Structural Violence o/weighs

Structural violence outweighs subjective violence-disad impacts are only valued because they are compared to a ‘normally’ functioning system.  Structural violence proves that normalcy doesn’t exist.
Žižek 2008 [Slavoj, senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology @ Univ. of Ljubljana, Violence, p. 1-2]

If there is a unifying thesis that runs through the bric-a-brac of reflections on violence that follow, it is that a similar paradox holds true for violence. At the forefront of our minds, the obvious signals of violence are acts of crime and terror, civil unrest, international conflict. But we should learn to step back, to disentangle ourselves from the fascinating lure of this directly visible "subjective" violence, violence performed by a clearly identifiable agent. We need to perceive the contours of the background which generates such outbursts. A step back enables us to identify a violence that sustains our very efforts to fight violence and to promote tolerance. This is the starting point, perhaps even the axiom, of the present book: subjective violence is just the most visible portion of a triumvirate that also includes two objective kinds of violence. First, there is a "symbolic" violence embodied in language and its forms, what Heidegger would call "our house of being." As we shall see later, this violence is not only at work in the obvious-and extensively studied-cases of incitement and of the relations of social domination reproduced in our habitual speech forms: there is a more fundamental form of violence still that pertains to language as such, to its imposition of a certain universe of meaning. Second, there is what I call "systemic" violence, or the often catastrophic consequences of the smooth functioning of our economic and political systems. The catch is that subjective and objective violence cannot be perceived from the same standpoint: subjective violence is experienced as such against the background of a non-violent zero level. It is seen as a perturbation of the "normal," peaceful state of things. However, objective violence is precisely the violence inherent to this "normal" state of things. Objective violence is invisible since it sustains the very zero-level standard against which we perceive something as subjectively violent. Systemic violence is thus something like the notorious "dark matter" of physics, the counterpart to an all-too visible subjective violence. It may be invisible, but it has to be taken into account if one is to make sense of what otherwise seem to be "irrational" explosions of subjective violence.

Structural violence outweighs-subjective violence is only preferred because it has identifiable agents of action-it is just the most visible.  Invisible violence is the root cause and must be challenged first
Žižek 2008 [Slavoj, senior researcher at the Institute of Sociology @ Univ. of Ljubljana, Violence, p. 10-11]

Opposing all forms of violence, from direct, physical violence (mass murder, terror) to ideological violence (racism, incitement, sexual discrimination), seems to be the main preoccupation of the tolerant liberal attitude that predominates today. An SOS call sustains such talk, drowning out all other approaches: everything else can and has to wait ... Is there not something suspicious, indeed symptomatic, about this focus on subjective violence-that violence which is enacted by social agents, evil individuals, disciplined repressive apparatuses, fanatical crowds? Doesn't it desperately try to distract our attention from the true locus of trouble, by obliterating from view other forms of violence and thus actively participating in them? According to a well-known anecdote, a German officer visited Picasso in his Paris studio during the Second World War. There he saw Guernica and, shocked at the modernist "chaos" of the painting, asked Picasso: "Did you do this?" Picasso calmly replied: "No, you did this!" Today, many a liberal, when faced with violent outbursts such as the recent looting in the suburbs of Paris, asks the few remaining leftists who still count on a radical social transformation: "Isn't it you who did this? Is this what you want?" And we should reply, like Picasso: "No, you did this! This is the true result of your politics!"There is an old joke about a husband who returns home earlier than usual from work and finds his wife in bed with another man. The surprised wife exclaims: "Why have you come back early?" The husband furiously snaps back: "What are you doing in bed with another man?" The wife calmly replies: "I asked you a question first-don't try to squeeze out of it by changing the topic!"4 The same goes for violence: the task is precisely to change the topic, to move from the desperate humanitarian SOS call to stop violence to the analysis of that other SOS, the complex interaction of the three modes of violence: subjective, objective, and symbolic. The lesson is thus that one should resist the fascination of subjective violence, of violence enacted by social agents, evil individuals, disciplined repressive apparatuses, fanatical crowds: subjective violence is just the most visible of the three.

Disabilities Links
The aff’s reform will not result in better treatment or more rights for the disabled-the issue is primarily economic-disabled people are not viewed as profitable.  Even inclusion will fail because the economic system values production that will always view disabled people as inferior and too costly

Marta Russell no date given  writes on the political, social and economic aspects of disablement. Born with an impairment, Russell began writing when her impairment progressed and she no longer worked in the film industry, Disability and Capitalism, http://tokyoprogressive.org/~tpgn/index3.files/dencity/capdisabil.html 

Society still perceives disability as a medical matter. That is, society associates disability with physiological, anatomical, or mental ìdefectsî and hold these conditions responsible for the disabled personís lack of full participation in the economic life of our society, rather than viewing their exclusion for what it is -- a matter of hard constructed socio-economic relations that impose isolation (and poverty) upon disabled people. This medicalization of disability places the focus on curing the so-called abnormality - the blindness, mobility impairment, deafness, mental or developmental condition - rather than constructing work environments where one can function with such impairments. In my view, the economic system can be held primarily responsible for disabling physically and mentally impaired people. Disablement is a product of the political economy or the interaction between individuals (labor) and the means of production. In this view, disabled peopleís oppression can be traced to the restraints imposed by the capitalist system. Those who control the means of production in our economy impose ìdisabilityî upon those with bodies which have impairments perceived to cause functional differentials and as such, do not conform to the standard (more exploitable) workerís body. Since passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990, for example, business has fought, tooth and nail, integrating disability in the workplace by providing a reasonable accommodation as required by the ADA. In the first decade of the law, the disabled employment rate has not budged from its pre-civil rights figure of 70 percent unemployed. Capitalist business accounting practices can be held accountable. Disabled persons are isolated and excluded from full participation in work life because business practices foster it. As I have written previously: ìThe goal of business is to make profits. The basis of capitalist accumulation is the business use of surplus labor from the work force of skilled labor in a way which generates profits. Typical business accounting practices weigh the costs of employment against profits to be made. Productive labor, or exploitation of labor, means simply that labor is used to generate a surplus value based on what business can gain from the worker productivity against what it pays in wages, health care, and benefits (the standard costs of having an employee). The surplus-value created in production is then appropriated by the capitalist. The worker receives wages, which in theory, covers socially necessary labor, or what it takes to reproduce labor-power every working day. The employer will resist any extra-ordinary or nonstandard operation cost. From a business perspective, the hiring or retaining of a disabled employee represents nonstandard additional costs when calculated against a companyís bottom line. [Economist, Richard] Epstein endorses this point of view, stating that employment provisions of the ADA are a ìdisguised subsidyî and that ìsuccessful enforcement under the guise of ëreasonable accommodationí necessarily impedes the operation and efficiency of firms.î Whether real or perceived in any given instance, employers continue to express concerns about increased costs in the form of providing reasonable accommodations, anticipate extra administration costs when hiring nonstandard workers, and speculate that a disabled employee may increase workerís compensation costs in the future. Employers, if they provide health care insurance at all, anticipate elevated premium costs for disabled workers. Insurance companies and managed care health networks often exempt ìpre-existingî conditions from coverage or make other coverage exclusions based on chronic conditions, charging extremely high premiums for the person with a history of such health care needs. Employers, in turn, tend to look for ways to avoid providing coverage to cut costs. In addition, employers characteristically assume that they will encounter increased liability and lowered productivity from a disabled worker. Prejudice-based disability discrimination, resting on employer assumptions that the disabled person cannot do the job or on employer-resistance to hiring a blind, deaf, mobility or otherwise impaired person just as they might not want to hire blacks or women, undoubtedly contributes significantly to the high unemployment rate of disabled people. Disabled workers also face inherent economic discrimination within the capitalist system, stemming from employersí expectations of encountering additional nonstandard production costs when hiring a disabled worker as opposed to hiring a worker with no need for special accommodation, environmental modifications, liability insurance, maximum health care coverage or even health care coverage at all. Using this analysis, the prevailing rate of exploitation determines who is "disabled" and who is not. Disability thus represents a social construct which defines who is offered a job and who is not. An employee who is too costly (significantly disabled) will not likely become (or remain) an employee at all. Census data tends to support his view. For working-age persons with no disability the likelihood of having a job is 82.1 percent. For people with a non-severe disability, the rate is 76.9 percent; the rate drops to 26.1 percent for those with a significant disability.î [ìBacklash, the Political Economy, and Structural Exclusion,î 21 BERKELEY JOURNAL OF EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR LAW (Feb. 2000) pp 348-349.] The ADA has not ìleveled the playing fieldî - the goal of most civil rights legislation - by eliminating economic discrimination. In liberal capitalist economies, redistributionist laws which, if enforced, will cost business are necessarily in tension with business interests, which resist such cost-shifting burdens. This is evidenced by employers hard resistance to providing reasonable accommodations, the business-biased conservative courts which are consistently ruling on behalf of employers, not workers with impairments and the persistent high disabled unemployment rate. Capitalists benefit by not having to employ or retain a worker with an impairment. Therefore many disabled workers are, and will continue to be, eliminated from mainstream economic activity. So the question becomes is it possible to reform business practices so that disabled persons are not excluded from the workforce? Government could offer subsidies to offset business costs to level the playing field. Indeed it has recently passed one such reform, the Work Incentives Act, a subsidy that will allow disabled workers to retain their public health care by permitting them to buy into Medicare and Medicaid. But typical of most reforms, this measure falls way short. For example, the buy-in is only for an eight year stretch. What then? Other dubious subsidies already exist. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 provides that federally-financed institutions are required to pay a "fair" or ìcommensurateî wage to disabled workers, but they are not required to meet even minimum wage standards. The traditional sheltered workshop is the prototype for justifying below-minimum wages for disabled people, based on the theory that such workers are not able to keep up with the average widget sorter. Any nonprofit employer is allowed to pay subminimum wage to disabled employees under federal law, if the employer can show that the disabled worker has "reduced productive capacity." 6,300 such U.S. workshops employ more than 391,000 disabled workers, some paying 20 to 30 percent of the minimum wage; as little as $3.26 an hour and $11 per week. In reality, workers with disabilities in these workshops know that they are sometimes paid less, not because they lack productive capacity but because of the nature of segregated employment. Government could pay for disabled workersí reasonable accommodations. Perhaps that would remove the issue of that added cost from the employerís bottom line and stop some employers from fighting disabled employeesí much needed accommodations in court. Such reform, however, is not likely to make a difference in any substantive sense. For one, productivity is the center of capitalist accumulation. Labor is always, a priori, the retarding factor of productivity because labor can never produce fast enough or equivalently, at a low enough valued rate, to suit the expectation of an accelerating profit curve. It is likely that impaired persons (due to the reasons explained above) will always be seen as less than what is desirable to maximize profit. In addition, the put-into-practice theory of a natural unemployment rate assures that the Federal Reserve will see to it that large numbers of people are kept unemployed to preserve the ìhealthî of the economy. Disabled persons are traditionally a part of this ìreserve army of labor.î 
The aff will only perpetuate the societal exclusion of disabled persons because it misdiagnoses the problem and precludes the critical analysis of capitalism necessary to create meaningful structural change

MARTA RUSSELL in 2k2 Disability & Society, Vol. 17, No. 2, 2002, pp. 117–135,  What Disability Civil Rights Cannot Do: employment and political economy, ebscohost

To explain such outcomes, I have sought to examine the relationship between politics, policy and economics—particularly with regard to the interests of business. Disability scholars such as Victor Finkelstein, Michael Oliver, Colin Barnes, Paul Abberley, Nirmala Erevelles, Lennard Davis, Brendan Gleeson and others have advanced the position that the capitalist system—particularly the commodiŽ cation of labour—is a crucial contributing factor to the lack of economic advancement of disabled people. Going back to Marx’s theory of absolute impoverishment, Ernest Mandel clarifies Marx’s observation that capitalism ‘throws out of the production process’ a section of the proletariat: unemployed, old people, disabled persons, the sick, etc. (Mandel, 1962, p. 151) Marx calls these groups a part of the poorest stratum ‘bearing the stigmata of wage labor’. As Mandel says, ‘this analysis retains its full value, even under the “welfare” capitalism of today’ (Mandel, 1962, p. 151). While others have made links between capitalism and disablement my purpose has been to expose how modern capitalism perpetuates this substratum in the face of disabled peoples’ struggle for their place the US labour force. In this vein I have sought to expose systemic economic discrimination against disabled workers in a capitalist economy that the ADA cannot address or remedy and will return to this matter below. I have also argued that ADA court failures have been prompted by capitalist opposition made more powerful in a neoliberal era, where conservative forces have politically achieved a more laissez faire, deregulated economy, successfully targeting regulationships they view as interfering with business for weakening or repeal (Russell 1998; pp. 109–111; 2000, p. 341). The philosophical momentum for social justice that spurred the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and subsequent progressive court decisions in the 1960s and 1970s was well into decline by the 1990s when the ADA was passed. For example, in the era following passage of civil rights laws in 1957, 1960, 1964 and 1968, the Republicans made dramatic inroads into Democratic victories that forged the civil rights movement, established the OfŽ ce of Economic Opportunity and initiated the War on Poverty during the Great Society. Presidents Reagan and Bush dismantled the entire Community Services Administration, responsible for driving much of the 1960s social change agenda by advancing human services, occupational safety, consumer protection and environmental protection laws. On the way out were civil rights and economic entitlements, replaced by a conservative thrust to reduce ‘big bad government’. The dominant agenda of the late 1970s and 1980s was bolstered by corporate goals, which emphasised globalisation and political dominance of government (McMahan, 1985). Increased international capital mobility and liberalised international trade have resulted in the transfer of more power to management, at the expense of labour. (Parenti, 1995, pp. 99–119, 271) Conservative forces targeted protective regulations for repeal or rollback that, in their view, interfered with business (Wolman & Colamosca, 1997; Mishel et al., 1999). Economic policy in the post-1979 period moved decisively toward a more laissez faire, deregulated approach. Industries like transportation and communications have been largely deregulated. Social protections, including safety, health and environmental regulations, the minimum wage, government transfer payments (welfare) and the unemployment insurance system all have been weakened. The ADA was no exception. It was watered down substantially to achieve Congressional consensus and Bush’s presidential approval (Pheiffer, 2000, p. 43). The most recent evidence that these forces remain intact: the Supreme Court’s weakening of the ADA in Garrett, Sutton, Murphy and Albertson’s disability employment decisions; the striking down of the Age Discrimination Act in Kimel v. Florida; and the invalidation of the Violence Against Women’s Act in United States v. Morrison. After years of dedicated civil rights activism in the 1950–60s the American civil rights leader Dr Martin Luther King, Jr outgrew the liberal view that economic justice for blacks was possible through the enactment of civil rights laws geared to make race-based employment discrimination against the law. King realised that civil rights (even when coupled with economic expansion) could not solve the mass unemployment of black Americans. At the 1967 Southern Christian Leadership Conference convention Dr King implored the movement to: address itself to the question of restructuring the whole of American society. There are 40 million poor people here. And one day we must ask the question, ‘Why are there 40 million poor people in America?’ And when you begin to ask that question, you are raising questions about the economic system, about a broader distribution of wealth. When you ask that question, you begin to question the capitalistic economy …’ (Washington, 1991, p. 250) For King, the theme of job creation in a capitalist economy was an ongoing and primary part of his peoples’ struggle for justice. ‘We need an economic bill of rights. This would guarantee a job to all people who want to work and are able to work …’ (King, 1968, p. 24) Today, almost 40 years since the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, no economic rights have been enacted and black unemployment remains twice (8%) that of the ofŽ cial national rate (4.2%). This is so even when civil rights have been accompanied by afŽ rmative action measures designed to promote hiring and remedy past race discrimination. The ADA was not followed by afŽ rmative action for disabled workers. There is no reason to believe disability civil rights outcomes will fair better. In practice, civil rights, which primarily focus on attitudes and prejudice, have not given sufficient attention to the barriers that the economic structure and power relationships erect against the employment of disabled persons. This paper explores the shortcomings of the liberalist ‘equal opportunity’ approach to employment. My emphasis will be on the political economy of disablement, on micro- and macroeconomic realities systemic to capitalism, which contribute to the high disabled unemployment rate. Class interests perpetuate the exclusion of disabled persons from the workforce through systemic business accounting practices and compulsory unemployment. If we conceptualise disablement as a product of the exploitative economic structure of capitalist society; one which creates the so-called disabled body to permit a small capitalist class to create the economic conditions necessary to accumulate vast wealth, then it becomes clear that anti-discrimination legislation, by failing to acknowledge the contradictions of promoting equal opportunity in class-based (unequal) society, is insufficient to solve the unemployment predicament of disabled persons. Instead, the liberal rights model serves to forestall criticism of relationships of power at the centre of the exclusion from employment and inequality that disabled persons face. This paper will offer such a criticism. 
Cap Alt Solves Disability Exclusion

No solvency deficit to the alternative - even if normalization regarding disability predates capitalism – capitalism is the root cause and foundational element in the systems of normalization, exclusion, and violence that exist today.

Harn in 87 Harlan; “ADVERTISING THE ACCEPTABLY EMPLOYABLE IMAGE DISABILITY AND CAPITALISM”; Policy Studies Journal

Volume 15, Issue 3, pages 551–570, March 1987; Wiley Online Lib

The influences that have relegated people with disabilities to a significant role in the industrial reserve army' probably can be traced by historical sources that antedate the rise of capitalism Even a cursory review of attitudes toward disabled persons reveals extensive evidence of antipathy and aversion in earlier eras (Oberman 1965) in many respects, predominate feelings about disability have seemed to parallel the persistent legacy of perceptions of aliens in distant lands who were imagined as possessing unusual appearances (Renard 1984) And yet. in searching for a significant part of the explanation for prejudice and discrimination against men and women with disabilities researchers need look no further than major social and economic trends in capitalist nations such as the United States during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries in numerous subtle ways the agents of powerful industrialists in this era implicitly promoted pervasive messages about acceptable forms of human appearance that encouraged consumers to strive relentlessly to approximate these images Fueled by the quest for expanded markets and higher profits capitalists were responsible for promulgating a rigorous set of standards concerning physical characteristics that indirectly resulted in the exclusion of oppressed groups from many areas of community life Although persons with visible physical or other disabilities probably were not significantly affected by these developments, commercial imagery of approved bodily attributes also has had a disadvantageous impact on the social and economic opportunities available to others with personal traits that differ from the norms of the dominant majority This paper argues that these influences have had an important effect upon entrance to the labor force as well as admission to other social activities Moreover, as further technological advances in the twentieth century increased the pervasiveness of visual symbols of an ideal appearance, the social and economic power of these images was constantly reinforced by the mass media Hence, a major source of the historical forces that prevented disabled persons and other oppressed groups from assuming a significant role in the labor market can be found in the dynamics of capitalism itself While these trends may have been based on widespread fears and prejudices that existed previously, much of their strength and effectiveness in producing circumstances that were especially disadvantageous to disabled people resulted from processes that seemed to be dictated by the logic of a capitalistic economic system.
