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Neg framework cards to whiteness

Using debate as a site for activism is anti-deliberative—this collapses the potential of debate

Talisse 2005—Professor of Philosophy @Vandy, Robert, Philosophy & Social Criticism, Deliberativist responses to activist challenges, 31(4) p. 429-431

The activist implicitly holds that there could be no reasoned objection to his views concerning justice, and no good reason to endorse those institutions he deems unjust. The activist presumes to know that no deliberative encounter could lead him to reconsider his position or adopt a different method of social action; he ‘declines’ to ‘engage persons he disagrees with’ (107) in discourse because he has judged on a priori grounds that all opponents are either pathetically benighted or balefully corrupt. When one holds one’s view as the only responsible or just option, there is no need for reasoning with those who disagree, and hence no need to be reasonable. According to the deliberativist, this is the respect in which the activist is unreasonable. The deliberativist recognizes that questions of justice are difﬁcult and complex. This is the case not only because justice is a notoriously tricky philosophical concept, but also because, even supposing we had a philosophically sound theory of justice, questions of implementation are especially thorny. Accordingly, political philosophers, social scientists, economists, and legal theorists continue to work on these questions. In light of much of this literature, it is difﬁcult to maintain the level of epistemic conﬁdence in one’s own views that the activist seems to muster; thus the deliberativist sees the activist’s conﬁdence as evidence of a lack of honest engagement with the issues. A possible outcome of the kind of encounter the activist ‘declines’ (107) is the realization that the activist’s image of himself as a ‘David to the Goliath of power wielded by the state and corporate actors’ (106) is naïve. That is, the deliberativist comes to see, through processes of public deliberation, that there are often good arguments to be found on all sides of an important social issue; reasonableness hence demands that one must especially engage the reasons of those with whom one most vehemently disagrees and be ready to revise one’s own views if necessary. Insofar as the activist holds a view of justice that he is unwilling to put to the test of public criticism, he is unreasonable. Furthermore, insofar as the activist’s conception commits him to the view that there could be no rational opposition to his views, he is literally unable to be reasonable. Hence the deliberative democrat concludes that activism, as presented by Young’s activist, is an unreasonable model of political engagement.

The deliberative debate model best represents the interests of the marginalized –without the framework of debate, hierarchical dominance and exclusion are more likely

Tonn 2005—Prof of Communication @ Maryland, Mari Boor, Taking Conversation, Dialogue, and Therapy Public, Rhetoric & Public Affairs 8.3 (2005) 405-430, muse

This widespread recognition that access to public deliberative processes and the ballot is a baseline of any genuine democracy points to the most curious irony of the conversation movement: portions of its constituency. Numbering among the most fervid dialogic loyalists have been some feminists and multiculturalists who represent groups historically denied both the right to speak in public and the ballot. Oddly, some feminists who championed the slogan “The Personal Is Political” to emphasize ways relational power can oppress tend to ignore similar dangers lurking in the appropriation of conversation and dialogue in public deliberation. Yet the conversational model’s emphasis on empowerment through intimacy can duplicate the power networks that traditionally excluded females and nonwhites and gave rise to numerous, sometimes necessarily uncivil, demands for democratic inclusion. Formalized participation structures in deliberative processes obviously cannot ensure the elimination of relational power blocs, but, as Freeman pointed out, the absence of formal rules leaves relational power unchecked and potentially capricious. Moreover, the privileging of the self, personal experiences, and individual perspectives of reality intrinsic in the conversational paradigm mirrors justifications once used by dominant groups who used their own lives, beliefs, and interests as templates for hegemonic social premises to oppress women, the lower class, and people of color. Paradigms infused with the therapeutic language of emotional healing and coping likewise flirt with the type of psychological diagnoses once ascribed to disaffected women. But as Betty Friedan’s landmark 1963 The Feminist Mystique argued, the cure for female alienation was neither tranquilizers nor attitude adjustments fostered through psychotherapy but, rather, unrestricted opportunities.102 The price exacted by promoting approaches to complex public issues— models that cast conventional deliberative processes, including the marshaling of evidence beyond individual subjectivity, as “elitist” or “monologic”—can be steep. Consider comments of an aide to President George W. Bush made before reports concluding Iraq harbored no weapons of mass destruction, the primary justification for a U.S.-led war costing thousands of lives. Investigative reporters and other persons sleuthing for hard facts, he claimed, operate “in what we call the reality-based community.” Such people “believe that solutions emerge from [the] judicious study of discernible reality.” Then baldly flexing the muscle afforded by increasingly popular social-constructionist and poststructuralist models for conflict resolution, he added: “That’s not the way the world really works anymore . . . We’re an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality. And while you’re studying that reality— judiciously, as you will—we’ll act again, creating other new realities.”103 The recent fascination with public conversation and dialogue most likely is a product of frustration with the tone of much public, political discourse. Such concerns are neither new nor completely without merit. Yet, as Burke insightfully pointed out nearly six decades ago, “A perennial embarrassment in liberal apologetics has arisen from its ‘surgical’ proclivity: its attempt to outlaw a malfunction by outlawing the function.” The attempt to eliminate flaws in a process by eliminating the entire process, he writes, “is like trying to eliminate heart disease by eliminating hearts.”104 Because public argument and deliberative processes are the “heart” of true democracy, supplanting those models with social and therapeutic conversation and dialogue jeopardizes the very pulse and lifeblood of democracy itself.

a2 exclusion bad

Democratic agonism can only successfully operate in a limited forum-it’s not a limitation on the content of argument, but on the form in which it is presented-this is not an appeal to exclusion, but to maximizing the deliberative potential of debate

Glover 10 Robert W. Prof of Poli Sci @ UConn "Games without Frontiers?: Democratic Engagement, Agonistic Pluralism, and the Question of Exclusion" Philosophy and Social Criticism Vol. 36

Recent democratic theory has devoted significant attention to the question of how to revitalize citizen engagement and reshape citizen involvement within the process of collective political decision-making and self-government. Yet these theorists do so with the sober recognition that more robust democratic engagement may provide new means for domination, exploitation, intensification of disagreement, or even the introduction of fanaticism into our public debates.1 Thus, numerous proposals have attempted to define the acceptable boundaries of our day-to-day democratic discourse and establish regulative ideals whereby we restrict the types of justifications that can be employed in democratic argumentation. This subtle form of exclusion delineates which forms of democratic discourse are deemed to be legitimate—worthy of consideration in the larger democratic community, and morally justifiable as a basis for policy. As an outgrowth of these concerns, this newfound emphasis on political legitimacy has provoked a flurry of scholarly analysis and debate.2 Different theorists promote divergent conceptions of what ought to count as acceptable and legitimate forms of democratic engagement, and promote more or less stringent normative conceptions of the grounds for exclusion and de-legitimization. One of the most novel approaches to this question is offered by agonistic pluralism, a strain of democratic theory advanced by political theorists such as William Connolly, Bonnie Honig, Ernesto Laclau, Chantal Mouffe, and James Tully. Agonistic pluralism, or simply agonism, is a theory of democracy rooted in the ancient Greek notion of the agon, a public struggle or contest between adversaries. While recognizing the necessity of placing restrictions upon democratic discourse, agonistic pluralists also call upon us to guard against the naturalization of such exclusion and the coercive act of power which it implies. Rather, we must treat these actions as contingent, subject to further scrutiny, critique, and re-articulation in contentious and widely inclusive democratic spaces. In so doing, agonistic pluralism offers us a novel means of approaching democratic discourse, receptive to the claims of new actors and identities while also recognizing that there must be some, albeit minimal, restrictions placed on the form that such democratic engagement takes. In short, the goal of agonists is not to ‘eradicate the use of power in social relations but to acknowledge its ineradicable nature and attempt to modify power in ways that are compatible with democratic values’.3 This is democracy absent the ‘final guarantee’ or the ‘definitive legitimation.’4 As one recent commentator succinctly put it, agonistic pluralism forces democratic actors to ‘…relinquish all claims to finality, to happy endings…’.5 Yet while agonistic pluralism offers valuable insights regarding how we might reshape and revitalize the character of our democratic communities, it is a much more diverse intellectual project than is commonly acknowledged. There are no doubt continuities among these thinkers, yet those engaged in agonistic pluralism ultimately operate with divergent fundamental assumptions, see different processes at work in contemporary democratic politics, and aspire towards unique political end-goals. To the extent that we do not recognize these different variants, we risk failing to adequately consider proposals which could positively alter the character of our democratic engagement, enabling us to reframe contemporary pluralism as a positive avenue for social change and inclusion rather than a crisis to be contained. This piece begins by outlining agonistic pluralism’s place within the larger theoretical project of revitalizing democratic practice, centered on the theme of what constitutes ‘legitimate’ democratic discourse. Specifically, I focus on agonism’s place in relation to ‘participatory’ and ‘deliberative’ strains of democratic theory. I then highlight the under-examined diversity of those theorists commonly captured under the heading of agonistic pluralism, drawing upon Chantal Mouffe’s recent distinction between ‘dissociative’ and ‘associative’ agonism. However, I depart from her assertion that ‘associative agonists’ such as Bonnie Honig and William Connolly offer us no means by which to engage in the ‘negative determination of frontiers’ of our political spaces. Contra Mouffe, I defend these theorists as offering the most valuable formulation of agonism, due to their articulation of the civic virtues and democratic (re)education needed to foster greater inclusivity and openness, while retaining the recognition that democratic discourse must operate with limits and frontiers.

 

 

Deliberation key to minorities

Absent deliberation – minorities take the brunt of violence

Martinez 2010 [George, Professor of Law, Dedman School of Law at Southern Methodist University, B.A. Arizona State University; M.A. RACE, AMERICAN LAW AND THE STATE OF NATURE, WEST VIRGINIA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 112 2010]
Beyond this, constraints are lifted off the majority to the detriment of minorities through the initiative law-making process because initiatives are enacted without deliberation by the legislature.210 Traditionally, legislative deliberation is supposed to protect the interests of minority groups.211 Thus, the lack of deliberation removes a protection for minorities. Significantly, social psychologists recognize that the lack of deliberation is characteristic of those who abuse power.212 Thus, the initiative process, by lifting constraints, presents ra- cial minorities with the familiar position of a state-of-nature-like situation with respect to the majority.

Absence of rules means the dominant majority will begin to do things to harm minorities – if there is no resolution – there will be no links to the K – it would be dumb for big schools to do so
Martinez 2010 [George, Professor of Law, Dedman School of Law at Southern Methodist University, B.A. Arizona State University; M.A. RACE, AMERICAN LAW AND THE STATE OF NATURE, WEST VIRGINIA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 112 2010]
I have argued in this paper that there is a tendency for the dominant group to act as though they were in the state of nature when dealing with racial minorities. There is a tendency to not feel any constraint or to move to a situation of fewer constraints when relating to persons of color. This exercise of power will very likely corrupt the dominant group in the way that I have described above. They will be tempted to become bad persons. The philosopher Schopenhauer argues that when someone does wrong things whenever constraints are removed, they are called bad.232 He identifies two primary characteristics of bad persons: (1) they pursue only their own interests and (2) they are indifferent to the interests of others and, in fact, see their lives as totally distinct from the lives of other people.233 They regard themselves as absolutely different from every other person. Indeed, they regard them “as masks without any reality.” 234 When one acts with plenary power — from the perspective of the state of nature — one is tempted to be a bad person. One pursues self-interest and sees others as foreign and different — not real; just masks. Thus, acting with great power as though in the state of nature is apt to make the dominant group into bad persons. It presents too much temptation to do bad things. It reveals the heart of darkness. Acting as though in the state of nature will lead to pain in the dominant group — what Schopenhauer calls the “sting of conscience”235 and the knowledge of one’s wickedness.236

A2: policymaking is violent instrumentalism

Democratic deliberation key to effective political engagement – our type of debating is not a violent instrumentality but allows effective contestation that builds better politics

Sanderson 2009  Ian DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH AT LEEDS UNIVERSITY  Director of Research, Faculty of Business and Law, Leeds Metropolitan University, Leighton Hall, Headingley Campus, Leeds “Intelligent Policy Making for a Complex World: Pragmatism, Evidence and Learning,” Political Studies, Volume 57, Issue 4, pages 699–719, December 2009

I have argued, therefore, that ideas from pragmatism and from the study of complex dynamic systems provide us with a sound basis for a ‘neo-modernist’ affirmation of the role of intelligence in policy making. Faced with an increasing appreciation of the complexity of social problems through work in non-linear dynamics, we need to reconcile the pressure for radical and innovative policy solutions to such problems with the entreaty to be cautious and modest in our expectations of policy action. This implies the adoption of a ‘trial-and-error’ approach involving experimentation and learning, an approach that is consistent with the pragmatist emphasis on testing our ‘policy hypotheses’ through our efforts to change and improve social conditions. Moreover, I argue that we must maintain our faith in the endeavour of social science as the route to a better understanding of the social world and therefore seek to harness the best available social scientific evidence into the policy-making process, but nevertheless acknowledge its contingent and fallible nature, its ‘contestability’ in the context of making decisions about future policy action, and therefore the importance of testing it out in the experience of policy making and implementation.We must recognise the validity of other forms of intelligence, notably the practice wisdom of practitioners and the experiential wisdom embedded in informed public opinion and seek to bring these to bear upon policy making alongside the social scientific evidence, in a deliberative process. Finally, we must recognise that policy making is not just a technical exercise of harnessing evidence and expertise but a broader exercise in ‘practical rationality’, a communicative or deliberative process within which ethical and moral concerns are addressed and all legitimate voices can be heard in coming to ‘reasonable decisions’ (Toulmin, 2001). And as a practical, deliberative process, it is an arena of potential learning, a potential which, however, is not capable of full realisation within the confines of technical rationality. In the light of our analysis of the implications of complexity and pragmatism, it is this theme of learning that emerges as the key for the future development of policy making, as recognised by Majone (1989, p. 183), who argues that: learning is the dominant form in which rationality exhibits itself in situations of great cognitive complexity. This suggests that the rationality of public policymaking depends more on improving the learning capacity of the various organs of public deliberation than on maximising achievement of particular goals. The themes of policy making as an exercise in practical rationality, as a deliberative process and as a learning process take us a long way from the territory of technical, instrumental rationality within which so much discussion of evidencebased policy making is situated. Acknowledging the challenges posed by recognition of the increasing complexity of social and economic problems and of the dynamic processes behind them and accepting (as I suggest we do) the implications of pragmatism as a foundation for a normative model of policy making,we might reasonably adopt the Deweyan notion of ‘intelligent policy making’ to encapsulate what we should be striving for. At the heart of intelligent policy making should be the commitment to experimentation and learning.We should ensure that all relevant ‘intelligence’ is brought into the processes of deliberation – intelligence comprising our best available social scientific evidence, the practice wisdom of those who are experienced in dealing with social problems ‘on the ground’ and the ‘common sense’ of those who experience such problems. We should treat our policies as ‘hypotheses’ designed to provide appropriate solutions to complex social problems but around which there are greater or lesser degrees of uncertainty. Therefore, they need to be tested out in experience, with the nature of the test reflecting the degree of uncertainty. Where there is greater uncertainty, we should introduce pilots or trials, evaluate their success and move forward cautiously. Where there is less uncertainty we can be more decisive in implementation but rigorous monitoring and evaluation should be undertaken to test the validity of the assumptions upon which the policy is based and to capture learning to feed into future policy deliberations. As Jowell (2003, p. 34) argues, this will require a culture change in policy making, but there are some positive signs, as in the increased use of pilots discussed above. In a broad sense devolution in the UK has to some degree released the potential for ‘differentiated policy making’ and policy innovation and attention is focusing on policy divergence in Scotland andWales (Adams and Schmuecker, 2005). The recent advent of the Scottish Nationalist administration in Scotland may strengthen this trend. A potentially positive sign is provided by the recent report of the MinisterialTask Force on Health Inequalities (Scottish Government, 2008) which recommended a strengthening of the role of evaluation in policy learning and the piloting of ‘learning networks’ in a number of sites to encourage experimentation with new approaches. This report therefore provides some important signals towards the development of a learning approach to policy making in Scotland. The importance of building our capacity for policy learning has been emphasised by Graham Leicester (2006), who advocates ‘reflection in action’ as a learning model for professionals and practitioners, ‘drawing on reserves of experience, intuition, tacit knowledge and all the hidden skills and capacities that technical rationality has relegated to obscurity’ (Leicester, 2006, p. 12). There is a need, he argues, to make space for more creative thinking, ‘small-scale experimentation’ and action learning projects, and for encouraging, supporting and legitimising the role of ‘boundary spanners’ – people who can take the initiative to cross organisational, practice and knowledge boundaries, to join up and encourage learning (Leicester, 2006, pp. 14–7). The Scottish health ‘learning networks’ referred to above can be seen as consistent with this position, providing sites for ‘action learning’, drawing both on robust evaluation and evidence of ‘what works’ and on the wealth of experience and tacit knowledge of local practitioners in building knowledge to guide appropriate intervention. The emphasis on ‘boundary spanning’ and sharing knowledge and practice indicates the importance of the principles of openness and ‘connectivity’ – the need to maximise the number of channels and links for communication and dialogue and to encourage ‘conversation’ on both an intra- and interorganisational basis. As Leicester (2006, p. 8) argues, ‘all learning starts with conversation’. This brings us back to Majone’s deliberative, communicative conception of policy making; and for Dewey, the ideal model for the resolution of social problems was free and open communication, a position subsequently developed also by Jürgen Habermas (Rosenthal, 2002). This raises a wider issue for a government seeking to promote ‘intelligent policy making’ viz. its role in creating the wider social and institutional conditions to support this model of policy learning. For Dewey the answer lay in fostering the development of a truly democratic society, ‘the generation of democratic communities and an articulate democratic public’ (Dewey, 1954, p. 217) informed through the free and open dissemination and communication of the results of social inquiry. Dewey was committed to democracy not just as the political and institutional context for an open, pluralistic, participatory model of policy making but more, according to Sandra Rosenthal (2002,p. 218), as ‘the political expression of the functioning of the experimental method’. It provides the conditions for the application of intelligence through experimental inquiry to facilitate negotiation, adjustment, accommodation and compromise required to produce the ‘balance of interests’ in intelligent decision making. For Dewey, the democratic process is ‘inherently experimental, cooperative, transformative’; a process through which individuals and communities grow by learning (Rosenthal, 2002, p. 220). In this sense, the development of a model of policy learning in government needs to be set in the context of moves to promote a learning society founded upon a stronger institutional basis for free and open communication of knowledge and for discussion and debate. The final word should be given to Dewey (1954,p. 208, emphasis in original): The essential need ... is the improvement of the methods and conditions of debate, discussion and persuasion. That is the problem of the public.We have asserted that this improvement depends essentially upon freeing and perfecting the processes of inquiry and of dissemination of their conclusions.

A2: rules bad
Agonism is dependent upon competition. Rules are crucial to their turns.
Hatab, Lawrence J. 2002 Prospects for a Democratic Agon : Why We Can Still Be Nietzscheans The Journal of Nietzsche Studies - Issue 24, Fall 2002]

Nietzsche recognized the political purposes of the agon (KSA 1, p.789), but he clearly took it to be an aristocratic activity, in which the few talented types would compete for cultural and political status. He did not seem to recognize a connection between an agonistic spirit and the emergence and practice of Greek democracy. The philosophical development of a questioning spirit and challenges to traditional warrants helped nurture practices of open debate and public contests of speeches that came to characterize democratic procedures. 9 How can we begin to apply the notion of agonistics to politics in general and democracy in particular? First of all, contestation and competition can be seen as fundamental to self-development and as an intrinsically social phenomenon. Agonistics helps us articulate the social and political ramifications of Nietzsche's concept of will to power. As Nietzsche put it in an 1887 note, "will to power can manifest itself only against resistances; it seeks that which resists it" (KSA 12, p.424). Power, therefore, is not simply an individual possession or a goal of action; it is more a global, interactive conception. For Nietzsche, every advance in life is an overcoming of some obstacle or counterforce, so that conflict is a mutual co-constitution of contending forces. [End Page 134] Opposition generates development. The human self is not formed in some internal sphere and then secondarily exposed to external relations and conflicts. The self is constituted in and through what it opposes and what opposes it; in other words, the self is formed through agonistic relations. Therefore, any annulment of one's Other would be an annulment of one's self in this sense. Competition can be understood as a shared activity for the sake of fostering high achievement and self-development, and therefore as an intrinsically social activity. 

debate is supposed to be hard. this requires resistance on both sides to spur force and adequate development. the harder we make debate the better we will become.

Yovel 2005 [Jonathon. "Gay Science as Law: an outline for a Nietzschean Jurisprudence." Nietzsche and Legal Theory: Half Written Laws. Ed. Peter Goodirch and Mariana Valverde. Page 14-15]

While reactive forces respond to their context and in this way are dictated by them, active forces find their own mediums for action. There is a catch, however. Force needs resistance in order to matter, grow, and be challenged. In a paragraph whose importance to the understanding of Nietzsche’s “mechanics” of power can hardly be exaggerated, he spells it out: [S]trong nature . . . needs objects of resistance; hence it looks for what resists . . .The strength of those who attack can be measured in a way by the opposition they require: every growth is indicated by the search for a mighty opponent . . . .The task is not simply to master what happens to resist, but what requires us to stake all our strength, suppleness, and fighting skill—opponents that are our equals.41 Thus the will is measured in the scope of its challenges. But the active will is not satisfied by those challenges it happens to come by. For the challenge to be worthwhile it must be the most powerful possible, and so the Person of Power must cultivate the will to power of those who are not. In debate, the Person of Power will make the best of her opponent’s position, nourish it, then go after the strong points or strongest version or interpretation. Kasparov must play Karpov, then Deep Blue. The philosophical problems most worthy of engagement—and Nietzsche spoke of problems as something a philosopher challenges to single combat—are the toughest ones. Of himself, he asserts “I only attack causes which are victorious . . . . I have never taken a step publicly that did not compromise me: that is my criterion of doing right.”42 In society, the law that best serves the Person of Power is that which empowers the other to best prepare him for such “war”.43 Law must elevate the other’s own powers to the fullest of their potential (the overman, of course, has no presupposed potential: a potential for her would be power-constraining rather than a horizon for development). The Person of Power will not rely on social norms to serve her in overcoming or in dominating: that is the way of ressentiment. Instead she will form law that will make the best out of that which she must stand up to, namely the others. Nietzsche is no closet-liberal: the principle of law as empowerment of the other is strictly a mean for the will to become more, for the power to will.44 Law does not empower the other as a subject, although through empowerment the other might discover her own power and so much the better. The other—the person enslaved by the psychology of ressentiment, be he called slave or master—needs not be empowered to become less contemptible, yet it is because of his contemptibility that he must be elevated. Empowerment of the other is the active will’s maxim in the exact sense in which the elevated will categorizes natural phenomenon and shapes cognition and language—namely, creating the environment for the best possibilities for the will to cast itself in the world, both natural and social.
Aff framework cards
Their framework’s pragmatic demand renders whiteness invisible
Singer 1990 [Joseph William, professor of law at Boston University, September, SYMPOSIUM ON THE RENAISSANCE OF PRAGMATISM IN AMERICAN LEGAL THOUGHT: COMMENT: PROPERTY AND COERCION IN FEDERAL INDIAN LAW: THE CONFLICT BETWEEN CRITICAL AND COMPLACENT PRAGMATISM September, 1990 63 S. Cal. L. Rev. 1821]

Complacent pragmatism uses unreflective common sense to make situated judgments.  This version of pragmatism fails to consider social groups.  Rather, it appeals to the values of “our culture” or “our community.”  This appeal presumes eitherthat there is consensus on fundamental values or that existing concepts and institutional mechanisms are neutral with respect to value choices.  The failure to make explicit the value choices involved in legal doctrines and institutions is problematic because it may lead to an unreflective deference to existing arrangements, thereby silently supporting the status quo.  By implicitly reflecting the values of dominant groups this practice may constitute one of Hilary Putnam’s “immunizing strategies” by which oppression is rendered invisible

And, their policy focus base is too universal and ignores subaltern voices 

 Shaw 04 (Katharine, Associate Professor of Urban Studies at Ohio State Using Feminist Critical Policy Analysis in the Realm of Higher Education: The Case of Welfare Reform as Gendered Educational Policy Source: The Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 75, No. 1, Special Issue: Questions of Research and Methodology, (Jan. - Feb., 2004), pp. 56-79

The methods and theoretical frameworks that dominate current policy analysis have been developed and implemented by those in power who, particularly in the world of policy formation and analysis, are overwhelmingly white, male, and well educated. Thus, traditional policy research has, according to Marshall, reflected the assumptions, worldview, and values of this group. As is the case with much mainstream research in the social sciences, traditional policy analysis can be characterized by the following elements. Among the most important are a belief in a single concept of truth (truth with a capital "T"); the assumption that objectivity on the part of the researcher is both achievable and desirable; the assumption that all research subjects share the same relationship to their social environment, thereby rendering such particularities as gender, race, social class, and sexuality unimportant; and the practice of evaluating women on the basis of male norms (Bensimon & Marshall, 1997, p. 7-8). Since this positivist paradigm is so widely accepted in the policy world, it allows policy analysts to assume a dispassionate, objective stance and at the same time encourages the broader policy community to perceive the research enterprise in this way. Thus, traditional policy analysis willfully ignores the inherently political nature of all research, and policy research in particular. As Marshall states, "Traditional policy analysis is grounded in a narrow, falsely objective, overly instrumental view of rationality that masks its latent biases and allows policy elites and technocrats to present analyses and plans as neutral and objective when they are actually tied to prevailing relations of power" (1997a, p. 3). 

Framework indict for Virilio
their framework replicates this same ontological relationship to difference that our approach disables

James in 2007 [Ian, Lecturer in French, Downing College at the U of Cambridge Paul Virilio, page __18-19____]

If Virilio's account of painting draws our attention to the more general role played by phenomenology in his work it also highlights the importance of another theoretical perspective underpinning his writing, namely the psychology offorms or what is also known as 'Gestalt psychology , (see box, pp. 19-21). As has been indicated, painting, for Virilio, should not be seen simply as representation but rather as a questioning of the 'silent appearance' 'ofobjects, of things, of figures'. In both phenomenology and Gestalt psychology the question of the appearance of forms is of central importance. Virilio's interest in the psychology of form is centred principally around the relation that forms or figures maintain with the 'perceptual whole' to which they belong. His argument is that, in our everyday engagements and perceptual habits, we recognize certain things very easily but pass over, ignore or fail to see other aspects of the world around us. This is because certain forms, and the relation they have to their surroundings or background of appearance, are deeply familiar to us and provide the structuring principles with which we organize our habitual perception of the world. Once again Virilio refers to the figures of geometry: 'While we perceive circles, spheres, cubes or corners perfectly, our perception of intervals, of the interstices between things, between people is far less acute' (Virilio 200Sa: 29). In fact Virilio's preoccupation is far more centred on that which escapes, or is obscured by, the forms and figures with which we are most familiar. Our 'perception of intervals' or of 'the interstices between things' is so much less acute because, in our habituation to received figures, we structure our general view of the world according to a principle of sameness. Perceiving according to this principle of sameness, we systematically exclude the 'in-between' or that which does not show itself clearly in the relation of a familiar form to it~ background. This, for Virilio, is not a neutral tendency but has ethical and political implications: We pass our time and our lives in contemplating what we have already contemplated, and by this we are most insidiously imprisoned. This redundancy constructs our habitat, we construct by analogy and by resemblance, it is our architecture. Those who perceive, or build differently, or elsewhere, are our hereditary enemies. (Virilio 2005a: 37) It is clear from this citation that Virilio sees our tendency to structure our perception of the world around resemblances and similarities in negative terms. In succumbing to such a tendency we not only risk a kind of perceptual incarceration, that is an inability to engage with the diverse and unfamiliar, but we also lay the grounds for hostility or even violence towards those who see differently. 

Virilio k extensions

 THE AFFIRMATIVE’S ADVANTAGES ARE STEEPED IN A FEAR OF DEATH. THIS LEADS TO A STATE OF PURE WAR THAT IMPOSES FASCISM OVER ALL OF LIFE 

BORG IN 03 [Mark, practicing psychoanalyst and community/organizational consultant working in New York City. He is a graduate of the William Alanson White Institute's psychoanalytic certification program and continues his candidacy in their organizational dynamics program. He is co-founder and executive director of the Community Consulting Group. “Psychoanalytic Pure War:Interactions with the Post-Apocalyptic Unconscious”, Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.1 (2003) 57-67, p muse]
A precursor to the notion of pure war can be seen in a comment made by Freud in the aftermath of the First World War: The primitive fear of death is still strong within us and always ready to come to the surface on any provocation. Most likely, our fear still implies the old belief that the dead man becomes the enemy of his survivor and seeks to carry him off to share his new life with him. (242) That is, through the constant preparation for war demanded by the pure war condition and the enactments that such preparation entails, we "share" our lives with the dead. Winnicott's description of "fear of breakdown" is a related vision, addressing fear of a previous, rather than a future, event (103). In his view, haunting of the living by the dead relates to past, current, and ongoing conditions of internalized pure war, rather than to actual or certain future events: It must be asked here: why does the patient go on [End Page 58] being worried by this that belongs to the past? The answer must be that the original experience of primitive agony cannot get into the past tense unless the ego can first gather it into its own present and into omnipotent control now. (105) In pure war, omnipotence is shattered. Winnicott speaks to a timelessness in the unconscious, and indeed pure war represents the ultimate end point of the ego's once seemingly infinite timeline. As in Winnicott's notion of fear of breakdown, we cannot ward off pure war without anticipating it, and we cannot anticipate it without its being already there, forming our horizon. In a similar vein, Sullivan delineated the interpersonal security operations that people call upon to inattend to or dissociate from the internal conditions (that is, anxiety) inherent in unbearable states of preparation (Interpersonal Theory 110). Both selective inattention and dissociation are security operations that circumvent awareness of anxiety. Without them, as psychoanalysts know, the recollected dreaded primitive experiences appear to be returning in approaching future events. This entrapping feedback loop, which is the plight of the anxious individual, can be seen on a larger scale in the pure war culture. All we need for the pure war condition to exist is the belief in apocalyptic possibility—and our global culture and its technology of communication bolster this belief day by day, indeed minute by minute. From their individual viewpoints, therefore, Freud, Winnicott, and Sullivan each described facets of the pure war condition. They outlined the processes by which it may be translated into patterns of interaction with the environment (individuals, institutions, etc.), and they examined the repetition/enactment of these processes in the transference. A person's attitude toward his or her environment (of which one representation is the analyst) is inevitably made up of transferential appraisals, which are formed initially and maintained afterward in cultural as well as familial contexts. Of course, to the degree that pure war is an internal condition, reaction to it may be observed in all forms of psychological defense: sublimation, dissociation, repression, splitting, obsessive-compulsive behaviors, and so on. Each one of these processes addresses the underlying terror of the pure war perception by communicating the message, "See? Everything's really OK after all." Patients like Joyce end up in our offices when such reassurance becomes impossible. The specters with whom we share our (internal) lives perpetually threaten to retaliate, the harbingers of pure war. As we share our lives with them, they share their deaths with us, pulling away the covers under which we keep our own internalized and dissociated personal visions of total annihilation. Some of us manage to catch glimpses of the pure war reality and hold onto them long enough to report them before the familiar processes of defense kick in. G. Brock Chisholm was a psychiatrist who looked the reality of pure war in the eye after the dropping of the atom bomb on Hiroshima. Chisholm organized a conference titled "The Tensions That Cause Wars," and he wrote: As mundane distance shriveled into insignificance in the eddies of radioactive matter which swept space around the earth, so also did the swathings of immaterial fictions and habitual evasions with which everyone had been methodically enwrapped. The peoples of the world, wherever language reaches, caught a glimpse of Reality, felt with whatever terror a moment of insight into alike the miniscule and the magnificent Human Being. (85) Sullivan responded to this commentary by asking sardonically, "Do we want nearly everyone to die in order that the human race may begin all over? It is seemly that we, momentarily honorable among the builders of the future, shall further by irresponsibility a schizophrenic dream of death and rebirth" ("Remobilization" 244). Like Joyce, Sullivan was traversing the life/death tightrope—dreaming of "new beginnings"—in the context of Chisholm's grisly glimpse of "Reality." But notwithstanding his characteristic sarcasm, even Sullivan in his focus on rebirth may have been denying the pure war reality that Chisholm let himself see. --Pure War and Character-- I understand character as the repetitive interpersonal behaviors or interactive patterns that typify a person's sense of self. These adaptive/defensive interactive patterns [End Page 59] form a personality structure stable enough to pursue security and the satisfaction of needs even in the face of anxiety (e.g., A. Cooper 721; Sullivan, Interpersonal Theory esp. 42-43, 267-268). They may require reinforcement, however, when access to security and satisfaction is fundamentally threatened. Given relationships (between parent and child, for example), or specific communities (as in prejudices, taboos, laws, sanctioned rules of conduct, or cultural norms) may pose such threats. Our contemporary global community is constantly demonstrating for us threats against societies and peoples, documenting the unrelenting environment of threat in which we live. The devastation of life in Israel by the recent suicide bombings there has given us a rare glimpse of what we could expect in an ongoing "war on terror," however defensively we might call such a war "Enduring Freedom." The ways that the pure war mode manifests itself in societies can be understood through the concept of community character: like an individual, communities or cultures (especially in the context of chronic trauma) can develop characteristic ways of interacting that work to maintain security and decrease awareness of overwhelming levels of anxiety within the culture (Borg 347). 4 These repetitive ways of interacting often manifest in rules, regulations, taboos, and stereotypes. This implies that character formation based on adjustment to a pathological society can produce psychopathology by two related mechanisms. Ours is a society in which some people suffer from an inability to adapt while others suffer from the compromises they have made in the service of adaptation. Examples of the former are easily found in psychiatric hospitals; the symptomatic compromise of the latter are visible, for instance, in the degeneration of corporate ethics, a growing tolerance of cruelty, and the tendency to target and scapegoat criminals without accounting for the criminogenic environments that sustain crime as a reaction to intolerable living conditions. The ultimate pathological compromise is the acceptance of these and similar behaviors as the norm. Perhaps this provides a context for a statement made by French cultural theorists Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari: that in such a society "a schizophrenic out for a walk is a better model [for living] than a neurotic lying on the analyst's couch" (Anti-Oedipus 2). Schizophrenia is a process that breaks with what Deleuze and Guattari call "molar formations" (Anti-Oedipus 128): modes of thought that have been captured by the rules and regulations sanctioned by consensus in a population—the familial, community, and societal standards and expectations, the "Thou Shalts" and "Thou Shalt Nots" of a culture. Once a person has experienced a break, he or she becomes in Deleuze and Guattari's terms "molecular" (213) or "deterritorialized," 5 and is then an outlier to those standards (in their terms, a "nomad" [Thousand Plateaus 54-55]). Or, in the terms of their translator and student, Brian Massumi, "a [molar] structure is defined by what escapes it—[supermolecularized individuals, schizophrenics, for example]" (Massumi 57). Accordingly, Massumi says: "Schizophrenia is a breakaway into the unstable equilibrium of continuing self-invention" (92) (as opposed to invention by society and its prescriptions). For the schizophrenic ("out for a walk") model to work, this supermolecularapproach to living has to exist outside the power dynamics of the pure war system (the system that maintains the capacity of some to inflict annihilation on others). This is exactly why such a painful state as schizophrenia can at times appear to be a seductive alternative to the constraints of conventional socialization. It can seem as if the only alternative to a break (-down) of this or some other kind is conformity and subscription to the pure war character. In his introduction to Anti-Oedipus, Foucault describes this conformity as "the fascism in us all, in our heads and in our everyday behavior, the fascism that causes us to love power, to desire the very thing that dominates and exploits us" (xiii). 

Preparation for war is warfare in itself. This state of pure war erases the line between military and civilian coordinating all life around that of warmaking. All life becomes reduced to war making all life potential casualties.

BORG IN 03 [Mark, practicing psychoanalyst and community/organizational consultant working in New York City. He is a graduate of the William Alanson White Institute's psychoanalytic certification program and continues his candidacy in their organizational dynamics program. He is co-founder and executive director of the Community Consulting Group. “Psychoanalytic Pure War: Interactions with the Post-Apocalyptic Unconscious”, Journal for the Psychoanalysis of Culture and Society 8.1 (2003) 57-67, p muse]

The philosophy (or practice) of "pure warriors," that is, of people who are preoccupied with the pure war condition of their society, is based on the perpetual failure within them of the dissociation and repression that allow others to function in a situation that is otherwise completely overwhelming. Joyce was one of those who lived on the border of life and death; she could not escape awareness of that dread dichotomy that most of us are at great pains to dissociate. She manifested the state of perpetual preparation that is the hallmark of pure war culture and of the insufficiently defended pure warrior, and also a constant awareness of the nearness of death in all its various forms. She understood quite well, for instance, that when people are institutionalized (as she had been on numerous occasions), "society is defining them as socially dead, [and that at that point] the essential task to be carried out is to help inmates to make their transition from social death to physical death" (Miller and Gwynne 74). Against this backdrop, Joyce sought psychoanalysis as a "new world," the place where she would break free from the deathly institutionalized aspects of her self, and begin her life anew. Her search for a "new world" included the possibility of a world that was not a pure war world—a prelapsarian Eden. Virilio and Lotringer state that "war exists in its preparation" (53). And Sun Tsu, who wrote over 2400 years ago and yet is often considered the originator of modern warfare, said in The Art of War, "Preparation everywhere means lack everywhere" (44). This means that when the members of a culture must be on guard on all fronts, the resources of that culture are necessarily scattered and taxed. The more defenses are induced and enacted, the more psychologically impoverished a culture (or a person) will be. In war-torn nations, resources like food, clothing, and materials for shelter may be scarce in the general population because they are shunted off to the military. Similarly, the hoarding of psychological resources and the constant alert status of the defense system are outcomes of existence in a pure war culture. We can see this scattering and scarcity of resources occurring already in the United States as billions of dollars are shunted from social services to war efforts and homeland security. In pure war cultures—that is, in cultures that enact a perpetual preparation for war—the notion of peace is itself a defensive fantasy, although to survive psychically we distract ourselves from such frightening stimuli as widespread terrorist activities and other events that demonstrate our pure war status. Pure war obliterates the distinction between soldier and citizen. We have all been drafted. According to Virilio and Lotringer, "All of us are already civilian soldiers, without knowing it...War happens everywhere, but we no longer have the means of recognizing it" (42). 

a2: tech good impact turns
The question is neither technology nor war but instead the normativization of technology and information into the war society. Their impact turns should be taken with excessive skepticism

Chow in 2006 [Rey, an American cultural critic, specializing in 20th-century Chinese fiction and film, postcolonial theory and critical and cultural theory, Age of the World Target, p____34-5__________]
It is important to note that the normativization of war and war technol​ogy takes place as well among-perhaps especially among-the defeated. As Dower writes, in Japan, deficiency in science and technology was singled out as the chief reason for defeat, and the atomic bomb was seen simul​taneously as "a symbol of the terror of nuclear war and the promise of science."29 Because it was forbidden to advance in militarism, postwar Japan specialized in the promotion of science and technology for "peace" and for the consolidation of a "democratic" society. Instead of bombs and missiles, Japan became one of the world's leading producers of cars, cam​eras, computers, and other kinds of "high tech" equipment.3° With Honda, Toyota, Nissan, Hitachi, Toshiba, Sony, Sanyo, Nikon, Mitsubishi, and their like becoming household names throughout the world, the defeated "vic​tim" of the war rises again and rejoins the "victor" in a new competi​tion, the competition in bombarding the world with a different type of implosion—information." With the preemptiveness of seeing-as-destruction and the normativiza​tion of technology-as-information, thus, comes the great epistemic shift, which has been gradually occurring with the onset of speed technologies and which finally virtualizes the world. As a condition that is no longer separable from civilian life, war is thoroughly absorbed into the fabric of our daily communications—our information channels, our entertainment media, our machinery for speech and expression. We participate in war's virtualization of the world as we use—without thinking—television moni​tors, remote controls, mobile phones, digital cameras, PalmPilots, and other electronic devices that fill the spaces of everyday life. We do not usually notice the strangeness of, say, listening to news on the radio about different calamities while preparing lunch or dinner, nor are we shocked by the juxtaposition on television of commercials with reports of rapes, tortures, or genocides. Our consumption of war, bloodshed, and violence through our communication technologies is on a par with our consump​tion of various forms of merchandise. There is, furthermore, another side to the virtualization of the world which most of us do not experience but which is even more alarming: when a war does occur, such as the Gulf Wars that began in 1991 and 2003, the ubiquitous virtualization of everyday life means that war can no longer be fought without the skills of playing video games. In the aerial bombings of Iraq, the world was divided into an above and a below in accordance with the privilege of access to the virtual world. Up above in the sky, war was a matter of maneuvers across the video screen by U.S. soldiers who had been accustomed as teenagers to playing video games at home; down below, war remained tied to the body, to manual labor, to the random disasters falling from the heavens. For the U.S. men and women of combat, the elitism and aggressiveness of panoramic vision went hand in hand with distant control and the instant destruction of others; for the ordinary men, women, and children of Iraq (as for the ordinary people of Korea and Vietnam in the 195os and 196os), life became more and more precarious-immaterial in the sense of a readiness for total demolition at any moment." Even as we speak, the Pentagon is reported to be building its own Internet for the wars of the future, with the goal "to give all American commanders and troops [including those on the ground] a moving picture of all foreign enemies and threats -`a God's-eye view' of battle."33 

Framework indict for nietzsche
Policy debate framework is complicit with the Willing to Truth that we criticize – forcing debate to be about instrumental desirability imposes mastery and violence into the realm of politics. This replaces debate with absolutism and totalitarianism 

Saurette 96 (Paul, Prof of political theory/science at John Hopkins University, “I mistrust all Systematizers and Avoid Them: Nietzsche, Arendt and the Crisis of the Will to Order in International Relations Theory.” Millenium Journal of International Studies. Vol. 25, number 1. pp. 3-6 ]

Arendt contends that this rule-based conception of political action assumed a hegemonic and 'natural' status only when the philosophical transformation of Western civilisation created an intellectual framework which necessitated interpreting politics as rulership. From this perspective, the importance of Arendt's thought is that she reveals the way in which the Will to Order/Truth has created the parameters of the modern understanding of politics. According to Arendt, our modern notion of politics is an inevitable consequence of the Platonic Will to Truth/Order. After Plato's Republic, politics could no longer be conceived of as the freedom to act with equals, but could be conceptualised only as the ordering of society according to the world of forms. With this paradigmatic substitution of making for acting, homo faher becomes the model political actor, and the realm of human affairs can be interpreted only in terms of work. Further, through this transformation, the concepts of mastery, control, and violence are inextricably imposed onto the realm of politics. As Arendt notes, 'Mr] the Republic, the philosopher-king applies the ideas as the craftsman applies his rules and standard; he "makes" his City as the sculptor makes a statue; and in the final Platonic work these same ideas have even become laws which need only be executed'.27 The politician is idealised as the craftsman whose skill lies first in perceiving the ideal form of the product-to-be, and second, in organising the means to execute its production.This transformation inverts both the practice and the meaning of politics on at least two levels. First, the 'end' of political action becomes measured in terms of the ability of actors to replicate an ideal form. As Arendt notes, this instrumentalised model of politics evaluates action solely on the grounds of a means-ends calculus which risks devolving into an eternal regression of ungroundable utility. Arendt states that `[t]he trouble with the utility standard inherent in the very activity of fabrication is that the relationship between means and end on which it relies is very much like a chain whose every end can serve again as a means in some other context'.' The only possible way to stabilise this chain is to posit an eternal and perfect end, such as justice, order, or God, which acts as an unquestioned goal due to its perfect truthfulness. The essence of the Platonic, and later Christian and Enlightenment, conceptions of political action, then, is the ability to ground the final end through recourse to an unquestionable 'truth'. By resituating political judgement in the realm of ideals, this model denies that meaning derives from the apparent world of human affairs, and replaces debate, action, and plurality with absolutes and ideals.The dichotomisation of the ideal and apparent worlds results in a second inversion. The notion of politician as craftsman undermines the possibility of action in the political sphere by attempting to deny the very condition of plurality and natality. The prerequisite qualities of equality and persuasion are replaced by the precepts of fabrication: mastery and violence. Plural political action is renounced in favour of the unquestioned order of rulership and mastery (which destroys the potential for natality and plurality), or by the coercion of violence (which simply overwhelms any possibility of action through sheer strength). This consequence is then circularly justified by the belief that the end of action can be nothing more than the realisation of the Real World in the Apparent World. The conception of community through equality and difference is inexorably replaced by the understanding of political community constructed through mastery, control, and rule.The dual inversion of politics-as-making explicitly reveals the profound impact of the philosophical foundation of the Will to Order/Truth on the modern conception of politics. Within this philosophical order, politics must be understood as a process of fabrication in which the end utopian goal justifies and underpins rulership, controls and domination. From this perspective, the development of a variety of Real World ideals (Platonic justice, Christian salvation, or vulgar Marxist utopianism) which guide political action have disguised the entrenched consistency of the understanding of politics-as-making. It is precisely this 'definition' of politics that must be exposed and problematised. For politics-as-making is neither a 'natural' nor 'realistic' conception of politics, but rather a historical consequence of a specific philosophical foundation. As such, it is neither factual nor beyond critique.
Side with the possibility of change – their approach is dogmatic and denies creativity

johnston in 2000[Ian, retired instructor (now a Research Associate) at Malaspina University-College, Nanaimo, British Columbia, Canada, "There's Nothing Nietzsche Couldn't Teach Ya About the Raising of the Wrist" (Monty Python),A Lecture in Liberal Studies http://www.mala.bc.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm ]-AC

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

Secomb 2000 (Linnell, a lecturer in Gender Studies at the University of Sydney, "Fractured Community" Hypatia-Volume 15, Number 2, Spring 2000, pp.138-139)]

This reformulated universalist model of community would be founded on "a moral conversation in which the capacity to reverse perspectives, that is, the willingness to reason from the others' point of view, and the sensitivity to hear their voice is paramount" (1992, 8). Benhabib argues that this model does not assume that consensus can be reached but that a "reasonable agreement" can be achieved. This formulation of community on the basis of a conversation in which perspectives can be reversed, also implies a new understanding of identity and alterity. Instead of the generalized other, Benhabib argues that ethics, politics, and community must engage with the concrete or particular other. A theory that only engages with the generalized other sees the other as a replica of the self. In order to overcome this reductive assimilation of alterity, Benhabib formulates a universalist community which recognizes the concrete other and which allows us to view others as unique individuals (1992, 10). Benhabib's critique of universalist liberal theory and her formulation of an alternative conversational model of community are useful and illuminating. However, I suggest that her vision still assumes the desirability of commonality and agreement, which, I argue, ultimately destroy difference. Her vision of a community of conversing alterities assumes sufficient similarity between alterities [End Page 138] so that each can adopt the point of view of the other and, through this means, reach a "reasonable agreement." She assumes the necessity of a common goal for the community that would be the outcome of the "reasonable agreement." Benhabib's community, then, while attempting to enable difference and diversity, continues to assume a commonality of purpose within community and implies a subjectivity that would ultimately collapse back into sameness. Moreover, Benhabib's formulation of community, while rejecting the fantasy of consensus, nevertheless privileges communication, conversation, and agreement. This privileging of communication assumes that all can participate in the rational conversation irrespective of difference. Yet this assumes rational interlocutors, and rationality has tended, both in theory and practice, to exclude many groups and individuals, including: women, who are deemed emotional and corporeal rather than rational; non-liberal cultures and individuals who are seen as intolerant and irrational; and minoritarian groups who do not adopt the authoritative discourses necessary for rational exchanges. In addition, this ideal of communication fails to acknowledge the indeterminacy and multiplicity of meaning in all speech and writing. It assumes a singular, coherent, and transparent content. Yet, as Gayatri Spivak writes: "the verbal text is constituted by concealment as much as revelation. . . . [T]he concealment is itself a revelation and visa versa" (Spivak 1976, xlvi). For Spivak, Jacques Derrida, and other deconstructionists, all communication involves contradiction, inconsistency, and heterogeneity. Derrida's concept of différance indicates the inevitable deferral and displacement of any final coherent meaning. The apparently rigorous and irreducible oppositions that structure language, Derrida contends, are a fiction. These mutually exclusive dichotomies turn out to be interrelated and interdependent: their meanings and associations, multiple and ambiguous (Derrida 1973, 1976). While Benhabib's objective is clearly to allow all groups within a community to participate in this rational conversation, her formulation fails to recognize either that language is as much structured by miscommunication as by communication, or that many groups are silenced or speak in different discourses that are unintelligible to the majority. Minority groups and discourses are frequently ignored or excluded from political discussion and decision-making because they do not adopt the dominant modes of authoritative and rational conversation that assume homogeneity and transparency. 

Cap root of structural violence

Capitalism is the massive contributor to structural violence in the United States
ABU­JAMAL, 1998 [mumia, former reporter and death row inmate, “a quiet and deadly violence,”   9/19/98,http://www.mumia.nl/tccdmaj/quietdv.htm] 
It has often been observed that America is a truly violent nation, as shown by the thousands of cases of   social and communal violence that occurs daily in the nation. Every year, some 20,000 people are killed   by others, and additional 20,000 folks kill themselves. Add to this the nonlethal violence that Americans   daily inflict on each other, and we begin to see the tracings of a nation immersed in a fever of violence.   But, as remarkable, and harrowing as this level and degree of violence is, it is, by far, not the most violent   feature of living in the midst of the American empire. We live, equally immersed, and to a deeper degree,   in a nation that condones and ignores wide‐ranging "structural" violence, of a kind that destroys human   life with a breathtaking ruthlessness. Former Massachusetts prison official and writer, Dr. James Gilligan   observes; "By `structural violence' I mean the increased rates of death and disability suffered by those   who occupy the bottom rungs of society, as contrasted by those who are above them. Those excess deaths   (or at least a demonstrably large proportion of them) are a function of the class structure; and that   structure is itself a product of society's collective human choices, concerning how to distribute the   collective wealth of the society. These are not acts of God. I am contrasting `structural' with `behavioral violence' by which I mean   the non‐natural deaths and injuries that are caused by specific behavioral actions of individuals against individuals, such as the deaths we   attribute to homicide, suicide, soldiers in warfare, capital punishment, and so on." ‐‐ (Gilligan, J., MD, Violence: Reflections On a National   Epidemic (New York: Vintage, 1996), 192.) This form of violence, not covered by any of the majoritarian, corporate, ruling‐class   protected media, is invisible to us and because of its invisibility, all the more insidious. How dangerous is it ‐‐   really? Gilligan notes: "[E]very fifteen years, on the average, as many people die because of relative   poverty as would be killed in a nuclear war that caused 232 million deaths; and every single year, two to   three times as many people die from poverty throughout the world as were killed by the Nazi genocide of   the Jews over a six‐year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact   accelerating, thermonuclear war, or genocide on the weak and poor every year of every decade,   throughout the world." [Gilligan, p. 196] Worse still,   in a thoroughly capitalist society, much of that   violence became internalized, turned back on the Self, because, in a society based on the priority   of wealth, those who own nothing are taught to loathe themselves, as if something is inherently   wrong with themselves  , instead of the social order that promotes this self‐loathing. This intense self‐  hatred was often manifested in familial violence as when the husband beats the wife, the wife smacks the   son, and the kids fight each other. This vicious, circular, and invisible violence, unacknowledged by the   corporate media, uncriticized in substandard educational systems, and un‐understood by the very folks   who suffer in its grips, feeds on the spectacular and more common forms of violence that the system makes damn sure ‐‐ that we can recognize and must react to it. This fatal and systemic violence may be  called The War on the Poor.  

Any analysis of poverty that avoids discussion of breaking down capitalism will fail and only re-entrenches Cap

Jones 2007 professor at the Stanford Department of English, (Gavin, “The Problem of Poverty in Literary Criticism,” Princeton University Press 2007,    http://press.princeton.edu/chapters/i8511.pdf)  
Most typical is the way that poverty enters as a subcategory, or as an occasional series of references, within studies of writing by women or by racial/ethnic minorities, and within studies of social class in literature. Stacy Morgan’s Rethinking Social Realism (2004), for example, shows how African American writers and graphic artists confronted the psychological strain of poverty, as a disruption to radicalized working-class consciousness, alongside their more pervasive consideration of racial injustice (Morgan is one of the few literary scholars who makes poverty an entry in her index).20 Amy Lang’s The Syntax of Class (2003) refers throughout to the power of poverty to determine the class positions of characters, yet the book remains mostly interested in the ways that social class, as a broader category of identity, interacts with gender and, to a lesser extent, with race. Lang’s study adds to a strong critical focus on domesticity as the locus of U.S. class consciousness, which tends to emphasize how the middle class anxiously constructed itself against representations of the working classes. Within this literature on class, however, the referencing of poverty has often remained vague and has refused to coalesce into a focused and specific analysis, as we shall see. Critics have tended to discuss representations of human subjects understood to be poor without explicitly targeting or debating poverty as a distinct form of socioeconomic suffering (a point that can apply to primary texts as well). Why has an overwhelming concern with the socially marginalized emerged without a sufficient framework in which to situate an explicit discussion of material deprivation? The answers, I suggest, lie both within the characteristics of contemporary critical methodologies, and within the nature and difficulty of poverty itself as a category. The obvious reason for the neglect of poverty lies in the notorious downgrading of class as a category of literary analysis, which reflects the silencing of working-class consciousness and the masking of class segregation in American society.21 In their unusually statistical analysis of the breadth of articles that have appeared in American Quarterly since its inception in 1949, Larry Griffin and Maria Tempenis conclude that there is a long-standing bias in American studies toward the multicultural questions of gender, race, and ethnicity at the expense of analyses of social class—an emphasis on questions of identity and representation rather than on those of social structural position. Griffin and Tempenis argue that disciplinary borders within American-studies scholarship have hampered engagement with social-science methodologies that have maintained an emphasis on socioeconomics.22 Writing in the early 1990s, John Carlos Rowe makes a similar point. Methodologies divide social theorists, who have emphasized changing class divisions since World War II, and postmodern critical theorists for whom the concept of class has become almost an embarrassment in its maintenance of rigid Marxist distinctions.23 If the 1980s saw an explosion of interest in race and gender (ironically, Rowe’s own book, At Emerson’s Tomb, analyzes the politics of classic American literature almost solely from the perspectives of race and gender), then the 1990s saw the emergence of the nation as a category that some critics describe as threatening to displace class altogether from the front line of critical analysis.24 The theoretical and critical movement now to decenter the nation itself in an effort to think “transnationally” may have originated from social theories of globalized capital, yet the greatest influence on literary scholarship has been work that stresses not global inequity but the international flow of cultural commodities and ethnic identities.25 Rimstead has even argued that postcolonial modes of criticism have tended to place perceptions of poverty outside the developed world.26 At the very least, the theoretical unsettling of the nation as a unit of analysis can act to distract attention from the social experience of class difference, and can neutralize awareness of the state as the domain of welfare and the regulator of social resources by which economic inequities get maintained or reduced 

A2: perm for nietzsche
The permutation is one of mastery, trapping us in an ontological narcissism that denies the alternative
Connolly 1991 [ William E. Professor of Political Science @ Johns Hopkins University (Identity/Difference: Democratic Negotiations of Political Paradox. 29-31)

With respect to the idea of freedom these three positions can be located in the same frame. A matrix, in which the categories across the horizontal axis are mastery and attunement and those on the vertical axis are the individual and the collectivity, creates space for four theories of freedom. The permutations can then expand indefinitely as compromises are forged by theorists of mastery who create a little room for attunement, theorists of individuality who give more credibility to the state as a site of collective freedom, theorists of community who concede a little more to the dictates of mastery, and so on. But these contending theories share certain affinities. First, across the horizontal axis, the doctrines linking freedom to mastery and attunement share a pattern of insistence: each demands, through a set of presuppositions about self and nature providing the measure against which all other assumptions and standards are to be assessed, that the order of things be susceptible in principle either to human mastery or to a harmonization that approaches the highest human essence. The world, at least in the final instance, must be for us in one way or the other. It---including external nature and the human material from which unified selves are constructed—must either be formed for us or plastic enough to be mastered by us. Ontological narcissism---as we might label views that demand dispensations from within the world to replace the loss of a personal, willful, and powerful God located above it---allows each of the contending parties to domesticate the protean idea of contingency: each of these orientations invokes ontological assumptions that domesticate contingency as the unexpected, the dangerous event, the obdurate condition that resists effective intervention, the inevitable outcome accidental only in its timing, the resistance to detailed design lodged in the human animal and nature. And perhaps each masks the conversion of a world of microcontingencies into a world of global contingency by its insistence that the world itself must be predisposed to us in one way or the other. Second, along the vertical axis, each position tends to deploy its idealism within the terms of the problematic of sovereignty. Either the state is the highest embodiment of freedom and democracy, or it is the site of constitutional protections that guard space for individual freedom. None of the positions within this frame strives to rethink the problematic of sovereignty itself, probably because each thinks that any effort to do so would take away the essential precondition for democracy in the territorial state. It is not easy to think outside the frame of these debates, and I do not claim to be ready to do so in any finished or refined way. But it may be important today to try to push against these boundaries. For within the terms of these debates the appreciation of incorrigible or necessary contingency is stifled in thinking about freedom. Freedom becomes restricted to the confines of the sovereign state because only there can the institutionalization be established. Freedom becomes bound up with mastery or attunement because the world is treated (at least implicitly) as if it must be susceptible to one aspiration or the other: it owes that much to us, for god’s sake. When these bonds of insistence between the contending parties are discerned, we may also be in a position to locate the impulse to serenity inside the phenomenology of life and death summarized earlier. Perhaps a secret plea for secular consolation binds together the contestants in these debates. If God (with a capital letter) is dead (or at least severely wounded) then the World itself must be for us in one way or the other: it must be susceptible neither to our mastery or to our quest to become attuned to a harmonious direction installed in being. And perhaps that plea, inscribed pervasively in the twin projects of mastery and realization, simultaneously exacerbates dangers and disciplines residing in late modernity and screens out interpretations that might dramatize them more cogently.
Co-Option---Modern political institutions impose static domination---the rigidity of State channels is antithetical to critique. 

Brown 2001 [Wendy prof of Political Theory @ UC Berkeley (Politics Out of History. p 133 )
Nietzsche's negative view of institutions generally—like that of his twentieth-century student, Foucault—is linked to his belief that institutions contain and constrain life, dominating through excessive control and devitalization of their subjects. With similarities to Max Weber's account of routinized charisma and Sheldon Wolin's critique of constitutionalized democracy,25 Nietzsche offers a formulation in which the very aim of institutions to endure, secure, and routinize renders them at odds with a cultural ethos of creativity, struggle, and overcoming. Thus, Nietzsche jokes, "the overthrow of beliefs is not immediately followed by the overthrow of institutions; rather the new beliefs live for a long time in the now desolate and eerie house of their predecessors, which they themselves preserve, because of the housing shortage."26 For Nietzsche, modern political institutions inevitably aim to fix and stabilize; they achieve a kind of static domination—indeed, a domination that is achieved through the containment of change—as well as invest the world with the ressentiment of justice shaped by envy and a reproach of power. Culture, by contrast, represents the prospect of innovation, aspiration, and creative effort. Like theory, culture climbs, slides, and functions to undo meaning, conventional practices, and, above all, institutions. Culture harbors not merely the prospect of greatness but a spirit of freedom, which, according to Nietzsche, political life can never offer.
