart of a free society. This is the idea that real understanding is achieved only by constantly testing popular myths and nostrums through debate and argument. And the political corollary of this epistemological stance is what Popper describes as 'the open society' characterised by an institutionalisation of argument, manifested in the kind of democratic institutions that provide for free inquiry and expression by individuals. Popper describes the contrast between Socrates and Plato as between two worlds: that of 'a modest, rational individualist and that of a totalitarian demi-god' (ibid., p. 132). 

Testing ideas is the only foundation of true knowledge.

Lasch ’95  (Christopher, Social Critic and Author, “The Revolt of the Elites and the Betrayal of Democracy”, p. 170-171)

THE ROLE OF the press, as Lippmann saw it, was to circulate information, not to encourage argument. The relationship between information and argument was antagonistic, not complementary. He did not take the position that reliable information was a necessary precondition of argument; on the contrary, his point was that information precluded argument, made argument unnecessary. Arguments were what took place in the absence of reliable information. Lippmann had forgotten what he learned (or should have learned) from William James and John Dewey: that our search for reliable information is itself guided by the questions that arise during arguments about a given course of action. It is only by subjecting our preferences and projects to the test of debate that we come to understand what we know and what we still need to learn. Until we have to defend our opinions in public, they remain opinions in Lippmann's pejorative sense—half-formed convictions based on random impressions and unexamined assumptions. It is the act of articulating and defending our views that lifts them out of the category of "opinions," gives them shape and definition, and makes it possible for others to recognize them as a description of their own experience as well. In short, we come to know our own minds only by explaining ourselves to others.  The attempt to bring others around to our own point of view carries the risk, of course, that we may adopt their point of view instead. We have to enter imaginatively into our opponents' arguments, if only for the purpose of refuting them, and we may end up being persuaded by those we sought to persuade. Argument is risky and unpredictable, therefore educational. Most of us tend to think of it (as Lippmann thought of it) as a clash of rival dogmas, a shouting match in which neither side gives any ground. But arguments are not won by shouting down opponents. They are won by changing opponents' minds—something that can happen only if we give opposing arguments a respectful hearing and still persuade their advocates that there is something wrong with those arguments. In the course of this activity we may well decide that there is something wrong with our own.

XT – Ethic Of Tolerance

Defending arguments you disagree with is important for pluralism and ethical behavior. 

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May, pp. 41-42)
A second criticism of SSD that has recently been voiced is that, because the practice places some restrictions upon what debaters may argue (by forcing them to take the position of the both the affirmative and the negative), it requires students to become advocates for certain intolerable ideas that should be “off limits” for discussion. For example, the increasingly prevalent usage of postmodern arguments in collegiate debate rounds has caused many teams to argue that they should not be forced to defend the “dirty” bureaucratic politics of the federal government (Solt 2004). A similar phenomenon can be seen in wider spheres of deliberation as well. During rallies by the Ku Klux Klan, many liberal activists who generally defend freedom of speech have questioned their right to spread their racist message. On the opposite side of the spectrum, some conservatives have objected to United States negotiations with the government of North Korea because of its poor human rights record, instead choosing to “shun” the nation through diplomatic restrictions and economic pressure.  Each of the previous examples demonstrates that, in certain extremes, the principles of free speech and pluralism encounter contradictions. To allow each individual to voice his or her own opinion, in the most absolute sense, means to accommodate even those who seek to silence others from speaking. To reject views that many consider intolerable or repulsive may reproduce intolerance. Because argumentative pluralism, as an expression of opinion and a litmus test of societal values, is crucially important for advancing tolerance, resolving these dilemmas in a manner that most effectively facilitates respect for difference is an essential task for engaged citizens of liberal democratic societies.
Switch-side debating guarantees a forum for deliberation which creates tolerance of even objectionable viewpoints. 

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May, pp.43-45)

The relevance of argumentation for advancing tolerant politics cannot be underestimated. The willingness to be open to alternative views has a material impact on difference in at least two primary ways. First, the rendering of a certain belief as “off limits” from debate and the prohibition of ideas from the realm of contestation is conceptually indistinct from the physical exclusion of people from societal practices. Unlike racial or gendered concerns, certain groups of people (the religious, minority political parties, etc.) are defined almost exclusively by the arguments that they adhere to. To deem these views unspeakable or irrelevant is to functionally deny whole groups of people access to public deliberation. Second, argument, as individual advocacy, is an expression of belief. It has the potential to persuade members of the public to either support or oppose progressive politics. Belief itself is an accurate indicator of the way individuals will chose to act—with very real implications for openness, diversity and accommodation. Thus, as a precursor to action, argument is an essential starting point for campaigns of tolerance.  Argumentative pluralism can be defined as the proper tolerance for the expression of a diversity of ideas (Scriven 1975, p. 694). Contrary to monism, pluralism holds that there are many potential beliefs in the world and that each person has the ability to determine for himself or herself that these beliefs may hold true. Referring back to the opening examples, a pluralist would respect the right for the KKK to hold certain beliefs, even if he or she may find the group offensive. In the argumentative context, pluralism requires that participants to a debate or discussion recognize the right of others to express their beliefs, no matter how objectionable they may be. The key here is expression: although certain beliefs may be more “true” than others in the epistemic sense, each should have equal access (at least initially) to forums of deliberation. It is important to distinguish pluralism from its commonly confused, but only loosely connected, counterpart, relativism. To respect the right of others to hold different beliefs does not require that they are all considered equal. Such tolerance ends at the intellectual level of each individual being able to hold their own belief. Indeed, as Muir writes, “It [pluralism] implies neither tolerance of actions based on those beliefs nor respecting the content of the beliefs” (288). Thus, while a pluralist may acknowledge the right for the Klan to hold exclusionary views, he or she need not endorse racism or anti-Semitism itself, or the right to exclude itself.  Even when limited to such a narrow realm of diversity, argumentative pluralism holds great promise for a politics based on understanding and accommodation that runs contrary to the dominant forces of economic, political, and social exclusion. Pluralism requires that individuals acknowledge opposing beliefs and arguments by forcing an understanding that personal convictions are not universal. Instead of blindly asserting a position as an “objective Truth,” advocates tolerate a multiplicity of perspectives, allowing a more panoramic understanding of the issue at hand (Mitchell and Suzuki 2004, p. 10). In doing so, the advocates frequently understand that there are persuasive arguments to be had on both sides of an issue. As a result, instead of advancing a cause through moralistic posturing or appeals to a falsely assumed universality (which, history has shown, frequently become justifications for scape-goating and exclusion), these proponents become purveyors of reasoned arguments that attempt to persuade others through deliberation.  A clear example of this occurs in competitive academic debate. Switch-side debating has profound implications for pluralism. Personal convictions are supplemented by conviction in the process of debate. Instead of being personally invested in the truth and general acceptance of a position, debaters use arguments instrumentally, as tools, and as pedagogical devices in the search for larger truths. Beyond simply recognizing that more than one side exists for each issue, switch-side debate advances the larger cause of equality by fostering tolerance and empathy toward difference. Setting aside their own “ego-identification,” students realize that they must listen and understand their opponent’s arguments well enough to become advocates on behalf of them in future debates (Muir 1993, p. 289). Debaters assume the position of their opponents and understand how and why the position is constructed as it is. As a result, they often come to understand that a strong case exists for opinions that they previously disregarded. Recently, advocates of switch side debating have taken the case of the practice a step further, arguing that it, “originates from a civic attitude that serves as a bulwark against fundamentalism of all stripes” (English, Llano, Mitchell, Morrison, Rief and Woods 2007, p. 224). Debating practices that break down exclusive, dogmatic views may be one of the most robust checks against violence in contemporary society.

XT – Ethic Of Tolerance

The ethic of conviction causes social coercion. Switch-side debate resolves this problem by encourage individuals to experiment with various strategies.

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp.283-284)
The first issue is one of effectiveness: Do clarification activities achieve the espoused goals? Social coercion and peer pressure, for example, still occur in the group setting, leaving the individual choice of values an indoctrination of sorts.^^ Likewise, the focus of clarification exercises is arguably less analytic than expressive, less critical than emotive.^^ The expression of individual preferences may be guided by simple reaction rather than by rational criteria. These problems are minimized in the debate setting, especially where advocacy is not aligned with personal belief. Such advocacy requires explicit analysis of values and the decision criteria for evaluating them. In contemporary debate, confronted with a case they believe in, debaters assigned to the negative side have several options: present a morass of arguments to see what arguments "stick," concede the problem and offer a "counterplan" as a better way of solving the problem, or attack the value structure of the affirmative and be more effective in defending a particular hierarchy of values. While the first option is certainly exercised with some frequency, the second and third options are also often used and are of critical importance in the development of cognitive skills associated with moral judgment. For example, in attacking a case that restricts police powers and upholds a personal right to privacy, debaters might question the reasoning of scholars and justices in raising privacy rights to such significant heights (analyzing Griswold v. Connecticut and other landmark cases), offer alternative value structures (social order, drug control), and defend the criteria through which such choices are made (utilitarian vs. deontological premises). Even within the context of a "see what sticks" paradigm, these arguments require debaters to assess and evaluate value structures opposite of their own personal feelings about their right to privacy. Social coercion, or peer pressure to adopt certain value structures, is minimized in such a context because of the competitive pressures. Adopting a value just because everyone else does may be the surest way of losing a debate. 

2NC Overview

Our interpretation is that the affirmative should defend a topical plan. Any advantage should be a causal outcome of the plan and nothing else. The “United States Federal Government” refers to the government in DC and “resolved” requires that they defend a legal change by the government

Two reasons to prefer our interpretation. 

a) Ground – The number of potential advocacies unrelated to the topic is literally unlimited. Even being germane to the topic exponentially increases the negative preparation for burden and reduces available strategies. Forcing the affirmative to have a plan guarantees generic links based on the federal government – appeasement, hegemony or credibility disadvantages. There’s no stable source of meaningful offense against personal advocacy that just talks about the topic because the specifics of the actor, the magnitude of the consequences and the nuances of the advocacy vary constantly. Negative ground is the key internal link to fairness. Without defensible predictable ground to clash with the aff win percentages explode and debate loses its value as a competitive game.

b) Education – The resolution is only guaranteed source for clash before the debate. Depriving us of predictable ground for clash decreases the quality of negative strategies and the critical thinking. Unprepared negatives don’t engage in second-level strategizing because they are scrambling for applicable arguments. The deprivation of rigorous testing is the vital internal link to education because testing is the only firm foundation for knowledge. That’s Zappen.

This HAS to be a voting issue. Before we can have a meaningful discussion of any subject, the ground has to be delimited. That’s Shively. Severing the non-topical parts of their advocacy just gets us back to ground zero. Having to assume the affirmative could cheat in the 2AC already altered 1NC strategy. Any alternative remedy creates an incentive for affirmatives to play fast and loose with what they defend as long as possible. You should hold the line on the 1AC explanation. K debates are already rigged against the negative because the 2AR has the ability to self-servingly reinterpret their argument to seem as reasonable and ours as inapplicable as possible. 

*** FAIRNESS ***

2NC Fairness Outweighs Education

Fairness outweighs other theory impacts. Debate is a game and people won’t start if the game seems rigged or biased.

Fairness is the essence of all competitive activity because the only commonality across competitions it that everyone has an equal chance to win within the rules. Competition makes debate unique among other activities with educational or public-speaking benefits which means preserving the status of the competition outweighs other considerations.

Fairness also turns education

a) Rigorous testing accesses critical thinking. Without prepared clash to test the weakest points of opposing arguments we can’t establish true knowledge. That’s Zappen. Critical thinking outweighs subject-specific thinking because we all enter diverse fields like law, medicine, security policy or economics, but the ability to analyze arguments and consider argument interaction benefits all people.

b) Fairness makes people work harder. They do a better job and are more satisfied.

Cohen-Charash and Spector ‘1  (Yochi, Associate Prof. Psych. – CUNY Baruch, and Paul, Distinguished Service Prof. Industrial Organization Psychology – U. South Florida, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, “The Role of Justice in Organizations: A Meta-Analysis”, 86(2), November, ScienceDirect Elvisar)

Procedural justice, defined as the fairness of the process by which outcomes are determined (Lind & Tyler, 1988), is considered to exist when procedures embody certain types of normatively accepted principles. For example, according to Leventhal’s (1980) conceptualization, there are six rules which, when followed, yield procedures that are considered to be fairer than otherwise would have been the case: (a) the consistency rule, stating that allocation procedures should be consistent across persons and over time; (b) the bias-suppression rule, stating that personal self-interests of decision-makers should be prevented from operating during the allocation process; (c) the accuracy rule, referring to the goodness of the information used in the allocation process; (d) the correctability rule, dealing with the existence of opportunities to change an unfair decisions; (e) the representativeness rule, stating that the needs, values, and outlooks of all the parties affected by the allocation process should be represented in the process; and (f) the ethicality rule, according to which the allocation process must be compatible with fundamental moral and ethical values of the perceiver.
THEY CONTINUE…

Results from field studies show that work performance is strongly related to procedural justice, but hardly to distributive and interactional justice. This contradicts most theorizing regarding the relationship between distributive justice and performance, which has been considered to be linked (Lind & Tyler, 1988). It may be that when outcomes are distributed unfairly, people examine the procedure (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996) to see if it was fair, and only if it is not do they withhold performance as a legitimate means, in their view, of restoring equity (a social exchange perspective; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991). Our results support the social exchange predictions regarding procedural justice and performance, but not the predictions regarding interactional justice and performance. Apparently, performance is an organization-related, rather than supervisor-related, behavior. There is a striking difference between laboratory and field studies outcomes when dealing with work performance. Whereas the results of field studies show a strong relationship between procedural justice and performance, results of laboratory studies show a weak relationship between the two and no relationship between distributive justice and performance. It may be that in laboratory setting, the relationship between justice and performance is much weaker than in field studies because performance is influenced by situational demands that are salient in the laboratory, more than in the field. The outcomes regarding justice and compliance with decisions are different than the outcomes regarding justice and performance. To the extent justice is sufficient to affect performance, we would expect it to also affect compliance (Kim & Mauborgne, 1993), but it did not. According to our findings, procedural justice is only marginally related to compliance. It might be that compliance with decisions and regulations is different from routine performance, as it signifies a change in an existing situation that is typically given close scrutiny by management. For example, when a smoking ban is introduced, it means something is going to change in the normal course of events (Greenberg, 1994). Thus, it is an issue for future research, to examine under what conditions procedural justice affects compliance and under what conditions it does not. Justice and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors The outcomes of our meta-analysis show that procedural and distributive justice are similarly related to organizational citizenship behaviors. It is interesting to note that facets of citizenship behaviors (i.e., altruism and conscientiousness) have lesser magnitudes of relations with procedural and distributive justice compared to organizational citizenship behaviors in general, perhaps because the latter measures cover a larger set of behaviors. We also have data regarding the relationship between facets of citizenship behaviors and interactional justice, showing no difference in the magnitude of the relationship as compared to distributive and procedural justice. Therefore, we can say that our prediction that all three kinds of justice will be similarly related to organizational citizenship behaviors was supported. It is important to note that as much as OCB is influenced by supervisors’ and organizations’ treatment of employees and by procedural and distributive justice, OCB can influence behaviors of supervisors and organizations toward employees. For example, it is possible that employee’s willingness to engage in OCB will elicit a more considerate interpersonal treatment by managers. Therefore, although most OCB and justice research examines OCB as a criterion, it might also be a predictor of justice perceptions. We recommend future studies to focus on the causality of these relations, rather than continue to replicate the existence of relations. Justice and Counterproductive Work Behaviors Our results show that, as predicted, counterproductive work behaviors are similarly related to procedural and to distributive justice.We could not evaluate the relative magnitude of the relations between interactional justice and counterproductive behaviors due to the low number of studies examining this point. We also wanted to examine if interpersonal conflict will be mainly related to interactional justice, but were not able to conduct this examination. However, our outcomes show that procedural and distributive justice are similarly and marginally related to conflict. Justice and Satisfaction General job satisfaction, being an omnibus measure, is similarly and relatively highly related to all three justice types. This is contrary to the prediction that general satisfaction will be related to procedural justice more then to distributive justice. Likewise, union satisfaction is similarly related to procedural justice and to distributive justice, contrary to our expectations. 

(Cohen-Charash and Spector continue…)

2NC Fairness Outweighs Education

(Cohen-Charash and Spector continue…)
Results contradicting our hypotheses were also found regarding management satisfaction, which was also similarly predicted by distributive and procedural justice rather than mainly by procedural justice. Likewise, although we predicted supervisory satisfaction to be mainly related to interactional justice, our findings do not support this prediction, showing that supervisory satisfaction is similarly related to all three justice types. These findings are also found in laboratory experiments, corroborating outcomes from field studies. Intrinsic satisfaction is similarly related to procedural and distributive justice and so is extrinsic satisfaction. Our satisfaction hypotheses are supported, however, regarding pay satisfaction, which is highly related to both distributive and procedural justice, but significantly more so to distributive justice, as predicted. To summarize, our results concerning satisfaction measures are, for the most part, not in accord with procedural justice theory (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993). Rather than finding a distinction between justice perceptions and satisfaction based on the focus of the object of satisfaction (organization wide, outcome specific, or relations specific), in all cases except one (pay satisfaction), we found similar relations among all justice types and satisfaction. Thus, to maintain employees’ satisfaction, managers should take care that distributions, procedures, and interactions will all be fair. Justice and Organizational Commitment Affective commitment (emotional attachment to the organization) is an organizationwide outcome and, hence, usually predicted to be related mainly to procedural justice rather than to distributive justice (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991). In accordance with these predictions, our results show affective commitment to be significantly more strongly related to procedural justice than to distributive justice or to interactional justice, although the latter two are highly related to commitment as well. Continuance commitment (attachment to the organization that is based on an inability to quit rather than on positive endorsement of the organization), on the other hand, is usually predicted to be unrelated to justice (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991). Our findings, however, show continuance commitment to be negatively related to procedural and interactional justice. That is, when employees perceive fairness in procedures and respectful treatment, they perceive themselves to have more investments in the organization. Conversely, when procedures and treatment are unfair, the individual will likely feel that there is little to lose by moving to a new employer. Our results contradict some predictions (Schappe & Doran, 1997) and support others (Tepper, 2000). It may be that fair procedures lead people to feel obliged to the organization, again, supporting a social exchange view of organizational justice. In total, these findings show that multiple aspects of commitment are related to multiple justice types, indicating the role justice plays in organizational commitment is stronger than the role usually assumed.
Fairness is fundamental to justice. We have an obligation to obey fair sets of rules because we receive the benefits of trust and mutual competition in debate. 

Rawls ’58  (John, Ph.D. Philosophy – Princeton, Associate Prof. Philosophy – Cornell, Fulbright Fellow – Oxford, Philosophical Review, “Justice as Fairness”, 67:2, April, p. 178-181, JSTOR)

5. That the principles of justice may be regarded as arising in the manner described illustrates an important fact about them. Not only does it bring out the idea that justice is a primitive moral notion in that it arises once the concept of morality is imposed on mutually self-interested agents similarly circumstanced, but it emphasizes that, fundamental to justice, is the concept of fairness which relates to right dealing between persons who are cooperating with or competing against one another, as when one speaks of fair games, fair competition, and fair bargains. The question of fairness arises when free persons, who have no authority over one another, are engaging in a joint activity and amongst themselves settling or acknowledging the rules which define it and which determine the respective shares in its benefits and burdens. A practice will strike the parties as fair if none feels that, by participating in it, they or any of the others are taken advantage of, or forced to give in to claims which they do not regard as legitimate. This implies that each has a conception of legitimate claims which he thinks it reasonable for others as well as himself to acknowledge. If one thinks of the principles of justice as arising in the manner described, then they do define this sort of conception. A practice is just or fair, then, when it satisfies the principles which those who participate in it could propose to one another for mutual acceptance under the afore-mentioned circumstances. Persons engaged in a just, or fair, practice can face one another openly and support their respective positions, should they appear questionable, by reference to principles which it is reasonable to expect each to accept. It is this notion of the possibility of mutual acknowledgment of principles by free persons who have no authority over one another which makes the concept of fairness fundamental to justice. Only if such acknowledgment is possible can there be true community between persons in their common practices; otherwise their relations will appear to them as founded to some extent on force. If, in ordinary speech, fairness applies more particularly to practices in which there is a choice whether to engage or not (e.g., in games, business competition), and justice to practices in which there is no choice (e.g., in slavery), The element of necessity does not render the conception of mutual acknowledgment inapplicable, although it may make it much more urgent to change unjust than unfair institutions. For one activity in which one can always engage is that of proposing and acknowledging principles to one another supposing each to be similarly circumstanced; and to judge practices by the principles so arrived at is to apply the standard of fairness to them. Now if the participants in a practice accept its rules as fair, and so have no complaint to lodge against it, there arises a prima facie duty (and a corresponding prima facie right) of the parties to each other to act in accordance with the practice when it falls upon them to comply. When any number of persons engage in a practice, or conduct a joint undertaking according to rules, and thus restrict their liberty, those who have submitted to these restrictions when required have the right to a similar acquiescence on the part of those who have benefited by their submission. These conditions will obtain if a practice is correctly acknowledged to be fair, for in this case all who participate in it will benefit from it. The rights and duties so arising are special rights and duties in that they depend on previous actions voluntarily undertaken, in this case on the parties having engaged in a common practice and knowingly accepted its benefits.'3 It is not, however, an obligation which presupposes a deliberate performative act in the sense of a promise, or contract, and the like.14 An unfortunate mistake of proponents of the idea of the social contract was to suppose that political obligation does require some such act, or at least to use language which suggests it. It is sufficient that one has knowingly participated in and accepted the benefits of a practice acknowledged to be fair. This prima facie obligation may, of course, be overridden: it may happen, when it comes one's turn to follow a rule, that other considerations will justify not doing so. But one cannot, in general, be released from this obligation by denying the justice of the practice only when it falls on one to obey. If a person rejects a practice, he should, so far as possible, declare his intention in advance, and avoid participating in it or enjoying its benefits. This duty I have called that of fair play, but it should be admitted that to refer to it in this way is, perhaps, to extend the ordinary notion of fairness. Usually acting unfairly is not so much the breaking of any particular rule, even if the infraction is difficult to detect (cheating), but taking advantage of loop-holes or ambiguities in rules, availing oneself of unexpected or special circumstances which make it impossible to enforce them, insisting that rules be enforced to one's advantage when they should be suspended, and more generally, acting contrary to the intention of a practice. It is for this reason that one speaks of the sense of fair play: acting fairly requires more than simply being able to follow rules; what is fair must often be felt, or perceived, one wants to say. It is not, however, an unnatural extension of the duty of fair play to have it include the obligation which participants who have knowingly accepted the benefits of their common practice owe to each other to act in accordance with it when their performance falls due; for it is usually considered unfair if someone accepts the benefits of a practice but refuses to do his part in maintaining it. Thus one might say of the tax-dodger that he violates the duty of fair play: he accepts the benefits of government but will not do his part in releasing resources to it; and members of labor unions often say that fellow workers who refuse to join are being unfair: they refer to them as "free riders," as persons who enjoy what are the supposed benefits of unionism, higher wages, shorter hours, job security, and the like, but who refuse to share in its burdens in the form of paying dues, and so on.
2NC Fairness Outweighs Education

Only by accepting the duty of fair play can we perceive the dignity of the other. Cheating reduces the other to a mere obstacle to personal success.

Rawls ’58  (John, Ph.D. Philosophy – Princeton, Associate Prof. Philosophy – Cornell, Fulbright Fellow – Oxford, Philosophical Review, “Justice as Fairness”, 67:2, April, p. 182-183, JSTOR)

Similarly, the acceptance of the duty of fair play by participants in a common practice is a reflection in each person of the recognition of the aspirations and interests of the others to be realized by their joint activity. Failing a special explanation, their acceptance of it is a necessary part of the criterion for their recognizing one another as persons with similar interests and capacities, as the conception of their relations in the general position supposes them to be. Otherwise they would show no recognition of one another as persons with similar capacities and interests, and indeed, in some cases perhaps hypothetical, they would not recognize one another as persons at all, but as complicated objects involved in a complicated activity. To recognize another as a person one must respond to him and act towards him in certain ways; and these ways are intimately connected with the various prima facie duties. Acknowledging these duties in some degree, and so having the elements of morality, is not a matter of choice, or of intuiting moral qualities, or a matter of the expression of feelings or attitudes (the three interpretations between which philosophical opinion frequently oscillates); it is simply the possession of one of the forms of conduct in which the recognition of others as persons is manifested. These remarks are unhappily obscure. Their main purpose here, however, is to forestall, together with the remarks in Section 4, the misinterpretation that, on the view presented, the acceptance of justice and the acknowledgment of the duty of fair play depends in every day life solely on there being a de facto balance of forces between the parties. It would indeed be foolish to underestimate the importance of such a balance in securing justice; but it is not the only basis thereof. The recognition of one another as persons with similar interests and capacities engaged in a common practice must, failing a special explanation, show itself in the acceptance of the principles of justice and the acknowledgment of the duty of fair play.

Fairness ( Trust/Cooperation

Fairness is a fundamental value. It allows for stable reliance which improves competitive achievement and creates a just compensation of costs for benefits.

Hadfield ’98  (Gillian, Associate Prof. Law – U. Toronto, University of Pennsylvania Law Review, “AN EXPRESSIVE THEORY OF CONTRACT: FROM FEMINIST DILEMMAS TO A RECONCEPTUALIZATION OF RATIONAL CHOICE IN CONTRACT LAW”, 146 U. Pa. L. Rev. 1235, June, L/N)

An agent-centered justification for enforcement, by contrast, addresses the particular agent and says, for example, "you are obligated to pay expectation damages because fairness or corrective justice requires that you not renege on the promise to bestow the promised value on your contracting partner." These reasons are addressed to the agent - the obligation is founded in her conduct, not merely triggered by it. These reasons are potentially persuasive to the individual - fairness  or corrective justice is a principle to which she should hold herself and to which, in any event, the law will hold her.  The distinction between instrumental and agent-centered justifications can be illuminated further by appeal to John Rawls's treatment of the morality of promising. n50 Rawls argues that for instru [*1253]  mental reasons, a convention of promising is valuable because it allows people to rely on one another and hence achieve more efficient goals than they otherwise could. The convention itself is not required by the principles of justice, but once established, the promises are binding. Why? The purely instrumental answer is that in order to achieve its valuable goals, the convention of promising requires that promises be binding. Rawls, however, having justified the convention on instrumental grounds, moves to an agent-centered justification for the application of the convention to an individual: A participant in the convention is bound to keep her promise because fairness requires that she who invokes a (just) convention and benefits from it must adhere to its rules. The justification is agent-centered because it does not rely exclusively on instrumental reasons for the convention itself. Rather, it introduces a new reason, a reason based on the fairness of the individual. A fair individual would agree that she is bound to play by the rules of a game she has chosen to play. n51

Fairness is important because as a social value it produces trust and cooperation.

Machura ’98  (Stefan, School of Social Sciences – U. Wales, Committee Member of the Sociology of Law Section – German Sociological Association, Law and Policy, “Introduction: Procedural Justice, Law and Policy”, 20(1), January, Wiley Interscience)

During their socialization, starting from early childhood, people acquire the norms of the society, among them norms for appropriate, or ``fair'' procedures (ibid.). Daily encounters with authorities and procedures sharpen peoples' abilities to detect unfair procedures. They develop a ``fairness heuristic.'' It serves to make judgments about experiences with authorities and procedures (Lind 1994a). Information on process or pro- cedure are often more clear than information on results (Lind, et al. 1993: 226; for defendants, Machura 1996). The term ``fairness'' or ``procedural justice'' refers to a generalized judgment of such experiences (Lind & Tyler 1988). People can have opinions on qualities of a procedure before they know the ultimate outcome (Landis & Goodstein 1986: 682; Lind, et al. 1993: 226). Thus, procedural and distributive justice can be regarded as two different factors, although they have been found to be related in procedural justice studies. Some of these studies have shown that people are more likely to accept an unfavorable outcome if it is reached by a procedure regarded as fair (e.g., Casper, Tyler & Fisher 1988; Tyler 1990: 97, 101). Greenberg and Folger (1983) called this the ``fair process effect.'' For example, a convict after his trial stood and expressed his thanks for a fair trial after the court engaged in a serious discussion of and search for a sanction adapted to his personal situation (Schunck 1982: 211±13). If a person has been treated unfairly by an authority, but received a favorable outcome, it is likely that the authority nevertheless loses legitimacy in the eyes of the affected individual. Procedural justice has consequences for evaluations of authorities and institutions. If a defendant receives an acquittal but was told to ``Stand up, you monster,'' by the judge at the beginning of the trial (Dahs 1971: 58), he will probably have low trust in courts. Quite a number of empirical studies could be cited for influences of procedural justice on attitudes to authorities and institutions. Just a few need be listed here. In a study on felons, attitudes towards law and government were more correlated to procedural justice than to distributive justice (Tyler, Casper & Fisher 1988). Tom Tyler (1984) conducted interviews with petty offenders who had experienced a trial at criminal court. Their attitudes towards the judge and to the court were substantially influenced by perceived procedural justice. Volkmar Haller (1987; Haller & Machura 1995) used Tyler's design for a study with German juvenile prisoners. Perceived procedural justice had been the only factor significantly related to evaluations of the judge. There are already some studies about behavioral consequences of perceived fair or unfair treatment. Paternoster, et al. (1997) investigated the influence of fair treatment by the police on recidivism of spouse assault. Offenders were less likely to be registered for spouse assault again when they have experienced fair treatment by the police. In civil disputes, when high sums were at stake, perceived procedural justice was found to affect decisions to accept an arbitration award (Lind, et al. 1993). Tom Tyler (1990: 103) summarized a study of Chicago citizens, stating that ``judgments of procedural justice influence judgments about the legitimacy of legal authorities, which in turn influence behavioral compliance with the law.'' Compliance was measured by citizens' self-reported petty offenses or disorderly behavior. Tyler's approach has been used by Jo-Anne Wemmers for a study on victims of crime in the Netherlands (Wemmers 1996). Again self-reported obedience to law has been analyzed. Wemmers found that through its effect on satisfaction with performance of authorities ``procedural justice judgments affect one's support for authorities and changes in the level of support affect the individual's perceived obligation to obey the law'' (ibid. 204). In their study of negotiation, mediation and adjudication for small claims court cases, McEwen and Maiman (1984) concluded that dispute resolution procedures which require consent lead to a higher rate of compliance with case settlements. Perceptions of distributive justice seem to be heavily influenced by outcome favorability whereas perceptions of procedural justice by impressions on fair behavior of the men in authority (Machura 1996). Kulik, et al. (1993: 17) summarized their study: ``results indicate a clear pattern: both men and women tended to emphasize outcome issues in their ratings of distributive justice and relational issues in their ratings of procedural justice.'' ``Relational issues'' refers to peoples' beliefs about motives of authorities and to peoples' wish to have a good relation to authorities. The concept is part of the relational model of authority in groups, that will be discussed now. 
A2: Fairness Is A Rigged Game (Delgado)

Our education internal links still apply. Predictability is a prerequisite to determining the validity of any of their arguments, including indicts of the idea of fairness. That’s Zappen.

This evidence is not in the context of debate. Delgado is talking about sexual assault, medicine and the law school hiring process. They need to provide specific examples of how debate is a rigged game against them.

This argument misses the point. The rules of debate ARE arbitrary. BUT, this is true of the rules of any game. Soccer doesn’t have a “reason” for precluding handballs any more than basketball has a “reason” for precluding charges or goaltending. It’s simply that if the fundamental rules are thrown out the sport ceases to be itself. The essence of competitive switch-side debate is clashing about topical plans. The compliance with rules, even if arbitrary, is essential to make the activity meaningful because it preserves respect for the participants and for the reciprocal requirements and benefits of debate. That’s the Rawls evidence above.

Arbitrariness is not the same as racism. The fact of unequal success doesn’t evidence any discrimination. The rules aren’t unfair if they are equally applied.

Farber and Sherry ’97  (Daniel, Henry J. Fletcher Prof. Law. – U. Minnesota, and Suzanna, Earl R. Larson Prof. Civil Rights and Civil Liberties Law – U. Minnesota, “Beyond All Reason: The Radical Assault on Truth in American Law”, p. 67-68)

Radical multiculturalists might try to escape the implications of their critique by modifying it. The trouble seems to come primarily from the assertion that standards of merit are the offspring of racism and sexism. Suppose the radicals were to move to the more moderate position that the standards are merely arbitrary (This thesis is one reading of Foucault's work, although the legal theorists we are focusing on tend not to adopt it.) This modification might allow them to make an argument that avoids the charges of anti-Semitism and racism: Jews and Asians have merely had the good luck to profit from these arbitrary rules. So far, so good. The trouble is that this theory also eliminates any basis for criticizing how the standards apply to blacks and other minorities, who are by the same token merely suffering from bad luck. The arbitrary rules could just as easily have favored them rather than the Jews and Asians; things just didn't happen to turn out that way. Radical multiculturalism doesn't supply any basis for criticizing such a situation. To see why, let's assume for a moment that standards of merit are arbitrary. Success often includes an element of luck, and by positing arbitrary standards the radicals would suggest that group success is entirely luck. In that case, however, merit standards are fair and objective: whoever draws the right cards wins, and everyone has had an equal chance to draw. Unlike chess, no one can control his own opportunity to win, but neither can he decrease another's chances. The random rules may be inefficient, but they are not unfair. The radicals cannot escape this dilemma by arguing that some groups don't have an equal chance to win. If someone is holding one group back, we would call that discrimination. But radical multiculturalists don't want to allege mere discrimination—and anyway, we have rules (and enforcement mechanisms) against that kind of discrimination. No radical reformulation of the legal system is necessary if discrimination is the main obstacle to success. The problem is that it is hard to condemn an outcome as inequitable if it is merely the arbitrary result of a game that isn't rigged. Suppose that some group—let us say, gentiles—complains that current standards are providing disproportionate success to Jews, thereby depriving their own group of wealth or power. What responses are available to this complaint if the standards are random or arbitrary? One response—the one most congenial to those who believe that such concepts as justice can have no objective meaning—is that no standard is better or worse than any other. If so, the disproportionate success rate is not an argument against current standards. Of course, there is also no argument in favor of keeping current standards, and force becomes the only arbiter. Unless they can appeal to some standard of justice, all the radicals can do is to say that they personally don't like a particular outcome. But since the dominant society apparently does like the outcome—and by definition has more power than its opponents—this is a losing argument.

A2: Fairness Is A Rigged Game (Delgado)

You should toss this argument as non-falsifiable. They rely on the claim that all conventional standards of evaluation are racist. Any defense we make of those standards then becomes tinged with racism which effectively insulates their claims from any sound basis for challenge.

Farber and Sherry ’97  (Daniel, Henry J. Fletcher Prof. Law. – U. Minnesota, and Suzanna, Earl R. Larson Prof. Civil Rights and Civil Liberties Law – U. Minnesota, “Beyond All Reason: The Radical Assault on Truth in American Law”, p. 127)

The first defense mechanism derives from the internal logic of multiculturalism, which can defeat challenges by depriving critics of any ground from which to mount a challenge. We saw in chapter 4 that concerns about storytelling can be rebuffed this way. Defenders of storytelling need only point out that the challengers necessarily assume the very concepts of objectivity and truth that the storytellers are attacking. The critique of truth is peculiarly immune from attack— after all, by what standard could one judge a critique of truth itself to he "false"? Multiculturalist tenets repel by discrediting in advance any evidence against them. Consider an effort to use empirical information, such as survey results, to rebuff a radical multiculturalist claim. Such a stratagem is subject to a whole string of objections. The basic concepts used in surveys, such as random sampling and statistical tests of significance, reek of objectification. In deciding whether to trust the results of the survey, we must rely on the competence of the surveyors— which is a merit determination, and so inherently suspect. Given the rejection of the concept of objectivity, it's impossible to retain the idea of an unbiased survey question. The interaction between the surveyors and the interviewees, like any other social interaction, is drenched in sexism and racism, which are guaranteed to warp the results. Interviewees may have acquired so much of the dominant mindset that they don't recognize their own oppression.
Fairness is not cultural. It’s innate. All humans have a sense of justice and reciprocity.

Hans ’94  (James, Prof. English – Wake Forest U., “The Golden Mean”, p. 169-171)

No one had to teach us about fairness, even if we all have to be taught how to be fair. All of us have built into our natures a carefully calibrated sense of the patterns of the world and have determined that inasmuch as inhale leads to exhale, systole to diastole, good should beget good and bad should engender bad. We conclude that our actions can indeed be assessed by a paymaster who will determine how much we should have coming on the basis of what we have done. Nietzsche may wonder how this idea of good and bad and the system of recompense was introduced to the world, but it is to be found in one way or another in all religious systems and cultures, so it is not a function of any particular Western bias. Rather it seems to be related to the way humans extract a sense of rhythm in the world and seek to establish the same kind of reciprocity within domains where it doesn’t apply. Henderson tells us that we can’t get away from rhythm, and he also shows how we have tried to avoid the consequences of measure in some contexts and yet have depended on them in others. We deny the effects of the rhythms of the natural world upon us even as we ground our sense of fair play in the kind of reciprocity that is most easily discerned in our respiration, our walk, and our passage through the seasons. At the same time, we have no trouble relating to Dahfu’s remarks about blows and can readily link them to Girard’s mimetic desire:  Man is a creature who cannot stand still under blows. Now take the hose—he never needs a revenge. Nor the ox. But man is a creature of revenges. If he is punished he will contrive to get rid of the punishment. When he cannot get rid of punishment, he heart is apt to rot from it…. Brother raises a hand against brother and son against father (how terrible!) and the father also against the son. And moreover it is a continuity-matter, for if the father did not strike the son they would not be alike. It is done to perpetuate similarity. Oh, Henderson, man cannot keep still under the blows. If he must, for the time, he will cast his eyes and think in silence of the ways to clear himself of them. Those prime-eval blows everybody still feels. The first was supposed to be struck by Cain, but how can that be? In the beginning of time there was a hand raised which struck. So the people are flinching yet. All wish to rid themselves and free themselves and cast the blow upon others.5  I have taught Henderson and discussed this passage enough times over the years to recognize that if there is one thing my students will be able to relate to in the entire course it will be this. We all know what it feels like to be hit by blows that we believe to be unmerited, and we know what it is like to strike out at others even when the blow isn’t really meant for them. Everyone understands that there is indeed a rhythm here, one that is as symmetrical and predictable as Hegel’s and Girard’s accounts suggest: it is one of the modulations of the natural rhythms within the human community.

Claims that the game is rigged against them are the actual cause of unequal participation.

Short ’88  (Thomas, Associate Prof. Philosophy – Kenyon College, Academic Questions, “”Diversity” and “Breaking the Disciplines”: Two New Assaults on the Curriculum”, 1(3), September, Ebsco)

In the first place, minority studies interferes with the education for which minority students come to college. The standard curriculum, remember, is in fact not a cultural imposition but imparts knowledge and skills that benefit anyone who receives them. That knowledge and those skills are not a part of any ethnic culture. Time spent on minority studies is taken away from those traditional studies that prepare the student for a fuller participation in our society. Minority studies for minority students is a way of ensuring that minorities remain on—or get pushed out to—the margins of life, both in academia and in our society.  In addition, the false idea that the traditional curriculum is somebody else’s “culture” increases minorities’ fear of failure and their fear of feeling guilty when successful, and these fears are themselves a major contributing cause of failure. You do not have to be black or Hispanic to recall the times when your fear of not being able to understand something prevented you from concentrating on it or caused you to give up the struggle prematurely, or the times when your convenient conviction that it was not worthwhile rationalized not trying. Faculty and administrators who tolerate or encourage the myth of cultural imperialism make themselves partly responsible for the continued high failure rate of minority students and the continued marginality of some of America’s minorities. 

A2: Treating Debate As Game Decreases Education

Treating debate as a game doesn’t diminish its educational value.

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp.284-285)
A second objection to debate as values clarification, consonant with Ehninger's concerns about gamesmanship, is the separation of the educational process from the real world. A significant concern here is how such learning about morality will be used in the rest of a student's life. Some critics question whether moral school knowledge "may be quite separate from living moral experience in a similar way as proficiency in speaking one's native language generally appears quite separate from the knowledge of formal grammar imparted by school."^^ Edelstein discusses two forms of segmentation: division between realms of school knowledge (e.g., history separated from science) and between school and living experience (institutional learning separate from everyday life). Ehninger's point, that debate becomes a pastime, and that application of these skills to solving real problems is diminished if it is viewed as a game, is largely a reflection on institutional segmentation.   The melding of different areas of knowledge, however, is a particular benefit of debate, as it addresses topics of considerable importance in a real world setting. Recent college and high school topics include energy policy, prison reform, care for the elderly, trade policy, homelessness, and the right to privacy. These topics are notable because they exceed the knowledge boundaries of particular school subjects, they reach into issues of everyday life, and they are broad enough to force students to address a variety of value appeals. The explosion of "squirrels," or small and specific cases, in the 1960s and 1970s has had the effect of opening up each topic to many different case approaches. National topics are no longer of the one-case variety (as in 1955's "the U.S. should recognize Red China"). On the privacy topic, for example, cases include search and seizure issues, abortion, sexual privacy, tradeoffs with the first amendment, birth control, information privacy, pornography, and obscenity. The multiplicity of issues pays special dividends for debaters required to defend both sides of many issues because the value criteria change from round to round and evolve over the year. The development of flexibility in coping with the intertwining of issues is an essential component in the interconnection of knowledge, and is a major rationale for switch-side debate. 
*** SWITCH-SIDE DEBATE GOOD ***

Switch-Side Debate KT Activism/Policy

Malcolm X proves their argument is educationally bankrupt – prison debates understood switch-side debate facilitated social change and political consciousness.

Branham ’95  (Robert, Prof.Rhetoric at Bates College, Argument and Advocacy, “"I was gone on debating": Malcolm X's prison debates and public confrontations”, 31(3) Winter, Proquest)

Norfolk had a fine library of several thousand volumes and prisoners were able to check out books of their choice. Malcolm X became a voracious and critical reader, discovering "new evidence to document the Muslim teachings" in books ranging from accounts of the slave trade to Milton's Paradise Lost (X, 1965b, pp. 185-186). Malcolm X's "prison education, including Elah Muhammad," writes Baraka, "gives him the form with which overtly to combine consciousness with his actual life" (p. 26). As Malcolm X sought new outlets for his heightened political consciousness, he turned to the weekly formal debates sponsored by the inmate team. "My reading had my mind like steam under pressure," he recounted; "Some way, I had to start telling the white man about himself to his face. I decided to do this by putting my name down to debate"(1965b, p. 184). Malcolm X's prison debate experience allowed him to bring his newly acquired historical knowledge and critical ideology to bear on a wide variety of social issues. "Whichever side of the selected subject was assigned to me, I'd track down and study everything I could find on it," wrote Malcolm X. "I'd put myself in my opponent's place and decide how I'd try to win if I had the other side; and then I'd figure out a way to knock down those points" (1965b, p. 184). Preparation for each debate included four or five practice sessions. Debaters conducted individual research and also worked collaboratively in research teams (Bender, 1993). Visiting debaters "could not understand how we had the material to debate with them," recalls Malcolm Jarvis, Malcolm X's debate partner at Norfolk. "They were at the mercy of people with M.A.s and Ph.D.s to teach them," he explains. The weekly Norfolk debates attracted large audiences, generally filling the three-hundred-seat prison theater. Most prisoners attended and the sessions also attracted curious visitors, usually invited representatives of organizations connected to the topic under discussion. These debates provided Malcolm X with the first large audiences of his speaking career, I will tell you that right there, in the prison. debating, speaking to a crowd, was as exhilarating to me as the discovery of knowledge through reading had been. Standing up there, the faces looking up at me, the things in my head coming out of my mouth, while my brain searched for the next best thing to follow what I was saying, and if I could sway them to my side by handling it right, then I had won the debate--once my feet got wet, I was gone on debating. (1965b, p. 184) The Norfolk debate program provided Malcolm X with a new medium for the expression of his emerging political philosophy and with a regular forum in which he could both appeal to fellow prisoners and confront white adversaries, whether prisoners or visiting debaters representing prestigious colleges and universities. Jarvis recalls that he and Malcolm X debated on several occasions against teams from Harvard and Yale. Boston University, M.I.T., Holy Cross and other prominent New England colleges held annual debates with the prisoners and Oxford and Cambridge both visited.(2) Austin Freeley, who coached the B.U. teams that competed at Norfolk during the 1940s, wrote that these debates were "of the highest quality" and the Norfolk debaters had won twice as many debates as they had lost in previous years (p. 26). Many of the debating prisoners had little formal education. Several of the best, including Malcolm X, were grade school or junior high dropouts, recalls coach Coleman Bender, yet "they went six years without losing a debate" against top collegiate teams during the 1950s. For Malcolm X, the possibility for victory in these encounters against privileged white opponents was a lesson in the importance of careful preparation and a testament to the power of truthful vision (Gambino, p. 17).

Conventional Research Good

Research-intensive debate facilitates and improve public participation by rigorous education.

Dybvig and Iverson ’00  (Kristin and Joel, Graduate Students at Arizona State, “Can Cutting Cards Carve into Our Personal Lives: An Analysis of Debate Research on Personal Advocacy”, http://debate.uvm.edu/dybvigiverson1000.html)

Addressing all of these differences is beyond the scope of this paper. Instead, we focus upon the research process involved in the more research intensive forms of debate: National Debate Tournament (NDT) and Cross Examination Debate Association (CEDA) style debate. We have surmised that research has several beneficial effects on debaters. Research creates an in-depth analysis of issues that takes students beyond their initial presuppositions and allows them to truly evaluate all sides of an issue. Not only is the research involved in debate a training ground for skills, but it also acts as a motivation to act on particular issues. It is our contention that debate not only gives us the tools that we need to be active in the public sphere, but it also empowers some debaters with the impetus to act in the public sphere. 

Contemporary switch-side debate provides broad practically relevant knowledge.

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp. 284-285)

The melding of different areas of knowledge, however, is a particular benefit of debate, as it addresses topics of considerable importance in a real world setting. Recent college and high school topics include energy policy, prison reform, care for the elderly, trade policy, homelessness, and the right to privacy. These topics are notable because they exceed the knowledge boundaries of particular school subjects, they reach into issues of everyday life, and they are broad enough to force students to address a variety of value appeals. The explosion of "squirrels," or small and specific cases, in the 1960s and 1970s has had the effect of opening up each topic to many different case approaches. National topics are no longer of the one-case variety (as in 1955's "the U.S. should recognize Red China"). On the privacy topic, for example, cases include search and seizure issues, abortion, sexual privacy, tradeoffs with the first amendment, birth control, information privacy, pornography, and obscenity. The multiplicity of issues pays special dividends for debaters required to defend both sides of many issues because the value criteria change from round to round and evolve over the year. The development of flexibility in coping with the intertwining of issues is an essential component in the interconnection of knowledge, and is a major rationale for switch-side debate.

Research creates maximum education which is key to effective policy-making.

Dybvig and Iverson ’00  (Kristin and Joel, Graduate Students at Arizona State, “Can Cutting Cards Carve into Our Personal Lives: An Analysis of Debate Research on Personal Advocacy”, http://debate.uvm.edu/dybvigiverson1000.html)

The level of research involved in debate creates an in-depth understanding of issues. The level of research conducted during a year of debate is quite extensive. Goodman (1993) references a Chronicle of Higher Education article that estimated "the level and extent of research required of the average college debater for each topic is equivalent to the amount of research required for a Master's Thesis (cited in Mitchell, 1998, p. 55). With this extensive quantity of research, debaters attain a high level of investigation and (presumably) understanding of a topic. As a result of this level of understanding, debaters become knowledgeable citizens who are further empowered to make informed opinions and energized to take action. 

Research helps to educate students (and coaches) about the state of the world. Without the guidance of a debate topic, how many students would do in-depth research on female genital mutilation in Africa, or United Nations sanctions on Iraq? The competitive nature of policy debate provides an impetus for students to research the topics that they are going to debate. This in turn fuels students’ awareness of issues that go beyond their front doors. Advocacy flows from this increased awareness. Reading books and articles about the suffering of people thousands of miles away or right in our own communities drives people to become involved in the community at large.  Research has also focused on how debate prepares us for life in the public sphere. Issues that we discuss in debate have found their way onto the national policy stage, and training in intercollegiate debate makes us good public advocates. The public sphere is the arena in which we all must participate to be active citizens. Even after we leave debate, the skills that we have gained should help us to be better advocates and citizens. Research has looked at how debate impacts education (Matlon and Keele 1984), legal training (Parkinson, Gisler and Pelias 1983, Nobles 19850 and behavioral traits (McGlone 1974, Colbert 1994). These works illustrate the impact that public debate has on students as they prepare to enter the public sphere.  The debaters who take active roles such as protesting sanctions were probably not actively engaged in the issue until their research drew them into the topic. Furthermore, the process of intense research for debate may actually change the positions debaters hold. Since debaters typically enter into a topic with only cursory (if any) knowledge of the issue, the research process provides exposure to issues that were previously unknown. Exposure to the literature on a topic can create, reinforce or alter an individual's opinions. Before learning of the School for the America's, having an opinion of the place is impossible. After hearing about the systematic training of torturers and oppressors in a debate round and reading the research, an opinion of the "school" was developed. In this manner, exposure to debate research as the person finding the evidence, hearing it as the opponent in a debate round (or as judge) acts as an initial spark of awareness on an issue. This process of discovery seems to have a similar impact to watching an investigative news report. 

Conventional Research Good

Real World – Research Skills. Key to informed citizenship.

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp.284-285)
A second objection to debate as values clarification, consonant with Ehninger's concerns about gamesmanship, is the separation of the educational process from the real world. A significant concern here is how such learning about morality will be used in the rest of a student's life. Some critics question whether moral school knowledge "may be quite separate from living moral experience in a similar way as proficiency in speaking one's native language generally appears quite separate from the knowledge of formal grammar imparted by school."^^ Edelstein discusses two forms of segmentation: division between realms of school knowledge (e.g., history separated from science) and between school and living experience (institutional learning separate from everyday life). Ehninger's point, that debate becomes a pastime, and that application of these skills to solving real problems is diminished if it is viewed as a game, is largely a reflection on institutional segmentation. The melding of different areas of knowledge, however, is a particular benefit of debate, as it addresses topics of considerable importance in a real world setting. Recent college and high school topics include energy policy, prison reform, care for the elderly, trade policy, homelessness, and the right to privacy. These topics are notable because they exceed the knowledge boundaries of particular school subjects, they reach into issues of everyday life, and they are broad enough to force students to address a variety of value appeals. The explosion of "squirrels," or small and specific cases, in the 1960s and 1970s has had the effect of opening up each topic to many different case approaches. National topics are no longer of the one-case variety (as in 1955's "the U.S. should recognize Red China"). On the privacy topic, for example, cases include search and seizure issues, abortion, sexual privacy, tradeoffs with the first amendment, birth control, information privacy, pornography, and obscenity. The multiplicity of issues pays special dividends for debaters required to defend both sides of many issues because the value criteria change from round to round and evolve over the year. The development of flexibility in coping with the intertwining of issues is an essential component in the interconnection of knowledge, and is a major rationale for switch-side debate. The isolation of debate from the real world is a much more potent challenge to the activity. There are indeed "esoteric" techniques, special terminologies, and procedural constraints that limit the applicability of debate knowledge and skills to the rest of the student's life. The first and most obvious rejoinder is that debate puts students into greater contact with the real world by forcing them to read a great deal of information from popular periodicals, scholarly books and journals, government documents, reports, newsletters, and daily newspapers. Debaters also frequently seek out and query administrators, policy makers, and public personae to gain more data. The constant consumption of material by. from, and about the real world is significantly constitutive: The information grounds the issues under discussion, and the process shapes the relationship of the citizen to the public arena. Debaters can become more involved than uninformed citizens because they know about important issues, and because they know how to find out more information about these issues. 
Debate is real world – research. Key to public policy.

Windes ’60  (Russel, Former Dir. Debate – Northwestern U. and PhD Comm and Social Psych, Post-Doc Fellow in Social Relations – Harvard U., Speech Teacher, “Competitive Debating, the Speech Program, the Individual, and Society”, 9(2), March, p. 107, Ebsco)

Professor James A. Robinson, of the Department of Political Science at Northwestern University, himself a former college debater, wrote in the Gavel three years ago that debate performs an important function for the individual by introducing him to problems of public policy, an introduction many college students might not otherwise get. The debater, it is true, spends large amounts of time probing at great length and depth such vital and contemporary issues as nuclear weapons development, labor-management relations, foreign aid, world government, and structure of government. Each of these big topics raises subsidiary, but equally important, public questions. Study of such topics serves as an introduction to the social sciences for many undergraduates. Professor Robinson expressed his belief that a year's research on a debate proposition by a good debater may equal the amount of time a graduate student invests in research on a master's thesis. Moreover, academic debating, he suggested is not far removed from life situations.
Switch-Side Debate KT Critical Thinking

Switch-side debate encourages critical thinking. This is vital to resolve everday and government political problems that risk extinction.

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May, pp.6-9)

Additionally, there are social benefits to the practice of requiring students to debate both sides of controversial issues. Dating back to the Greek rhetorical tradition, great value has been placed on the benefit of testing each argument relative to all others in the marketplace of ideas. Like those who argue on behalf of the efficiency-maximizing benefits of free market competition, it is believed that arguments are most rigorously tested (and conceivably refined and improved) when compared to all available alternatives. Even for beliefs that have seemingly been ingrained in consensus opinion or in cases where the public at-large is unlikely to accept a particular position, it has been argued that they should remain open for public discussion and deliberation (Mill, 1975).  Along these lines, the greatest benefit of switching sides, which goes to the heart of contemporary debate, is its inducement of critical thinking. Defined as "reasonable reflective thinking that is focused on deciding what to believe or do" (Ennis, 1987, p.10), critical thinking learned through debate teaches students not just how advocate and argue, but how to decide as well. Each and every student, whether in debate or (more likely) at some later point in life, will be placed in the position of the decision-maker. Faced with competing options whose costs and benefits are initially unclear, critical thinking is necessary to assess all the possible outcomes of each choice, compare their relative merits, and arrive at some final decision about which is preferable. In some instances, such as choosing whether to eat Chinese or Indian food for dinner, the importance of making the correct decision is minor. For many other decisions, however, the implications of choosing an imprudent course of action are potentially grave. As Robert Crawford notes, there are "issues of unsurpassed important in the daily lives of millions upon millions of people...being decided to a considerable extent by the power of public speaking" (2003). Although the days of the Cold War are over, and the risk that "The next Pearl Harbor could be 'compounded by hydrogen" (Ehninger and Brockriede, 1978, p.3) is greatly reduced, the manipulation of public support before the invasion of Iraq in 2003 points to the continuing necessity of training a well-informed and critically-aware public (Zarefsky, 2007). In the absence of debate-trained critical thinking, ignorant but ambitious politicians and persuasive but nefarious leaders would be much more likely to draw the country, and possibly the world, into conflicts with incalculable losses in terms of human well-being. Given the myriad threats of global proportions that will require incisive solutions, including global warming, the spread of pandemic diseases, and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, cultivating a robust and effective society of critical decision-makers is essential. As Louis Rene Beres writes, "with such learning, we Americans could prepare...not as immobilized objects of false contentment, but as authentic citizens of an endangered planet" (2003). Thus, it is not surprising that critical thinking has been called "the highest educational goal of the activity" (Parcher, 1998).  While arguing from conviction can foster limited critical thinking skills, the element of switching sides is necessary to sharpen debate's critical edge and ensure that decisions are made in a reasoned manner instead of being driven by ideology. Debaters trained in SSD are more likely to evaluate both sides of an argument before arriving at a conclusion and are less likely to dismiss potential arguments based on his or her prior beliefs (Muir 1993). In addition, debating both sides teaches "conceptual flexibility," where decision-makers are more likely to reflect upon the beliefs that are held before coming to a final opinion (Muir, 1993, p,290). Exposed to many arguments on each side of an issue, debaters learn that public policy is characterized by extraordinary complexity that requires careful consideration before action. Finally, these arguments are confirmed by preponderance of empirical research demonstrating a link between competitive SSD and critical thinking (Allen, Berkowitz, Hunt and Louden, 1999; Colbert, 2002, p.82).
Switch-Side Debate KT Critical Thinking

Debaters retain critical thinking skills . Vital to real world decision-making and problem-solving.
Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp.284-287)
A second objection to debate as values clarification, consonant with Ehninger's concerns about gamesmanship, is the separation of the educational process from the real world. A significant concern here is how such learning about morality will be used in the rest of a student's life. Some critics question whether moral school knowledge "may be quite separate from living moral experience in a similar way as proficiency in speaking one's native language generally appears quite separate from the knowledge of formal grammar imparted by school."^^ Edelstein discusses two forms of segmentation: division between realms of school knowledge (e.g., history separated from science) and between school and living experience (institutional learning separate from everyday life). Ehninger's point, that debate becomes a pastime, and that application of these skills to solving real problems is diminished if it is viewed as a game, is largely a reflection on institutional segmentation. The melding of different areas of knowledge, however, is a particular benefit of debate, as it addresses topics of considerable importance in a real world setting. Recent college and high school topics include energy policy, prison reform, care for the elderly, trade policy, homelessness, and the right to privacy. These topics are notable because they exceed the knowledge boundaries of particular school subjects, they reach into issues of everyday life, and they are broad enough to force students to address a variety of value appeals. The explosion of "squirrels," or small and specific cases, in the 1960s and 1970s has had the effect of opening up each topic to many different case approaches. National topics are no longer of the one-case variety (as in 1955's "the U.S. should recognize Red China"). On the privacy topic, for example, cases include search and seizure issues, abortion, sexual privacy, tradeoffs with the first amendment, birth control, information privacy, pornography, and obscenity. The multiplicity of issues pays special dividends for debaters required to defend both sides of many issues because the value criteria change from round to round and evolve over the year. The development of flexibility in coping with the intertwining of issues is an essential component in the interconnection of knowledge, and is a major rationale for switch-side debate. The isolation of debate from the real world is a much more potent challenge to the activity. There are indeed "esoteric" techniques, special terminologies, and procedural constraints that limit the applicability of debate knowledge and skills to the rest of the student's life. The first and most obvious rejoinder is that debate puts students into greater contact with the real world by forcing them to read a great deal of information from popular periodicals, scholarly books and journals, government documents, reports, newsletters, and daily newspapers. Debaters also frequently seek out and query administrators, policy makers, and public personae to gain more data. The constant consumption of material by. from, and about the real world is significantly constitutive: The information grounds the issues under discussion, and the process shapes the relationship of the citizen to the public arena. Debaters can become more involved than uninformed citizens because they know about important issues, and because they know how to find out more information about these issues. A second response to the charge of segmentation is the proclivity of debaters to become involved in public policy and international affairs. Although the stereotype is that debaters become lawyers, students seeking other professional areas also see value in the skills of debate. Business management, government, politics, international relations, teaching, public policy, and so on, are all significant career options for debaters. In surveys, ex-debaters frequently respond that debate was the single most educational activity of their college careers.'" Most classes provide information, but debate compels the use, assimilation, and evaluation of information that is not required in most classrooms. As one debate alumnus writes: "The lessons learned and the experience gained have been more valuable to me than any other aspect of my formal education."" It is no wonder, then, that surveys of Congress and other policy-making institutions reveal a high percentage of ex-debaters.'^ The argument that debate isolates participants from the "real world" is not sustained in practice when debaters, trained in research, organization, strategy, and technique, are consistently effective in integrating these skills into success on the job. Even the specialized jargon required to play the game successfully has benefits in terms of analyzing and understanding society's problems. Consider the terminology of the "disadvantage" against the affirmative's plan: There is a "link" between the plan and some effect, or "impact"; the link can be actions that push us over some "threshold" to an impact, or it can be a "linear" relationship where each increase causes an increase in the impact; the link from the affirmative plan to the impact must be "unique," in that the plan itself is largely responsible for the impact; the affirmative may argue a "turnaround" to the disadvantage, claiming it as an advantage for the plan. Such specialized jargon may separate debate talk from other types of discourse, but the ideas represented here are also significant and useful for analyzing the relative desirability of public policies. There really are threshold and brink issues in evaluating public policies. Though listening to debaters talk is somewhat disconcerting for a lay person, familiarity with these concepts is an essential means of connecting the research they do with the evaluation of options confronting citizens and decision makers in political and social contexts. This familiarity is directly related to the motivation and the ability to get involved in issues and controversies of public importance. A third point about isolation from the real world is that switch-side debate develops habits of the mind and instills a lifelong pattern of critical assessment. Students who have debated both sides of a topic are better voters, Dell writes, because of "their habit of analyzing both sides before forming a conclusion."^^ O'Neill, Laycock and Scales, responding in part to Roosevelt's indictment, iterated the basic position in 1931: Skill in the use of facts and inferences available may be gained on either side of a question without regard to convictions. Instruction and practice in debate should give young men this skill. And where these matters are properly handled, stress is not laid on getting the speaker to think rightly in regard to the merits of either side of these questions—but to think accurately on both sides.^^ Reasons for not taking a position counter to one's beliefs (isolation from the "real world," sophistry) are largely outweighed by the benefit of such mental habits throughout an individual's life. The jargon, strategies, and techniques may be alienating to "outsiders," but they are also paradoxically integrative as well. Playing the game of debate involves certain skills, including research and policy evaluation, that evolve along with a debater's consciousness of the complexities of moral and political dilemmas. This conceptual development is a basis for the formation of ideas and relational thinking necessary for effective public decision making, making even the game of debate a significant benefit in solving real world problems.
Pluralism Good – Tolerance

Their alternative to pluralism is to silence and exclude groups of people.

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May, p.43)

The relevance of argumentation for advancing tolerant politics cannot be underestimated. The willingness to be open to alternative views has a material impact on difference in at least two primary ways. First, the rendering of a certain belief as “off limits” from debate and the prohibition of ideas from the realm of contestation is conceptually indistinct from the physical exclusion of people from societal practices. Unlike racial or gendered concerns, certain groups of people (the religious, minority political parties, etc.) are defined almost exclusively by the arguments that they adhere to. To deem these views unspeakable or irrelevant is to functionally deny whole groups of people access to public deliberation. Second, argument, as individual advocacy, is an expression of belief. It has the potential to persuade members of the public to either support or oppose progressive politics. Belief itself is an accurate indicator of the way individuals will chose to act—with very real implications for openness, diversity and accommodation. Thus, as a precursor to action, argument is an essential starting point for campaigns of tolerance.  
Switch-Side Debate KT Political Engagement

SSD teaches how to work with the political sphere – debating from conviction cannot create material changes.

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May, pp.39-41)
Third, there is an important question of means. Even the best activist intentions have little practical utility as long as they remain purely cordoned off in the realm of theoretical abstractions. Creating programs of action that seek to produce material changes in the quality of life for suffering people, not mere wishful thinking in the ivory towers of academia, should be the goal of any revolutionary project. Frequently, for strategies for change, the devil lies in the details. It is not possible to simply click one’s ruby red slippers together and wish for alternatives to come into being. Lacking a plausible mechanism to enact reforms, many have criticized critical theory as being a “fatally flawed enterprise” (Jones 1999). For activists, learning the skills to successfully negotiate hazardous political terrain is crucial. They must know when to and when not to compromise, negotiate, and strike political alliances in order to be successful. The pure number of failed movements in the past several decades demonstrates the severity of the risk assumed by groups who do not focus on refining their preferred means of change. Given the importance of strategies for change, SSD is even more crucial. Debaters trained by debating both sides are substantially more likely to be effective advocates than those experienced only in arguing on behalf of their own convictions. For several reasons, SSD instills a series of practices that are essential for a successful activist agenda. First, SSD creates more knowledgeable advocates for public policy issues. As part of the process of learning to argue both sides, debaters are forced to understand the intricacies of multiple sides of the argument considered. Debaters must not only know how to research and speak on behalf of their own personal convictions, but also for the opposite side in order to defend against attacks of that position. Thus, when placed in the position of being required to publicly defend an argument, students trained via SSD are more likely to be able to present and persuasively defend their positions. Second, learning the nuances of all sides of a position greatly strengthens the resulting convictions of debaters, their ability to anticipate opposing arguments, and the effectiveness of their attempts to locate the crux, nexus and loci of arguments. As is noted earlier, conviction is a result, not a prerequisite of debate. Switching sides and experimenting with possible arguments for and against controversial issues, in the end, makes students more likely to ground their beliefs in a reasoned form of critical thinking that is durable and unsusceptible to knee-jerk criticisms. As a result, even though it may appear to be inconsistent with advocacy, SSD “actually created stronger advocates” that are more likely to be successful in achieving their goals (Dybvig and Iverson 2000). Proponents of abandoning SSD and returning to debating from conviction should take note. Undoubtedly, many of their ideas would be beneficial if enacted and deserve the support of activist energies. However, anti-SSD critics seem to have given little thought to the important question of how to translate good ideas into practice. By teaching students to privilege their own personal beliefs prior to a thorough engagement with all sides of an issue, debating from conviction produces activists that are more likely to be politically impotent. By positing that debaters should bring prior beliefs to the table in a rigid manner and assuming that compromising is tantamount to giving in to cooptation, the case of debating from conviction undercuts the tactics necessary for forging effective coalitional politics. Without such broad-based alliances, sustainable political changes will likely be impossible (Best & Kellner 2001).
*** STATE-FOCUS BAD ANSWERS  ***

2NC Policy-Relevant Debates Good

Policy-relevant debate is essential to deal with threats of mass violence. 

Jentleson ‘2 (Bruce, Dir. Terry Sanford Institute of Public Policy and Prof. Public Policy and Pol. Sci. – Duke, International Security, “The Need for Praxis: Bringing Policy Relevance Back In”, 26(4), Spring, p. 182-183)

Bringing policy relevance back in thus does not mean driving theory out. International Organization, World Politics, International Security, and the American Political Science Review should continue to have distinct missions from Foreign Affairs, Foreign Policy, and the like. But that distinction should be in terms of how policy problems are approached, not whether attention is paid to them. Greater pride of place needs to be given to research questions defined in policy terms. What drives terrorism? Which strategies can be most effective in deterring it, defeating it, containing it? How better to link force and diplomacy? What about prevention, and questions raised about reducing and countering the political, social, and economic dynamics that foster and feed terrorism? Beyond just general arguments about unilateralism and multilateralism, what strategies and structures can best achieve the goals of peace, security, stability, and justice? These are all September 11 questions—comparable delineations could be drawn for those other areas of the international agenda that were there on September 10 and have not gone away. The demand for policy relevant research is huge; it is the supply that is lagging.  This sense of praxis also needs to reshape graduate programs. A Ph.D. in political science or international relations should prepare students for selected nonacademic policy careers as well as academic careers. Curriculums need to have a greater degree of flexibility and pluralism with disciplinary training still at the core but also giving greater weight to substantive depth and breadth of knowledge about policy issues and domains, about regions and countries, about cultures and languages and histories. Greater engagement outside the academy needs to be fostered and encouraged: internships in Washington or with international organizations or nongovernmental organizations, participation in colloquiums not just with noted academics but with eminent policy experts, and dissertation and research projects that lead to immersion in key policy issues whether historical or contemporary. Nor is this just a matter of adapting curriculums. It is as much about the messages sent, explicitly and implicitly, in the setting of expectations and other aspects of the socialization that is so much a part of the graduate school experience. None of this will have much impact unless the academic job market also shifts toward comparable balance and pluralism in the profiles being sought for entry-level faculty. Also, a student who takes his or her Ph.D. into a career in the policy world needs to be seen as another type of placement success, not a placement failure.  Greater engagement with and experience in the policy world is to be encouraged at all stages of a career. There are many opportunities—and there can be more—to help broaden perspectives, build relationships and test and sharpen arguments and beliefs in constructive ways. The same is true for engaging as a public intellectual in the ways and on the terms discussed earlier.  Ultimately it is about an ethic, about what is valued, about how professional success and personal fulfillment are defined. I am again reminded of a statement by Vaclav Havel, this playwright turned political dissident turned leader of his country’s liberation from communism and move toward democratization, in his 1990 speech to a joint session of the U.S. Congress: “I am not the first, nor will I be the last, intellectual to do this. On the contrary, my feeling is that there will be more and more of them all the time. If the hope of the world lies in human consciousness, then it is obvious that intellectuals cannot go on forever avoiding their share of responsibility for the world and hiding their distaste for politics under an alleged need to be independent. It is easy to have independence in your program and then leave others to carry that program out. If everyone thought that way, pretty soon no one would be independent.”33

Public debate is essential for effectively channeling these policy questions.

Lasch ’95  (Christopher, Social Critic and Author, “The Revolt of the Elites and the Betrayal of Democracy”, p. 162-163)

As for the claim that the information revolution would raise the level of public intelligence, it is no secret that the public knows less about public affairs than it used to know. Millions of Americans cannot begin to tell you what is in the Bill of Rights, what Congress does, what the Constitution says about the powers of the presidency, how the party system emerged or how it operates. A sizable majority, according to a recent survey, believe that Israel is an Arab nation. Instead of blaming the schools for this disheartening ignorance of public affairs, as is the custom, we should look elsewhere for a fuller explanation, bearing in mind that people readily acquire such knowledge as they can put to good use. Since the public no longer participates in debates on national issues, it has no reason to inform itself about civic affairs. It is the decay of public debate, not the school system (bad as it is), that makes the public ill informed, not-withstanding the wonders of the age of information. When debate becomes a lost art, information, even though it may be readily available, makes no impression.  What democracy requires is vigorous public debate, not information. Of course, it needs information too, but the kind of information it needs can be generated only by debate. We do not know what we need to know until we ask the right questions, and we can identify the right questions only by subjecting our own ideas about the world to the test of public controversy. Information, usually seen as the precondition of debate, is better understood as its by-product. When we get into arguments that focus and fully engage our attention, we become avid seekers of relevant information. Otherwise we take in information passively—if we take it in at all.

2NC Policy-Relevant Debates Good

And, that’s especially true in the context of IR.

Joyner ’99  (Christopher, Prof. I-Law – Georgetown U., ILSA Journal of International & Comparative Law, “TEACHING INTERNATIONAL LAW: VIEWS FROM AN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS POLITICAL SCIENTIST”, 5 ILSA J Int'l & Comp L 377, Spring, L/N)

By assessing the role of international law in United States foreign policy- making, students realize that United States actions do not always measure up to international legal expectations; that at times, international legal strictures get compromised for the sake of perceived national interests, and that concepts and principles of international law, like domestic law, can be interpreted and twisted in order to justify United States policy in various international circumstances. In this way, the debate format gives students the benefits ascribed to simulations and other action learning techniques, in that it makes them become actively engaged with their subjects, and not be mere passive consumers. Rather than spectators, students become legal advocates, observing, reacting to, and structuring political and legal perceptions to fit the merits of their case.  The debate exercises carry several specific educational objectives. First, students on each team must work together to refine a cogent argument that compellingly asserts their legal position on a foreign policy issue confronting the United States. In this way, they gain greater insight into the real-world legal dilemmas faced by policy makers. Second, as they work with other members of their team, they realize the complexities of applying and implementing international law, and the difficulty of bridging the gaps between United States policy and international legal principles, either by reworking the former or creatively reinterpreting the latter. Finally, research for the debates forces students to become familiarized with contemporary issues on the United States foreign policy agenda and the role that international law plays in formulating and executing these policies. n8 The debate thus becomes an excellent vehicle for pushing students beyond stale arguments over principles into the real world of policy analysis, political critique, and legal defense.  A debate exercise is particularly suited to an examination of United States foreign policy, which in political science courses is usually studied from a theoretical, often heavily realpolitik perspective. In such courses, international legal considerations are usually given short shrift, if discussed at all. As a result, students may come to believe that international law plays no role in United States foreign policy-making. In fact, serious consideration is usually paid by government officials to international law in the formulation of United States policy, albeit sometimes ex post facto as a justification for policy, rather than as a bona fide prior constraint on consideration of policy options. In addition, lawyers are prominent advisers at many levels of the foreign-policy-making process. Students should appreciate the relevance of international law for past and current US actions, such as the invasion of Grenada or the refusal of the United States to sign the law of the sea treaty and landmines convention, as well as for  [*387]  hypothetical (though subject to public discussion) United States policy options such as hunting down and arresting war criminals in Bosnia, withdrawing from the United Nations, or assassinating Saddam Hussein. 

XT – Cede The Political

And, disengagement from real-world problem-solving cedes foreign policy making to an unencumbered elite – the impact is war.

Walt ’91  (Stephen, Prof. IR U. Chicago, International Studies Quarterly, “The Renaissance of Security Studies”, 35(2), June, p. 229)

A recurring theme of this essay has been the twin dangers of separating the study of security affairs from the academic world or of shifting the focus of academic scholarship too far from real-world issues. The danger of war will be with us for some time to come, and states will continue to acquire military forces for a variety of purposes. Unless one believes that ignorance is preferable to expertise, the value of independent national security scholars should be apparent. Indeed, history suggests that countries that suppress debate on national security matters are more likely to blunder into disaster, because misguided policies cannot be evaluated and stopped in time.4 °  As in other areas of public policy, academic experts in security studies can help in several ways. In the short term, academics are well placed to evaluate current programs, because they face less pressure to support official policy. 41 The long-term effects of academic involvement may be even more significant: academic research can help states learn from past mistakes and can provide the theoretical innovations that produce better policy choices in the future. Furthermore, their role in training the new generation of experts gives academics an additional avenue of influence. Assuming they perform these tasks responsibly, academics will have a positive albeit gradual-impact on how states deal with the problem of war in the future.

Informed debate guided by real-world problem solving checks elitist control which creates foreign policy disasters.

Walt ’91  (Stephen, Prof. IR U. Chicago, International Studies Quarterly, “The Renaissance of Security Studies”, 35(2), June, p. 231-232)

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

Abdicating debate over state policy doesn’t challenge the state but denies scrutiny to the worst of state action – open debate is key to democracy.

Walt ’91  (Stephen, Prof. IR U. Chicago, International Studies Quarterly, “The Renaissance of Security Studies”, 35(2), June, p. 228)

Efforts to shield government policy from outside evaluation pose a grave threat to scholarship in the field. No doubt some government officials would like to deny ordinary citizens the opportunity to scrutinize their conduct; as a central part of that evaluative process, the scholarly profession should resist this effort wholeheartedly. The danger goes beyond the interests of any particular subfield; restricting information threatens the public debate that is central to democracy and essential to sound policy. Events as diverse as the Bay of Pigs invasion, the Iran/contra affair, and the troubled development of the B-2 bomber remind us that excessive secrecy allows illconceived programs to survive uncorrected. Instead of limiting the study of security issues to a select group of official "experts," therefore, open debate on national security matters must be preserved. Such a debate requires that scholars retain access to a reliable and complete data base.

XT – Theoretical Debates Change Nothing

We must debate about government policy – abstract criticism theorizes academia into irrelevance which turns their real world change arguments.

Jentleson ‘2  (Bruce, Director of the Terry Sanford Institute of Public Policy and Professor of Public Policy and Political Science at Duke, International Security, “The Need for Praxis: Bringing Policy Relevance Back In”, Volume 26, Issue 4, p. 169-170, Project Muse)

To be sure, political science and international relations have produced and continue to produce scholarly work that does bring important policy insights. Still it is hard to deny that contemporary political science and international relations as a discipline put limited value on policy relevance—too little, in my view, and the discipline suffers for it. 1 The problem is not just the gap between theory and policy but its chasmlike widening in recent years and the limited valuation of efforts, in Alexander George's phrase, at "bridging the gap." 2 The [End Page 169] events of September 11 drive home the need to bring policy relevance back in to the discipline, to seek greater praxis between theory and practice.   This is not to say that scholars should take up the agendas of think tanks, journalists, activists, or fast fax operations. The academy's agenda is and should be principally a more scholarly one. But theory can be valued without policy relevance being so undervalued. Dichotomization along the lines of "we" do theory and "they" do policy consigns international relations scholars almost exclusively to an intradisciplinary dialogue and purpose, with conversations and knowledge building that while highly intellectual are excessively insular and disconnected from the empirical realities that are the discipline's raison d'être. This stunts the contributions that universities, one of society's most essential institutions, can make in dealing with the profound problems and challenges society faces.   It also is counterproductive to the academy's own interests. Research and scholarship are bettered by pushing analysis and logic beyond just offering up a few paragraphs on implications for policy at the end of a forty-page article, as if a "ritualistic addendum." 3 Teaching is enhanced when students' interest in "real world" issues is engaged in ways that reinforce the argument that theory really is relevant, and CNN is not enough. There also are gains to be made for the scholarly community's standing as perceived by those outside the academic world, constituencies and colleagues whose opinions too often are self-servingly denigrated and defensively disregarded. It thus is both for the health of the discipline and to fulfill its broader societal responsibilities that greater praxis is to be pursued.

A2: Technocratic Politics

Policy debate subverts technocratic dominance of public discourse reversing power relations.

Kulynych ’97  (Jessica, Professor of Political Science at Winthrop University, Polity, “Performing Politics: Foucault, Habermas, and Postmodern Participation”, 30(2) Winter, p. 344-345)

When we look at the success of citizen initiatives from a performative perspective, we look precisely at those moments of defiance and disruption that bring the invisible and unimaginable into view. Although citizens were minimally successful in influencing or controlling the outcome of the policy debate and experienced a considerable lack of autonomy in their coercion into the technical debate, the goal-oriented debate within the energy commissions could be seen as a defiant moment of per-formative politics. The existence of a goal-oriented debate within a technically dominated arena defied the normalizing separation between expert policymakers and consuming citizens. Citizens momentarily recreated themselves as policymakers in a system that defined citizens out of the policy process, thereby refusing their construction as passive clients. The disruptive potential of the energy commissions continues to defy technical bureaucracy even while their decisions are non-binding.

A2: Seriel Policy Failure (Dillon and Reid)

Seriel policy failure is an absurd argument. Here’s a list of global policies that were HIGHLY effective in achieving their goals

- In 1967 the World Health Organization launched the Smallpox Eradication Program. Circle vaccinations and a globally coordinated information campaign eradicated the disease in 1977. No cases since then.

- In 1978 Vietnam invaded Cambodia and deposed the Khmer Rouge regime. This effectively ended a genocide that eradicated a huge section of the population.

- In the 1990s Clinton acted as a third party to help mediate the Good Friday Accord, which ended the troubles in Ireland. Decades of death and terrorism stopped with a PLANNED TRANSITION of government.

You should reject this argument as non-falsifiable nonsense. Of course we can’t know every possible outcome or random interaction but the fact that human beings ever plan and succeed in executing even the basics of daily life proves their argument is silly.

Global trends provide support. Violence is declining.

Courier Mail ‘7  (William West, Michael Steele, Mike Clarke, Graeme Robertson and Alexander Taran, “Bad, but it's not all DOOM”, 12-1, L/N)

Wars are on the decline  What's happening: Iraq,  Afghanistan and terrorism may dominate the headlines, but otherwise, political violence has been headed downhill since the early 1990s.  The number of wars involving states, and the deaths they directly cause, has decreased dramatically.  The statistics: Between 1992 and 2003, the number of armed conflicts involving a government fell more than 40 per cent, and the worst of those conflicts with more than 1000 deaths decreased by 80 per cent, according to the Human Security Centre in Canada.  And the number of deaths in conflicts dropped from nearly 700,000 in 1950 to about 25,000 in 2002, especially remarkable since the world's population more than doubled in that time.  Also worth noting is that although the number of countries has more than tripled since World War II, inter-nation war now involves less than 5 per cent of conflicts. In fact, the post-1945 period is the longest stretch in centuries that hasn't featured a war between major powers.  The reasons: The Soviet Union and colonialism were swept into the dustbin of history. With the end of the Cold War came the end of developing-world proxy wars between the USSR and the United States. As the colonial era waned, so did the wars of independence, which accounted for more than 60 per cent of international conflicts from the 1950s to early 1980s.

A2: Seriel Policy Failure (Dillon and Reid)

While we don’t have a bullseye on meaning and predictions they are useful enough. The track record of empirical international science is solid.

Harvey ’97  (Frank, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – Dalhousie U.,  “The Future’s Back: Nuclear Rivalry, Deterrence Theory, and Crisis Stability after the Cold War”, p. 138-139)

Linguistic Relativism. One approach of postmodernists is to point to the complex nature of language and meaning as a critique of positiv¬ism; this critique is, in turn, relevant to the overwhelming amount of work in IR (Phillips 1977; Giddens 1979; George and Campbell 1990). Although a comprehensive assessment of the linguistic relativism debate is beyond the scope of this project, it is possible to address the underlying philosophical argument, which is fairly straightforward. Building on the work of Wittgenstein (1968), the linguistic variant of the criticism contends that any attempt to reduce everyday terms "to a singular essentialist meaning" is problematic given "the multiplicity of meaning to be found in social activity" (George and Campbell 1990, 273). By implication, a concept, term, word, or symbol cannot correspond "to some ... externally derived foundation or object" and ulti¬mately is context-dependent. Similarly, Phillips argues that the validity of theory cannot be determined because "There is no standard or objective reality (always fixed, never changing) against which to com¬pare a universe of discourse ... nothing exists outside of our language and actions which can be used to justify ... a statement's truth or falsity" (1977, 273).  Of course, it is not entirely clear how this "multiplicity of meaning" is sufficient to render meaningless an approach that assumes the existence of an objective reality. An important distinction must be drawn between the assertion that these discrepancies might have a significant impact on scientific theorizing and the assertion that they do have such an effect. In most cases, errors of interpretation and generalization produced by linguistic nuances are relatively insignificant and ultimately have very little impact on the generalizability of social theories. There are numerous words, symbols, concepts, and ideas, for example, that are commonly understood, regardless of other linguistic variations, but the implications of this standardized concep¬tual framework are frequently overlooked and ignored in the post¬modern critique.  In any case, it is contingent upon the theorist to specify the precise meaning of any variable or symbol that is central to a theory. Although definitions may vary — possibly partly, but not entirely, as a conse¬quence of language — scholars nevertheless are more likely than not to understand and agree on the underlying meaning of most words, symbols and phrases. The point is that theorists generally do have a common starting point and often suspend, at least temporarily, coun¬terproductive debates over meaning in order to shift emphasis towards the strength and logical consistency of the theory itself, a more important issue that has nothing to do with language. Evaluating the internal consistency of the central assumptions and propositions of a theory, that is, criticising from within, is likely to be more conducive to theoretical progress than the alternative, which is to reject the idea of theory building entirely.  Finally, the lack of purity and precision, another consequence of linguistic relativism, does not necessarily imply irrelevance of purpose or approach. The study of international relations may not be exact, given limitations noted by Wittgenstein and others, but precision is a practical research problem, not an insurmountable barrier to progress. In fact, most observers who point to the context-dependent nature of language are critical not so much of the social sciences but of the incorrect application of scientific techniques to derive overly precise measurement of weakly developed concepts. Clearly, our understanding of the causes of international conflict — and most notably war — has improved considerably as a consequence of applying sound scientific methods and valid operationalizations (Vasquez 1987, 1993). The alternative approach, implicit in much of the postmodern literature, is to fully accept the inadequacy of positivism, throw one's hands up in failure, given the complexity of the subject, and repudiate the entire enterprise. The most relevant question is whether we would know more or less about international relations if we pursued that strategy.

A2: State Focus Bad

This argument is mostly irrelevant. If state focus is bad than negative critiques of the state should prove it. Accepting a prior position that excuses them from defending what they don’t like reduces the rigorous quality of their position turning the truth value of the claim – that’s Zappen. 

Also, ethics of tolerance internal-link-turns their arguments. If the state is bad because it is coercive, the same coercion is at work in the refusal to ethically play the game. Switch-side debate fosters tolerance which can craft a less violent state and solve their impact. That’s Muir.

State focus good. Failure to engage the state facilitates the rise of violent repressive regimes and collapses civil society.

Wallace in ’96  (William, Prof. – London School of Economics, Review of International Studies, "Truth and Power, Monks and Technocrats: Theory and Practice in International Relations", 22:3, p. 307-309)

But if we cling to our intellectual chastity and reject such compromised vehicles of communication, we are unlikely to reach much of an audience. It is wonderfully ambitious to proclaim that `world politics is the new metaphysics, a global moral science' through which we will `reinvent the future ... freeing people, as individuals and groups, from the social, physical, economic, political and other constraints which stop them carrying out what they would freely choose to do'. 24 It falls far short of that ambition to communicate with the people of the world primarily through Millennium or the Review of International Studies, or even through the university lecture hall and tutorial. Sectarianism-to switch from a Catholic to a Protestant metaphor-is a besetting sin of academic life, each exclusive group selfrighteously insisting that it has discovered the path to truth and salvation. 25 Ken Booth's concluding chapter to International Relations Theory Today has all the power and passion of an evangelical sermon, reminding its sinful readers that `the enemy is us ', calling on us to repent of our consumerist culture of contentment and to ` ask the victims of world politics to reinvent the future ' . 26 The discourse of postmodernist and critical theorists tells us much about their own self-closure to the world of policy. `Dissidence' and `resistance' are powerful words, implying that the writers live in truth (as Havel put it) in a political system based upon lies; drawing a deliberate parallel with the dissidents of socialist central Europe, as if these Western `dissidents' had also to gather secretly in cramped apartments to hear a lecturer smuggled in from the free universities on the `other' side-Noam Chomsky, perhaps, or Edward Said, slipping into authoritarian whom so many of our younger generation yearn'-though Max Weber, who went on to warn that `academic prophecy ... will create only fanatical sects but never a genuine community', was referring to a much earlier rising generation. 28 The terminology of dissidence and exile is drawn from the post-Vietnam image of an authoritarian and capitalist America, in which hegemonic Harvard professors suppress the views-and stunt the careers-of those who do not share their positivist doctrines. There is a tendency within American political science towards orthodoxy, with professors from leading departments (like Dominicans) hounding heretics off the tenure track. 29 Banishment to a second-class university, or even to Canada, is not however quite of the same order as the treatment of intellectuals in post-1968 Czechoslovakia, to which we are invited to compare their situation; the victims of positivist hegemony do not risk arrest, may even continue to teach, to publish and to travel. 30 And it would be hard to argue that any comparable orthodoxy stunts the careers of promising academics in Britain, or elsewhere in Western Europe. The failure of the Weimar Republic to establish its legitimacy owed something to the irresponsibility of intellectuals of the right and left, preferring the private certainties of their ideological schools to critical engagement with the difficult compromises of democratic politics. The Frankfurt School of Adorno and Marcuse were Salonbolschewisten, `relentless in their hostility towards the capitalist system' while `they never abandoned the lifestyle of the haute bourgeoisie ' . 31 The followers of Nietzsche on the right and those of Marx on the left both worked to denigrate the limited achievements and the political compromises of Weimar, encouraging their students to adopt their own radically critical positions and so contribute to undermining the republic. Karl Mannheim, who had attempted in Ideology and Utopia to build on Weber's conditional and contingent sociology of knowledge, was among the first professors dismissed when the Nazis came to power. Intellectuals who live within relatively open civil societies have a responsibility to the society within which they live: to act themselves as constructive critics, and to encourage their students to contribute to the strengthening of civil society rather than to undermine it.32
A2: State Focus Bad

The impact is extinction.

Boggs ’97  (Carl, Prof. Social Sciences – National U. (Los Angeles), Theory and Society, “The Great Retreat: Decline of the Public Sphere in Late Twentieth-Century America”, 26(6), December, SpringerLink)

The decline of the public sphere in late twentieth-century America poses a series of great dilemmas and challenges. Many ideological currents scrutinized here –  localism, metaphysics, spontaneism, post- modernism, Deep Ecology – intersect with and reinforce each other. While these currents have deep origins in popular movements of the 1960s and 1970s, they remain very much alive in the 1990s. Despite their di¡erent outlooks and trajectories, they all share one thing in common: a depoliticized expression of struggles to combat and over- come alienation. The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change. As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved – perhaps even unrecognized – only to fester more ominously into the future. And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious diseases, technological displacement of workers) cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context of internationalized markets, ¢nance, and communications. Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or side- step these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impo- tence. In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger num- bers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones. By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions.74 In the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance. The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies. This last point demands further elaboration. The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people's lives. Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be ¢lled by authoritarian and reactionary elites –  an already familiar dynamic in many lesser- developed countries. The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape, could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat. In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise –  or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure. In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collec- tive interests that had vanished from civil society.75

A2: State Focus Bad

Focus on the state is a more authentic form of politics because it engages the messy compromises of democracy to create a livable future.

Elshtain ’93 (Jean Bethke, Centennial Prof. Pol. Sci. – Vanderbilt U., Social Research, “Politics Without Cliché”, 60:3, Fall, Ebsco)

When I was in graduate school in the late 1960s, it was in vogue to mock the warnings of Sir Isaiah Berlin about the dangers inherent in many visions of "positive liberty," turning as they did on naive views of a perfectible human nature and sentimental views on the perfectibility of politics. Berlin was accused of being a liberal sellout, a faint-hearted compromiser. But compromise, not as a mediocre way to do politics but as the only way to do democratic politics, is itself an adventure. It lacks the panache of revolutionary violence. It might not stir the blood in the way a "nonnegotiable demand" does, but it presages a livable future. In any democratic politics there are choices to be made that involve both gains and losses. Conflicts about moral claims are part of what it means to be human, and a political ideal stripped of sentimentality and the Utopian temptation is one committed to the notion that political life is a permanent agon between clashing, even incompatible goods. As the political philosopher John Cray recently observed: Berlin uttered a truth, much against the current of the age, that remains thoroughly unfashionable and fundamentally important--[he] cuts the ground from under those doctrinal or fundamentalist liberalisms--the liberalism of Nozick or Hayek no less than of Rawls or Ackerman--which suppose that the incommensurabilities of moral and political life, and of liberty itself, can be smoothed away by the application of some theory, or tamed by some talismanic formula. … It is in taking its stand on incommensurability and radical choice as constitutive features of the human condition that Berlin's liberalism most differs from the Panglossian liberalisms that have in recent times enjoyed an anachronistic revival. Unlike these, Berlin's is an agnostic liberalism, a stoic liberalism of loss and tragedy. For that reason alone, if there is any liberalism that is now defensible, it is Berlin's.    These words might have been written about Havel. For we live in an era in which we are not well served by the old political categories as we witness, to our astonishment, the political realities of a half-century crumple and give way. The drama of democracy, of conflict and compromise, turns on our capacity for making distinctions and offering judgments not clotted and besotted with clichéd categorizations. Havel insists that between the aims of what he calls the "posttotalitarian system" and life in all its "plurality, diversity, independent self-constitution and self-organization" there lies a "yawning abyss." The posttotalitarian system, whatever its political self-definition, pushes to "bind everything in a single order." Havel calls this "social auto-totality," a system that depends on demoralization and cannot survive without it, a system that ignores falling ledges in favor of glorious proclamations concerning progress. By contrast, politics beyond cliché is ironic and skeptical but no less committed--simply insistent that one's own commitments, too, are not exempt from skeptical evaluation. A politics beyond cliché is a politics that refuses to deploy cynically base methods in order to complete an agenda. The political agent always asks "What is to come?"--not "Is this a left-or right-wing argument?" One recognizes that one is never playing chess alone; the board always includes other agents as independent loci of thought and action. Recognition of the stubborn reality of the "other before me" makes contact with a political vision that acknowledges the vulnerability of, and the need to nurture, all new beginnings, including those of a political sort. This may seem a weak and problematic reed, but it is, I believe, the point from which we should begin, from which alone we enter the world of politics without cliché, hence of political conflict and debate without end.
The liberal state isn’t that bad. 

Simmons ’99 (William Paul, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. and Dir. MA Program in Social Justice and Human Rights – ASU, Philosophy & Social Criticism, “The Third: Levinas’ Theoretical Move From An-Archical Ethics to the Realm of Justice and Politics” 25:6, Sage)

The state must be constantly reminded of its inherent violence.  Levinas finds just such a self-critical state in the modern liberal state. The  liberal state ‘always asks itself whether its own justice really is justice’.64  What qualities does the liberal state possess that make it self-critical?  First, there is the freedom of the press, the freedom to criticize the  government, to speak out against injustice.  You know the prophets of the bible, they come and say to the king that his  method of dispensing justice is wrong. The prophet doesn’t do this in a clandestine  way: he comes before the king and he tells him. In the liberal state,  it’s the press, the poets, the writers who fulfill this role.65  Second, in the liberal state, the leader is not above the people, but is  chosen from among the people. A ruler who is in an ethical relationship,  sees humanity through the Other’s eyes. Against the Platonic formulation  that the best ruler is the one who is best in control of himself,  Levinas argues that the best ruler is the one who is in an ethical relationship  with the Other. ‘The State, in accordance with its pure essence, is  possible only if the divine word enters into it; the prince is educated in  this knowledge.’66  However, for Levinas, the most important component of the liberal  state is its call for a ‘permanent revolution’.67 The Levinasian liberal  state is always trying to improve itself, trying to be more just. It is ‘a  rebellion that begins where the other society is satisfied to leave off, a  rebellion against injustice that begins once order begins’.68 Although no  state can be purely ethical, the liberal state at least strives for ethics. Such  a state is the desideratum if politics cannot be ethical.  There is no politics for accomplishing the moral, but there are certainly  some politics which are further from it or closer to it. For example, I’ve  mentioned Stalinism to you. I’ve told you that justice is always a justice  which desires a better justice. This is the way that I will characterize the  liberal state. The liberal state is a state which holds justice as the absolutely  desirable end and hence as a perfection. Concretely, the liberal state has  always admitted – alongside the written law – human rights as a parallel  institution. It continues to preach that within its justice there are always  improvements to be made in human rights. Human rights are the reminder  that there is no justice yet. And consequently, I believe that it is absolutely  obvious that the liberal state is more moral than the fascist state, and closer  to the morally ideal state.69

A2: State Focus Bad

Turn – Intellectual Irresponsibility – The state exists and even anarchists need to know how to confront it. Pretending we can wish away the state is a recipe for no accomplishment and prolonged suffering.

Gates ’00  (Christopher, President of the National Civic League, National Civic Review, “A New Agenda for Social Change”, 89(2), Summer, p. 117)

Finally, the work that we have done and the rhetoric that we have used over the last five or ten years built a wall between the worlds of Politics and politics. We have treated them as mutually exclusive alternatives: to do this or to do that. We are going to either try it this way or try it that way; they can’t coexist. Those of us in this movement need to find a way to tear down the walls that divide the two worlds and build bridges that connect them. The politics of volunteerism, service, philanthropy—the small-p politics of community activism—is not an alternative to government and the political decision-making process; it is a compliment to them. It augments them. It helps us make decisions and helps us get things done.  We have to find a way to connect these worlds. We need to be part of building the bridge between these two approaches to social change. The truth is that this conversation can’t and shouldn’t be about choosing “the way” that our democracy will work. We can’t choose to say we’re not going to make our decisions through government anymore, we’re going to do it through volunteer choice. When we look at our democracy in the future we’re going to look at a menu of approaches and a menu of alternatives, and, depending on the issue, we’ll use a different model of democracy to decide that issue. There’s no doubt that some form of representative democracy will continue to prevail in this country. There will be issues that are either too small or too technical for anybody but elected officials to decide, and we will, quite willingly as a society, defer to them to make those decisions. 

Studying state rationales doesn’t reinforce them – it is critical to challenge state violence – abdication of policy cedes power to the elites.

Walt ’91  (Stephen, Prof. IR U. Chicago, International Studies Quarterly, “The Renaissance of Security Studies”, 35(2), June, p. 216)

A third reason for decline was the Vietnam War. Not only did the debacle in Indochina cast doubt on some of the early work in the field (such as the techniques of "systems analysis" and the application of bargaining theory to international conflict), it also made the study of security affairs unfashionable in many universities. The latter effect was both ironic and unfortunate, because the debate on the war was first and foremost a debate about basic security issues. Was the "domino theory" accurate? Was U.S. credibility really at stake? Would using military force in Indochina in fact make the U.S. more secure? By neglecting the serious study of security affairs, opponents of the war could not effectively challenge the official rationales for U.S. involvement. 13 The persistent belief that opponents of war should not study national security is like trying to find a cure for cancer by refusing to study medicine while allowing research on the disease to be conducted solely by tobacco companies.

*** EXCLUSION ANSWERS ***

A2: Consensus Based Politics = Exclusionary

Their argument presupposes that we MANDATE consensus. The deliberative benefits of our framework consist of creating a forum for reasoned expression where common communication is possible.

Gürsözlü ‘9  (Fuat, Dept. Phil. – Binghamton U., Journal of Political Philosophy, “Debate: Agonism and Deliberation— Recognizing the Difference*”, 17:3)

In the second and third sections of his article, Knops tries to refute Mouffe's claim that the rational consensus achieved within a sphere free of power is not only a practical impossibility but also a conceptual impossibility. He does this by arguing how the sources Mouffe utilizes to make her point, in this case Wittgenstein and Derrida, do not necessarily preclude rational consensus. After explaining how Habermas' version of a deliberative theory of reasoning that models communicative reasoning is compatible to Wittgensteinian theory of language, he makes the claim that "deliberation, and rational consensus, can be seen as agonistic", since the understandings reached through deliberation or a Wittgensteinian process of explanation and language learning "are partial and defeasible, formed from an encounter with difference."25  At this point I turn to Patchen Markell's "Contesting Consensus: Rereading Habermas On the Public Sphere". In this article, Markell advances a similar claim to that of Knops. He points out that Habermas' model of the public sphere and discursive politics does not only tolerate agonistic political action but also requires it.26 In doing so, Markell repeats the same hegemonic pattern that Knops does by treating agonistic politics as a corrective to the deliberative approach that helps him reveal the full potential of deliberative politics. However, unlike Knops' attempt to assimilate agonistic politics to the deliberative approach, Markell takes a more reconciliatory approach by first reinterpreting one of the core elements of Habermas's theory, and second by illustrating how his interpretation of Habermas can accommodate agonistic political action.  Markell points out that the highly criticized aspect of Habermas' public sphere theory—its emphasis on consensus—applies only if the public sphere is "conceived as a space of dialogue among citizens in which all speech is governed by the ultimate telos of arriving at consensus." For critics of Habermas, Markell indicates, this understanding of politics—since it aims at consensus—delegitimizes and discourages disruptive speech which challenges agreements and aims to "reintroduce a plurality of opinions, or to give voice to perspectives that cannot be acknowledged within the rules of discourse that govern a given public." However, Markell argues, Habermas' communicative action makes it clear that what is important within the practical discourse is not achieving consensus, rather orientation towards agreement refers to "foreswearing of the mechanisms of coercion and influence—a foreswearing of perlocution—in the pursuit of one's goals and a corresponding commitment to provide reasons for one's claims if they are challenged." So, Markell claims, although Habermas makes a strong normative claim about the shape the process of discussion is supposed to take, he does not make a strong phenomenological claim about the possibility of agreement itself. On this reading of Habermas, agreement may or may not be reached, but what is important is the condition under which the discourse takes place. As such, Markell concludes, Habermas' theory of the public sphere does not lead to "the suppression of agonistic and contestatory speech and action in the name of consensus."27

A2: Consensus Based Politics = Exclusionary

Deliberative communication is a better foundation for political community because of second-order conflicts. Only deliberation enables us to reconcile challenges to tolerance itself.

Bohman ‘3  (James, St. Louis U., Political Theory, “Deliberative Toleration”, 31:6, Sage)

With these resources it is possible to solve another potential paradox of toleration. It is not only equal membership, but also the regulative ideal of an inclusive democratic community that provides the basis for tolerating those whom we judge to be wrong or immoral.36 But this ideal is not the actual political community in which the tolerated and the tolerator may stand in a social relationship of inequality or subordination. Rather than raise the standards of democracy so high that only a fully egalitarian society would be democratic, a democratic community characterized by social inequalities would have a just regime of toleration to the extent that it first of all promotes the proper attitudes of free and open communication and then, second, organizes a framework for deliberation that makes possible the effective participation of all. Given these normative requirements, the temptation is to hold certain aspects of deliberation as fixed and thus to regard them as the necessary limits of toleration. Rawls and Habermas succumb to this temptation in different ways.37 If deliberation is to be both dynamic and pluralist, however, it is better to appeal to the regulative ideal of an inclusive community that both sets the limits on deliberative toleration and opens them to democratic challenge. When such challenges are successful, they mark changes in the nature of the deliberative community itself and of the differences relevant to its regime of toleration. Next I want to look at the process of deliberation that is initiated by the acceptance of a claim that the current regime of toleration is undemocratic. Indeed, my argument implies that views that set determinate limits on toleration are paradoxical from the point of view of democracy. They either subordinate democracy to some moral content of toleration and its attitudes, or they subordinate the complex possibilities of justification in democracy to one value or principle that they consider “more fundamental,” “basic,” or “prior,” for any number of reasons: as an independent standard, the guarantor of the conditions of deliberation or as a necessary condition for a public justificationthat all could accept. Given the new form of pluralism described above, no such principle could be immune to reflexive challenge. At the very least, if traditional religious communities are to be included there are no noncontestable norms that guide deliberation across liberal and nonliberal communities. Committing any such framework to a thicker and more specific philosophical interpretation has the danger not only of making deliberation irrelevant, but also of intolerance, as can be seen in the common liberal charge made by Guttmanan d Thompsont hat religious reasons are “nonpublic” and “nonreciprocal.” Any reflexive challenge to the normative framework for deliberation asks citizens to rethink the very nature of the democracy inwhich they live, and for that reason multiculturalism oftenhas led to constitutional debates and reform. When considering such challenges, the deliberative interpretation of democratic norms as enabling conditions for resolving conflicts needs to be given prima facie priority over the liberal interpretation of norms as constraints and presuppositions. As the membership of the polity grows more diverse, animportan t feature of public deliberationwill be the reflexive critique of the very normative framework that made deliberationpossible inthe first place. If this sort of revisionis not possible, thendeliberati ve democracy loses its capacity to accommodate pluralism and collapses into either a comprehensive or a political liberalism. Inwhat follows, I first consider a pluralist form of democratic justification as a decidedly non-Rawlsian, dynamic process of reflective equilibrium as the method of moral learning that occurs through the admission of new perspectives on the deliberative regime of toleration and then consider an important objection to it. How might a form of justificationw ork that is accommodating of pluralism, yet also guided by normative standards? I have argued that if communicationis the proper object of deliberative toleration, thenit is perspectives rather than reasons that must be tolerated in democratic discussion and debate. The appropriate form of justification under the conditions of deep conflict would be pluralist in the sense of allowing the widest possible range of perspectives to inform and influence the deliberation. It could do so only by regarding democracy as a complex ideal, that in any moment of legitimate challenge ought to seek reflective equilibrium among its competing dimensions. In the Mozert case considered above, the requirements of reciprocity or publicity that excluded the parents’ perspective could be challenged by the demand for political equality, that all have equal entitlement to participation in the definition of the normative framework in which such decisions are made. Similarly, cultural minorities may challenge the regime of toleration because they cannot accept it without subordination; that is, they may challenge some particular institutional interpretation of its requirements of publicity in light of freedom from domination. Thus, in cases of pluralism citizens participating in second-order debates may appeal to a variety of democratic values and norms to demand accommodation, including publicity, equality, and freedom. The salient feature of pluralist justification is not only that there is no single form of justificationor set of reasons that canbe appealed to as democratic. In addition, these components of the ideal of democracy are often opposed to each other, and in that way the appeal to various democratic norms and principles may cut across the various axes of a conflict. Hard cases of conflicts of interest are formulated and adjudicated in this way. The familiar conflicts between freedom and equality occur when the interests involved are not identical, as when freedom to associate comes into conflict with equal treatment in cases of conflicts over memberships in various clubs. Itwould be odd indeed if deliberation about deep conflicts of principle did not have a similar or even wider set of normative resources at its disposal for finding ways to accommodate claims to injustice brought about through democratic practices. The ideal of justificationthat guides the deliberative process of reflective equilibrium is keeping inclusive and multiperspectival practices of communication (that are the object of toleration) consistent with a complex and evolving democratic ideal, the outcome of which would be tested from all points of view. The achievement of practices that permit multiple perspectives allows for practical, moral, and epistemic improvement to the extent that testing and innovation is a matter of the interplay of different and sometimes new perspectives. Constitutional reform can be seen as just such a learning process by which the democratic ideal changes as the inclusion of more perspectives shifts the dynamic reflective equilibrium of the deliberative community. The civil rights movement is an example of this process, which gave more weight to the principle of equal protection in legal and political deliberation as the polity became multiracial rather than segregated. The defender of a more deontic and less pluralist form of deliberation might object that public reasons have justificatory force only if they possess the requisite generality and impartiality such that they are ones that everyone could accept. Certainly, the critic could argue, we do not know in advance which claims or group perspectives count as reasons. We do know that they will possess certain general structural features. As Seyla Benhabib has put it, “Reasons count as reasons because they could be defended as being in the best interests of all understood as equal moral and political beings.” In discussing the example of the Supreme Court of Canada’s admission of tribal stories to establish evidence for their land claims, she argues that “what lent legitimacy to the Canadian court’s decisionwas precisely their recognition of a specific group’s claims to be in the best interest of all Canadian citizens.”38 Even if that were true, on my account, it would be incomplete. It would be true only because the Court exercised deliberative toleration and held that such a decisionrepresen ted the best available reflective equilibrium of the competing democratic ideals at stake. Moreover, it is implausible to say that the interests of Canadians hold constant before and after the decision. After the decision Canada is a different, more multiperspectival polity, just as after Brown the United States became a multiracial polity that itwas not before. In both cases, what counts as a reason and a justification has changed, precisely because the courts exercised deliberative toleration, shifted the reflective equilibrium of the practical understanding of its complex democratic ideal, and expanded the range of possible reasons and changed the understanding of what it meant to be treated as equal. Frank Michelman calls this the “full blast condition” for deliberation.39 Some challenges to toleration still evade this reflexive solution and thus fall outside of the deliberative ideal of toleration. Some tolerated groups may even ask not to be tolerated in the sense that they do not wish to be part of an inclusive community, as is the case for the Amish and many indigenous peoples. Here the appeal is to some other ideal, such as the recognition of their equal freedom to pursue their definition of their own society. Such groups are accommodated through the right not to be included inthe common life of a community that they do not wish to have the entitlement to define. The existence of such groups does not challenge the ideal of toleration but presents limits to its capacity to solve problems of difference in a highly heterogeneous society. These groups attempt to create a different sort of social relationship of nonsubordination outside of (rather than within) a democratic society. By contrast, intolerant groups who seek more than accommodation cannot claim to offer a reflexive challenge, insofar as they can neither offer a justification by appeal to any democratic norms and values such as freedom or equality at all, nor participate in providing a newperspective in the process of dynamic reflective equilibrium concerning democratic ideals that might be the outcome of their challenge. Since the purpose of the regime of toleration is precisely to protect the integrity of communication in the deliberative process in cases of deep conflict, it creates at least the potential for a more pluralistic community. In such a community, accommodation makes sense only as a deliberative response to the injustice in the communal spaces for practical judgment or to the violation of democratic norms in institutional practices of inclusion. Given the full blast condition, the entitlement to alter the regime of toleration extends to all citizens, whether it is national minorities or ethnic immigrant groups who seek to enter the political life of the community as equals without subordination. 40 On pain of violating norms of consistency and democracy, the same sort of entitlements and constitutional claims extend to religious groups as well. This does not deny that democracy is a common political project, but rather sees it as undergoing self-correction and continual selftransformation. The superiority of the deliberative over a liberal regime of tolerationcon - sists in providing feasible solutions to the main problem of deep pluralism: second-order challenges and overlapping and intersecting deep conflicts. In a deliberative democracy, debates about the basic principles of governance and shared political life belong on one end of the continuum of deliberative problem solving. Far from being avoided, appeals to fundamental principles are ane veryday occurrence ina deliberative democracy, especially when pluralism produces conflicts along a number of dimensions (as is the case in debates about the wall of separation of church and state and the accommodation of religious minorities in schooling, the rights of immigrants, and other issues concerning the nature of the polity itself). Such debates can become pitched conflicts, whose constant recurrence indicates a lack of problemsolving capacity in the current deliberative framework. Spurred by persistent deep conflicts (and not merely everyday persistent disagreement), debates about the framework for deliberation and the ideal of democratic community can lead to a period of “constitutional politics” such as was the case in the Reconstruction period and the New Deal in United States history when the deliberative framework of rights and powers had to shift to solve problems and conflicts.41 The regulative ideal of an inclusive political community of judgment guides deliberation about transforming the obligations and entitlements of citizenship. 

(Bohman continues…)

A2: Consensus Based Politics = Exclusionary

(Bohman continues…)

Religious tolerationhas played a crucial role inthe emergence of modern citizenship. It became the basis for a distinctly universal identity within the political community of a modern nation-state that united citizens across social and cultural differences. Both multiculturalism and cosmopolitanism challenge the adequacy of this particular interpretation of universal identity. Deliberative tolerationlooks at the problem of inclusionfrom the other way around. Precisely because of the successful inclusion of ever more citizens in a nonnaturalistic, nonculturally-based community of judgment, the conflicts inherent in deep pluralism recursively challenge the same institutional framework that made this inclusion possible. The emerging challenges to the liberal regime of toleratione veninits expanded multicultural form are increasingly transnational, given the fact that global migration has spurred new levels of pluralism in liberal democratic societies. This migration will call into question the requirements of citizenship, as people no longer live their lives within the boundaries of a particular nation-state. Here we might consider the extent to which traditional liberal and republican conceptions can still provide the basis for mutual toleration among diverse citizens. As Rawls put it, liberal toleration applied in the international sphere “asks of other societies only what they can reasonably grant without submitting to a position of inferiority or domination.”42 Giventhe fact of deep pluralism, cosmopolitanism nowbegins at home. It may well be that the deliberative framework insocieties characterized by migrationan d deep pluralism will have to incorporate interactions among many different inclusive communities. The revival of the debate about religious identities in the public sphere is one more indication of the fact that democracies are no longer the expression of a single political subjectivity. In such an emerging multiperspectival polity, intolerance is evidenced in the inability of citizens to raise vital and significant concerns in deliberation, in the exclusion of relevant reasons, and in the illicit and unspoken generalization of the dominant or majority perspective. Deliberative toleration does not merely aim at mutually granted rights and immunities from interference, but at the ideal of a democratic community of deliberation and judgment. Guided by its practical orientation to successful public communication and the regulative ideal of an inclusive community, toleration becomes reflexive and thus both a means and an end for furthering democratization in a situation of undiminished pluralism. Toleration is thus the attitude of perspective taking that makes such disagreements fruitful for deliberation, in that they are necessary to promote a richly complex ideal of democracy in large, diverse, and increasingly porous polities.
A2: Consensus Based Politics = Exclusionary

This form of exclusion is necessary for democracy to function. Politics is impossible without it.

Taylor ’98  (Charles, Prof. Phil. – McGill, Journal of Democracy, “The Dynamics of Democratic Exclusion”, 9:4, Project Muse)

Liberal democracy is a great philosophy of inclusion. It is rule of the people, by the people, and for the people, and today the "people" is taken to mean everybody, without the unspoken restrictions that formerly excluded peasants, women, or slaves. Contemporary liberal democracy offers the spectacle of the most inclusive politics in human history. Yet there is also something in the dynamic of democracy that pushes toward exclusion. This was allowed full rein in earlier democracies, as among the ancient republics, but today is a cause of great malaise. I want to explore this dynamic, and then to look at various ways of compensating for it or minimizing it.  What is the source of this thrust toward exclusion? We might put it this way: Democracy is inclusive because it is the government of all the people; but paradoxically, this is also the reason that democracy tends toward exclusion. The exclusion is a by-product of the need, in self-governing societies, of a high degree of cohesion. Democratic states need something like a common identity.  We can see why as soon as we ponder what is involved in self-government. The basic mode of legitimation of democratic states implies that they are founded on popular sovereignty. Now, for the people to be sovereign, it needs to form an entity and have a personality. This need can be expressed in the following way: The people is supposed to rule; this means that its members make up a decision-making unit, a body that takes joint decisions through a consensus, or at least a [End Page 143] majority vote, of agents who are deemed equal and autonomous. It is not "democratic" for some citizens to be under the control of others. This might facilitate decision making, but it is not democratically legitimate.  To form a decision-making unit of the type demanded here, its members must not only decide together but deliberate together. A democratic state is constantly facing new questions, and it aspires to form a consensus on these questions, not merely to reflect the balance of individual opinions. A joint decision emerging from joint deliberation requires that each person's opinion be able to take shape or be reformed in the light of discussion with others. This necessarily implies a degree of cohesion. To some extent, the members must know one another, lis-ten to one another, and understand one another. If they are not mutually acquainted, or if they cannot really understand one another, how can they truly engage in joint deliberation?  If, for example, a subgroup of the "nation" considers that the others are not listening to it or are unable to understand its point of view, it will immediately consider itself excluded from joint deliberation. Popular sovereignty demands that we should live under laws that derive from such deliberation. Anyone who is excluded can have no part in the decisions that emerge, and these consequently lose their legitimacy for him. A subgroup that is not listened to is in some respects excluded from the nation, but by this same token it is no longer bound by the will of that nation.  Thus, to function legitimately, a people must be so constituted that its members effectively listen to one another, or at least come close enough to that condition to ward off possible challenges to its democratic legitimacy from subgroups. In practice, even more is normally required. Our states aim to last, so we want an assurance that we shall continue to be able to listen to one another in the future. This demands a certain reciprocal commitment. In practice, a nation can only ensure the stability of its legitimacy if its members are strongly committed to one another by means of a common allegiance to the political community. It is the shared consciousness of this commitment which creates confidence on the part of the various subgroups that they will indeed be heard.  In other words, a modern democratic state demands a "people" with a strong collective identity. Democracy obliges us to show much more solidarity and much more commitment to one another in our joint political project than was demanded by the hierarchical and authoritarian societies of yesteryear. In the good old days of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the Polish peasant in Galicia could be altogether oblivious of the Hungarian country squire, the bourgeois of Prague, or the Viennese worker, without this in the slightest threatening the stability of the state. This condition of things becomes untenable only when ideas about popular government start to circulate. This is the moment when [End Page 144] subgroups that will not, or cannot, be bound together start to demand their own states. This is the era of nationalism, of the break-up of empires.  Thinkers in the civic humanist tradition, from Aristotle through Hannah Arendt, have noted that free societies require a higher level of commitment and participation than despotic or authoritarian ones. Citizens have to do for themselves, as it were, what the rulers would otherwise do for them. But this will happen only if these citizens feel a strong bond of identification with their political community, and hence with their fellow citizens.  Similarly, free societies require a strong commitment to doing the common work. Because a situation in which some carried the burdens of participation while others just enjoyed the benefits would be intoler-able, free societies also require a high level of mutual trust. They are extremely vulnerable if some citizens believe that others are not really fulfilling their commitments--for example, that they are not paying their taxes, or are cheating on welfare, or are benefitting as employers from a good labor market without assuming any of the social costs. This kind of mistrust creates extreme tension, and threatens to unravel the whole skein of mores that democratic societies need to operate.

A2: Censorship

This argument is obviously silly. Saying there are limits on the context of a private debate by freely associating individuals is very different from the government cracking skulls and siccing the thought police on protest groups. They have the opportunity to express their opinions, if not about the topic, anywhere in the public sphere. They can try to convince us outside a debate round and they can protest the government anyway way they see fit.

Private associations need the ability to limit content in their discussions. It would be idiotic, for example, if a group protesting the Iraq war opened their stage to anyone with a pro-war point of view, or if a literary society had to admit a homeless person who wanted to talk about CIA spy satellites. 

Censorship is good for democracy. Butler is wrong. Unstrained speech degrades the moral shame and self-restraint that prevents democracy from collapsing in on itself.

Berns ’71  (Walter, Prof. Pol. Phil. – Georgetown U., National Affairs, “Pornography VS. democracy: the case for censorship”, 22, Winter, http://www.nationalaffairs.com/public_interest/detail/pornography-vs-democracy-the-case-for-censorship)

To speak in a manner that is more obviously political, there is a connection between self-restraint and shame, and therefore a connection between shame and self-government or democracy. There is, therefore, a political danger in promoting shamelessness and the fullest self-expression or indulgence. To live together requires rules and a governing of the passions, and those who are without shame will be unruly and unrulable; having lost the ability to restrain themselves by observing the rules they collectively give themselves, they will have to be ruled by others. Tyranny is the natural and inevitable mode of government for the shameless and self-indulgent who have carried liberty beyond any restraint, natural and conventional. Such, indeed, was the argument made by political philosophers prior to the 20th century, when it was generally understood that democracy, more than any other form of government, required selfrestraint, which it would inculcate through moral education and impose on itself through laws, including laws governing the manner of public amusements. It was the tyrant who could usually allow the people to indulge themselves. Indulgence of the sort we are now witnessing did not threaten his rule, because his rule did not depend on a citizenry of good character. Anyone can be ruled by a tyrant, and the more debased his subjects the safer his rule. A case can be made for complete freedom of the arts among such people, whose pleasures are derived from activities divorced from their labors and any duties associated with citizenship. Among them a theatre, for example, can serve to divert the search for pleasure from what the tyrant regards as dangerous or pernicious pursuits? Such an argument was not unknown among thoughtful men at the time modern democracies were being constituted. It is to be found in Jean-Jacques Rousseau's Letter to M. d'Alembert on the Theatre. Its principles were known by Washington and Jefferson, to say nothing of the antifederalists, and later on by Lincoln, all of whom insisted that democracy would not work without citizens of good character. And, until recently, no justice of the Supreme Court and no man in public life doubted the necessity for the law to make at least a modest effort to promote that good character, if only by protecting the effort of other institutions, such as the church and the family, to nourish and maintain it. The case for censorship, at first glance, was made wholly with a view to the political good, and it had as its premise that what was good for the arts and sciences was not necessarily good for the polity. There was no illusion among these thinkers that censorship laws would be easy to administer, and there was a recognition of the danger they represented. One obvious danger was that the lawmakers will demand too much, that the Anthony Comstocks who are always with us will become the agents of the law and demand not merely decency but sanctity. Macaulay stated the problem in his essay on Restoration Comedy (mild fare compared to that regularly exhibited in our day): It must, indeed, be acknowledged, in justice to the writers of whom we have spoken thus severely, that they were to a great extent the creatures of their age. And if it be asked why that age encouraged immorality which no other age would have tolerated, we have no hesitation in answering that this great depravation of the national taste was the effect of the prevalence of Puritanism under the Commonwealth. To punish public outrages on morals and religion is unquestionably within the competence of rulers. But when a government, not content with requiring decency, requires sanctity, it oversteps the bounds which mark its proper functions. And it may be laid down as a universal rule that a government which attempts more than it ought will perform less .... And so a government which, not content with repressing scandalous excesses, demands from its subjects fervent and austere piety, will soon discover that, while attempting to render an impossible service to the cause of virtue, it has in truth only promoted vice. The truth of this was amply demonstrated in the United States in the Prohibition era, when the attempt was made to enforce abstemiousness and not, labels to the contrary, temperance. In a word, the principle should be not to attempt to eradicate vice---_e means by which that might conceivably be accomplished are incompatible with free government but to make vice difficult, knowing that while it will continue to flourish covertly, it will not be openly exhibited. And that was thought to be important. It ought to be clear that this old and largely forgotten case for censorship was made by men who were not insensitive to the beauty of the arts and the noble role they can play in the lives of men. Rousseau admitted that he never willingly missed a performance of any of Moli6re's plays, and did so in the very context of arguing that all theatrical productions should be banned in the decent and self-governing polity. Like Plato he would banish the poets, yet he was himself a poet--a musician, opera composer, and novelist-- and demonstrated his love for and knowledge of poetry---or as we would say, the arts--in his works and in his life. But he was above all a thinker of the highest rank, and as such he knew that the basic premise of the later liberalism is false. A century later John Stuart Mill could no longer conceive of a conflict between the intrinsic and therefore legitimate demands of the sciences and the intrinsic and therefore legitimate demands of the polity. Rousseau had argued that the "restoration" of the arts and sciences did not tend to purify morals, but that, on the contrary, their restoration and popularization would be destructive of the possibility of a good civil society. His contemporaries were shocked and angered by this teaching and excluded Rousseau from their society; and taught by them and more directly by Mill and his followers--Justice Douglas, for example--we might tend to dismiss it as the teaching of a madman or fool. Are we, however, still prepared to stand with Mill and his predecessors against Rousseau, to argue that what is good for science is necessarily good for civil society? Or have certain terrible events and conditions prepared us to reconsider that issue? If so, and especially in the light of certain literary and theatrical events, we might be prepared to reconsider the issue of whether what is good for the arts is necessarily good for civil society.
A2: Censorship

Their framework requires a form of closure which links to censorship. Even acceptance of radical discourses requires limitations to preserve the openness of public space.

Shively ‘00 (Ruth Lessl, Former Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – Texas A&M, in “Political Theory and Partisan Politics”, Ed. Portis, Gundersen and Shively, pp. 178-179)

The first point here is that ambiguists cannot embrace all disruptive actions or resist all attempts to categorize activities in terms of "good" and "Bad," "legitimate" and "illegitimate," "civil" and "uncivil." For if their aim is to give voice to those who have been silenced or marginalized, they must, at the very least, distinguish between activities that silence and marginalize versus those that do not. They must tell us, for example, what makes an act an act or resistance rather than of cruelty or tyranny, or what defines behavior as contestation as opposed to mere bullying or ostracization.  They do not tell us these things, of course, since their own assumptions require them to resist such attempts at closure and categorization. Yet, an answer is implied. It is implicit in their democratic vision of society and, indeed, in any democratic vision of society. "Good" political acts - acts of legitimate resistance and contest - are, for them, as for most other people, civil acts: meaning, essentially, acts that are respectful of the goods of democracy and liberty; acts that are nonviolent and designed to increase others' freedom and knowledge. For example, no ambiguists (in my readings) seek or sanction acts of "contest" that involve behaviors like burning crosses on people's lawns, lying to the public, shouting others into silence, hitting or killing or threatening political opponents, or the like. Rather, their political examples uniformly suggest that the expansions of contest would involve only civil kinds of resistance and subversion: things like teaching, protesting, demonstrating, arguing, raising awareness, questioning and the like. After all, the point of being in the ambiguist camp in the first place is to protest acts of tyranny and compulsion. So, despite strong rhetoric about disrupting all orders and undermining all rules, they cannot, and do not, contest or undermine basic rules of civility (rules which I will define further in a moment). In keeping with their democratic ambitions, they do not seek to annihilate or silence opposition, but to diversify and increase its voices and opportunities.   My point here is not just to say that the ambiguists are nice people who happen to reject violent and tyrannical tactics. It is to say that their goals imply and require this. For certain subversive or disruptive political activities - like threatening others with violence or shouting opponents into silence - are such that they will undermine any further subversions and disruptions. In this sense, some disruptions turn out to solidify the status quo and some subversions turn out to be counter-subversive. Which is why the ambiguists must stop short of celebrating all differences or disorders, for what would be the point of rejecting the old system for its supposed tyrannies - its bullying and silencing tactics - only to take up more of the same?  To put this point another way, it turns out that to be open to all things is, in effect, to be open to nothing. While the ambiguists have commendable reasons for wanting to avoid closure-to avoid specifying what is not allowed or celebrated in their political vision - they need to say "no" to some things in order to be open to things in general. They need to say "no" to certain forms of contest, if only to protect contest in general. For if one is to be open to the principles of democracy, for example, one must be dogmatically closed to the principles of fascism. If one would embrace tolerance, one must rigidly reject intolerance. If one would support openness in political speech and action, one must ban the acts of political intimidation, violence of recrimination that squelch that openness. If one would expand deliberation and disruption, one must set up strict legal protections around such activities. And if one would ensure that citizens have reason to engage in political contest - that it has practical meaning and import for them - one must establish and maintain the rules and regulations and laws that protect democracy.   In short, openness requires certain clear limits, rules, closure. And to make matters more complex, these structures of openness cannot simply be put into place and forgotten. They need to be taught to new generations of citizens, to be retaught and reenforced among the old, and as the political world changes, to be shored up, rethought, adapted, and applied to new problems and new situations. It will not do, then, to simply assume that these structures are permanently viable and secure without significant work or justification on our part; nor will it do to talk about resisting or subverting them. Indeed, they are such valuable and yet vulnerable goods that they require the most unflagging and firm support that we can give them.
Refusal to limit the discussion becomes an endorsement of the status-quo. Progressive politics demands the conversation be limited.

Shively ‘00 (Ruth Lessl, Former Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – Texas A&M, in “Political Theory and Partisan Politics”, Ed. Portis, Gundersen and Shively, pp. pp. 180-181)
Thus far, I have argued that if the ambiguists mean to be subversive about anything, they need to be conservative about some things. They need to be steadfast supporters of the structures of openness and democracy: willing to say "no" to certain forms of contest; willing to set up certain clear limitations about acceptable behavior. To this, finally, I would add that if the ambiguists mean to stretch the boundaries of behavior - if they want to be revolutionary and disruptive in their skepticism and iconoclasm - they need first to be firm believers in something. Which is to say, again, they need to set clear limits about what they will and will not support, what they do and do not believe to be best.  As G.K. Chesterston observed, the true revolutionary has always willed something "definite and limited." For example, "The Jacobin could tell you not only the system he would rebel against, but (what was more important) the system he would not rebel against..." He "desired the freedoms of democracy." He "wished to have votes and not to have titles..." But "because the new rebel is a skeptic" - because he cannot bring himself to will something definite and limited - "he cannot be a revolutionary." For "the fact that he wants to doubt everything really gets in his way when he wants to denounce anything" (Chesterton 1959, 41). Thus, the most radical skepticism ends in the most radical conservatism.  In other words, a refusal to judge among ideas and activities is, in the end, and endorsement of the status quo. To embrace everything is to be unable to embrace a particular plan of action, for to embrace a particular plan of action is to reject all others, at least for that moment. Moreover, as observed in our discussion of openness, to embrace everything is to embrace self-contradiction: to hold to both one's purposes and to that which defeats one's purposes - to tolerance and intolerance, open-mindedness and close-mindedness, democracy and tyranny.  In the same manner, then, the ambiguists' refusals to will something "definite and limited" undermines their revolutionary impulses. In their refusal to say what they will not celebrate and what they will not rebel against, they deny themselves (and everyone else in their political world) a particular plan or ground to work from. By refusing to deny incivility, they deny themselves a civil public space from which to speak. They cannot say "no" to the terrorist who would silence dissent. They cannot turn their backs on the bullying of the white supremacist. And, as such, in refusing to bar the tactics of the anti-democrat, they refuse to support the tactics of the democrat.  In short, then, to be a true ambiguist, there must be some limit to what is ambiguous. To fully support political contest, one must fully support some uncontested rules and reasons. To generally reject the silencing or exclusion of others, one must sometimes silence or exclude those who reject civility and democracy.
A2: We Should Speak From Our Subject Location

Our framework allows debaters to speak from their subject location as long as they do it to defend a topical policy. This is the best middle ground because they can still advocate particular types of evidence as more important advocate for progressive social change but it offers the negative a predictable point of departure for research which is the policy being proposed.

Their interpretation destroys democratic deliberation. Prioritizing the identity of the speaker rather than the content of their speech reduces debate to naked power-politics based on gaming cultural backgrounds.

Post ’91  (Robert, Prof. Law – UC Berkeley, William & Mary Law Review, “FREE SPEECH AND RELIGIOUS, RACIAL, AND SEXUAL HARASSMENT: RACIST SPEECH, DEMOCRACY, AND THE FIRST AMENDMENT”, 32 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 267, Winter, L/N)

The third argument for restraining racist speech does not turn on the characterization of public discourse as irrational, but rather as coercive. Recent literature contains searing documentation of the profound personal injury of racist speech, and this injury may in particular circumstances be so shocking as to literally preempt responsive speech. Although the analogous harm of uncivil speech is randomly scattered throughout the population, the disabilities attendant upon racist speech are concentrated upon members of victim groups. Hence, where members of dominant groups perceive "isolated incidents," n198 members of victim groups perceive instead a suffocating and inescapable "racism that is a persistent and constituent part of the social order, woven into the fabric of society and everyday life." n199  Under such conditions it is to be expected that members of dominant and victim groups may well come to conflicting judgments about whether racist speech shocks significant segments of victim group population into silence. The recent literature proposing restraints on racist speech is eloquent on the need to "listen[] to the real victims" of such speech and to display "empathy or understanding for their injury." n200 And of course any fair and just determination about the regulation of public discourse would require exactly this kind of sensitivity. But there  [*309]  is also a tendency in recent literature to move from the proposition that a fair determination cannot be made unless "the victims of racist speech are heard," n201 to the very different proposition that such a determination ought to use "the experience of victim-group members [as] a guide." n202 The latter proposition seems to me plainly false.  The issue on the table is whether irrationality and coercion have so tainted the medium of public discourse as to require shrinking the scope of self-government. That issue significantly affects every citizen, and its resolution therefore cannot be ceded to the control of any particular group. In fact I do not see how the issue can be adequately resolved at all unless some notion of civic membership is invoked that transcends mere group identification. Unless we can strive to deliberate together as citizens, distancing ourselves from (but not abandoning) our specific cultural backgrounds, the issue can be resolved only through the exercise of naked group power, a solution not at all advantageous to the marginalized and oppressed. n203  Paradoxically, therefore, the question of whether public discourse is irretrievably damaged by racist speech must itself ultimately be addressed through the medium of public discourse. Because those participating in public discourse will not themselves have been silenced (almost by definition), a heavy, frustrating  [*310]  burden is de facto placed on those who would truncate public discourse in order to save it. They must represent themselves as "speaking for" those who have been deprived of their voice. But the negative space of that silence reigns inscrutable, neither confirming nor denying this claim. And the more eloquent the appeal, the less compelling the claim, for the more accessible public discourse will then appear to exactly the perspectives racist speech is said to repress.  Even if this burden is lifted, however, and it is simply accepted that members of victim groups are intimidated into silence, it would still not follow that restraints on racist speech within public discourse are justified. One might believe, for example, that such silencing occurs chiefly through the structural conditions of racism, rather than specifically through the shock of racist speech. "The problem," as the Chairman of the Black Studies Department of New York's City College recently remarked apropos of the racist comments of an academic colleague, does not lie with specific communicative acts, but rather with "racism" itself, "insidious in our society and built into our culture." n204 If that were true, restraints on racist speech would impair public discourse without at the same time repairing the silence of victim groups.  Alternatively, one might believe that racist speech silences victim groups primarily because of its "ideas," because of its messages of racial inferiority, rather than because of its incivility. The distinction is important for the following reason: although it is consistent with the internal logic of public discourse to excise in extreme circumstances certain kinds of uncivil speech that are experienced as coercive, n205 it is fundamentally incompatible with public discourse to excise specific ideas because they are "analogously" deemed to be coercive. Public discourse is the medium within which our society assesses the democratic acceptability of ideas; to exclude certain ideas as prima facie "coercive" and hence destructive of public discourse is to contradict precisely this function. Therefore "harm" to public discourse cannot justify restraints on racist ideas on the grounds that such ideas are perceived to be threatening or coercive. n206   [*311]  There are also other possibilities. One might believe, for example, that because it is difficult to distinguish ideas from incivility, and because it is vitally important to collective self-determination to protect all ideas, the law will as a practical matter be able to restrain only a small category of blatant racist epithets, which, although deeply offensive and lacking in ideational content, have relatively little to do with the more widespread phenomenon of silencing. Or one might believe that racist speech silences primarily when shocking racist epithets are used in the face-to-face confrontations characteristic of the "fighting words" doctrine of Chaplinsky, n207 so that the essential insight of the argument from silencing is already reflected within first amendment doctrine.  My own conclusion, in light of these alternative considerations, is that the case has not yet been made for circumscribing public discourse to prevent the kind of preemptive silencing that occurs when members of victim groups experience "fear, rage, [and] shock." I say this with some hesitation, and with considerable ambivalence. But even if the empirical claim of systematic preemptive silencing were accepted (and I am not sure that I do accept it), it is in my view most directly the result of the social and structural conditions of racism, rather than specifically of racist speech. Because the logic of the argument from preemptive silencing does not impeach the necessity of preserving the free expression of ideas, n208 public discourse could at most be regulated in a largely symbolic manner so as to purge it of outrageous racist epithets and names. It seems to me highly implausible to claim that such symbolic regulation will eliminate the preemptive silencing that is said to justify restraints on public discourse.

A2: We Should Speak From Our Subject Location

This argument is offensive and silly. People speak and obtain value as individuals not members of a group.

Heinrichs ’98  (Terry, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – York U., Alberta Law Review, “Censorship as Free Speech! Free Expression Values and the Logic of Silencing in R. v. Keegstra”, 36 Alta. L. Rev. 835, L/N)

32 The Court's entire approach to the free expression value of self-fulfillment raises the question whether its focus is on the individual per se, or on the individual only insofar as he is a member of a preferred identifiable group. As noted earlier, those theorists who have argued the case for free expression from the vantage point of the value of self-fulfillment all have focused on the individual simpliciter. In so doing, these theorists certainly did not mean to deny that group memberships can be an important part of any individual's identity, or that they play an important role in the dynamics of self-fulfillment. For if they did, they would court the rather obvious objection that even hate speakers have group memberships, some of them sometimes of a very strong nature.73 But while none of these theorists would deny the important part played by group memberships in identity-formation or individual fulfillment, none of them would allow that the individual is fulfilled only as a member of a group, and, indeed, given the shift in the Court's focus, only as a member of an identifiable group. But the Court does.74  33 The claim that individuals are fulfilled only as members of groups -- no matter the variety -- is entirely antithetical to the self-fulfillment rationale which, faithfully adhered to, pertains only to individuals as such. Moreover, the idea that members of identifiable groups are fulfilled only to the extent that they identify with their identifiable group is not only spurious sociology, it is also deeply insulting to those the Court would include within the identifiable group category; for it assumes that they, unlike those of us ostensibly from non-identifiable groups, are inevitably and inexorably prisoners of their identifiable group identities.75 Even more than this, however, it places the Court right in the center of identifiable group "identity" politicking. For surely the Court cannot be unaware of the likelihood that there will be more than one "preferred" conception of any such group's "proper" identity, and, therefore, generally more than one competitor within any particular group vying for the right to determine this identity both authoritatively and permanently. However, by focusing on the identities of group members rather than of individuals per se, the Court's argument naively supports whatever power-outcome currently obtains among identifiable group identity-determining competitors.76 Adding insult to injury, its authoritative pronunciation inevitably enforces this outcome as well. The prospect of such an eventuality can only depress those who believe that freedom of expression is essential to individual self-fulfillment.

A2: We Should Speak From Our Subject Location

Affirming identity as the basis of speech value entrenches racism because it turns cultural experience into a currency that gets traded for the right to speak.

Litowitz ’97  (Douglas, JD – Northwestern and PhD – Loyola U. Chicago, University of Notre Dame Law Review, “SOME CRITICAL THOUGHTS ON CRITICAL RACE THEORY”, 72 Notre Dame L. Rev. 503, L/N)

Sigmund Freud once used the expression "narcissism of minor differences" to denote how various ethnic groups proclaim their uniqueness and superiority over other ethnicities based upon a handful of idiosyncratic traits, when in fact they are not very different from the other groups. n34 Freud's terminology seems to fit much of the work being done in CRT to the extent that many critical race theorists end up writing about themselves on the ground that their personal experience is unique and that there is something special that they can contribute because they are black, Latino, Asian, and so on. So instead of writing an article on why a particular law is wrong or unconstitutional, the critical race scholar provides a "raced" or "situated" analysis along the lines of: The Black View of Case X, or The Latino Perspective on Statute Y. Inevitably the authors of these types of articles write about the perspective of those who share their ethnicity. I must admit some reservations about the ultimate value of this scholarship.  In Critical Race Theory we find Jennifer Russell writing about what it is like to be a black woman law professor; n35 Margaret Montoya (a [*517]  Latina law professor) writing about what it is like to grow up Latina and to attend Harvard Law School; n36 Robert Chang writing about what it is like to be an Asian-American legal writing instructor; n37 and Alan Freeman (a white law professor) writing about how his whiteness is an "inescapable feature" and an "uncrossable gap" which might render him incapable of truly contributing to CRT. n38  Many of these writers are writing about themselves, and not just about how this or that event has influenced them (for example, how growing up black has motivated someone to be a civil rights lawyer), but writing about deeply personal events that are seemingly unrelated to legal questions. For example, two authors in this collection discuss in detail how they wear their hair, one article starting with the refrain, "I want to know my hair again, to own it, to delight in it again." n39 Generally speaking, articles in this vein have a similar format: first a series of personal stories and memoirs, then a discussion of cases and statutes from 1750 to 1950 in which courts have been insensitive to the target group, and then a conclusion which states that prejudice is still alive and well today. In most articles there is little discussion of the law as it is now, although abominations like Dred Scott v. Sandford, n40 Plessy v. Ferguson, n41 and Korematsu v. United States n42 are repeatedly mentioned. And when recent cases are mentioned, they are often discussed without an effort by the author to see both sides of the issue - to see how the court could have reached its decision.  CRT's message about the legacy of racism is important, but one gets the impression that writing these pieces is a relatively easy game to play, that all one needs is an angle, a personal trait which can serve as an entrance into the game; and if one possesses several angles, she can write about how these facets intersect, that is, what it is like to lie  [*518]  at the "intersectionality" of blackness and femininity, n43 or to be Latino and gay.  I am not a critical race scholar but I could probably produce a manuscript in this vein in a relatively short time by following the standard format. I would begin with a story about what it was like to grow up Jewish, how I went to temple, celebrated Passover, got ridiculed by kids at school, heard people refer to Jews as "kikes," went to Germany and became depressed about the Holocaust, how I see swastikas in the bathrooms at the school where I teach, and so on. I could then discuss how Jews were discriminated against here in America, how we couldn't attend certain schools, couldn't vacation in certain places. And I could conclude by saying that anti-Semitism still exists today and that we should be on the lookout for it.  But we need to ask where these stories and narratives lead in the law, especially constitutional law. The answer is nowhere. The reason for this is that in most cases the law does not turn on my private story about growing up Jewish, nor does it turn on anybody's personal account of being black, Hispanic, and so on: these are private issues; the law turns on public issues.  To see this, consider what would happen if I (or any other Jew) were asked to determine, first as a Jew, then as a judge, the infamous case Village of Skokie v. National Socialist Party of America. n44 How would my situated perspective as a Jew differ from my perspective as a judge in reaching an answer to the question whether the Nazis have the right to march in a predominantly Jewish suburb? Would my raised consciousness as a Jew somehow transform my judicial opinion from a generic opinion into a Jewish opinion?  Perhaps I am na<um i>ve, but it seems that my status as a Jew really doesn't matter when it comes time to rule on the constitutionality of the ordinance in Skokie, because that issue turns on a public question about the Constitution as it affects all Americans, not on the private question about what it is like for me to be a Jew. Certainly, as a Jew I have some insights into the horrors of Nazism, but this, standing alone, does not give me a privileged interpretation of the Constitution as it affects Jews and Nazis. If anything, it might distort my view of the Constitution, making me a poor judge of the law. My "raised consciousness" is useful in the sense that I will be unlikely to hold mistaken beliefs about Jews, but my decision in this case will come down  [*519]  to constitutional doctrine, and the right decision in Skokie is the right decision for us all - black, white, Jew, Asian, and, I suppose, Nazi.  Much CRT scholarship seems to be infused with the mistaken notion that blacks have a unique ability to write about how the law affects blacks, that only Hispanics can really see how the law affects Hispanics, that white judges can't act as good judges in cases involving these "out-groups." So the movement can easily fracture into a composite of diverse people who write about themselves and their out-group; each person claims a scholarship interest in his own ethnicity or gender or both. The notion that each race has a unique view of the law is common in CRT, as we can see from the following reading of Plessy and Brown v. Board of Education n45 by a black CRT scholar: "From a white perspective, it is unclear what is wrong with separate but equal, but when one takes a black perspective, it is easy to see why Plessy was wrong and why Brown was constitutionally right." n46 This passage ignores the point that the Constitution (and other laws) are public documents that affect all of us regardless of our race - so Plessy was wrong from any decent perspective, and Brown was right from any perspective; it is not a question of black and white, but a question of right and wrong.  Part of the problem here is that CRT seems to fall victim to balkanization, a splintering effect in which each racial, ethnic, or gender category becomes a unitary focus, to the neglect of the fragile overlapping consensus which binds us. Thus Paulette Caldwell contributes A Hair Piece n47 which goes into great detail about her own hair as a way of exploring the issues raised in a federal case which upheld the right of American Airlines to prohibit a black employee from wearing her hair in braids. n48 The court found that the company's rule against braided hair applied neutrally to both blacks and whites (at the time, the movie "10" had popularized braided hair for white women), and the court also pointed out that the rule did not discriminate against an immutable racial characteristic of blacks, such as bushy hair or dark skin. This was a controversial decision, and, like Caldwell, I disagree with the court's ruling; but the wrongfulness of the decision is not really affected in any way (nor is any light shed on the decision) by finding out how Caldwell wears her own hair. The implication from Caldwell's discussion of her hair is that she has special knowledge of  [*520]  this case because she is black, a special ability to see that the court was wrong. But we don't need an argument against a bad decision from a black perspective; we need an argument that works from all reasonable perspectives, especially if we want to convince people who are outside our race and ethnicity.

A2: You Exclude Us/Silencing (Content)

Obviously we exclude some content. You need a topical plan but there’s lots of ways to incorporate critical advocacy into policy debate. You can talk about the effects of overseas deployment on minorities or how it perpetuates imperialism. You can make arguments about what evidence is valid to prove a point and focus on narrative or personal experience as the only valid justification by defending standpoint epistemology.

They’ll say these arguments never win, but that isn’t justification for including them. If the argument is good, judges vote for it. The fact that these arguments usually lose is just evidence that they are bad arguments. Assuming a priori that your argument is correct, then slapping anyone who disagrees with a label of racism is anti-educational and contrary to the very idea of resolving disputes through reasoned arguments.

Claims of silencing or exclusion are just whining to disguise the fact that people don’t actually care. 

Heinrichs ’98  (Terry, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – York U., Alberta Law Review, “Censorship as Free Speech! Free Expression Values and the Logic of Silencing in R. v. Keegstra”, 36 Alta. L. Rev. 835, L/N)

125 The silencing argument, thirdly, bespeaks a certain resentment over the fact that relatively few persons seem to have bought into the ideological positions advanced by its particular proponents, and an arrogance of attitude to match perhaps fueled by this fact. "What we believe is true," so the reasoning seems to go, "therefore something must be wrong. Either the game was rigged against us from the start so that our messages never got through to those who needed to hear them (or got through but only in a distorted version), or if these messages did get through clearly and unambiguously, something about the auditors themselves must have rendered them incapable of seeing such obvious truths. Perhaps they have been brainwashed by the 'flood' of pornography, hate speech, etc., in circulation. But whatever the cause, it is clear that their consciousnesses are false and need raising.222 By 'sending messages' about what one can and cannot say, laws like s. 319(2) do just that." While such reasoning is certainly common coin for many of those who argue the silencing case,223 it is the arrogance of such thinking that led McLachlin J. to say that freedom of expression does not include "the right to be believed,"224 and it was this selfsame arrogance that J.S. Mill termed an "assumption of infallibility."225 Whatever the label, the one possibility the thesis cannot countenance is the one possibility that makes the most sense: namely, that in relevant part anyway, their arguments have been both heard and understood -- and rejected. And though I find it very hard to believe that a speech suppressive strategy is strictly and necessarily a left-wing phenomenon, Charles Fried put the point well when he asked "what in the world are these people talking about?"          o They cannot literally mean that their messages are drowned out in the sense that those who wish to hear them cannot. It is not as if the networks or The Wall Street Journal were actually jamming the broadcasting of anyone's views. What these people really mean is that not many people are interested; or are not interested for long; or, like myself, if interested are not at all persuaded. In this respect these critics are like annoying children who whine at their parents, "you're not listening to me," when what they mean is, "however much I go on, you don't think I'm right." This whining is dressed up in the self-serving jargon of false consciousness, domination, and cultural-hegemonism ... all of which is intended to show how the vulgarity of the competing media is at fault for causing people to ignore the left's more weighty message. What this comes to, of course, is that what some on the left have to say is so boring or so unconvincing that people would rather watch Wheel of Fortune. But is that really Wheel of Fortune's fault?226

Seriously, the public sphere is saturated with progressive meassages.

Weinstein ’98  (James, Amelia Lewis Prof. Constitutional Law and Faculty Fellow – Center for the Study of Law, Science, & Technology – ASU, Law and Philosophy, “Taking Liberties with the First Amendment”, 17:2, March, JSTOR)

Assuming for the sake of argument that some women are silenced by pornography and some minorities by hate speech, what ideas might we suppose have been suppressed by such silencing? Likely candidates are messages of gender and racial equality. But it cannot seriously be maintained that these messages are missing from contemporary public discourse. Nor is this discourse bereft of radical perspectives from women and minorities. The voices of Catharine MacKinnon, Andrea Dworkin, Louis Farrakhan, Malcolm X, and other radicals continue to be heard. Perhaps there are perspectives that the public has been deprived of due to the silencing effects of hate speech and pornography, but Fiss offers no help in identifying these missing perspectives. Fiss champions the silencing argument because he believes that it honors free speech values better than contending theories for banning hate speech and pornography. But from an empirical point of view the silencing argument is even weaker than the more familiar argument that hate speech and pornography cause discrimination and violence against minorities and women. Proponents of this argument at least identify the specific harm and adduce some anecdotal evidence. Additionally, close examination of the mechanics of the alleged silencing undercuts Fiss's claim that the silencing theory avoids the pitfall of regulating speech because of its persuasive power. According to Fiss, hate speech and pornography both "disable[] and discredit[] a would-be speaker" (p. 25) (emphasis added). But whatever might be said about banning speech because it "disables" others from speaking,5 banning speech because it "discredits" others is hardly a rationale that avoids reliance on the persuasive power of speech. Hate speech and pornography can "impair [the] credibility" of minorities and women, deprive their words of "authority," and make it as "though they said nothing" (p. 16 ), only if such expression has persuaded others to see women as sex objects and minorities as second class citizens, or in some other demeaned status. But as even Fiss recognizes elsewhere,6 speech that persuades others to view the world and those in it in a particular way, lies at the heart of First Amendment protection.

A2: You Exclude Us/Silencing (Techne)

Even if the jargon is inaccessible it creates modes of analysis that are critical to analyzing public policy and evaluation outside debate. 

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp. 286)

Even the specialized jargon required to play the game success-fully has benefits in terms of analyzing and understanding society's problems. Consider the terminology of the "disadvantage" against the affirmative's plan: There is a "link" between the plan and some effect, or "impact"; the link can be actions that push us over some "threshold" to an impact, or it can be a "linear" relationship where each increase causes an increase in the impact; the link from the affirmative plan to the impact must be "unique," in that the plan itself is largely responsible for the impact; the affirmative may argue a "turnaround" to the disadvantage, claiming it as an advantage for the plan. Such specialized jargon may separate debate talk from other types of discourse, but the ideas represented here are also significant and useful for analyzing the relative desirability of public policies. There really are threshold and brink issues in evaluating public policies. Though listening to debaters talk is somewhat disconcerting for a lay person, familiarity with these concepts is an essential means of connecting the research they do with the evaluation of options confronting citizens and decision makers in political and social contexts. This familiarity is directly related to the motivation and the ability to get involved in issues and controversies of public importance.

Turn – Jargon good. It is essential to facilitate the growth of knowledge through specialization and ultimately fuels cross-disciplinary interaction.

Montgomery ‘4  (Scott, Science, “Of Towers, Walls, and Fields: Perspectives on Language in Science”, 2-27, 303(5662), EBSCO)

What, then, of our second theme, the growth and consequence of jargon? Nearly every scientist has familiarity in this area too. Consider the entomologist faced with an issue of Physics Today or Cell, the graduate student in oceanography doing battle with an article in Atmospheric Research. These are not impossible or even improbable encounters, but they would likely be difficult ones. Even within single fields, boundaries of terminology may seem to hopelessly divide specialties and subspecialties, whose numbers grow greatly with each passing decade. How far has this process gone? Calling oneself a "gravitational wave physicist" or an "expert on leg anatomy of Early Cretaceous sauropods" is not at all extraordinary. In the meantime, "biology" and "geology" have evolved into the "life sciences" and "earth and planetary sciences." Ours is the era of such pluralizations. They, too, are part of the language of science.  The birth of new fields, and thus new vocabularies, has been a defining aspect of scientific progress. Specialization reveals itself as a mark of intellectual vigor, the historical sign that in order to expand and deepen, natural science has had to diversify and concentrate. It has had to pursue new subject matter, engage in greater precision, work at smaller or larger levels of observational and analytical scale, take up higher mathematics, and develop improved laboratory technologies, all the while inventing new terms and phrases to express the new knowledge and new practices gained. On the surface, these new vocabularies have seemed to turn science into a glitter of disconnected realms, self-contained linguistic galaxies spinning outward, ever apart.  Yet this perception, however common, misses something critical about the nature of each field's dilemma — and, perhaps, the dilemma of its nature. Increasing specialization, rather than causing only a spiralling dispersal has resulted in new connections of its own, new cross-over. Growing specialization has generated an ever-greater range of opportunities — even demands — for the sharing of language. For instance, the power to examine, analyze, and manipulate phenomena at smaller and smaller scales has brought the province of the molecular, once reserved for chemists, into immediate relevance for botany, zoology, medicine, meteorology, many areas of geology, engineering, and so on. This has meant the adoption of terminologies appropriate to such scales of observation and analysis.  Commingling has a number of sources. Integration of computer technology into nearly every aspect of science is one. The adaptive use of other technologies (e.g., nuclear magnetic resonance, laser optics, and neural network applications) is another. Exploring phenomena from a multidisciplinary vantage — the human genome, for instance, or the surface of Mars — continues to be a major part of science. "Transdisciplinary research," as often said, has brought options and opportunities to every field. Formerly separate areas have been united: biopaleogeography, psychoneuroimmunology, planetary geophysics, and chemical anthropology, among many others. At every step is the increased sharing of terminologies. Ours is indeed an era of pluralisms, but a fruitful era as well.  The language of science, in consequence, reveals patterns of divergence and convergence both. This language, as it evolves, is headed neither toward ultimate unity nor utter diaspora. Barriers set up by specialized jargon exist, without doubt, as they have for some time. Yet many have become increasingly porous, allowing flow in both directions. Such will undoubtedly continue — science is today the most active area of language creation.

*** RACE ARGUMENT ANSWERS ***

A2: You Let People Say Racist Stuff

All our impact comparison on the overview proves that fairness outweighs fluctuations in argument content. Also the PROCESS of switch-side debate encourages tolerance for other people and their viewpoints which outweighs specific instances where racist viewpoints are expressed.

Also, this argument is grossly overstated. Hate speech and racial slurs do happen but once or twice in a year. Mainstream arguments like hegemony good or imperialism good don’t direct verbal violence at debater participants. 

Two reasons it’s good to have these arguments in debate -- 

a) We can only know why racism is bad if we have the ability to attack it and rigorously test the idea. That’s Zappen.

b) Even if we know it is bad, we should sharpen the sword by constantly debating it.

Heinrichs ’98  (Terry, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – York U., Alberta Law Review, “Censorship as Free Speech! Free Expression Values and the Logic of Silencing in R. v. Keegstra”, 36 Alta. L. Rev. 835, L/N)

22 However, even assuming with Dickson C.J. that hate speech is of no value in the search for truth, it does not follow that hate speech is of no value at all in relation to truth. For one thing, as J.S. Mill pointed out long ago, even if we are convinced that we have the truth, it is good to have an adversary in the field to prevent us from falling into "the deep slumber of decided opinion."57 For another, even if we are convinced of the general falsity of the beliefs at issue, it is still more useful to have them circulating in the light of day than festering underground. Even if we think them patently false, they still speak a "truth" concerning "who believes what about whom" in society that is certainly important and useful to know -- particularly in a democracy.58
The benefits of allowing racist language outweigh the costs. Their argument is paternalistic towards minorities and prevents counter-mobilization.

Strossen ’90  (Nadine, Prof. Law – NYU, Duke Law Journal, “FRONTIERS OF LEGAL THOUGHT II THE NEW FIRST AMENDMENT: REGULATING RACIST SPEECH ON CAMPUS: A MODEST PROPOSAL?”, 1990 Duke L.J. 484, June, L/N)

There is a third reason why laws that proscribe racist speech could well undermine goals of reducing bigotry. As Professor Lawrence recognizes,  [*560]  given the overriding importance of free speech in our society, any speech regulation must be narrowly drafted. n391 Therefore, it can affect only the most blatant, crudest forms of racism. The more subtle, and hence potentially more invidious, racist expressions will survive. Virtually all would agree that no law could possibly eliminate all racist speech, let alone racism itself. If the marketplace of ideas cannot be trusted to winnow out the hateful, then there is no reason to believe that censorship will do so. The most it could possibly achieve would be to drive some racist thought and expression underground, where it would be more difficult to respond to such speech and the underlying attitudes it expresses. n392 The British experience confirms this prediction. n393  The positive effect of racist speech -- in terms of making society aware of and mobilizing its opposition to the evils of racism -- are illustrated by the wave of campus racist incidents now under discussion. Ugly and abominable as these expressions are, they undoubtedly have had the beneficial result of raising public consciousness about the underlying societal problem of racism. If these expressions had been chilled by virtue of university sanctions, then it is doubtful that there would be such widespread discussion on campuses, let alone more generally, about the real problem of racism. n394 Consequently, society would be less mobilized to attack this problem. Past experience confirms that the public airing of racist and other forms of hate speech catalyzes communal efforts to redress the bigotry that underlies such expression and to stave off any discriminatory conduct that might follow from it. n395   [*561]  Banning racist speech could undermine the goal of combating racism for additional reasons. Some black scholars and activists maintain that an anti-racist speech policy may perpetuate a paternalistic view of minority groups, suggesting that they are incapable of defending themselves against biased expressions. n396 Additionally, an anti-hate speech policy stultifies the candid intergroup dialogue concerning racism and other forms of bias that constitutes an essential precondition for reducing discrimination. In a related vein, education, free discussion, and the airing of misunderstandings and failures of sensitivity are more likely to promote positive intergroup relations than are legal battles. The rules barring hate speech will continue to generate litigation and other forms of controversy that will exacerbate intergroup tensions. Finally, the censorship approach is diversionary. It makes it easier for communities to avoid coming to grips with less convenient and more expensive, but ultimately more meaningful, approaches for combating racial discrimination.

A2: You Let People Say Racist Stuff

The fact that we allow racist speech doesn’t mean we support it. For example, the fact that Robert Mugabe is anti-racist and killed a bunch of people and wrecked the economy it doesn’t mean that every anti-racist person is a murderer.

Heinrichs ’98  (Terry, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – York U., Alberta Law Review, “Censorship as Free Speech! Free Expression Values and the Logic of Silencing in R. v. Keegstra”, 36 Alta. L. Rev. 835, L/N)
91 If, as the Court says, the promotion of hatred against identifiable groups undermines equality, destroys multiculturalism, and "muzzles the voice of truth," then tolerating the promotion of hatred when it could proscribe the activity might be said to make the government complicitous in bringing about these very disbenefits. To tolerate the promotion of hatred would then appear to be tantamount to promoting it oneself. If it were, then on the basis of LEAF's argument which the majority said it accepts,170 Parliament would be sponsoring group hatred and, thus in violation of s. 15. But if this is the Court's reasoning, then it would also appear to be recognizing an affirmative constitutional duty to proscribe hate speech. For if the values attacked by the promotion of hatred are mandated by the Charter as the Court believes they are, and if giving "free rein to the promotion of hatred" has the effects the Court believes it has, then there is ex hypothesi a positive obligation on the part of Parliament to proscribe it.171 While in Keegstra the Court never explicitly recognizes such a duty and limits its holding simply to sanctioning the constitutionality of s. 319(2), its reasoning implicitly does.  92 But is the mere toleration of hate speech in effect, even if not in intention, tantamount to the promotion of hatred? Why, in a regime which protects everyone's right to speak, should it be assumed that the mere act of toleration promotes any particular view? Perhaps because the Court bought into Mari Matsuda's contention that,          o To be hated, despised, and alone is the ultimate fear of all human beings. However irrational racist speech may be, it hits right at the emotional place where we feel the most pain. The aloneness comes not only from the hate message itself, but also from the government response of tolerance. When hundreds of police officers are called out to protect racist marchers, when the courts refuse redress for racial insult, and when racist attacks are officially dismissed as pranks, the victim becomes a stateless person. Target-group members can either identify with a community that promotes racist speech, or they can admit that the community does not include them.172  However, besides implying that tolerant governments are hate promoters, the contention that target-group members are forced either to "identify with a community that promotes racist speech," or to "admit that the community does not include them," powerfully insults the intelligence of target-group members. For if mere tolerance of hate speech were enough to make them believe that the community is racist, then they would also have to believe that because the government tolerates the marches of Trotskyists, the government is Trotskyist; because it protects the persons of "lesbigays," it is lesbian, gay and bisexual all rolled into one; because it refrains from jailing Nazis, it is fascist; or, for that matter, because it tolerates the existence of evil, that it is evil! Suffice it to say that any such argument misses the rather obvious third option -- namely, that mere toleration of expression in a regime dedicated to the free expression of opinion carries no necessary implications whatever of support for any particular group or cause tolerated.173
A2: All Your Stuff Is Made Up/Racist

We’ve given warrants for every argument above. A vague assertion shouldn’t trump sound explanation. If we make a credible assertion the burden of rejoinder is on them to demonstrate why each argument of ours is a racist lie.

You should use objectivity and falsifiability to determine truth. Asserting racial bias or claiming that subject location influences truth undermines any possibility of meaningful knowledge.

Epstein ’93  (Richard, James Parker Hall Distinguished Service Prof. Law – U. Chicago, Stanford Law Review, “Legal Education and the Politics of Exclusion”, 45 Stan. L. Rev. 1607, July, L/N)

One source of exclusivity is an attempt to redefine the relationship between experience and knowledge. Under the traditional view, there is the class of necessary truths, but these are concerned with mathematical ideas, syllogisms, and definitions. In and of themselves, they tell us little about the external world, even though they supply the analytical tools and the conceptual framework that are indispensable for understanding the world that lies beyond their ken. Once sharpened, these tools must be applied to data that is gained through a combination of observation, testing, and critical intelligence about some natural or social phenomenon. By insisting that knowledge is acquired through experience, classical philosophers understood the limits of pure deductive reasoning: Nothing could be found in the conclusion that was not already contained in the premises. n28 Human experience gave the link to the external world.  An integral component of the role of experience, however, was that all human experience mattered. There was no hint of exclusion. The power of language and science was that experiential information could be understood by all. Granted, differences in background and experience may well lead persons to have singular insights or observations about the external world; but the motivation whereby they obtained information about the world had little to do with the verification of the information they obtained, which itself could be checked through neutral processes and compared with the observations and theories of others in the relevant field. n29 The heuristics and biases of various persons could only enrich the scope of knowledge by opening up a set of analogies and experiments that no one person, however insightful or clever, could develop alone. In short, it was possible to have separate and idiosyncratic ways of acquiring the truth while having universal means for understanding and verifying what constituted that truth. n30 The diversity of  [*1618]  perspectives therefore enriched the dialogue and showed the strength of open competition.  In the modern world of race and gender studies, this conception is regarded as wholly alien to the all important social inquiries. The thought that principles of verification can be neutral and universal has been replaced by a notion that truths, like people, are socially situated and constructed. Persons not possessing the requisite set of personal experiences are thought to be outside the loop: While they might be able to understand what insiders know or feel, they can never exercise independent intelligence to decide whether a claim is true or false. If one wants to understand what is meant by oppression, indignity, brutality or indifference, the argument goes, then one must be the victim of those experiences, or at least share the same race or sex of those who are. A statement of Mari Matsuda illustrates this position:   This article suggests that those who have experienced discrimination speak with a special voice to which we should listen. Looking to the bottom - adopting the perspective of those who have seen and felt the falsity of the liberal promise - can assist critical scholars in the task of fathoming the phenomenology of law and defining the elements of justice. n31    This brief passage reveals much of what is wrong with modern critical race theory. It begins with a plea that "we" should listen to those who speak with a "special voice." Yet by the next sentence, the "we" becomes "critical scholars," not the general community of academics. The knowledge that the disadvantaged possess is obtained by experience, but it is apparently immune to cross-examination, for "the falsity of the liberal premise" is something that they have "seen and felt" and thus rises by assumption to the status of a self-evident certitude beyond challenge by outsiders, even those who started at the bottom and may have risen by dint of hard work. Finally, even the task of "defining justice" appears to be one that falls to the critical scholars, as if the rest of us are unable to add anything of moment to the debate.  Matsuda's passage also appears to reject the possibility of intelligent empathy, whereby one can think creatively about her own experiences to imag [*1619]  ine the predicament of others. n32 It suggests that those without first-hand experience can neither discuss its implications nor evaluate the various proposals that are designed to correct whatever imbalances are perceived. Thus, people like myself who were lucky to grow up in privileged family circumstances cannot even rely on their own observation of other individuals and other communities to advance their own understanding or persuade others. There is, in short, a sustained effort to exclude outsiders from the debate, allowing only those with preferred wisdom and insight to enter a social discourse.  Forms of scholarship such as Matusda's are but one form of attack on the traditional aspiration to universal knowledge. So too, I believe, is the rise of narrative accounts by feminist and critical race scholars, of which Professor Delgado's contribution to this symposium is typical. n33 In narrative, the address is personal and literary. The characters are of the author's own invention and can be easily endowed with whatever strengths and weaknesses best serve to advance the tale. The use of this art form cuts out any appeal to quantitative data or general theory, and is always congenial to strong expressions of personal belief. Because narrative adopts the perspective and voice of a single author, it cannot be easily refuted by the usual forms of social science evidence. Other authors have different voices and perspectives, and there is no contradiction between the proposition that "A believes X," and "B believes not-X," even if there is a contradiction between X and not-X. The author can hint that in his view the narrative does express some larger truth entitled to respect in its own right. Yet by the same token, his narrative does not lend itself to refutation by the forms of evidence and argument that can be raised against more traditional forms of scholarly discussion. When the going gets tough, the narrative becomes an art form, an exercise of literary imagination. When the waters are calm, it is transformed into an idealized account of a widespread social problem. Either way, the narrative adds its strength to the politics of exclusion by presenting a moving target to more traditional practitioners of the academic art.  The dangers of such an exclusionary approach should be apparent to all, but too often they are not. The most important questions of race and sex generally do not concern intragroup relationships. Rather, they address the relationships between persons of different groups: men and women, black and white, and so on. One cannot consider rape to be strictly a woman's question when the rapist is male and when the rules governing the crime of rape affect men who act with honorable intentions as well as those who do not. Indeed, on the critical question of consent to charges of rape, no complete account can ignore the behavior and perceptions of both individuals,  [*1620]  especially when miscommunications can easily arise. n34 Similarly, in dealing with issues such as the distribution of voting rights, the control of criminal and civil juries, or the operation of harassment or discrimination, interactions take place between persons of all races and both sexes. If one assumes that only those with unique experiences can participate in the dialogue, then no one can speak with intelligence about these issues; for each of us possess only partial knowledge, leaving open the possibility of both error and bias. Only by admitting all interested persons into the academic discourse can we mitigate the inaccuracies caused by this sampling bias.  Furthermore, exclusionary practices can lead to a fragmentation of the political system. Many people now have strong and enduring reasons to distrust the opinions of others solely for reasons of their race, religion, ethnic origin and the like.  No matter how it is sliced, any exclusionary system has to lead to a skepticism that is inimical to the central academic mission of any university or law school. If each side can claim the uniqueness of its own insights, then there is no way to broker differences among persons who come from different backgrounds or begin with different beliefs. The form of relativism that allows for the special dignity of the black experience or the female experience makes it impossible to explain to skeptical outsiders why those insights should command special respect. Moreover, this philosophical approach implies that every narrative - including that of the white male, or even the fringe lunatic - should be exempt from outside scrutiny. But no one is entitled to the comfort of a risk-free position in public discourse. The diversity of experience and the distinctiveness of perceptions is both an opportunity for understanding and an obstacle to it. Nevertheless, the usual requirements of coherence in argument, articulation of theory, and the marshalling and evaluation of evidence must remain intact if the academic mission of a university or law school is to be fulfilled.
A2: All Your Stuff Is Made Up/Racist

Their evidence for racist scholarship is terrible. Most of their authors are just citing the same assertion in earlier jargon-laced lefty specialty journals, then backing it up with terrible isolated examples.

Short ’88  (Thomas, Associate Prof. Philosophy – Kenyon College, Academic Questions, “”Diversity” and “Breaking the Disciplines”: Two New Assaults on the Curriculum”, 1(3), September, Ebsco)

Third, as soon as the second error has been dispatched, we are told that we have missed the real point, which is that the liberal arts, because they have been created by white men, embody a white and male and (as is often added) heterosexual point of view. This is a point of view, the argument continues, from which white patriarchy is seen as inevitable and as right. To impose that point of view on women, blacks, Hispanic Americans homosexuals, etc., is to make them internalize the rationale for their own domination by white male heterosexuals. The black man who is “white” inside willingly cooperates in his own exploitation by white society, just as women have been taught, and therefore sincerely believe, that their rightful role is subordinate to men. And so on. It is a remarkable symptom of the present extraordinary situation in higher education that one segment of the academic community regards such views, so far as they are acquainted with them at all, as sheerest nonsense, and refuses to believe that anyone, least of all their colleagues, could take that nonsense seriously or that it will be taken seriously long enough or by enough people to pose a real threat, while another rapidly growing segment is busily elaborating these ideas and teaching them to their students. Those in the former camp are urged to glance through the assigned readings in the women’s studies courses on their campuses or read through some of the treatises written on black studies pedagogy.  The views just summarized—and, if anything, understated—are “supported” by the recent flood of politicized and shoddy scholarship which serious scholars do not want to dignify by reasoned reply. Unfortunately, reply is now urgently needed. For this “scholarship” has been given spurious legitimacy by the creation of academic journals that print it and academic specialties that teach it, by the book lists of reputable publishers, and by page-counting administrators who grant tenure on the basis of such publications. There is no room here for critical examination of that literature. However, even a quick review reveals that its pretensions are not borne out by its accomplishments. It pretends to show that white patriarchy is a deeply buried presupposition of all the sciences and all the various departments of traditional scholarship. To establish this, it relies sometimes on abstract argument and sometimes on examples of racist or sexist bias. The abstract argument is inevitably circular; it consists of restating the conclusion in one or another of the trendy and obfuscatory jargons of the present day, e.g., the writings of the French feminists relying on Lacanian psychoanalysis and deconstruction. As for the examples of bias that have been cited, they are few in number, though endlessly repeated, and fall into three classes. First, there are those are just as dubious as the generalizations they are supposed to support. Second, there are utterly trivial examples. That Virgil mistook the queen bee for a king may indicate his proclivity for patriarchy, but it does not show any blinding prejudice anywhere: even male apiarists can identify eggs. Third, there are serious examples of bias, but they are just where one might expect them—in areas of research that impinge directly on social policy, such as theories and measurements of intelligence. Biased conclusions of those types are identified and corrected by the usual methods of science and scholarship, and have been identified and corrected mostly by white males. Hence, no prejudices built into the very nature of scholarship are demonstrated.  The theories these shoddy arguments are supposed to support are in any case implausible. It is their implausibility that makes them seem to some people to be exciting, sophisticated, or profound. However, this same implausibility puts the burden of proof on those who subscribe to these doctrines, and that burden, as we have just seen, has not been borne. Excitement is not enough reason to justify the view that there is a racist or sexist bias in subjects having nothing to do with either sex or race. And where we could plausibly expect a racially or sexually conditioned perspective to make a difference, in the parts of literature that probe social relations, there are contributions of blacks and women have been particularly noted. Finally, the history of the liberal arts is inconsistent with the idea that they front for white patriarchy (much less, as is often suggested, capitalist “exploitation”). The liberal arts have been the creation of people of all sorts of complexions, including many women and a relatively high percentage of homosexuals, working and writing under the greatest possible variety of political regimes, and, in the case of political theorists, poets, and philosophers, often writing against political oppression. If there is one theme underlying the liberal arts, it is liberation. 

A2: All Your Stuff Is Made Up/Racist

No racism.

Rosen ’96  (Jeffrey, Prof. Law – GW,  New Republic, “The Bloods and the Crits”, 12-9, L/N)

In a chapter called "Unequal Justice in the State Criminal Justice System," Higginbotham repeats his explosive thesis: "To use Cornel West's felicitous phrase, Race matters.'... Unfortunately, I remain confident that even today there are many cases whose outcome can be explained only by way of racial considerations." But again Higginbotham points to no contemporary cases to support his assertion. As an example of "Apartheid in the Courthouse, " he cites a case concerning segregated seating in the courtroom from 1948; but then he acknowledges that it was overturned in 1963. In a section called " Overt Discrimination by Judges in the Courtroom," he cites a case from 1963 in which a trial judge held a black witness in contempt after she refused to answer a prosecutor who addressed her by her first name; but then he acknowledges that the contempt judgment was summarily reversed by the Supreme Court. Higginbotham's most recent example of judicial misconduct is a California superior court judge who, in 1982, made racist comments off the bench; but then Higginbotham himself concedes that the judge was publicly censured by the California Supreme Court. How all of this adds up to what Higginbotham calls "a jurisprudential culture" of "black inferiority" in the state criminal justice system today is hard to discern.

Prefer this argument – it’s supported by survey evidence

Gomez and Wilson ‘6  (Brad, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. South Carolina, and J. Matthew, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. South Carolina, Journal of Politics, “ Rethinking Symbolic Racism: Evidence of Attribution Bias”, 68:3, Wiley Interscience)
A critical component of whites' attitudes toward blacks is their beliefs about the causes of poverty in the black community and social inequality between the races more generally.1 These attitudes contribute significantly to whites' positions on public policies geared to ameliorate racial inequities, such as affirmative action (e.g., Hughes and Tuch 2000; Sniderman et al. 1986) and welfare (Gilens 1996). For some whites, the observed disparity between the races is a function of systemic causes, such as unequal educational and job opportunities or a legacy of discrimination ("structuralist attributions"; Feagin 1972). Conversely, other whites view racial disparities as a product of traits stereotypically associated with individual African Americans, such as a poor work ethic or a lack of intelligence ("individualistic attributions").  Previous research—in political science and other disciplines—has shown that, while both structuralist and individualistic attributions contribute to whites' racial policy attitudes, the former, though less common, play a more powerful role than the latter in predicting these attitudes (e.g., Hunt 1996; Kluegel and Smith 1986). Individuals who accept structuralist explanations for black poverty are more supportive of policies intended to assist blacks. Yet many questions remain unanswered about how structuralist and individualistic attributions themselves are formed. Some scholars, most notably Kluegel and Smith (1986), provide a sociological explanation, arguing that socioeconomic status strongly shapes individuals' explanations for poverty. By this account, the difference in attribution patterns may merely be a function of social class—the "haves" think the "have-nots" are lazy, while the latter think the former benefit disproportionately from social arrangements. Perhaps the divergence runs deeper, stemming from psychological differences inherent in the construction of causality. After all, interpersonal attributions are a fundamental component of social cognition (Fiske and Taylor 1991). This raises a key question: Does an individual's cognitive complexity increase his or her likelihood of making certain causal linkages, while mitigating the perceived importance of competing explanatory factors?  In this paper, we advance a theory of heterogeneous attribution, wherein individual differences in cognitive sophistication within a relevant domain condition the tendency to attribute responsibility to proximal (individualistic) or more global (structuralist) causes. We argue that individuals low in political sophistication, controlling for other factors such as ideology and racial animus, are unlikely to attribute responsibility for racial inequality to social causes. Given a more limited comprehension of the sociopolitical world, low sophisticates have a decreased propensity to construct broad social explanations and, correspondingly, to devise/ acknowledge social solutions. High political sophisticates, who are more likely to understand the complexity of the sociopolitical world, do have the cognitive capacity—a large store of integrated political referents in associative memory (e.g., McGraw and Pinney 1990; Tetlock 1995)—to make structuralist attributions, and are thus more likely to do so. In short, we contend that variation in whites' attributions regarding the causes of black poverty and social disadvantage is a function not simply of economic self-interest and/or racial prejudice, but also of cognitive style.  While the cognitive foundations of attributions for racial inequality are in themselves important, our work also has ramifications for the widely used and often debated concept of symbolic racism. Recent work by Tarman and Sears (2005) demonstrates that the factorial structure of the traditional symbolic racism scale is best explained by the structuralist and individualist attribution concepts. Consequently, we reexamine symbolic racism and its effect on policy attitudes in light of the theory of heterogeneous attribution. Simply put, we argue that individual responses to the battery of survey items generally used to create the symbolic racism measure may be biased by cognitive ability and shaped by factors completely independent of the underlying racial animus that the scale seeks to capture. This attribution bias affects placement on the symbolic racism scale, since those who respond positively to the structuralist items are considered low in symbolic racism, while individualist respondents are scored high. If the theory of heterogeneous attribution is accurate, individuals low in political sophistication may be biased against accepting the structuralist items and in favor of the individualist ones for reasons wholly apart from racial hostility or ideology. Thus, low sophisticates, all things equal, run a greater risk of being incorrectly classified as "symbolic racists." After demonstrating an empirical relationship between political sophistication and symbolic racism, we reevaluate the latter concept's impact on racial policy attitudes. We propose that an "errors in variables" correction be used when symbolic racism is employed as an independent variable in models, and show that the effect of symbolic racism as an explanation for racial policy attitudes may be grossly exaggerated.

A2: Whiteness/Masked Neutrality

Whitness isn’t disguised neutrality.

Frankenberg ‘1  (Ruth, Associate Prof. American Studies – UC Davis, in "The Making and Unmaking of Whiteness", Ed. Birgit Brander Rasmussen, p. 73-75)

Meanwhile, where was whiteness in this mercifully brief list of sad old stereotypes? An obvious, simple answer to this question would be to propose that it is invisible, or unmarked, as usual. However, it is all too easy to universalize the particular, to repeat the gestures of hegemony, when examining race. Hence the claim that "whiteness is invisible" is often made as though representative of a timeless certitude. For one of the truisms about whiteness with which scholarly critics of whiteness frequently operate at the present time is the idea that whiteness is an unmarked category. It is indeed one with which I myself worked for a number of years. The more one scrutinizes it, however, the more the notion of whiteness as unmarked norm is revealed to be a mirage or indeed, to put it even more strongly, a white delusion. The next interesting question is, then what is the nature, the character and the origin of this delusion, and when and how does its opposite, the marking of whiteness come about? In fact, it seems to me that the making and marking of whiteness needs to be accounted for before one can begin to understand its occasional, partial, and temporary unmarking in the late twentieth century. In fact, whiteness is in a continual state of being dressed and undressed, of marking and cloaking. It has been so since the time when the term was first used racially, partway through half a millennium of European imperializing travel through, settlement in, and expropriation from the Americas, Africa, parts of Asia, Australia, and the Pacific region. I will not, here, detail the enormously various and complicated processes by means of which colonization became a specifically racial project.8 Such work has been done elsewhere and deserves far more space and attention than I can offer it here.9 I will, though, note several of the results of that history especially pertinent to this discussion. First, it is critical to remember in examining the term "whiteness" that in the context of colonization, the constructs identified as "people(s)," "nations," "cultures," and "races" became complexly interwoven. This is why, in the present, they continue to bleed into one another in racist terms, with "American" apt to be taken to mean "white," for example. Second, we must remind ourselves that the term "race" was a relative latecomer on the linguistic scene,10 as was the name "white," and that indeed both terms were birthed by imperialism. It is not the case, then, that the previously neutral word "race" was "corrupted" by colonialism. Likewise, it is not true that a somehow benign notion of "whiteness" was then made malignant by the march of history. Neither construct existed prior to colonialism. This makes utterly misplaced, entirely falsely premised, the idea of a "return" to racial innocence. Equally impractical is the attempt to care out spaces within the terrain of whiteness unspoiled by the relations of colonialism. For that matter, the same is true of the terms blackness, Asianness, Nativeness, Chicana/o-Latina/o-ness, and so on. In short, we are all immersed in the waters of history, and those waters are pretty murky. Third, we must note that, like the word "race" and like "racial names" (whiteness, blackness, and so on), the words "culture,", "nation," and "people(s)" continue to be organized by hierarchical ranking systems dating back to the very beginning of the western European colonial project. In the colonial context, the naming of "cultures" and "peoples" was very much linked to naming and marking out a host of Others as beings deemed lesser than the "national" Selves who sought to dominate them. Further, those Others were named in terms that justified, at least in the minds of marauding nations, the legitimacy of colonization. In this context it is hardly surprising that "white" emerges as barely marked, again if only form the standpoints of white people themselves. And it is also not surprising that part of the project of naming whiteness would result in a sequence something like the following: appear, self-name, violate, plunder, appropriate, and become apparently invisible. Or was that invincible? Mercifully, not so. This system of naming and evasion might even have worked, but for the fact that the colonized were watching closely throughout, but for the reality of differences within whiteness and resultant boundary disputes for entry into the category, and but for the existence of some people of all races with alert minds, hearts, and spirits. Fourth and linked to all of the above, "whiteness" is positioned asymmetrically in relation to al other racial and cultural terms, again for reasons whose origins are colonial. Whiteness, or white people, I suggest, have through history mainly named themselves in order to say "I am not that Other." Whiteness is, while as relational as its others, less clearly marked except, ironically in terms of its not-Otherness. As I, and colleagues, have argued elsewhere, there are times when whiteness seems to mean only a defiant shout of "I am not that Other!"11 This indeed is why, to the chagrin of some white people, it becomes extraordinarily difficult for white people to name whiteness, and why whiteness has a habit-annoying for those who are trying to name it-of sliding into class and nationality all the time.12 Indeed, it is for the same reason that even words like "humanity" and "Man" (uppercacse "M") are very easily elided into whiteness, thus giving it the appearance of being unbounded.

Err neg. Almost none of their literature on whiteness has been empirically tested.

Hartmann et al ‘9  (Douglas, Prof. Soc. – U. Minnesota, Joseph Gerteis, Assistant Prof. Soc. – U. Minnesota, and Paul R. Croll, Assistant Prof. Soc. – Augustana College, Social Problems, “An Empirical Assessment of Whiteness Theory: Hidden from How Many?” 56:3, August)

With only a few exceptions (e.g., Bush 2004; Helms 1990), empirical work on whiteness in the United States has been historical, case based, and qualitative. The lack of attention to measurement and the empirical generalizability of core claims and assumptions has actually been a source of frustration to some of the strongest proponents of whiteness scholarship within the social sciences. Ashley Doane, for example, writes that one “major shortcoming of much of the existing literature on whiteness is its lack of empirical grounding” (Doane and Bonilla- Silva 2003:17).4 Monica McDermott and Frank Samson (2005) point out that the lack of measurement has important theoretical implications: “[A]ttempts at specifying concrete ways in which the process of white racial identity formation varies or experiences of whiteness differ have been considerably lacking . . . Consequently, we have no standard way of classifying how whiteness, or any other dominant group identity, is experienced” (p. 256). These problems cut two different and distinct ways. On the one hand, the lack of concrete supporting evidence and analysis allows whiteness scholarship to be dismissed by skeptics and remain marginalized from mainstream scholars of race and ethnic relations who expect a certain amount and type of empirical evidence to support and advance theories. At the same time, data limitations seriously impede the ability of whiteness studies as a field to clarify and extend certain theoretical claims. Thus, scholars of whiteness forgo the refinements and improvements that come when theories and facts confront each other on equal footing.

*** COUNTER-INTERP ANSWERS ***

A2: USFG Is Us

The USFG isn’t us. It’s the government based in DC. That’s Hartley.

All our standards are reasons to reject this interpretation. There’s no predictable literature about them as the federal government. We can’t research the change in perspective by one person, and even if we can it changes person to person which is simply too large in comparison to a single stable government actor. Plus or policy-making good arguments are all impact turns to this.

We should conceive of the state as external to our own ethical responsibilities. This is the only way to create a just society to confront the problem of violence towards the third other.

Fagana ‘9 (Madeleine, PhD Candidate in Int’l Pol. Dept. – Aberystwyth U., Contemporary Political Theory, “The Inseperability of Ethics and Politics: Rethinking the Third in Emmanuel Levinas”, 8, doi:10.1057/cpt.2008.20)

However, we can never live up to what the Other demands of us. We can never fulfil our responsibilities, never be assured that we have taken the responsible course of action, 'done the right thing'. The demands of the Other upon us are already infinite, because we are charged even with their responsibilities to Others, and we are always confronted also with our infinite responsibilities to the Third.    If the face-to-face, my complete responsibility to the Other, is necessarily a one-on-one situation, the presence of a Third immediately moves relations into a different realm, for in absolute responsibility to the first person I betray my duty to the second, and so on. The Third for Levinas creates a problem for the idea of infinite responsibility in the face-to-face relation: 'responsibility for the Other [...] is troubled and becomes a problem when a third party enters' (2004, p. 157).    If the Third is immediate, this problematization of responsibility is immediate. What this shift in focus does is to emphasize the way in which we are always obligated to one Other and to all the other Others, the generality, rules, institutions and norms. These demands are, necessarily, incompatible, because responding to the one Other via duty, rules or law is immediately to do violence to their alterity by approaching them as an instance of a type and to deny the immediacy of the face and its demands. This is, emphatically, not to say that the general, universal, rules, norms, law and so on have no place in Levinas's thought. Nor are they in any way secondary. What is key about Levinas's approach is the interpenetration of the general and the particular – he is concerned with 'Totality and Infinity' [emphasis added] rather than a hierarchy or choice between the two terms, as suggested by Dooley (2001, p. 43).    The Third means that our obligations are not clear; we can never fulfil them because the infinite responsibility we have to the Other and to the Third are necessarily completely incompatible because of the excessive nature of these responsibilities. We are, then, always irresponsible in any attempt to be responsible. The difficulty arises in the fact that there is always more than one Other or that the Other is not a unitary self-identical subject, which means that any taking up of responsibility in response to one Other is necessarily a dereliction of duty with regard to another Other. It is also, by extension, a dereliction of duty to the generality of rules and norms which would adjudicate between the claims of the Other and the other Others. We are in this sense always turning away from the face of the Other, sacrificing them and reneging on our responsibility to them, in part because what is demanded of us is infinite and excessive but also because the demand itself and the structure of the way that demands are relayed to us are always impossible because the Third is already there, in the demand, in the face of the Other. And, importantly, this impossibility is not a limit, weakness, or oversight in Levinas's work. It is the very fact that the call of the Other does not determine a particular response and that it is always in competition with the incompatible calls of other Others and provides no way of adjudicating between these demands that means that the possibility of responsibility, rather than the violence of an obsession with the one Other, or a clear knowledge of what we should do, is maintained.    Further, Levinas's approach of aligning responsibility with the choice to respond to the Other as face rather than in a totalizing way means that even in some hypothetical face-to-face relationship without the Third, 'being responsible' would not be possible. In a face-to-face without the Third there would be no possibility of decision and as such no possibility of responsibility. It is the possibility of the approach of proceeding from universality, entering into a totalizing relation with the Other that conditions the possibility of the response not being pre-determined; we could approach the face as face or we could approach it in a totalizing way. This possibility of there being a decision only happens when the Third enters (otherwise we would be completely commanded and our response determined by the face of the one Other), so the element of choice that Levinas seems to see as necessary for responsibility, or goodness, is only possible with the Third; it would not be possible to be responsible in this sense in the face-to-face. In the face-to-face we would know what to do, our obligations would be clear. But the Third is always already there in the face, our obligations are never clear, and rather than making responsibility impossible it is this which conditions its possibility. Responsibility (in terms of a responsible response rather than in terms of obligation) as a concept only makes sense with an appreciation of the Third in Levinas's work. It is the Third which conditions the possibility of responding in some un-predetermined way, of responding responsibly, but the Third simultaneously makes this responsibility impossible because there is no response which could meet my responsibilities to both the Other and the Third.    It is in this sense that Levinas must be seen as confronting an aporia of responsibility and in this sense that he does not attempt to offer a way out of the aporia, not because of a failure of his theorizing at this point, but through an acknowledgement that it is the aporia itself, and perhaps its foregrounding and recognition, which conditions the possibility of responsibility. As such, the idea of Levinas's face-to-face relation as providing the horizon or grounding for thinking about responsibility and politics becomes problematic.  Problematizing Ethics and Politics: The Ethico-Political    This interpenetration of the responsible and the irresponsible in the figure of the Third is mirrored in Levinas's discussion of ethics and politics. Levinas is sometimes read as calling for a critique or disruption of the political in the name of the ethical (Critchley, 1992, p. 223; Simmons, 1999, p. 98; Critchley, 2004, p. 182; Thomson, 2005, p. 101). Similarly, the idea of the passage or movement from ethics to knowledge, the Other to the Third and so on characterizes much of the debate regarding Levinas's political utility (Critchley, 1992, p. xiv; Simmons, 1999, p. 96). However, this approach relies on a distinction, both categorical and temporal, between these realms, which I do not think is to be found in much of Levinas's work. His understanding of ethics and politics, charity and justice is, I argue, more complex than this separation suggests and can be more usefully characterized by the idea of the ethico-political.    Levinas's approach to politics concerns the need to create institutions, rules, universalizable and generalizable structures as required by the Third. It also encompasses a more traditional, concrete understanding of politics, addressing issues such as the state and democracy, although these issues arise out of the same concerns.    It is justice that demands institutionalization and politics for Levinas. He is definite about the requirement for justice, which for him is in the realm of the general, abstract and universalizable: 'Justice is necessary, that is, comparison, coexistence, contemporaneousness, assembling, order, thematisation, the visibility of faces' (Levinas, 2004, p. 157). Justice is, he argues, the only way to regulate relations with other Others, the mechanism by which the claims of Others are compared and judged. Justice, as calculation and legislation, plays an important role: 'against the persecution which targets Others and especially those close by, one has to have recourse to justice' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 100).    Justice is necessary because of the Third, immediately present in the face of the Other. In approaching the Other, 'A third party is also approached; and the relationship between the neighbour and the third party cannot be indifferent to me when I approach. There must be a justice among noncomparable ones' (Levinas, 2004, p. 16). The demand for responsibility to the Third, and in this to a multiplicity of Others, requires that what may seem initially a commitment to infinite responsibility to one Other is in fact in Levinas's work an argument that there must be a comparison between incomparables.   
(Fagana continues…)

A2: USFG Is US

(Fagana continues…)

It is this comparison and calculation, in the form of justice, that makes charity or responsibility possible among many Others: 'justice and the just state constitute the forum enabling the existence of charity within the human multiplicity' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 230). However, it is also this calculation and comparison which threatens this possibility, if separated from a continued concern with the infinite responsibility of the face-to-face (as discussed below).    Levinas's introduction of the Third then requires a consideration of justice, which demands politics. The Third means that justice and comparison are required, in the name of infinite responsibility, and it is the state which institutionalizes this necessity for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 66); 'This multiplicity of human beings must be organised, calculated. I can cede my responsibility within a society organised in a State, in justice'. The state is not put forward as purely positive or negative, as ethical or unethical (although these categories are themselves problematic in this context). The Third both extends and limits our responsibility and this very difficulty is reflected in the state and in institutions. It is, for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 67), 'necessary in order to make comparisons, judge, have institutions and juridical procedures, which are necessary'. However, as well as being necessary, the state is unavoidably violent, as all limits to infinite responsibility to one singular Other are violent: 'You find [...] the necessity of the state. Violence, of course, in relation to the charity rendered necessary precisely by the charity inspired by the face of the neighbour' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 67). The state both supplements and denies the 'work of interpersonal responsibility' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 67). As such, the state or institutionalization are not necessarily a corruption of some ethical relationship which needs to be interrupted in the name of that relationship; the relationship between ethics, charity and politics or justice is more complex than this.    Levinas is however concerned with an approach which separates politics and justice out from concerns of charity. Although charity for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 181) is impossible without justice and the state, justice is 'warped' without charity. It is in this sense that Levinas criticizes the state and justice, as problematic when approached as sufficient in, or legitimized by, themselves. Again, this is a reflection of the aporia of the ethico-political relation, the insufficiency of either the face-to-face or the relation to the Third to the demands of responsibility. Justice, taken by itself, inseparable from formalized and sedimented institutions or the 'pure' politics criticized above 'risks causing us to misrecognise the face of the other man' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 223). The judgement required by justice is, for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 115), violent, in that it transforms faces into "[O]bjective and plastic forms, into figures which are visible but defaced, the appearing of men, of individuals, who are unique but restituted to their genera. With intentions to scrutinise and acts to remember."    It is in response to this (unavoidable) violence that Levinas argues that 'love must always watch over justice', in order to provide a foil to its possible totalizing tendencies, to negotiate the violence done in its name (although in the name of another violence aimed at the Third) (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 169). Justice is for Levinas an impossible concept, precisely because of its position with regard to the competing demands of the Other and the Third. Justice, Levinas argues, 'remains justice only in a society where there is no distinction between those close and those far off, but in which there remains the impossibility of passing by the closest' (2004, p. 159). Justice is then in a sense the very impossibility at the heart of the ethico-political relation whereby we are under obligation both to the immediate absolute demand of the Other and to the generality, rules and norms which adjudicate between Others.    The complexity of the relationship between justice and charity is what complicates Levinas's approach to politics and the state. Levinas does not see all politics as totalizing, as inimical to a concern with the ethical. What, I argue, Levinas is concerned to emphasize is the danger in some kind of idea of pure politics, of generalization, univeralization, a concern only with the Third in an abstract sense: 'Politics left to itself bears a tyranny within itself; it deforms the I and the Other who have given rise to it, for it judges them according to universal rules, and thus as in absentia' (Levinas, 2005, p. 300). For him, this approach does not make sense, in the same way that a 'pure' ethics does not. Politics is always already about a negotiation between the Other and the Third, always already the ethico-political.    Levinas contrasts the liberal state with a totalizing state arguing that one leaves space for charity and the interpersonal where the other attempts to bring everything within 'pure' politics or institutionalization. Although Levinas's commitment to the liberal state is problematic, even (or especially) on his own terms, this question of the relative merits of various types of state is not central to this stage of the argument being made here.1 Levinas's work on the liberal state is relevant in this context because of the way he uses it to highlight the importance of charity within justice, in contrast to the totalitarian state which he sees as an attempt at closing down this dimension of charity and the interpersonal but which, importantly, always fails in this task. His discussion of the totalizing state also acts to illustrate his concern with the fragility of charity in the face of totalizing 'pure' justice and politics. Whether Levinas is correct in his approach to various forms of state does not impact on the conclusions regarding the relationship between justice and charity in his work.    Levinas suggests that the liberal state recognizes, at least to an extent, the impossibility of the concept of 'pure' politics. Because the state is an institutionalization of the aporetic ethico-political interpersonal relationship it contains within itself contradictory elements, and so an openness: space for the personal and the institutional and an acknowledgement of the singular and particular as that which demands the universal and general and the liberal state recognizes this. For Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 69) there is 'an appeal to mercy behind justice' in the liberal state, an acknowledgement of the duty we have to the Other at the same time as our duties to the Third and the generality, that is, to justice. The state is viewed not as a result of some 'war of all against all', a limitation of violence, but rather as a tool to control and limit our excessive responsibilities (Levinas, 1985, p. 80). A state which recognizes this has the possibility, for Levinas, of not excluding charity, it is an acknowledgement of 'the presence of the singular in the universal' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 69).
A2: Resolved Is Personal 

Counter-interpretation: Resolved is the standard format for writing a resolution. It proposes the topic as a policy question.

Parcher ’1  (Jeff, Former Debate Coach at Georgetown, “Re: Jeff P--Is the resolution a question?”, http://www.ndtceda.com/archives/200102/0790.html)

(1) Pardon me if I turn to a source besides Bill. American Heritage Dictionary: Resolve: 1. To make a firm decision about. 2. To decide or express by formal vote. 3. To separate something into constiutent parts See  Syns at *analyze* (emphasis in orginal) 4. Find a solution to. See Syns at *Solve* (emphasis in original) 5. To dispel: resolve a doubt. - n 1.  Frimness of purpose; resolution. 2. A determination or decision.   (2) The very nature of the word "resolution" makes it a question. American  Heritage: A course of action determined or decided on. A formal statemnt of a deciion, as by a legislature.   (3) The resolution is obviously a question. Any other conclusion is utterly inconcievable. Why? Context. The debate community empowers a topic committee to write a topic for ALTERNATE side debating. The committee is not a random group of people coming together to "reserve" themselves about some issue. There is context - they are empowered by a community to do something. In their deliberations, the topic community attempts to craft a resolution which can be ANSWERED in either direction. They focus on issues like ground and fairness because they know the resolution will serve as the basis for debate which will be resolved by determining the policy desireablility of that resolution. That's not only what they do, but it's what we REQUIRE them to do. We don't just send the topic committtee somewhere to adopt their own group resolution. It's not the end point of a resolution adopted by a body - it's the prelimanary wording of a resolution sent to others to be answered or decided upon.   (4) Further context: the word resolved is used to emphasis the fact that it's policy debate. Resolved comes from the adoption of resolutions by legislative bodies. A resolution is either adopted or it is not. It's a question before a legislative body. Should this statement be adopted or not. 

Prefer our interpretation

a) Accounts for context. They have proposed an alternative but not definitive reading of the term. Ours accounts for the deployment prior to a proposed federal government action. Predictable interpretations are key to clash and research. That’s above.

b) All our arguments above prove why debating government policy is educationally valuable and fairer for the negative because it avoids the need to research every individual or set of possible convictions.

Even if they win this argument we should win the debate. The resolution still asks the question of whether the federal government should act. If we win they shouldn’t, than saying so is a bad personal conviction and you should vote against it.

A2: The “:” Makes it Personal

The colon is meaningless. What comes after it is important.

Webster’s Guide to Grammar and Writing ’00  (http://ccc.commnet.edu/grammar/marks/colon.htm)

Use of a colon before a list or an explanation that is preceded by a clause that can stand by itself. Think of the colon as a gate, inviting one to go on… If the introductory phrase preceding the colon is very brief and the clause following the colon represents the real business of the sentence, begin the clause after the colon with a capital letter.

This is a better interpretation

a) Ground and fairness. All our defense of the federal government as educationally valuable and essential to meaningful research are explained above

b) This outweighs grammar. Even if it is slightly less grammatically correct, over 100 years of debate convention involves debating government policy, not personal policy, even with colon. This proves our interpretation is predictable which solves the terminal impact to grammar. Their argument is backwards. People form grammar from meaning, not the other way around. The sentence “Me Tarzan, You Jane” is ungrammatical but it makes sense nonetheless. 

A2: Debate Is About Liberation

Liberation is a question of how the judge should evaluate policies, not the subject matter of the debate. You can talk about military presence topically and make an argument that liberation of the oppressed is the appropriate way to evaluate that policy. It’s entirely consistent with our framework, which means this isn’t offense for them.

If they say they can talk about anything as long as it deals with liberation than it is hard to imagine a less predictable interpretation. They could talk about increasing wealth taxes, abolishing prisons, ending drug laws, making HIV meds available to everyone, ending English-only education, signing CEDAW, having Obama apologize for American colonialism. Liberatory policies have no unifying ground and no predictable thread of research. Our impacts to predictability and the value of debating government policy prove why this is a horrible view of debate.

Our fairness arguments are a gateway issue. Even if the judge should consider liberation we can only have a productive, educational or fair debate about how to liberate if we have researched their policy proposals. This turns their activism arguments since a good activist can only achieve success if they are prepared to answer the most credible challenges to their proposals.

Counter-interpretation. Policy debate should be about the greatest good for the greatest number. Alternatives to utilitarianism are unworkable due to Darwinian imperatives, and any justification for their interpretation ultimately collapses into utility.

Ratner ’83  (Leonard, Legion Lex Prof. Law – USC, Hofstra Law Review, “THE UTILITARIAN IMPERATIVE: AUTONOMY, RECIPROCITY, AND EVOLUTION*”, 8 Hofstra L. Rev.726, Hein Online)

As long as humans have lived together, they have been groping for the source and ultimate goal of behavior standards, i.e., of moral values. Early derivation of those standards from transcendental, supernatural, or mystical (i.e., nonexperiential) sources and goals generally accompanied early reliance on such sources and goals for explanations of natural phenomena.1 The usefulness of transcendental explanations and guidelines has diminished with expanded information about the physical and social environment. 2 The utilitarian perception of "the greatest happiness of the greatest number" s as the goal of moral conduct was engendered by the empiricist identification of experience as the source of knowledge4 and reinforced by the pragmatist-consequentialist preference for empirically ascertained effects on human welfare as the measure of ethical behavior.5 The utilitarian perception has been implemented by the majoritarian institutions6 that have emerged from antecedent forms of social organization. The Social Compact conceptualizes government as the agent of the governed, with the function of restraining individuals and allocating resources for the general welfare 7 -a concept reflected in the Preamble to the Constitution of the United States. Classical utilitarianism, however, did not clarify "happiness" (or "pleasure") and suggested no effective method for maximizing it, i.e., for assigning priorities to competing happiness preferences.8 The result has been a persistent attack on utilitarian morality, as incapable of distinguishing social from asocial happiness, and a resurgence of transcendental morality in the guise of a priori or innate "rights" existing independently of human needs and revealed by a mystical intuition.9 Such rights are offered as the alternative to a utilitarian quest for the general welfare. An empirical basis for the assignment of general-welfare priorities is provided by the Darwinian process of natural selection, which translates happiness into need/want fulfillment and identifies longrun survival as the overriding goal of such fulfillment.," Behavior that facilitates survival is generally preferred by humans, because human structure and function are products and facilitators of the survival process.11 Darwin perceived the relevance of evolution to the morality of behavior but had difficulty reconciling the survival value of strength and aggression (i.e., of uninhibited autonomy) with such traditional virtues as sympathy and altruism.1 2 Those virtues promote human reciprocity,'3 but the survival value of reciprocity as a modifier of autonomy was then indistinct.14 The result was a schizophrenic evolutionary ethic that discerned the influence of natural selection on the development of social traits but posited a "noble" human capacity for "sympathy."15 The survival role of reciprocity in the process of sociobiological evolution is now established.16 Reinterpreted as part of that process, utilitarianism reconciles autonomy and reciprocity, surmounts the strident intuitionist attack, and exposes the utilitarian underpinning of a priori rights." In the context of the information provided by biology, anthropology, economics, and other disciplines, a functional description of evolutionary utilitarianism identifies enhanced per capita need/want fulfillment as the long-term utilitarian-majoritarian goal, illuminates the critical relationship of self interest to that goal, and discloses the trial-and-error process of accommodation and priority assignment that implements it.18 The description confirms that process as arbiter of the tension between individual welfare and group welfare (i.e., between autonomy and reciprocity)1 9 and suggests a utilitarian imperative: that utilitarianism is unavoidable, that morality rests ultimately on utilitarian self interest, that in the final analysis all of us are personal utilitarians and most of us are social utilitarians.

*** OTHER ANSWERS ***
A2: Debate Forces moderation

SSD doesn’t moderate beliefs. Even if it did, it’s because the moderate position is a better option than the extreme option.

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May 38-39)
Second, the link between debating both sides and the moderation of student’s beliefs is far from clear. Admittedly, there has been little to no formal empirical research investigating this connection. Yet, it seems equally likely that SSD may bolster the original beliefs of debaters (especially if they held beliefs that are found to be desirable after all related issues have been discussed) by allowing him or her to develop thoughtful responses to the best arguments against their original position. If a debater’s beliefs are altered because he or she realizes that he or she has made an error in their initial conviction, then that seems to be a clear benefit, rather than a drawback, of SSD. Incidentally, if a position is so weak that debaters are likely to alter their opinion about it as a result of merely temporarily positioning themselves as advocates of it, then the utility of such a view must surely be held with a high degree of skepticism. Moreover, even if SSD does moderate the beliefs of debaters, this alone is not evidence of an insidious plot to undermine radical activism. The statistical notion of regression to the mean can explain a great deal of this phenomenon. Referring to the purely statistical tendency for extreme results to become more moderate over time, it explains how, when beginning from intellectually extreme positions, debaters can only become more moderate over time. Thus, any form of debating—from conviction or SSD—is likely to have the same moderating effect and SSD should not be subject to unique criticism on these grounds alone. 

A2: Relativism

Switch-Side debate respects divergent beliefs but doesn’t universally endorse them. This is best for cultivating ethics because it imbues respect for participants and disagreement without acting on immorality.

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp.287-288)
A final indictment of values clarification education is that it encourages relativism, Stewart, for example, sees value clarification as individualistic, personal, and situational.^' He also characterizes values clarification as possessing a hidden set of values (an "absolute relativism") that includes purposefulness, strong beliefs, and thoughtfulness, among others. This "hidden curriculum" of values clarification formulates responses to situations while decrying such pre-judgment. In obvious ways, switch-side debate illustrates the same dilemma: No one value is seen as correct and unassailable, yet certain values get placed above others as a matter of procedure. Both features need to be explicitly addressed since both reflect directly on debate as a tool of moral pedagogy. The first response to the charge of relativism is that switch-side debate respects the existence of divergent beliefs, but focuses attention on assessing the validity of opposing belief systems. Scriven argues that the "confusion of pluralism, of the proper tolerance for diversity of ideas, with relativism—the doctrine that there are no right and wrong answers in ethics or religion—is perhaps the most serious ideological barrier to the implementation of moral education today. "^ The process of ethical inquiry is central to such moral education, but the allowance of just any position is not. Here is where cognitive-development diverges from the formal aims of values clarification. Where clarification ostensibly allows any value position, cognitive-development progresses from individualism to social conformity to social contract theory to universal ethical principles. A pluralistic pedagogy does not imply that all views are acceptable: It is morally and pedagogically correct to teach about ethics, and the skills of moral analysis rather than doctrine, and to set out the arguments for and against tolerance and pluralism. All of this is undone if you also imply that all the various incompatible views about abortion or pornography or war are equally right, or likely to be right, or deserving of respect. Pluralism requires respecting the right to hold divergent beliefs; it implies neither tolerance of actions based on those beliefs nor respecting the content of the beliefs.^^ The role of switch-side debate is especially important in the oral defense of arguments that foster tolerance without accruing the moral complications of acting on such beliefs. The forum is therefore unique in providing debaters with attitudes of tolerance without committing them to active moral irresponsibility. As Freeley notes, debaters are indeed exposed to a multi-valued world, both within and between the sides of a given topic. Yet this exposure hardly commits them to such "mistaken" values. In this view, the divorce of the game from the "real world" can be seen as a means of gaining perspective without obligating students to validate their hypothetical value structure through immoral actions. 
A2: Spectator Phenomenon (Violence)

This argument is question-begging. If death-spectacles create bad public policy than they should win a reason that other considerations are more important and the incentive will be for debaters to focus on realistic impacts. If big impact debate is good because utilitarian considerations trump than we impact turn this argument.

No uniqueness. There’s lots of alt causes to the glorification of violence.

Giroux ‘9  (Henry, Global TV Network Chair – English and Cultural Studies – McMaster U., “Living in a Culture of Cruelty: Democracy as Spectacle”, 9-2, http://www.truthout.org/090209R?print.)

The growing dominance of a right-wing media forged in a pedagogy of hate has become a crucial element providing numerous platforms for a culture of cruelty and is fundamental to how we understand the role of education in a range of sites outside of traditional forms of schooling. This educational apparatus and mode of public pedagogy is central to analyzing not just how power is exercised, rewarded and contested in a growing culture of cruelty, but also how particular identities, desires and needs are mobilized in support of an overt racism, hostility towards immigrants and utter disdain, coupled with the threat of mob violence toward any political figure supportive of the social contract and the welfare state. Citizens are increasingly constructed through a language of contempt for all noncommercial public spheres and a chilling indifference to the plight of others that is increasingly expressed in vicious tirades against big government and health care reform. There is a growing element of scorn on the part of the American public for those human beings caught in the web of misfortune, human suffering, dependency and deprivation. As Barbara Ehrenreich observes, "The pattern is to curtail financing for services that might help the poor while ramping up law enforcement: starve school and public transportation budgets, then make truancy illegal. Shut down public housing, then make it a crime to be homeless. Be sure to harass street vendors when there are few other opportunities for employment. The experience of the poor, and especially poor minorities, comes to resemble that of a rat in a cage scrambling to avoid erratically administered electric shocks." [1]      A right-wing spin machine, influenced by haters like Rush Limbaugh, Glenn Beck, Michael Savage and Ann Coulter, endlessly spews out a toxic rhetoric in which: all Muslims are defined as jihadists; the homeless are not victims of misfortune but lazy; blacks are not terrorized by a racist criminal justice system, but the main architects of a culture of criminality; the epidemic of obesity has nothing to do with corporations, big agriculture and advertisers selling junk food, but rather the result of "big" government giving people food stamps; the public sphere is largely for white people, which is being threatened by immigrants and people of color, and so it goes. Glenn Beck, the alleged voice of the common man, appearing on the "Fox & Friends" morning show, calls President Obama a "racist" and then accuses him of "having a deep-seated hatred for white people or the white culture." [2] Nationally syndicated radio host Rush Limbaugh unapologetically states that James Early Ray, the confessed killer of Martin Luther King Jr., should be given a posthumous Medal of Honor, [3] while his counterpart in right-wing hate, talk radio host Michael Savage, states on his show, "You know, when I see a woman walking around with a burqa, I see a Nazi. That's what I see - how do you like that? - a hateful Nazi who would like to cut your throat and kill your children." [4] He also claims that Obama is "surrounded by terrorists" and is "raping America." This is a variation of a crude theme established by Ann Coulter, who refers to Bill Clinton as a "very good rapist." [5] Even worse, Obama is a "neo-Marxist fascist dictator in the making," who plans to "force children into a paramilitary domestic army." [6] And this is just a small sampling of the kind of hate talk that permeates right-wing media. This could be dismissed as loony right-wing political theater if it were not for the low levels of civic literacy displayed by so many Americans who choose to believe and invest in this type of hate talk. [7] On the contrary, while it may be idiocy, it reveals a powerful set of political, economic and educational forces at work in miseducating the American public while at the same time extending the culture of cruelty. One central task of any viable form of politics is to analyze the culture of cruelty and its overt and covert dimensions of violence, often parading as entertainment.      Underlying the culture of cruelty that reached its apogee during the Bush administration, was the legalization of state violence, such that human suffering was now sanctioned by the law, which no longer served as a summons to justice. But if a legal culture emerged that made violence and human suffering socially acceptable, popular culture rendered such violence pleasurable by commodifying, aestheticizing and spectacularizing it. Rather than being unspoken and unseen, violence in American life had become both visible in its pervasiveness and normalized as a central feature of dominant and popular culture. Americans had grown accustomed to luxuriating in a warm bath of cinematic blood, as young people and adults alike were seduced with commercial and military video games such as "Grand Theft Auto" and "America's Army," [8] the television series "24" and its ongoing Bacchanalian fête of torture, the crude violence on display in World Wrestling Entertainment and Ultimate Fighting Championship, and an endless series of vigilante films such as "The Brave One" (2007) and "Death Sentence" (2007), in which the rule of law is suspended by the viscerally satisfying images of men and women seeking revenge as laudable killing machines - a nod to the permanent state of emergency and war in the United States. Symptomatically, there is the mindless glorification and aestheticization of brutal violence in the most celebrated Hollywood films, including many of Quentin Tarantino's films, especially the recent "Death Proof" (2007), "Kill Bill" 1 & 2 (2003, 2004), and "Inglorious Bastards" (2009). With the release of Tarantino's 2009 bloody war film, in fact, the press reported that Dianne Kruger, the co-star of "Inglorious Bastards," claimed that she "loved being tortured by Brad Pitt [though] she was frustrated she didn't get an opportunity to get frisky with her co-star, but admits being beaten by Pitt was a satisfying experience." [9] This is more than the aestheticization of violence, it is the normalization and glorification of torture itself.      If Hollywood has made gratuitous violence the main staple of its endless parade of blockbuster films, television has tapped into the culture of cruelty in a way that was unimaginable before the attack on the US on September 11. Prime-time television before the attacks had "fewer than four acts of torture" per year, but "now there are more than a hundred." [10] Moreover, the people who torture are no longer the villains, but the heroes of prime-time television. The most celebrated is, of course, Jack Bauer, the tragic-ethical hero of the wildly popular Fox TV thriller "24." Not only is torture the main thread of the plot, often presented "with gusto and no moral compunction," [11] but Bauer is portrayed as a patriot, rather than a depraved monster, who tortures in order to protect American lives and national security. Torture, in this scenario, takes society's ultimate betrayal of human dignity and legitimates the pain and fear it produces as normal, all the while making a "moral sadist" a television celebrity. [12] The show has over 15 million viewers, and its glamorization of torture has proven so successful that it appears to have not only numbed the public's reaction to the horrors of torture, but it is so overwhelmingly influential among the US military that the Pentagon sent Brig. Gen. Patrick Finnegan to California to meet with the producers of the show. "He told them that promoting illegal behavior in the series ... was having a damaging effect on young troops." [13] The pornographic glorification of gratuitous, sadistic violence is also on full display in the popular HBO television series "Dexter," which portrays a serial killer as a sympathetic, even lovable, character. Visual spectacles steeped in degradation and violence permeate the culture and can be found in various reality TV shows, professional wrestling and the infamous Jerry Springer Show. These programs all trade in fantasy, glamorized violence and escapism. And they share similar values. As Chris Hedges points out in his analysis of professional wrestling, they all mirror the worse dimensions of an unchecked and unregulated market society in which "winning is all that matters. Morality is irrelevant.... It is all about personal pain, vendettas, hedonism and fantasies of revenge, while inflicting pain on others. It is the cult of victimhood." [14]

A2: Spectator Phenomenon (Violence)

No impact. Desensitization doesn’t cause violence.

Felson ’96  (Richard, Prof. Soc. – SUNY Albany, Annual Review of Sociology, “Mass Media Effects on Violent Behavior”, 22(1), doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.22.1.103)

Three-year longitudinal studies of primary school children were later carried out in five countries: Australia, Israel, Poland, Finland, and the United States (Huesmann & Eron 1986). Aggression was measured by the same peer nomination measure as the one used in the earlier research. The children were asked to name one or two of their favorite programs and to indicate how often they watched them. Complex and inconsistent results were obtained. In the United States, television violence had a significant effect on the later aggressiveness of females but not males, a reversal of the effect found in their first study (Huesmann & Eron 1986). An effect of the violence of favorite programs on later aggression was found only for boys who rated themselves as similar to violent and nonviolent television characters. A similar conditional effect was found for males in Finland, but there was no effect of viewing television violence on later aggressiveness of females (Lagerspetz & Viemero 1986). In Poland a direct effect of violence in favorite programs was found on later aggressiveness for both males and females (Fraczek 1986). No effect of early viewing of television violence was found on subsequent aggressiveness for either males or females in Australia (Sheehan 1986), or among children living in a Kibbutz in Israel (Bachrach 1986). A television effect was found for city children in Israel when the measure of aggression was a single item asking “who never fights.” But the effect did not occur on the same peer nomination measure that had been used in the other cross-national studies.  Negative evidence was obtained in a large-scale, methodologically sophisticated, longitudinal study carried out by Milavsky et al (1982). Their study was based on data collected from 3200 students in elementary and junior high schools in Fort Worth and Minneapolis. Students identified the programs they had watched in the last four weeks and indicated how many times they had watched them; these were coded for violent content. 8 The authors refined the peer nomination measure of aggression used by Eron et al to include intentional acts of harm-doing, but not general misbehavior.  There was no evidence that any of the measures of exposure to television violence produced changes in aggressive behavior over time. The authors corrected for measurement error and used a variety of time lags, subsamples, and measures of exposure to television violence and aggressive behavior. In spite of a thorough exploration of the data, they found no evidence that exposure to violence on television affected the aggressive behavior of children. While the coefficients in most of the analyses were positive, they were all close to zero and statistically insignificant. The abundance of positive correlations led some critics to reject Milavsky et al's conclusion of no effect (e.g. Friedrich-Cofer & Huston 1986).  A more recent longitudinal study in the Netherlands also failed to find a media effect (Wiegman et al 1992). The children were surveyed in either the second or fourth grade and then again two years later. Peer nominations were used as a measure of aggressive behavior. The lagged effect of exposure on aggressive behavior was small and statistically insignificant.

A2: Spectator Phenomenon (Agency/State)

This argument is facially ridiculous

a) THE STATE IS REAL AND IT MEDIATES A LOT OF POLICIES – It has the military, police, judicial system and regulatory bureaucracy. These are facts, and discussing state policy as a basis for change is a recognition of this, not a claim that everything is fine the way it is. Proved by the fact that every affirmative ever calls for significant changes.

b) We can walk and chew gum. Recognizing government as a key location for social change doesn’t change people’s desire to make a difference personally. Plenty of debaters go on to become pro-bono lawyers while still working to help educate under-privileged children or work at a government agency while still protesting the war in Iraq. 

Depersonalized politics is good. Ceding agency to the sate is necessary for justice.

Simmons ’99 (William Paul, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. and Dir. MA Program in Social Justice and Human Rights – ASU, Philosophy & Social Criticism, “The Third: Levinas’ Theoretical Move From An-Archical Ethics to the Realm of Justice and Politics” 25:6, Sage)

At the same time, ethics needs politics. To reach those others who  are far away, ethics must be transfixed into language, justice and politics.  ‘As prima philosophia, ethics cannot itself legislate for society or  produce rules of conduct whereby society might be revolutionized or  transformed.’59 Although this universalization distances the ego from  the Other, it must be done to reach the others.  We must, out of respect for the categorical imperative or the other’s right  as expressed by his face, un-face human beings, sternly reducing each one’s  uniqueness to his individuality in the unity of the genre, and let universality  rule. Thus we need laws, and – yes – courts of law, institutions and the  state to render justice.60  Further, politics is necessary because there are those who will refuse  to heed the new law, ‘Thou shall not kill.’ Levinas is well aware that this  commandment is not an ontological impossibility. Many will take Cain’s  position and shun the responsibility for the Other. Thus, politics is necessary  to prohibit murder, in all its forms. ‘A place had to be foreseen and  kept warm for all eternity for Hitler and his followers.’61  Both ethics and politics have their own justification. The justification  for ethics is found in the face-to-face relationship with the Other. The  justification for politics is to restrain those who follow Cain’s position  and ignore the responsibility for the Other. Politics does not subsume  ethics, but rather it serves ethics. Politics is necessary but it must be continually  checked by ethics. Levinas calls for a state that is as ethical as  possible, one which is perpetually becoming more just. Levinas calls for  the liberal state.
A2: Spectator Phenomenon (Agency/State)

This cultivation of state institutes establishes far more significant forms of agency. We need the work of cultivating political institutes to truly be free.

Delhom ‘9 (Pascal, Phil. – U. Flensburg, in “Levinas in Jerusalem: Phenomology, Ethics, Politics, Aesthetics”, Ed. Joelle Hansel, p. 82-83)

The State is in the service of justice insofar as it is the instance that  represses the violence of human beings towards other human beings. It  is hence a practical answer to the singular claims of justice. But the  State answers these claims firstly by using violence or by threatening to  use violence, and secondly by introducing the element of universality  which is not included in the singular claims. The State tries to avoid  discriminating against anyone by treating all human beings equally. It  pronounces laws which are equally valid for everyone. The justice of  the State is based on the universality of its laws and on its potential use  of violence in order to enforce them.  These two elements, the universality of law, which for Levinas is  always bound to a certain universal reason that establishes and justifies  it, and the power, that is, the potential or actual violence to enforce the  laws, these two elements are the means by which the State answers the  singular claims of justice.  Through the universality of its laws and through its power to  enforce them, the State ensures a certain peace among the people and  secures for everyone freedom of existence and of action, thus also the  freedom to act with justice towards others. Levinas writes in Totality  and Infinity : “Hence freedom would cut into the real only by virtue of  institutions. Freedom is engraved on the stone of the tablets on which  laws are inscribed—it exists by virtue of this incrustation of an institu  tional existence… Human freedom, exposed to violence and to death,  does not reach its goal all at once, with a Bergsonian élan; it takes  refuge from its own perfidy in institutions.”11  As Catherine Chalier suggests, “inward freedom is not sufficient,  because suffering, hunger and thirst can quench its flame, even in the  strongest person…”.12 And she quotes Levinas in Totality and Infinity :  “Apolitical freedom is to be explained as an illusion due to the fact that  its partisans or its beneficiaries belong to an advanced stage of political  evolution.”13  This affirmation of the impossibility of freedom outside of a political  institution must not only to be understood within the frame of a  political philosophy. It is the concrete experience of millions of people  living under totalitarian regimes, excluded from political life and from  the protection of these regimes. It is in particular the experience of the  Jews and of all the persecuted people during the Third Reich. Catherine  Chalier quotes in this regard a passage from Levinas’ text “Sans  nom”: “Who can express the solitude of those who thought that they  would die at the same time as Justice, at a time when the vacillating  judgements on good and evil only found a criterion in the hidden  recesses of subjective consciousness, when no sign came from  outside?”14  The State, with its universal laws and its capacity to enforce them, is  necessary for human freedom and for justice. Hence, in a Talmudic  lecture entitled “Les nations et la présence d’Israel”15 as well as in the  text I have already quoted, “The State of Caesar and the State of David”,  Levinas mentions a commentary on Genesis I, 31: “God saw  everything that he had made, and behold, it was very good.” For the  rabbinical doctors, this “very good” would mean Rome, “because the  rule of the Romans asserts the Law and the rights of persons.”16
A2: Hicks And Greene (American Exceptionalism)

This argument makes a bunch of silly leaps

a) Liberal exceptionalism doesn’t equate with violent American hegemony. Debate may promote a cultural model of liberalism because it divorces personal conviction from public space but that’s not the same as defending every violent action done in the name of liberalism. Proved by the fact that most debaters are FAR to the left of the average American. Many protested the Iraq war, most oppose free-market capitalism.

b) It assumes debate plays the dominant role in this framework. In fact none of the post-9-11 rhetoric about democracy had much to do with open debate or the process of deliberation and switch-sides, but everything to do with competitive elections and religious freedom. At worst, this demonstrates massive alt causes for the ideology of exceptionalism.

Turn – ideological thinking is anti-political because it attempts to eradicate difference. Politics is limited and preserves a space for PRIVATE convictions and PRIVATE affectations. Allowing personal conviction to enter the political realm is totalitarian.

Koyzis ‘3 (David Theodore, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Redeemer U. College, “Political visions and illusions”, p. 20-21, Google Books)

But why ascribe to ideology a basically conservative role. Why differentiate between ideology and utopia? Cannot erroneous ways of thinking also be called into the service of new social and political projects? Hannah Arendt (1906-1975), Bernard Crick (1929-) and Vaclav Havel (1936-) clearly believe they can. According to Arendt, whenever a purely rational construct, conceived within the realm of thought, is imposed on a community, it threatens to put an end to that action and speech contrary to constitute and maintain the free political realm. Ideologies attempt to offer a total explanation for the world and its history and thus "all ideologies contain totalitarian elements." They read the whole of reality through a single idea and deny the possibility that any genuine knowledge can be attained through experience apart from that idea. In contemporary parlance, they exempt themselves from a "reality check." It is a short step from ideology to totalitarianism, which not only interprets the world through a single idea but also attempts to mold it in accordance with its inexorable logic. Hence ideologies such as Nazism and communism have caused much suffering in their attempt to control the supposedly autonomous historical forces they have ostensibly revealed.  Following Arendt, Crick too believes that ideology threatens the continued existence of politics in his specific sense. Here ideology is once again a force for change, but the change it effects is the extinction of legitimate social diversity and of the ongoing conciliatory process flowing out of it. Ideological thinking "is an explicit and direct challenge to political thinking." For Crick, as for Arendt, ideology is connected with totalitarianism. The latter is antipolitical because it attempts to eliminate different interests and to mold the people in accordance with a single idea. It tries to simplify the complexity of society into a monolithic vision, often of a utopian character. Politics is limited, while totalitarianism is not. Politics is content to make do with the existing state of society and to conciliate whatever interests are currently there. Ideology attempts to remake, not only government, but "education, industry, art, even domesticity and private affections." All of these are accountable to this all-embracing ideology, which, in having to politicize society, ends up destroying politics altogether. For Havel, ideology threatens not only politics but also the ordinary aims of life itself, as it continually did in his native Czechoslovakia from 1948 until the collapse of the communist regime in November 1989. "Ideology is a specious way of relating to the world."15 In what he labels the "post-totalitarian" societies of the former Soviet bloc, ideology claims to offer the people a sense of identity and dignity while in reality stripping them of this. "It is a world of appearances trying to pass for reality." It constructs a world which assimilates all people into a self-contained alternative pseudo-reality in which slavery passes for liberty, censorship for free expression, bureaucracy for democracy, and arbitrary power for legal authority. Under such a regime people are compelled to "live within a lie" in which they are made to deny the real aims of life, with all its humanity and unpredictability. In Havel we find ideology realizing its darkest potential.
A2: Hicks And Greene (American Exceptionalism)

Alt causes to exceptionalism. And the educational benefits of switch-side debate solve the terminal impact.

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May)
The arguments advanced by Massey and other vocal critics of switch side debating are susceptible to several other persuasive responses. First, as have been previously argued by Stannard (2006), many of the processes that have contributed to American exceptionalism—globalization, infiltration of academic institutions by agents of imperialism, etc.—are on-going, inevitable, and independent of the institution of competitive debate. As Alan Coverstone has noted, the disengagement of the public from political participation and adoption of a pure “spectator mentality” has now become the “predominant mode” of politics (2005, p. 5). Any citizen who been attentive to political developments over the past eight years can tell that American politics has been overtaken by an administration bent on pursuing illiberal policies while wrapping themselves in the clothing of liberalism.  Given the now almost all-consuming exceptionalist mantra, debate is one of the last arenas that reward anti-institutional thinking and oppositional rhetoric (Stannard 2006). It is a tremendous “stretch” to attribute the causal source of exceptionalism to debate (Lacy 2006). Debate isn’t Vietnam. Nothing in the activity makes students participate. Once involved, there are no thought-police who control the content of students’ speeches. Those who argue otherwise show a profound lack of respect for the magnitude of violence that their comparisons draw likeness to. Instead, the exact opposite seems truer: a major and endemic problem, that contributes to American exceptionalism, is the lack of debate at all levels of society. Stannard agrees, warning:  Don’t throw the baby out with the bathwater. Instead, seek to expand this method of deliberation to those who will use it to liberate themselves, confront power, and create ethical, nonviolent patterns of problem resolution. If capitalism corrupts debate, well, then I say we save debate. (2006)  The proper task of critics is not to retreat into speaking only from conviction. It is to strive to expand SSD to new avenue and to make ideas that were once considered dogma contestable. The very nature of the approach acts as a counter-weight to imperialism and “foster[s] resistance to domination” (Stannard 2006).
Switch-side is the best treatment to exceptionalism. It allows tolerance, places logic over emotions, and gives political space to fight norms.

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May)
Second, switch side debate’s emphasis on tolerance and empathy, which have been noted by many authors (Sanders 1982; Muir 1993; Bellon 2000; Lacy 2002), may indeed by one of the strongest “antidotes” to the disease of exceptionalism (Mitchell & Suzuki 2004, p. 7). Debate combines a commitment to reason and logic over emotive and political appeals, a priority placed upon quality research, and vigorous norms of openness and plurality to create a forum where unwarranted and inappropriate forms of exceptionalism cannot survive. English et al. have referred to this deliberative attitude as a “bulwark against fundamentalism of all stripes” (2007, p. 224). SSD teaches that no argument is “off limits,” that issues are more complex than black and white, and that reflection and contemplation are preferable to rash and preemptive decision-making. It is thus no surprise, as the Debate Authors Working Group has noted, that many of the most vocal contemporary critics of the Bush administration’s exceptionalist (and debatably imperialist) policies, including lawyer Neal Katyal and law professor Laurence Tribe, received a portion of their training in the pedagogical bull-pen of debate.  In particular, SSD is an especially effective tool to combat the “with us or against us” absolutism of contemporary neoconservative ideology. Debating both sides increases debater’s appreciation of the arguments made by the opposition (English, Llano, Mitchell, Morrison, Rief and Woods, 2007, p. 222). Oftentimes, as is frequently the case with complex issues, a reasonable party may conclude that two positions, which are polar opposites may each contain an element of truth. It is revealed that a compromised position is preferable to either extreme and that the discrete “with us” and “against us” stances are arbitrary and inaccurate categorizations. Finally, switch side debate prioritizes deliberative, rather than majoritarian, democracy (Lacy 2006). As far back as Day (1966), there is an emphasis on the expression of minority view points. Debating both sides allows debaters the intellectual flexibility (through un-attachment to their personal beliefs) to express dissent and critique even the most firmly established policies and norms. This ensures a vibrant activist influence in debate that can provide at least a modest check against the most extreme governmental abuses.
A2: Hicks And Greene (American Exceptionalism)

Knavery is part of the game. To live ethically we should be willing to abandon our convictions at the drop of a hat. If you don’t like it, don’t debate.

Curtis ’51  (Charles, L.L.B. – Harvard U., Stanford Law Review, “The Ethics of Advocacy”, 4(1), December, p. 19-23, JSTOR)
E. R. Bevan, in his Stoics and Sceptics, summarized the Stoic faith as follows: “The Wise Man was not to concern himself with his brethren. . . he was only to serve them. Benevolence he was to have, as much of it as you can conceive; but there was one thing he must not have, and that was love…. He must do everything which it is possible for him to do, shrink from no extreme of physical pain, in order to help, to comfort, to guide his fellow men, but whether he succeeds or not must be a matter of pure indifference to him. If he has done his best to help you and failed, he will be perfectly satisfied with having done his best. The fact that you are no better of for his exertions will not matter to him at all. Pity, in the sense of a paintful emotion caused by the sight of other men’s suffering, is actually a vice…. In the service of his fellow men he must be prepared to sacrifice his life; but there is one thing he must never sacrifice: his own eternal calm.”  But let the greatest modern Stoic of them all, because he outgrew it, tell us about himself. “I have been able,” Montaigne said, “to concern myself with public affairs without moving the length of my nail from myself, and give myself to others without taking anything from myself…. We carry ill what possesses and carries us. Anyone who uses only his own judgment and address proceeds more gaily. He feints, he ducks, he counters at his ease, and according to the needs of the occasion. When he misses, it is without torment, without affliction, ready and whole for a new enterprise. The bridle is in his hand.” And further on, “The mayor and Montaigne have always been two people, clearly separated. There’s no reason why a lawyer or a banker should not recognize the knavery that is part of his vocation. An honest man is not responsible for the vices or the stupidity of his calling, and need not refuse to practise them. They are customs in his country and there is profit in them. A man must live in the world and avail himself of what he finds there.”27  The stoics gave us a counsel of perfection, but it is none the less valid. If a lawyer is to be the best lawyer he is capable of being, and discharge his “entire duty” to his clients, here in the Stoic sage is his exemplar. Here in Stoicism is his philosophy. Let him be a Christian if he chooses outside the practice of the law, but in his relations with his clients, let him be a Stoic, for the better Stoic, the better lawyer.  A lawyer should treat his cases like a vivid novel, and identify himself with his clients as he does with the hero or heroine in the plot. Then he will work with the “zest that most people feel under their concern when they assist at existing emergencies, not actually their own; or join in facing crises that are grave, but for somebody else.” I can’t put it more neatly than Cozzens.28 I can only add that this zest may deepen into a peculiar and almost spiritual satisfaction as wide as it is deep. He will be taking T.S. Eliot’s advice to readers of Dante. “You are not called upon to believe what Dante believed, for your belief will not give you a groat’s worth more of understanding and appreciation; but you are called upon more and more to understand it. If you read poetry as poetry, you will ‘believe’ in Dante’s theology exactly as you believe in the physical reality of his journey; that is, you suspend both belief and disbelief…. What is necessary to appreciate the poetry of the Purgatorio is not belief, but suspension of belief.”29  How is a lawyer to secure this detachment? There are two ways of doing it, two devices, and all lawyers, almost all, are familiar with one or the other of them.  One way is to treat the whole thing as a game. I am not talking about the sporting theory of justice. I am talking about a lawyer’s personal relations with his client and the necessity of detaching himself from his client. Never blame a lawyer for treating litigation as a game, however much you may blame the judge. The lawyer is detaching himself. A man who has devoted his life to taking on other people’s troubles, would be swamped by them if he were to adopt them as his own. He must stay on the upland of his own personality, not only to protect himself, but to give his client the very thing that his client came for, as Brandeis and Fish and Cravath and Montaigne so well understood.  I must refer again to the Stoics. In Gilbert Murray’s small book, The Stoic Philosophy, he says, “Life becomes, as the Stoics more than once tell us, like a play which is acted or a game played with counters. Viewed from outside, the counters are valueless; but to those engaged in the game their importance is paramount. What really and ultimately matters is that the game shall be played as it should be played. God, the eternal dramatist, has cast you for some part in His drama, and hands you the role. It may turn out that you are cast for a triumphant king; it may be for a slave who dies of torture. What does that matter to the good actor? He can play either part; his only business is to accept the role given him, and to perform it sell. Similarly, life is a game of counters. Your business it to play it in the right way. He who set the board may have given you many counters; he may have given you few. He may have arranged that, at a particular point in the game, most of your men shall be swept accidentally off the board. You will lose the game; but why should you mind that? It is your play that matters, not the score that you happen to make. He is not a fool to judge you by your mere success or failure. Success or failure is a thing he can determine without stirring a hand. It hardly interests Him. What interests Him is the one thing which He cannot determine – the action of your free and conscious will.”30  But this is not a Stoic monopoly. “I want you to understand,” Yeats wrote, “that once one makes a thing subject to reason, as distinguished from impulse, one plays with it, even if it is a very serious thing. I am more ashamed because of the things I have played with in life than of any other thing.”31 Yeats was no Stoic, as his shame shows.  The other way is a sense of craftsmanship. Perhaps it comes to the same thing, but I think not quite. There is a satisfaction in playing a game the best you can, as there is in doing anything else as well as you can, which is quite distinct from making a good score.  “Who can put life into…?” Let us not brawl—But—No joy in crafts-goal well won? No pleasure in pitching a neatly curved ball? No fun in the fact that good doing is fun, That races, in part, are just there to be run?”32  A lawyer may have to treat the practice of law as if it were a game, but if he can rely on craftsmanship, it may become an art, and “Art, being bartender, is never drunk; and Magic that believes itself, must die.”33 “Who sweeps a room as for Thy laws, Makes that and th’ action fine.”34 I wonder if there is anything more exalted than the intense pleasure of doing a job as well as you can irrespective of its usefulness or even its purpose. At least it’s a comfort.  I have compared the lawyer to the banker who handles other people’s money and to the priest who handles other people’s spiritual aspirations. Let me go further. Compare the lawyer with the poet whose speech goes to the heart of things. “Yet he is that one especially who speaks civilly to Nature as a second person and in some sense is the patron of the world. Though more than any he stands in the midst of nature, yet more than any he can stand aloof from her.”35
A2: Hicks And Greene (American Exceptionalism)

Their view of ethics is wrong. We cannot speak with conviction because we don’t have any. Integrity is a myth designed to mask the fact that people react selfishly and contingently in every situation.

Luban ‘3  (David, Prof. Law and Philosophy – Georgetown U. Law Center, Fordham Law Review, “Integrity in the Practice of Law: Integrity: Its Causes and Cures”, 72 Fordham L. Rev. 279, November, L/N)

The Stanford Prison Experiment seems to portray a world in which the very idea of personal integrity seems absent - a Goffmanesque world where there are no selves, only selves-in-roles, selves who slide frictionlessly from role to role, in each case conforming to the expectations of the role and whatever principles of right behavior come attached to its script. Behind the mask, another mask; behind all the masks, a vacuum; beneath the vacuum, a mask once again. Indeed, some theorists have drawn conclusions very close to the claim that when it comes to character, there's no there there. John Doris, in his recent book Lack of Character, concludes from a careful examination of the experimental literature that human character, defined as a fixed set of dispositions toward certain behavior, is  [*294]  largely a myth.n63 Gilbert Harman, drawing on the same experimental literature, agrees. n64 Both draw on an interpretation of the experiments I have been reviewing called situationism, defended most cogently by Lee Ross and Richard Nisbett. n65 At this point, I want to detour briefly to discuss the merits of situationism, in order to distinguish the argument I am offering from a version of situationism that I think is wrong.  The thesis of situationism is, quite simply, that differences in situations account for much more of the observed variation in human behavior than do differences in personality. Our tendency to believe otherwise, that is, to ascribe people's behavior to their personality or character - or, for that matter, their voluntary choices - rather than the situation they are in, is what situationists criticize as the "fundamental attribution error."n66 Situationists point, for example, to some of Milgram's findings. n67 In one variant of his shock experiment, Milgram placed the subject on a team with another subject - actually, of course, a confederate of Milgram. When the confederate uncomplainingly obeyed orders to continue the shocks, 90% of the subjects went along; but when the confederate refused to administer high level shocks and walked away from the experiment, compliance by subjects plummeted to 10%. Clearly, it would be implausible to assume that the subject population in one variant differs radically in propensity to comply from the subject population in the other. Instead, the conclusion must be that situational differences generate this dramatic swing from near-universal compliance to near-universal rebellion. Similarly, Doris points to experiments by Isen and Levin that showed that people who find a dime in the coin return of a pay telephone were vastly more likely to help a stranger pick up papers she has dropped than people who find no dime. n68 Again, the power of the situation appears to dominate or even dwarf the power of personality and character in determining behavior. The lesson of situationism, drawn by Harman and Doris, seems to be that we have no character that disposes us to behave consistently across situations. n69  [*295]  The disconcerting picture seems to be a near-determinism of situations, in which minuscule differences in the situation - a dime or no dime, the presence or absence of other people in the room - turn into major differences in behavior, and individual idiosyncracy explains very little of the differences. (It is a near-determinism, not a strict determinism, because individual idiosyncracy still plays some explanatory role.n70)  I believe that caution is in order about what conclusions to draw from these observations, however. There's no denying the situationists' point that minute changes in situation can dramatically affect the proportion of people exhibiting a given behavior. But the situationists have a hard time explaining why different people behave differently in the same situation. In Milgram's basic experiment, two-thirds of the subjects complied, but one-third did not. The point is  [*296]  more general. Throughout the experimental literature of social psychology we find striking and statistically significant correlations between experimental variables and subjects' responses - but, significant as they may be, the correlation coefficients seldom exceed 0.5, which by the standards of physics is a low correlation, signifying that the manipulated variable accounts for only one-fourth of the variance in behavior. People differ, and the question for situationism is how these differences should be explained.  The answer, Ross and Nisbett tell us, lies in the fact that people construe situations differently, that "it is the situation as construed by the subject that is the true stimulus."n71 Thus, the differences in response arise not from differences in human character, but rather from differences in perception and construal.  Perhaps. Yet I find this explanation, according to which the one-third noncompliance rate in the Milgram experiment is explained by arguing that the noncompliant third perceived the situation differently from the two-thirds of compliers, to be both too convenient and too ad hoc, given that we don't actually know anything about how Milgram's subjects construed the situation. In Ross and Nisbett's view, what I have called a near-determinism of situations becomes more like a true determinism. Ross and Nisbett localize individual idiosyncracy in the capacity for perception and construal, while accepting a version of stimulus-response determinism according to which the stimulus (the situation-as-construed) leads subjects to uniform responses. But why? Why parse the individual this way, into a perception/construal capacity that exhibits idiosyncrasy and a responsive capacity that exhibits little or none? To do so seems arbitrary, and borders on downright inconsistency. After all, construing a situation is itself a kind of action, and one would suppose that a consistent situationist should posit that situations account for most of the variation in construals as well as responses. In that case, however, the situationist is left with no explanation for variation among individuals placed in the same situation. Moreover, even if the situationist is right about individual variability in construing situations, one can reply that personality lies in large part in our habits of perception and construal, so at least some form of personality theory survives the situationist objection.  I prefer to think of situations - the independent variables that experimenters manipulate - as sources of pressure or temptation. Quite simply, the experiments demonstrate how difficult - but not impossible - acting against the situational tide is. It's so difficult that in the basic Milgram experiment only a third of the subjects are able to bring it off. Adding a compliant teammate makes it more difficult still, so that only one subject out of ten was able to resist; while adding  [*297]  a noncompliant team-mate makes resistance easy enough that nine out of ten subjects were able to succeed at resisting the orders to continue administering shocks. In the terms of our initial metaphor, situational changes alter the relative gradient of both the high road and the low road. What the experiments do show, quite graphically, is that seemingly-minor manipulations of the environment can cause astonishingly large changes in the ease or difficulty of action, the angle of incidence between the two roads.  Putting the situationists' point in these terms - that is, that situations transform the ease or difficulty of certain courses of action - avoids the implication of determinism. The situation sets conditions under which we choose, but the numbers strongly imply that these conditions do not render choice impossible. Notice that if every subject complied with Milgram's experiment, it would provide evidence that the experiment had uncovered a mechanism akin to a physical reflex, over which we have no choice or control. And if only a few subjects out of the thousand complied, we might regard them as pathological cases, and excuse them from blame on the grounds that they have a screw loose somewhere. The actual two-thirds/one-third split precludes us from drawing either of these deterministic conclusions about the compliers.  Because I resist situational determinism, I resist as well the radical suggestion that our deep-seated propensity to fall into predetermined roles (as in the SPE) means that we have no core self whose integrity matters, only a collection of selves-in-roles, each seeking its own harmony between behavior and principle, but without any larger unity of self. The experiments do show that we lack robust consistency across situations. This should not surprise us, however. After all, if some of my roles impose inconsistent moral demands - if, for example, with a wig on my head and a band round my neck I will be asked to do for a guinea what I would otherwise think it wicked and infamous to do for an empiren72 - and my daily life leads me to occupy all these roles; and if, further, the actions I take in each role lead me to adopt beliefs that vindicate those actions, then dissonance theory predicts that I will preserve my conception of myself as a morally upright individual in the only way left: by abandoning the belief that my other beliefs should be consistent. n73 We purchase integrity, what Gerald Postema calls the "unity of practical consciousness," at the price of logic, the unity of theoretical consciousness. n74 The experimental demonstration that we lack robust consistency across  [*298]  situations shows that integrity consists of a complex unity, stitched together with a great deal of self-deception that allows us to deny inconsistencies and the dissonance they induce. Integrity remains something that we seek. The problem, then, remains the one we began with: that the quest for integrity, manifested in all the psychological phenomena we have been reviewing, can drive us to behavior as disconcerting and morally repellent as that shown in the Stanford Prison Experiment or in Milgram's demonstration.

A2: Hicks And Greene (American Exceptionalism)

Three impacts

a) It obviously means that switch-side debate is an excuse to make the push for hegemony look philosophically consistent. People decide they want to promote violent exceptionalism and grab any excuse, even a good idea like debate or desegregation to do so. Depriving the government of switch-side as a reason for promoting American culture won’t change the outcome. 

b) There’s no alternative to switchs-side. We can’t speak our convictions if we don’t have any. Not forcing people onto both sides of a topic just means they will lie about other stuff for the win. It probably means they’re lying right now.

c) We need a different ethic of speech. The ethics of advocacy requires that we refuse an ethical commitment with every speech act. Radical self-doubt is the cure for their BS conviction.

Luban ‘3  (David, Prof. Law and Philosophy – Georgetown U. Law Center, Fordham Law Review, “Integrity in the Practice of Law: Integrity: Its Causes and Cures”, 72 Fordham L. Rev. 279, November, L/N)
Strikingly, Montaigne resorts to these psychological fictions of schizophrenia and restricted identification in order to argue that one need not abandon professions that are customary and profitable, regardless of their knavery. If I am right that schizophrenia and restricted identification are fictions, and that Montaigne's arguments for non-accountability therefore fail, we are left with the situation of someone whose practice of a customary, profitable profession drives him to stable, self-justifying belief changes whose only drawback is that they happen to be lies. Montaigne claims that he has kept his integrity - he has not departed one nail's breadth from himself. But he has kept it, it appears, by fooling himself. This is a significant point for legal ethics, because one of the first modern articles on the subject quotes these sentences from Montaigne and takes them as a model of Stoic morality to justify the ethics of advocacy.n90 As Trollope, another  [*304]  astute literary psychologist, observed, "Men will not be talked out of the convictions of their lives. No living orator would convince a grocer that coffee should be sold without chicory; and no amount of eloquence will make an English lawyer think that loyalty to truth should come before loyalty to his client."n91  The problem, in the end, comes to this: the ethical value of integrity is experienced from the inside as a kind of harmony or equilibrium between values and actions, whereby one does what one does without departing a nail's breadth from oneself. But the experiments show that integrity has a kind of evil twin, induced by our need to see ourselves as ethically righteous people regardless of the knavery of our calling. From the inside, the quest for integrity and the process of rationalizing our actions prove nearly impossible to distinguish. We would like our moral compass to point true north, but our only instrument for detecting true north is our moral compass. And so, even though integrity and its evil twin may differ, the quest for integrity can drive us to the high road or the low road, without any landmarks to alert us about which path we have taken.  IV. Is There a Cure for Integrity?  A. The Truth Cure   I fear that no cure for integrity exists. The problem is, quite simply, that the dissonance-based phenomena we have been examining, our urgent desire as intuitive lawyers to arrange our world so that we remain upstanding citizens in it regardless of what we do, all operate unconsciously.  One comforting idea is that the truth will set us free - or, more precisely, that understanding the dynamics of self-corruption (integrity's sturdy twin) can help us fend it off. Robert Cialdini has written an admirable textbook on the power of social-psychological forces to influence us in directions we don't want.n92 At the end of each chapter, Cialdini offers a section entitled "Defense," which distills from the experimental literature recommendations about how not to be taken in by the fundamental forces of reciprocation, commitment and consistency, social proof, liking, authority, and scarcity - the "weapons of influence." n93 Cialdini's basic defensive recommendation is enhanced awareness. n94 Yet he understands that  [*305]  enhanced awareness of unconscious forces may be impossible precisely because the forces are unconscious.n95 His recommendations may well be the best we can do, but I have doubts that the best we can do will often be good enough. n96  A personal recollection: Two years ago, I was walking across a park in Dublin with my wife and in-laws. It was a nice summer day, and I noticed a man napping on the grass. As we drew nearer, I noticed that he was lying on his stomach, not his back. Then, as we walked by, I saw that his head was not turned to one side like someone asleep. His face was pressed directly into the ground. His limbs were splayed at awkward angles, and he was completely motionless. I had what I can only describe as a moment of listless recognition that he seemed to be dead - listless, because although I recall the thought that he was dead passing through my mind, I kept walking. The listlessness was not too surprising, as we had taken a red-eye from America and spent the whole day touring: all four of us had been awake more than twenty-four hours. It just seemed so natural to keep walking.  At that time, I had been a consumer of experimental social psychology for more than five years, and had discussed the Darley-Latane experiments on bystander passivity in my classes at least three times. It wasn't until we were past the motionless man that I suddenly recognized why none of us were doing anything. It had nothing to do with the red-eye. It had everything to do with diffusion of responsibility. I said, "That guy looks dead! We should do something." We all turned back to look at him, and saw a good Samaritan with a cell-phone standing next to the fallen man, excitedly phoning for help. Just as the experiments predicted, the Good Samaritan was all by himself. Score one for Darley and Latane.  Of course, one explanation for my passivity is that Luban is a weak vessel, who talks the talk of morality and compassion but won't walk the walk - or rather, who walks the walk right past collapsed strangers in a park. Perhaps that's it. But another example might persuade you that the case is not simply one of man's fecklessness and hypocrisy. The example comes from Philip Zimbardo's recollections of his  [*306]  Stanford Prison Experiment. Zimbardo recalls a critical moment several days into the experiment:     One of the guards overheard the prisoners talking about an escape that would take place immediately after visiting hours. The rumor went as follows: Prisoner #8612, whom we had released the night before, was going to round up a bunch of his friends and break in to free the prisoners.      How do you think we reacted to this rumor? Do you think we recorded the pattern of rumor transmission and prepared to observe the impending escape? That was what we should have done, of course, if we were acting like experimental social psychologists. Instead, we reacted with concern over the security of our prison. What we did was to hold a strategy session with the Warden, the Superintendent, and one of the chief lieutenants, Craig Haney, to plan how to foil the escape.n97   Haney was one of the psychologists conducting the experiment. Zimbardo continues:     After our meeting, ... I went back to the Palo Alto Police Department and asked the sergeant if we could have our prisoners transferred to their old jail. My request was turned down ... . I left angry and disgusted at this lack of cooperation between our correctional facilities (I was now totally into my role).n98   It only got worse:     I was sitting there all alone, waiting anxiously for the intruders to break in, when who should happen along but a colleague and former Yale graduate student roommate, Gordon Bower. Gordon had heard we were doing an experiment, and he came to see what was going on. I briefly described what we were up to, and Gordon asked me a very simple question: "Say, what's the independent variable in this study?"      To my surprise, I got really angry at him. Here I had a prison break on my hands. The security of my men and the stability of my prison was at stake, and now, I had to deal with this bleeding-heart, liberal, academic, effete dingdong who was concerned about the independent variable! It wasn't until much later that I realized how far into my prison role I was at that point - that I was thinking like a prison superintendent rather than a research psychologist.n99   When I first described the Stanford Prison Experiment, I noted that the "prisoners" and "guards" were not the only ones to become captives of their roles. Their parents, the priest who visited them, and even the lawyer who came in to consult with them about their "parole  [*307]  hearings" all did as well. Why not? None of these people were trained to recognize psychological mechanisms of influence at work. But Haney and Zimbardo were. If anyone should have recognized the "Pirandellian prison" of the mind, it is psychologists who devote their careers to mapping its gates and cell-blocks. Apparently, it isn't so. Nor should that surprise us: If cognitive dissonance and social cognition truly represent universal psychological forces, it is a little much to expect that scientific expertise can free us of them. Understanding how Snell's Law explains the bent-stick effect does not make the partially-submerged stick look any less bent to the physicist. 

(Luban continues….)

A2: Hicks And Greene (American Exceptionalism)

(Luban continues…)

B. The Canary in the Mineshaft   I have said that there is no real cure for integrity - the low-road kind of integrity, that is, the unconscious gerrymandering of principles to rationalize commitments and actions that are too inconvenient to forego. I do have a few suggestions, however. If you really fear the gradual unconscious corruption that performing in role induces, you must decide in advance what line you won't cross - and then, when you find yourself standing at that line, or, worse, when you find yourself having just crossed it, you will know that it's time to quit. The inspiration for this suggestion comes from David Heilbroner, a former New York City prosecutor who wrote a fascinating memoir of his time in the D.A.'s office - a story of inexperience and naivete gradually replaced by competence and cynicism. Heilbroner underwent a deep immersion in the seamy side of life where the good guys and the bad guys all lie sometimes, and where even doing good often leaves a bad taste. Heilbroner writes:     Before joining the DA's office I had promised myself that above all, I would never take a case to trial if I had any doubt about the defendant's guilt. At the time it seemed an easy enough standard to abide by. But during the past few weeks I realized that the Quintana case would probably force me to put my personal ethics to the test.n100   Heilbroner was prosecuting Quintana for theft, and had just learned that his star witness, the clean-cut, appealing, young victim was really a drug dealer, bail jumper, and liar. Heilbroner's supervisor was unimpressed by the revelations about the witness, and insisted that Heilbroner take the case to trial. He did so, and Quintana was acquitted. Soon after, Heilbroner quit his job. "To stay on much longer meant maintaining a blindered belief in the rectitude of our work, wanting to punish defendants, believing that our policies were all to the good: becoming the very sort of prosecutor I had always  [*308]  disliked and distrusted. It was time to leave."n101 Heilbroner admits that he was temperamentally unsuited to the prosecutor's job, n102 and that some Assistant District Attorneys "loved prosecuting in an unquestioning way that I never could." n103 Perhaps, then, Heilbroner's resignation was inevitable and overdetermined. Nevertheless, I like the way he set himself a mental tripwire, or, switching metaphors, a single action that would serve as his canary in the mineshaft. The moment the canary died, he knew that it was time to evacuate. Heilbroner's canary was taking a case to trial when he wasn't convinced that the defendant was guilty. Other lawyers, in other practices, must choose their own canaries. The formula is simple: "Whatever else I do, and however else my views change, I will never, ever ... ." You name it. Cover up someone else's crime. Lie about money. Falsify a document. Let a colleague suffer the consequences for my own screw-up. Do something where I couldn't look my father in the eye if I told him about it.  My advice is to choose your canary carefully, understanding that before you enter a role your ideas about what ethical demands it entails may well be naive. But, once you've selected the canary, never ignore it. If necessary, write down the "I will never, ever" formula. Put it in an envelope, keep it in a drawer, and pull it out sometimes to remind yourself what it says. And, the moment the canary dies, get out of the mineshaft.  C. Noticing When You Are Deflecting Blame to Someone Else   A second recommendation takes its inspiration from Milgram's research. When he debriefed subjects after the electric-shock experiment, Milgram asked them to apportion responsibility for shocking the victim among the three protagonists - the subject himself, the "scientist" giving him orders to proceed, and the victim repeatedly earning electric shocks by giving wrong answers. As one might expect, compliant subjects seldom attributed the horrible outcome of the experiment to themselves. Characteristically, they blamed it on the scientist, and often on the victim. Taking a cue from this, my recommendation is the following: whenever you find yourself doing things but denying (to yourself or to others) that you are responsible for doing them, treat it as a sign that you have succumbed to the unconscious psychological drive toward intuitive lawyering.  This recommendation may sound peculiar, given the situationists' warning that assigning responsibility for behavior to personality, not situational pressures, amounts to a "fundamental attribution error." Am I now suggesting that you must not blame the situation for what  [*309]  you have done, that you must take personal responsibility - in short, that you must commit the fundamental attribution error? Well, yes, in a way. Recall my earlier critique of situational determinism, where I argued that situations do not determine behavior, but merely alter the difficulty gradient, making it easier or harder to behave in certain ways. This, I suggested, is wholly compatible with a view that emphasizes the responsibility of agents in dealing with situations. To blame others - one's boss, one's co-workers, one's situation - amounts (to borrow Sartre's term) to a kind of bad faith.n104 Regardless of whether or not it is bad faith, however, my suggestion at the moment is simply that whenever you find yourself blaming others for your actions, treat that as an alarm-bell, signaling that you may well be in the grips of the psychological forces of rationalization.  D. Socratic Skepticism   My third and final suggestion is less specific, but perhaps more important. Throughout this discussion I have been emphasizing the dangers of our innate tendency to falsify facts and abandon principles in order to avoid the belief that we are doing wrong. Apparently, the need to believe in our own righteousness runs deep. One possible antidote to the drive toward self-righteousness is a stance toward the world that might be labeled "Socratic skepticism."  In Plato's Apology, Socrates tells the Athenian jury at his trial that throughout his life he has listened to an inner voice, a daimon. The voice tells him when he is in danger of doing wrong. It never speaks when he is doing right - only when he is doing wrong.n105 To give an example, Socrates mentions a period in which Athens was ruled by the Thirty Tyrants. These rulers wished to implicate as many Athenians as possible in their crimes. At one point, they called Socrates and some others in and ordered them to arrest Leon the Salaminian so that he might be executed. The others went off to fulfill the command, but (Socrates tells his hearers), his daimon spoke up, and, at risk of forfeiting his own life, he simply went home. Socrates adds that his own life was spared only because the Tyrants were overthrown very soon after. n106  Socrates goes on to explain that throughout his life he has made it his mission to seek out those who claim to know, and test them with probing questions, hoping (in vain, he informs us) to find someone whose high opinion of his own wisdom stood the test. He insists that  [*310]  he himself knows only that he does not know.n107 Although Socrates does not draw the connection between his daimon and his skeptical stance toward his own knowledge and that of others, it seems straightforward enough: the daimon tells him when his action has no justification, and his skepticism leads him to test every justification that he hears.  This stance toward the world - a stance of perpetual doubt toward one's own pretensions as well as the pretensions of others - is what I am calling Socratic skepticism. It aims to combat our basic drive to believe in our own righteousness in the most straightforward way possible: by trying to make a habit of doubting one's own righteousness, of questioning one's own moral beliefs, of scrutinizing one's own behavior - "know thyself!" - with a certain ruthless irony.  This advice will no doubt seem strange and disagreeable to many. Americans admire confident, can-do leaders who never second-guess their own decisions, and who avoid skepticism and self-doubt, the telltale signs of neurotics and losers. In the world of business and government, feelings of guilt or regret are career destroyers, best cabined to ceremonial occasions like Bible breakfasts and sentencing hearings. Nevertheless, I suggest chronic skepticism and discomfort with oneself as a possible antidote for integrity - if, that is, any antidote for integrity can be found.
A2: Hicks And Greene (American Exceptionalism)

Hicks and Greene are making a highly contextual argument. In the modern era, Switch Side debate is actually contrary to exceptionalist practices. And it has independent benefits that are worth affirming.

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May 57-59)

This extension of the previous claims of Greene and Hicks is where my defense of switch side debate takes issue. Many of the elements of Greene and Hicks position are undoubtedly true. Like any principled approach to communication, SSD is laden with ideological presuppositions and biases. It presumes that the marketplace of ideas operates with a degree of efficacy, that democratic and deliberative approaches to problem-solving produce strong outcomes, and that there is a gap between the “private” debate round and the “public” realm of advocacy-after-conviction.  However, the arguments in “Lost Convictions” alone should not be read as a sweeping indictment of SSD for two reasons. First, Greene and Hicks make a specific and context-dependent claim about the Cold War that cannot be easily applied to contemporary discussion of the merits of SSD. 1954 was a time of McCarthyism and anti-Communist witch-hunts. It was quite possible then that one justification for debating both sides was a re-affirmation of liberalism against the communists. Now, in the midst of the “war on terrorism,” widespread restrictions on civil liberties, and President Bush’s mantra of “with us or against us,” it seems like the opposite is truer. Fidelity to the American cause is performed through the willing silence of its citizens. Dissent is quelled and the public is encouraged to view the world through the singular lens of “freedom” against the forces of terrorism. Debating both sides—and lacking immediate conviction—is a sign of weakness and waffling in the face of imminent threats to national security. Thus, in the contemporary context, to reject SSD and promote argument only through conviction is far more conducive to supporting American exceptionalism than debating multiple sides is as a liberal democratic justification.  Second, the fact that certain communicative practices like SSD are implicated in operations of power does not alone make them undesirable. Consistent with the Foucauldian basis of such a criticism, one cannot blanketly assert that power is a monolithic entity that can be deemed either “good” or “bad.” Instead, it is imperative to examine the “specificity of … practices in order to delineate their forces and effects” (Muckelbauer 2000, p. 78). Many actions were taken during the Cold War under the pretenses that they would contribute in some way to the case for U.S. superiority over the Soviet Union. For example, it could be argued that the racial integration of schools in the United States was complicit with a narrative of plurality and openness that was, in at least some ways, exceptional. Does this make the fact that schools were integrated undesirable? Assuredly not. Bracketed off from the benefits derived from SSD, the interweaving of the practice with liberalism may be a cause for some concern. However, once the advantages of such an approach are considered, they do not alone merit a whole-sale rejection of the process. Greene and Hicks acknowledge this when they write that, “In a world increasingly dominated by fundamentalism (religious and otherwise) the development of a respect for pluralism, tolerance and free speech remains political valuable” (2005, p. 121). Yes, as instructors and practitioners of debate, it is our responsibility to remain cognizant of precisely what type of “moral development” is being taught. But, once that awareness has been raised, the fact that it may not be totally neutral (an impossible goal) does not warrant abandonment of the switch-sides approach.
A2: Loss Of Conviction

The formation of opinions is a prior question to a rigorous defense of them – switch-side debate is the best forum of discovery. It is an isolated political space that puts everyone on equal footing and buys students time to explore both sides’ arguments in-depth. 

Harrigan ‘8 (Casey, Associate Director of Debate at UGA, Master’s in Communications – Wake Forest U., “A Defense of Switch Side Debate”, Master’s thesis at Wake Forest, Department of Communication, May, pp.35-38)
Critics of SSD have argued that debating both sides is a tactic of cooption by dominant beliefs because speaking on behalf of “evil” ideas moderates extreme views. Instead of sharpening and refining the prior beliefs of debaters, the argument goes, engaging in switch side debating changes the beliefs of students, slowly drawing them “close[r] to the middle” (Massey 2006). Mirroring the broader critical move toward a “depoliticized expression of struggles,” they argue that this is undesirable because only extreme views are “pure,” in the sense that they avoid entanglement in bureaucratic structures of government (Boggs 1997, p. 773). Essentially, the argument boils down to “brainwashing”: switching sides causes students to abandon their original (presumably correct) beliefs in favor of more moderate and less politically effective ideas. Three responses effectively dispatch with this criticism and support the benefits of SSD. First, the foundational premise of the case for switch side debating indicts the notion that true conviction can be held prior to a rigorous analysis of all sides of an issue through debating both sides. As far back as A. C. Baird (1955), proponents of switch side debating have argued that conviction was a result of reasoned consideration of the issues surrounding a particular policy rather than a pre-condition for it. For instance, Baird argues, “Sound conviction... should stem from mature reflection. Discussion and debate facilitate the maturing of such reflective thinking and conviction” (1955, p. 6). Many debaters, especially those new to collegiate debate, do not yet have calcified opinions about many controversial subjects. Instead, they develop their beliefs over time, as they spend time thinking through the nuances of each relevant argument in preparation for competitive debating. By arguing on behalf of both the affirmative and the negative sides of a given resolution, switch side debaters are exposed to many avenues to test their initial thoughts on controversial subjects.  Traditionally, the formation of belief in this manner has coincided more closely with the meaning of “conviction.” Defined as beliefs that are formed as a result of “exposing fallacies” through the “give-and-take of rebuttal,” sound convictions can only be truly generated by the reflexive thinking spurred by debating both sides. While some students may honestly believe that they have thoroughly considered the merits of a particular opinion before arguing for or against it in a debate, experimenting with ideas in a competitive SSD is still a necessary endeavor. Only in debate, a relatively isolated political space, are many arguments able to be presented in an ideally open, no-holdsbarred manner (Coverstone 1995). Moreover, when faced with the prospect of being forced to advocate a position, students receive the necessary motivation (through competitive and other impulses) to thoroughly research all of the complexities of a given subject. Also, through the requirement of advocacy, students are encouraged to actively listen, a crucial element of rich argumentative engagement (Lacy 2002). In the end, the switch side debater emerges with a deeper understanding of more sides of an issue and may be ready to come to some degree of conclusion and conviction about which side to support.  Conviction generated through debating both sides is almost universally preferable to dogmatic and non-negotiable assertions of belief (Baird 1955, p. 6). Switching sides grounds belief in reasonable reflective thinking; it teaches that decisions should not be rendered until all positions and possible consequences have been considered in a reasoned manner. This method is closely linked to the value that debate places on critical thinking. Unsurprisingly, many authors have noted the importance of SSD for generating such rigorous decision-making skills (Muir 1993; Parcher 1998; Rutledge 2002; Speice & Lyle 2003; English, Llano, Mitchell, Morrison, Rief and Woods 2007). The critical thinking taught by SSD provides the ultimate check against dangerous forms of cooption. Over time, certain arguments will prevail over others only if they have a strong enough logical foundation to withstand thorough scrutiny. Debaters will change their minds to support the “moderate” side of certain positions only if—after reasoned reflection and sound conviction—doing so is found to be preferable. While such a “marketplace of ideas” may be marked by some imperfections, one of its most effective incarnations is undoubtedly in academic debate rounds. There, appeals to wealth, status, and power are minimized by a focus on logic and formal rules, which protect the ability of all participants to contribute in an honest and open manner. As a result, it should be assumed that the insights generated through debate’s dialectic process will be generally correct and that any shifting beliefs are the reflection of a social good (the replacement of false ideas with truth).  Conceiving of conviction in this manner redefines the role of debate into what Baird calls an “educational procedure”: the formation of a pedagogical playground to experiment with alternative ideas and coalesce assertions and unwarranted beliefs into sound conviction (1966, p. 6). Treating debate as a training ground for advocacy and decision-making has several benefits: it allows debaters the conceptual flexibility to experiment with minority and extreme ideas, protects them from outside influences, and buys them time before they are forced to publicly put forward their opinions (Coverstone 1995). As a result, the primary focus of the activity shifts from arguing to deciding, giving critical thinking its crucial importance. A fundamental premise of the anti-SSD’s claim about cooption is thoroughly indicted: it is impossible to lose one’s convictions before they have truly been discovered.

A2: Loss Of Conviction

Debate pushes students to question both sides, allowing the truth to emerge from each individual rather than being placed into the mind by external forces. This gives an opportunity for students to have even greater moral convictions than in a world in which they defended one side consistently

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp.291-293)
 Conclusion Modern debate. Murphy insists, "is not dialectical; it is rhetorical; it appeals for judgment, for acceptance."'" Debate, he recalls, has traditionally been associated with conviction, rather than with dialectical exercise. Ehninger argues that the emphasis on technique fragments the whole of a properly unified rhetorical process. Techniques become ends in themselves, and represent a "partialism that is as dangerous as it is fruitless."" Plato charges that making the weaker argument the stronger is a corrupt form of rhetorical training and that seeking a higher truth is a transcendent value. To these perspectives, treating debate as a game perverts the educational process by encouraging the development of a "situational morality," Firm moral commitment to a value system, however, along with a sense of moral identity, is founded in reflexive assessments of multiple perspectives. Switch-side debate is not simply a matter of speaking persuasively or organizing ideas clearly (although it does involve these), but of understanding and mobilizing arguments to make an effective case. Proponents of debating both sides observe that the debaters should prepare the best possible case they can, given the facts and information available to them,^^ This process, at its core, involves critical assessment and evaluation of arguments; it is a process of critical thinking not available with many traditional teaching methods." We must progressively learn to recognize how often the concepts of others are discredited by the concepts we use to justify ourselves to ourselves. We must come to see how often our claims are compelling only when expressed in our own egocentric view. We can do this if we learn the art of using concepts without living in them. This is possible only when the intellectual act of stepping outside of our own systems of belief has become second nature, a routine and ordinary responsibility of everyday living. Neither academic schooling nor socialization has yet addressed this moral responsibility,^"* but switch-side debating fosters this type of role playing and generates reasoned moral positions based in part on values of tolerance and fairness. Yes, there may be a dangerous sense of competitive pride that comes with successfully advocating a position against one's own views, and there are ex-debaters who excuse their deceptive practices by saying "I'm just doing my job." Ultimately, however, sound convictions are distinguishable from emphatic convictions by a consideration of all sides of a moral stance. Moral education is not a guaranteed formula for rectitude, but the central tendencies of switch-side debate are in line with convictions built on empathic appreciation for alternative points of view and a reasoned assessment of arguments both pro and con. Tolerance, as an alternative to dogmatism, is preferable, not because it invites a relativistic view of the world, but because in a framework of equal access to ideas and equal opportunities for expression, the truth that emerges is more defensible and more justifiable. Morality, an emerging focal point of controversy in late twentieth-century American culture, is fostered rather than hampered by empowering students to form their own moral identity. Contemporary debate, even in the context of a vigorous defense, does have its drawbacks. It tends to overemphasize logic and tactics and to downplay personal feelings; it is by nature competitive, and therefore susceptible to competitive impulses and techniques (such as rapid speaking and a multiplicity of arguments); and it can desensitize debaters to real human problems and needs through continual labeling and discussion of abstract issues on paper. These problems, however, are more than matched by the conceptual flexibility, empathy, and familiarity with significant issues provided by switch-side debate. The values of tolerance and fairness, implicit in the metaphor of debate as game, are idealistic in nature. They have a much greater chance of success, however, in an activity that requires students to examine and understand both sides of an issue. In his description of debating societies, Robert Louis Stevenson questions the prevalence of unreasoned opinion, and summarizes the judgment furthered in this work:

No hypocrisy. Debate helps students form conviction on a soundly researched argument.

Windes ’60  (Russel, Former Dir. Debate – Northwestern U. and PhD Comm and Social Psych, Post-Doc Fellow in Social Relations – Harvard U., Speech Teacher, “Competitive Debating, the Speech Program, the Individual, and Society”, 9(2), March, pp. 100-101, Ebsco)

If we remember what academic debating is, we should not upset ourselves with worrying over whether or not a student is a hypocrite if he debates both sides of a proposition, for we know that the student does not personalize one side of a proposition or another. If he argues that Red China should be admitted to the United Nations, he does not have to believe that it should, rather he knows that his job entails preparing the best possible case in behalf of a given proposition, believing that in a democracy every side of every proposition is entitled to a fair hearing. He knows, too, that his essential objective in studying debating is to learn the tools of argument and how they can best be applied in attacking and defending ideas. He may well know that he can not be sure which side of the proposition is "right" or "wrong" until he is familiar with an abundance of argument and proof that may be offered in support of both sides. In this respect, he is preparing for social roles he must play later on in life, and, like the attorney, he learns to suspend his judgment, to be the "devil's advocate" on occasion. One might ask those who insist that allowing an academic debater to debate both sides is wicked, why should a sixteen year old debater have to believe so strongly in one side of a proposition that he cannot see a second side? Just because this is a country with freedom of opinion does not mean that everybody has to have an opinion about everything. One of the troubles with the world, it would seem, is that some people hold opinions so strongly they can not see that other people have good reasons for believing differently. Debating both sides of a proposition probably contributes to tolerance. Moreover, besides the lawyer's role, there are others in which devil's advocacy is justified. The Roman Catholic Church, even at the canonization of a saint, admits and listens patiently to a "devil's advocate". The holiest of men, it appears, cannot be admitted to posthumous honors until all that the devil could say against him is known and weighed.

A2: Loss Of Conviction

Understanding both sides is crucial to sound moral conviction.

Muir ‘93 (Star, Prof. Comm. – George Mason U., Philosophy and Rhetoric, “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, 26(4), pp.290-291)
 Sound conviction depends upon a thorough understanding of the controversial problem under consideration. . . . This thorough understanding of the problem depends upon careful analysis of the issues and survey of the major arguments and supporting evidence. . . , This measured analysis and examination of the evidence and argument can best be done by the careful testing of each argument pro and con. . . . The learner's sound conviction covering controversial questions [therefore] depends partly upon his experience in defending and/or rejecting tentative affirmative and negative positions.""* Sound conviction, a key element of an individual's moral identity, is thus closely linked to a reasoned assessment of both sides. Some have even suggested that it would be immoral not to require debaters to defend both sides of the issues."" It does seem hypocritical to accept the basic premise of debate, that two opposing accounts are present on everything, and then to allow students the comfort of their own untested convictions. Debate miwinght be rendering students a disservice, insofar as moral education is concerned, if it did not provide them some knowledge of alternative views and the concomitant strength of a reasoned moral conviction.
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This argument doesn’t pan out in the context of actual debate

a) Most debaters are liberal, not conservative – at least FAR MORE liberal than the average American. At the very least proves major alt causes to hyper-conservative politics.

b) This argument is question-begging. They don’t actually impact political conservatism, just assume the truth value of their claims and prove we exclude them. Fairness is a prerequisite to determine whether we should even be debating their claims since prepared in-depth clash is the only to determine the subject-area is actually worth discussing.

This argument is backwards. Policy analysis focused on the state promotes progressive ideas. Refraining from rational policy planning creates a back-door for absolutist conservatism.

Lynn ’99 (Laurence, Sid Richardson Research Prof. in LBJ School of Public Affairs – UT Austin, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, “A Place at the Table: Policy Analysis, Its Postpositive Critics, and the Future of Practice”, 18:3)

Policy analysis, says Torgerson, is “haunted” by its original “dream” which, as he  tells it, bearing “the unmistakable imprint of the positivist heritage,” is of the abolition  of politics (p. 34, emphasis added). “Professional policy analysis,” he says, “is not  really of this world—this all-too-human world of conflict, confusion, and doubt. . . .  [T]he analyst . . . becomes one who performs remote operations on an essentially  alien object” (p. 35). Because the goals of policy are matters of value, not facts and  logic, goals cannot be included within the scope of what the policy analyst knows  about. As a result, conventional policy analysis is “blinded to political reality” (p. 37).  The policy analysts’ “dream,” he says, must be seen for the nightmare that it is: Huxley’s  Brave New World, Orwell’s 1984.  Writing in 1986, Torgerson was optimistic that the “spell of positivism” might be  broken by the postpositive turn in social science. The policy analyst is succumbing to  the temptation to join society and develop the “participatory potential” of policy  analysis. Intellectual sustenance for this movement was being provided by Majone’s  thinking on policy analysis, which helps shatter “the technocratic expectation of precise  and certain solutions” (p. 44). New fields such as impact assessment, says Torgerson,  invite broader evaluation of technocratic solutions. Postpositive policy analysts will  come to have “an acute awareness of their own frailty and fallibility” and will “make  their humanity apparent” (p. 51).  The telling of the story is continued by others. Positivism has been severely shaken,  if not vanquished, said William Ascher when stepping down as editor of Policy Sciences  [Ascher, 1987]. The “importance of contextual, interdisciplinary, problem-oriented  inquiry” has been successfully reasserted (p. 3). The field is now aware that the policy  analyst is part of the policy process, and the analysts’ quixotic fixation on universal  laws is being abandoned. It gets even better. Durning (in this issue) quotes Dryzek  and Torgerson as saying that postpositivist policy analysis “now occupies the  intellectual high ground in the policy field.”3  In general, as I read it, the postpositivist animus against unreconstructed policy  analysis has two primary causes. The first is the presumed adherence by policy  analysts to the positivist dogma that facts and values must be kept strictly separate  and that facts and facts alone are the province of the policy analyst. Policy analysts  cum positivists are said to be determined to identify and apply universal laws  (presumably including the “law of supply and demand”) to the “objective facts” of  social life. They are indicted for clinging to the hope that “policy debate can be  confined to technical questions on which experts can agree,” for believing that there  are objective rules of behavior that will automatically lead to optimal results  [Danziger, 1995, p. 440]. Forrester [1993] evaluates and finds wanting the staples of  conventional policy planning practice: means-ends models of instrumental  rationality; problem-solving, rationalistic, “scientific” models; cybernetic,  information-processing models; and “satisficing” models of “bounded rationality”  (p. 19). These practices, he says, fail to address ethical and normative issues  associated with policymaking in a systematic manner.  The postpositivist counterargument is twofold: (1) facts and values cannot and  should not be separated in democratic deliberation; policy analysts must take a “value  critical approach” in which, as deLeon puts it, “ideology, values, and belief become  part and parcel of the formal analysis” (deLeon, 1997, p. 79); and (2) facts are social  constructions, not objective features of the material world awaiting discovery, and  any representation of “true facts” must be recognized as essentially arbitrary, pseudodiscoveries  that disguise a social, political agenda. There are no social facts that exist  independent of investigators as sociopolitical beings. Science is not “passive reception  and organization of sense data,” but rather itself a product of the social world,  “grounded in and shaped by normative suppositions and social meanings” [Fischer,  1993, p. 167]. Postpositivists would subject all values to explicit analysis, using  approaches such as Q-methodology for this purpose, and analyses of values would be  at the heart of policy analysis practice. Postpositivists variously favor an interpretive  or hermeneutic or narrative understanding of the material and social world.  Who Is “of This World”?  The second source of postpositive animus against policy analysis practice is the  clientelism of policy analysis. Postpositivists view the partnership between policy  analysis and the hierarchical state as devastating to democracy and to the policies  that would otherwise emerge from unimpeded discussion among informed,  autonomous citizens. Postpositivists attack the hierarchical structures of a top-down,  mass society that enact elitist policies favoring the few [Fischer, 1993, p. 166] and  indict policy analysts as handmaidens of power. They would substitute for bureaucracy  what is variously termed “authentic democracy,” “unimpeded inquiry,” and “ethically  illuminating, communicative practice.”  With this argument, we shift from epistemology to politics. Peter deLeon quotes  Torgerson as follows: “It should . . . be recognized that the adoption of any  methodological posture—whether right or wrong—is inescapably a form of political  action” [deLeon, 1997, p. 86].   Traditional policy analysts differ sharply from their  postpositive critics in political posture, which is seen most closely in the differences  in their counterfactuals.  To policy analysts, the counterfactual is the world that frustrated Charles Schultze  and Alice Rivlin, a world with no one at the table to add clarity, thoughtful analysis,  and an awareness of alternatives and opportunity costs to the discussion, a world  dominated by the inertia of government and by “military requirements,” professional  medical judgment, the sanctity of subsidies, and the superiority of sentiment. To the  postpositivists, the counterfactual appears to be a politics wholly reconstituted around  empowered and informed citizens. Postpositivists evidently believe that eliminating  positivist practice and the institutions that sustain it will improve the prospects for  unimpeded discourse and deliberation undistorted by elite bias.  This difference seems to me to be captured in the following thought experiment. Suppose that conventional, positivist policy analysis, wherever and by whomever it is  currently practiced, could be surgically removed from the body politic. That is, suppose  that policy analysis as practiced in the planning, program development, and budget  offices of federal, state, and local agencies;
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in the General Accounting Office, the  Congressional Research Service, and the Congressional Budget Office; in The  Brookings Institution and the American Enterprise Institute; at the Manpower  Demonstration Research Corporation, Mathematica Policy Research, the Center for  Budget and Policy Priorities, and the Urban Institute; at the Institute for Research on  Poverty and the Joint Center for Poverty Research—together with its most prominent  practitioners—Henry Aaron, Mary Jo Bane, David Ellwood, Judith Gueron, Robert  Greenstein, Rebecca Maynard, Robert Reischauer, Alice Rivlin, and Isabelle Sawhill,  with their positivist penchant for facts, causal models, instrumental rationality,  evaluation of alternatives and evidence-based practice—could be excised from  government and sent to the collective farm to do honest work.  Postpositivists, who cast such institutions and individuals as either ineffectual or  the enemies of democracy, would, I assume, argue that the elimination of these “tools  of tyranny” would contribute toward improving the climate and prospects for  communicative practice based on postpositivist epistemologies. There would be  grounds for greater optimism concerning policies that reflect the values and ideas of  informed citizens. Bias against the policies, constituencies, and power of the  centralized state would no longer be able to distort public dialogue, reify agency  views of the world, and stifle the processes of deliberation.  In contrast, traditional policy analysts would view the consequences very  differently. Send policy analysts to the collective farm and, in an inevitably interestdominated,  hierarchical political world, nontransparent methods would again go  unchallenged and become even more pervasive. Secrecy, obscurantism, corruption,  deception, distortion, unfounded assertion, dishonesty, narrow ambition, ideological  excess, and all the other temptations to which flesh is heir might well be even more  widely and securely practiced. The postpositivist dream of “unimpeded discourse”  could easily become a nightmare of discourse impeded not by policy analysts  claiming expertise but by a host of other antidemocratic elements inimical to  informed discussion and empowered citizens. Careful attention must be paid to the  design of institutions that promote cooperation at various levels of social discourse  [Ostrom, 1998], but this is a positivist project that postpositivists could scarcely be  expected to endorse.  Policy analysts have a deeper worry about postpositivism. Notwithstanding her own  positivist-tinged acknowledgment that “better arguments” should prevail, Danziger  approvingly cites Stanley Fish as conceding that postpositivist convictions are  “unsupported by absolute standards external to themselves” [Danziger, 1995, p. 448].  That this is true should not undermine the postpositivist’s defense of those convictions,  however. In Fish’s words “the rhetorical and constructed nature of things does not  compromise their reality but constitutes it, constitutes it in a form that is as invulnerable  to challenge as it is unavailable to verification” [Fish, 1989, pp. 552–553].  If having convictions that are invulnerable to challenge and unavailable to  verification is a virtue, then, it seems to me, postpositivists are urging us to reenter a  dark, pre-enlightenment age dominated by the clash of metaphysical absolutes in  which issues are settled by essentialist assertions, power and maneuver, and deliberate  distortion or outright suppression of issues and opposition. It will be a politics of  absolutist claims, bad numbers, and worse arguments; of emotion and unreason; of  the survival of the most determined with the most to gain. Conservatives who set  about dismantling the data-collection capacity of executive agencies in order to rob  liberal policy analysis of its life’s blood, who are acting on what they believe to be a  normative and critical analysis of social dysfunction (e.g., a retreat from God), and  who advocate deliberation among citizens that is uncorrupted by the kind of social  science research too readily available in The Green Book, would seem to be exempt  from most postpositivist criticism.  Presumably, if, following rules of discourse and choice agreed to by all, a community  wishes to misinvest public resources, silence politically incorrect or divisive voices,  and allow self-appointed local elites to pursue their ambitions without restraint, then  their wisdom neither should be criticized nor contested by postpositivists. Indeed, as  far as I can tell, there are no valid grounds for doing so. Grassroots intimidation and  prejudice expressed through shouting in ordinary language are, at least, authentic.  Who Is Telling the Truth?  If it is to be persuasive and influential, a critique of policy analysis must be based on  a history that “hears” the voices of its teachers and practitioners and that observes  closely the contexts and products of practice. As Dryzek and Leonard put it, “What  remains . . . is histories that would sort out the lessons of the past in a way that future  practitioners—and publics—might find useful” [1988, p. 1258].   If such an engagement  leads to a counternarrative, voices that speak in persuasive rebuttal to the voices  representing policy analysis as taught and practiced, then professional practice might  be induced to move more courageously in new directions.  By this standard, the postpositivist derogation is a failure. The postpositive caricature  of policy analysis is chilling, but false; it is so strained, so far removed from the ethos  of policy analysis as generally taught and practiced, that most practitioners are justified  in paying little or no attention to what they regard as esoteric, pedantic irrelevance.  Moreover, the postpositivist penchant for constructing, as Edmund Wilson might put  it, “imaginary systems [that are] as antithetical to the real one as possible” and for  using these imaginary systems as a normative template for practice is so obviously  subservient to a political agenda as to void its claim to authority as an undistorted  epistemological critique of actual practice.  THE CENTER WILL HOLD  Policy analysis as a professional practice has been and must continue to be ethically  committed to (1) improving public policy through “bringing to the table” an informed  voice undistorted by a material interest in policy outcomes and (2) public policy  discourse, both internal and external to agencies, that is conducted with intellectual  integrity and a respect for democratic institutions. Policy analysts are obligated to  recognize and adapt to changes in the environments and contexts of their practice,  to acknowledge well-founded criticisms of their methods and professional conduct,  and to being realistic concerning both the advantages and limitations of the tools at  their disposal.  Policy analysis is and will remain pragmatic and crafty. For this reason policy analysis  practice will continue to be driven by problems as they arise in context. Admittedly,  these contexts are more often than not hierarchical, often polarized, and always  interest-driven rather than the kind of idealized contexts envisioned by postpositivists.  But public policymaking is far less “federal” and hierarchical than it used to be, and  decades of right-of-center politics have shifted interest decisively from public programs  to incentives, choice, and quasi-markets. The exigencies of the political world will  continue to insure a reality check on practice, and practice will evolve accordingly.  Fortunately, too, the production of policy analysis is continuously refreshed by new  cohorts of researchers and trained practitioners who bring fresh perspectives to the  enterprise. Welfare studies today—for example, the multidisciplinary, field-oriented  research of Julia Henly, Judith Levine, Marcia Meyers, and Jodi Sandfort—scarcely  resemble those of the 1960s.  For these and other reasons, the world of practice has and will continue to change,  but the center will hold. Acknowledging its adaptability, David Weimer, overgenerously  I think, labels policy analysis practice as “prepostpositivist” [1998]. Peter deLeon  helpfully urges balance in appropriating the good ideas and useful practices from  practitioners of various persuasions. Although a radical, Marie Danziger makes the  reasonable argument that policy analysts “should be concerned that all relevant parties  have access to sufficient data and a level of understanding that will enable them to be  true players in the policy process” [1995, p. 445], what Linda and Peter deLeon call a  “policy sciences of democracy.”
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This is true even against the theoretical ideal of eliminating liberal democracy in favor of a radical change in the concept of politics.

Lynn ‘2  (Laurence, Sid Richardson Research Prof. in LBJ School of Public Affairs – UT Austin, Administration & Society, “Democracy’s “Unforgivable Sin””, 34(4), September, Sage)
To the contrary, should their agenda should be adopted, many of the benefits would be chimerical and the costs would be much higher. A wholesale shift of political and administrative power toward “citizens,” especially if undisciplined by legislative and judicial deliberation and approval (on the necessity of which the deLeons are silent),would place in jeopardy fundamental rights and protections that citizens, no matter how jaded toward politics they might seem, have come to depend on. To weaken representative institutions would lead to a society that is less just, resilient, tolerant, progressive, and effective in addressing its problems. The deLeons’ ideas are a recurring theme in the discourse on democracy in America. Such ideas express the “democratic wish” analyzed by James A. Morone (1990) in The DemocraticWish: Popular Participation and the Limits of American Government: “chasing the elusive image of the people, . . . seeking participation in often imaginary communities” (p. 322). Progressives idealized “efficient citizens” as “intelligent, educated, and of good will, so that very little authoritative direction is necessary, and when necessary is performed with economy and competence” (Waldo, 1984, p. 19). According to James Bryce, if empowered, the average citizen will give close and constant attention to public affairs. . . .With such citizens as electors, the legislature will be composed of upright and capable [people], single-minded in their wish to serve the nation. . . . Office will be sought only because it gives opportunities for useful public service. Power will be shared by all, and a career open to all. (as cited in Dimock, 1945, p. 43) Recent expressions of this wish include The Magic of Dialogue by Daniel Yankelovich (1999); The Big Test by Nicholas Lehmann (1999); Manners, Morals and the Etiquette of Democracy by Stephen Carter (1998); The Argument Culture: Moving From Debate to Dialogue by Deborah Tannen (1998); and Science, Truth, and Democracy by Philip Kitcher (2001). These kinds of ideas do not define the entire intellectual agenda for implementing a democratic ethos, however. In my experience as a public official, administrator, active citizen, group participant, board member, case writer, policy analyst, and teacher of practitioners, the prospect or fact of direct participation has always raised vexing issues. Among them are the destructive consequences of rent seeking, ambition, ignorance, avarice, ideology, narcissism, and prejudice by “inefficient citizens,” behaviors that seem as likely to disfigure the deliberations of a grassroots forum as of a legislative markup session, a management staff meeting, or an elite blue-ribbon commission. Economists will adduce collective action problems, opportunism, conflicts of interest, and information asymmetries to explain the participatory bricolage we tend to observe throughout civic life. Anthropologists, sociologists, social psychologists, and other students of social behavior will adduce many other explanations for the vagaries of human interaction. Despite the deLeons’optimism, citizens are not always virtuous, often preferring to extinguish the freedoms and rights of others, to discipline or expel dissidents, and to aggrandize themselves at public expense over preserving the democratic ethos in any version. The truth of this proposition inspired E. E. Schattschneider (1975) to argue that we need to examine the chasm between the ideal and practice because it as likely that the ideal is wrong as it is that the reality is bad. . . . We become cynical about democracy because the public does not act the way the simplistic definition of democracy says that it should act, or we try to whip the public into doing things it does not want to do, is unable to do, and has too much sense to do. (pp. 128, 131) “If the democratic ideal were achieved,” observedKenneth Arrow(1974), “the electorate would be the authority, but it might well be as inadequate and irresponsible as any other” (p. 66). Schattschneider concluded, “The unforgivable sin of democratic politics is to dissipate the power of the public by putting it to trivial uses. The people cannot do the work of the system” (p. 137). Associated with the democratic wish, therefore, has been a related wish to overcome these vagaries through the creation of liberal institutions that, at least in principle, ensure liberty and justice for all. American constitutional governance relies on a framework of checks and balances, a “Madisonian scheme” of separated institutions sharing power, to preclude destructive threats to “government of, by and for the people,” including those that arise from the people themselves. Thus, throughout our history the democratic wish has, as Morone has shown, been translated into the institutions of the modern administrative state, including the use of election, delegation, hierarchy, rules, specialization, merit and neutral competence, consultation, and due process. Although far from coherent, occasionally oppressive or corrupt, and often ill suited to a changing world, such institutions are intended to secure the benefits of democracy. Public administration’s founding scholars fully understood this in arguing that transparent, politically responsible administration of public policies and functions, despite the dangers inherent in bureaucracy, is a primary means of implementing rule by the people. To regard all institutions that are representative rather than participatory; that are indirect rather than direct; that privilege knowledge, skill, and competence over ignorance and inexperience; and that rely on delegation and discretion rather than on direct democracy as undemocratic is to misunderstand— and to misunderstand profoundly—why our constitutional form of government was created and endures.2 The trouble with “participatory yearning,” Morone (1990) said, is “its innocence of organizational dynamics” (p. 335). The solution is not, as the deLeons saw it, “more democracy” but something more difficult: “to infuse our institutions with broad,workable forms of popular participation” (p. 336). The challenge is to identify those broad,workable forms of participation that will not allow “not in my backyard” to become national policy. Democracy’s dilemmas are the subjects of systematic thinking and research that suggest the magnitude of this challenge. Here is a smattering. One study of how well community service organizations meet community needs concluded, “From a broader policy standpoint, our findings question the ability of community service organizations to identify and respond to community needs” (Markham, Johnson, & Bonjean, 1999, p. 176). A survey of research on neighborhood-representing organizations found “a low level of both participatory and representative democracy” in such organizations (Cnaan, 1991, p. 629). Research on alternative dispute resolution processes in German environmental policy making concluded that discourse involving knowledge disputes must occur earlier and at higher levels than at the “end-of-pipe” citizen level, where discourse founders (Keller & Poferl, 2000). According to another study, citizen initiatives that restrict civil rights experience far greater success than citizen initiatives in general (Gamble, 1997). Finally, winners and losers in political contests express different levels of satisfaction with democratic institutions, winners preferring majoritarian government and losers preferring consensual processes (Anderson & Guillory, 1997), guaranteeing political contests over institutional forms that threaten stability. Unless one is ideologically committed to direct citizen participation “at all stages of policy making and implementation” as the only legitimate goal of democratic government, then thoughtful consideration of the proposition on offer from the deLeons requires a much deeper analysis than they have provided. What is needed is analysis of how the effort to institutionalize “pandemic participation” at every level of governance would affect the performance of our democracy across a range of values and of how, in full recognition of the difficulties involved, “workable forms of participation” might be forged. Creating a “workable democracy” was Emmette Redford’s project. Of it, however, he noted that “workable democracy [in which the interests of each and all are reflected in the totality of institutional operations] is antithetical to laissez faire but not to the administrative state as a device for serving human interests.” The deLeons have reached the opposite conclusion, but they do not say why. Thus, a reader is left to speculate about their deeper agenda. The deLeons’ view might well be much more straightforward than I attribute to them. They might believe simply that public management is currently so dominated by biased elite and insider interests, with all the nefarious consequences thereby entailed, that any incrementalmove away from the status quo toward greater citizen participation in any formwould be an unambiguously good thing and that it will require dedication to achieve even that. With Habermas, they may believe that the Enlightenment is an unfinished project that will be advanced through communicative discourse. Such a view may seem so obvious to them as to require no analysis or justification beyond citing the views of like-minded colleagues. Our disagreement, then, would be primarily over how much scholarly effort should be made to justify such a view in the American context. It strikes me as also plausible, however, that the deLeons are inclined toward a more radical vision. 
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They are not, it might be supposed, merely tinkering with theworkability of the Madisonian scheme through a variety of both classical and “NewAge” reforms. Rather, they wish to replace that scheme, with its universalizing, foundationalist discourse that suppresses cultural differences in favor of status differences, with a postmodern politics of cultural identity and socially constructed values that “valorize[s] a diversity of local political projects and struggles” (Best & Kellner, 2002, p. 11). As Best and Kellner (2002) put it, “identities are multiple and socially constructed [and] they need to be reconstructed in an emancipatory, autonomous, and self-affirming fashion” (p. 5). Pandemic participation lends itself to the process of identity construction and local struggle, albeit at the risk of fetishizing various aspects of identity. The deLeons’ antipathy toward interest-based competition and differentiations of status, moreover, leads logically toward the hospitable precincts of critical theory. Surely one of the underlying explanations for “undemocratic” public management is that the partnership of liberal capitalism and representative politics has socialized citizens into self-seeking individuals rather than capacious communities; into a zero-sum, interest group liberalism; into competing for political power and strategizing for partisan advantage; into scientistic hyperrationalism; and into structureinduced, hierarchically maintained equilibriums that are as overtly hostile to the laity as the Roman Catholic Church (and as tolerant of official abuses). Can the deLeons hope to succeed in their project of transforming politics while the economic and social structures that sustain the present politics are still in place?3 Are they not intellectually obligated to embrace more fully the “new historicism” or “cultural materialism” in order that their proposal have a logical foundation? This is, as I said, sheer speculation.4 Its intent is to suggest that some readers otherwise willing to suspend disbelief to consider the deLeons’ ideas will become frustrated in the effort. Just what is it that they are up to here? Why have they taken so little notice of scholarly traditions that have helped to illuminate the values and issues at stake in their proposal to substitute pandemic participation for representation? Why do they persist in identifying classical public administration with scientific management and policy analysis with technocracy—that is, in creating caricatures— when relevant theoretical and practice literatures at least arguably contradict them? In general,why are the democratic dilemmas that have troubled so many public management theorists and practitioners alike so untroubling to them? Perhaps I cannot avoid the intellectual blinkers of what might be called “liberal realism,” but, to me, the continuing effort to shape and sustain a workable American democracy that places freedom and justice at the center of its concerns is America’s most important undertaking. Public management that places responsibility at the center of its concerns is essential to the success of this undertaking. America’s achievements are the most notable, and noble, when the Madisonian scheme works in spite of our democracy’s centrifugal forces. If pursued without realism, pandemic participationwould constitute democracy’s “unforgivable sin,” relying on citizens to accomplish purposes for which strong, representative institutions are required.

