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Framework = Exclusion and that's Bad (1)

Frameworks Open To Alternative Arguments/Viewpoints Are Key To Break Down Patriarchy and Systems of Dominance

Foss and Griffen 1995 (Sonja, associate professor of Communication Studies at Ohio State, Cindy, assistant professor of Speech Communication at Colorado State, “Beyond Persuasion: A Proposal for Invitational Rhetoric, Communication Monographs, March)Professor of Speech Communication, University of Denver, HC)

The introduction of invitational rhetoric to the array of rhetorical forms available also serves a greater heuristic, inventive function than rhetoric previously has allowed. Traditional theories of rhetoric occur within preimposed or preconceived frameworks that are reflexive and reinforce the vocabularies and tenets of those frameworks. In rhetoric in which the rhetor seeks to impose change on others, an idea is adapted to the audience or is presented in ways that will be most persuasive to the audience; as a result, the idea stays lodged within the confines of the rhetorical system in which it was framed. Other may challenge the idea but only within the confines of the framework of the dispute already established. The inventive potential of rhetoric is restricted as the interaction converts the idea to the experience required by the framework. Invitational rhetoric, on the other hand, aims at converting experience “to one of the many views which are indeterminately possible” (Holmberg, 1977, p. 237). As a result, much is open in invitational rhetoric that is not in traditional rhetorics—the potential of the audiences to contribute to the generation of ideas is enhanced, the means used to present ideas are not those that limit the ideas to what is most persuasive for the audience, the view of the kind of environment that can be created in the interaction is expanded, and the ideas that can be considered multiply. The privileging of inventions in invitational rhetoric allows for the development of interpretations, perspectives, courses of actions, and solutions to problems different from those allowed in traditional models of rhetoric. Rather than the discovery of how to make a case, invitational rhetoric employs invention to discover more cases, a process Daly (1984) describes as one of creating “an atmosphere in which further creativity may flourish … [w]e become breathers/creators of free space. We are windy, stirring the stagnant spaces with life” (p. 18). The inclusion of an invitational rhetoric in the array of rhetorics available suggests the need to revise and expand rhetorical constructs of various kinds to take into account the nature and function of this form. Invitational rhetoric suggests, for example, that the traditional view of the audience as an opponent ought to be questioned. It challenges the traditional conception of the notion of rhetorical strategies as means to particular ends in that in invitational rhetoric, the means constitute the ends. It suggests the need for a new schema of ethics to fit interactional goals other than inducement of others to adherence to the rhetor’s own beliefs. Finally, invitational rhetoric provides a mode of communication for women and other marginalized groups to use in their efforts to transform systems of domination and oppression. At first glance, invitational rhetoric may seem to be incapable of resisting and transforming oppressive systems such as patriarchy because the most it seems able to do is to create a space in which representatives of an oppressive system understand a different—in this case, a feminist—perspective but do not adopt it. Although invitational rhetoric is not designed to create a specific change, such as the transformation of systems of oppression into ones that value and nurture individuals, it may produce such an outcome. Invitational rhetoric may resist an oppressive system simply because it models an alternative to the system by being “itself an Other way of thinking/speaking” (Daly, 1978, p. xiii)—it presents an alternative feminist vision rooted in affirmation and respect and thus shows how an alternative looks and works. Invitational rhetoric thus may transform an oppressive system precisely because it does not engage that system on its own terms, using arguments developed from the system’s framework or orientation. Such arguments usually are co-opted by the dominant system (Ferguson, 1984) and provide the impetus “to strengthen, refine, and embellish the original edifice,” entrenching the system further (Johnson, 1989, pp. 16-17). Invitational rhetoric, in contrast, enables rhetors to disengage from the dominance and mastery so common to a system of oppression and to create a reality of equality and mutuality in its place, allowing for options and possibilities not available within the familiar, dominant framework. 

Your interpretation creates a system of exclusion in which certain discourses become “Truth” foreclosing all other truths.  

Bleiker, 2003. (Roland, Professor of International Relations Harvard and Cambridge, Discourse 

and Human Agency, Palgrave Macmillan, 2003. p. 27-28) 

‘It is within discourse,’ one of Foucault’s much rehearsed passages (1976, 133) notes, ‘that power and knowledge articulate each other.’ The work of the French historian and philosopher epitomizes what is at stake in questions of discourse and agency. For Foucault, discourses are subtle mechanisms that frame our thinking process. They determine the limits of what can be thought, talked and written in a normal and rational way. In every society the production of discourses is controlled, selected, organized and diffused by certain procedures. This process creates systems of exclusion in which one group of discourses is elevated to a hegemonic status, while others are condemned to exile. Discourses give rise to social rules that decide which statements most people recognize as valid, as debatable or as undoubtedly false. They guide the selection process that ascertains which propositions from previous periods or foreign cultures are retained, imported, valued, and which are forgotten or neglected (see Foucault, 1969, 1971, 1991, 59–60). Not everything is discourse, but everything is in discourse. Things exist independently of discourses, but we can only assess them through the lenses of discourse, through the practices of knowing, perceiving and sensing, which we have acquired over time. Discourses render social practices intelligible and rational and by doing so mask the ways in which they have been constituted and framed. Systems of domination gradually become accepted as normal and silently penetrate every aspect of society. They cling to the most remote corners of our mind, for, as Nietzsche (1983, 17) once expressed it, ‘all things that live long are gradually so saturated with reason that their emergence out of unreason thereby becomes improbable.’ 

Framework = Exclusion and that's Bad (2)

Defining human agency with an all inclusive statement creates a hierarchy in which all other discourses foreclosed. 

Roland Bleiker, 2003. (Professor of International Relations Harvard and Cambridge, Discourse 

and Human Agency, Palgrave Macmillan, 2003. p. 37-38) 

A conceptualization of human agency cannot be based on a parsimonious proposition, a one-sentence statement that captures something like an authentic nature of human agency. There is no essence to human agency, no core that can be brought down to a lowest common denominator, that will crystallize one day in a long sought after magic formula. A search for such an elusive centre would freeze a specific image of human agency to the detriment of all others. The dangers of such a totalizing position have been well rehearsed. Foucault (1982, 209), for instance, believes that a theory of power is unable to provide the basis for analytical work, for it assumes a prior objectification of the very power dynamics the theory is trying to assess. Bourdieu (1998, 25) speaks of the ‘imperialism of theuniversal’ and List (1993, 11) warns us of an approach that ‘subsumes, or, rather, pretends to be able to subsume everything into one concept, one theory, one position.’ Such a master discourse, she claims, inevitably oppresses everything that does not fit into its particular view of the world.   

The construction of identity rests on assumption that a static, all encompassing self can be created and maintained-this causes the marginalization and eradication of difference 

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

wHere in a nutshell is the thesis of this study: to confess a. particular identity is also to belong to difference. To come to terms affirmatively with the complexity of that connection is to support an ethos of identity and difference suitable to a democratic culture of deep pluralism. A few more things can be said to unpack that thesis, and I proceed by reviewing, refining, and augmenting a few formulations.  An identity is established In relation to a series of differences that have become socially recognized.  These differences are essential to its being. If they did not coexist as differences, it would not exist in its distinctness and solidity. Entrenched in this indispensable relation is a second set of tendencies. . . to  congeal established identities into fixed forms, thought and lived as If their structure expressed the true order of things.... Identity requires difference in order to be, and it converts difference into otherness in order to secure its own self-certainty. (Identity\Difference, 64) Identity is relational and collective. My personal identity is defined through the collective constituencies with which I identify or am identified by others (as white, male, American, a sports fan, and so on); it is further specified by comparison to a variety of things I am not. Identity, then, is always connected to a series of differences that help it be what it is. The initial tendency is to describe the differences on which you depend in a way that gives privilege or priority to you. Jews, said Kant, are legalistic; that definition allowed him to define Kantian-Christian morality as a more spiritual orientation to duties and rights. Atheists, said Tocqueville, are restless, egoistic, and amoral, lacking the spiritual source of morality  upon which stability, trustworthiness, and care for others are anchored. That definition allowed him to honor the American passion to exclude professed atheists from public office. Built into the dynamic of identity is a polemical temptation to translate differences through which it is specified into moral failings or abnormalities. The pursuit of identity feeds the polemicism Foucault describes in the epigraph at the beginning of this essay. You need identity to act and to be ethical, but there is a drive to diminish difference to complete itself inside the pursuit of identity. There is thus a paradoxical element in the politics of identity. It is not an airtight paradox conforming to a textbook example in logic, but a social paradox that might be negotiated. It operates as pressure to make space for the fullness of self-identity for one constituency by marginalizing, demeaning, or excluding the differences on which it depends to specify itself. The depth grammar of a political theory is shaped, first, by the way in which it either acknowledges or suppresses this paradox, and, second, by whether it negotiates it pluralistically or translates it into an aggressive politics of exclusive universality.  Traditionally, the first problem of evil is the question of how a benevolent, omnipotent God could allow intense suffering in the world. Typically, the answer involves attribution of free will to humans to engender a gap between the creative power of the God and the behavior of humanity. What I call in this book “the second problem of evil” flows from the social logic of identity\difference relations. It is the proclivity to marginalize or demonize difference to sanctify the identity you confess. Intensifying the second problem of evil is the fact that we also experience the source of morality through our most heartfelt experiences of identity. How could someone be moral, many believers say, without belief in free will and God? How could a morally responsible agent, others say, criticize the Enlightenment, the very achievement that grounds the moral disposition they profess? Don’t they presuppose the very basis they criticize? <xiv-xv> 

Framework = Exclusion and that's Bad (3)

The language game in which our society is entrenched takes terms such as 'international' and makes them social practices that assign nation-states priority, legitimizes all political practices, no matter how violent they may be.  

Bleiker, 2000. (Roland, Professor of International Relations Harvard and Cambridge, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press, 2000. p. 230-31) 

A second dissident strategy consists of creating new concepts in order to avoid the subjugating power of existing ones. The challenge of conceptualising forms of dissent that transgress the spatial givenness of international politics is a case in point. How is one to designate this novel political dynamic and the transformed context within which they unfold? The term 'international', initially coined by Jeremy Bentham, appears inadequate, for it semantically endows the nation-state with a privileged position — a privilege that no longer corresponds, at least in many instances, to the realities of global politics. In an effort to obtain an understanding of the word that reaches beyond state-centric visions, various authors have searched for more adequate concepts. R. B. J. Walker, for instance, speaks not of international relations, but of 'world politics', which he defines 'as an array of political processes that extend beyond the territoriality and competence of a single political community and affect large proportions of humanity'. 49 Christine Sylvester employs the term 'relations international', thereby placing the emphasis on the various relational aspects of world politics, rather than the perceived centrality of nation-states. 50 James Rosenau scrutinises the domain of 'post-international politics' — a sphere in which interactions are carried out not by states and nonstate actors, but by 'sovereignty bound' and 'sovereignty free' actors. 51 While endorsing these various conceptual innovations, this book has primarily relied on the term 'transversal' to capture the increasingly diffused and cross-territorial nature of contemporary dissident practices. New concepts can help to widen the purview of traditional perceptions of international relations, but it is important to emphasise that the issue of representation can never be solved, or even understood, at a purely terminological level. From the perspective of the later Wittgenstein, there is no logical and authentic relationship between, for instance, the meaning of term 'international' and a state-centric view of the world. 'International' is only what we make of the term. The main problem is a discursively entrenched language game in which the term 'international' embodies social practices that assign nation-states priority and thus legitimise and objectivise ensuing political practices, no matter how violent they may be.  Knowing the dangers of exclusion and objectification inherent in any form of conceptualising does not release us from the need to employ concepts in order to express our thoughts. What, then, is the point? Adorno claims that we must not turn the necessity to operate with concepts into the virtue of assigning them priority. 52  

A2 Definitions

A procedural method of policymaking debate posits an ‘ideal speech’ which necessarily excludes other forms of discourse, making any definition of participation that is limited exclusively to regulated political discourse inevitably exclusionary, racist and sexist.

Kulynych, 97 (Jessica, Winthrop U Prof of Polysci, “Performing Politics: Foucault, Habermas, and Postmodern Participation, Polity, Vol. 30, No. 2 (Winter, 1997), 315-346, accessed Jstor)
Certainly, one might suggest that the above cases are really just failures of speech, and, therefore, not a critique of ideal speech as it is formulated by Habermas. Indeed Seyla Benhabib reformulates Habermas's speech act perspective to make it sensitive to the above critique. She argues that feminists concerned with the discourse model of democracy have often confused the historically biased practices of deliberative assemblies with the normative ideal of rational deliberation.26 She suggests that feminists concerned with inequities and imbalances in communication can actually benefit from the Habermasian requirement that all positions and issues be made " 'public' in the sense of making [them] accessible to debate, reflection, action and moral-political transformation."27 The "radical proceduralism" of the discourse model makes it ideally suited to identify inequities in communication because it precludes our accepting unexamined and unjustified positions.28 Even such a sophisticated and sensitive approach to ideal speech as Benhabib's cannot cleanse communicative action of its exclusivity. It is not only that acquiring language is a process of mastering a symbolic heritage that is systematically gendered, but the entire attempt to set conditions for "ideal speech" is inevitably exclusive. The model of an ideal speech situation establishes a norm of rational interaction that is defined by the very types of interaction it excludes. The norm of rational debate favors critical argument and reasoned debate over other forms of communication.29 Defining ideal speech inevitably entails defining unacceptable speech. What has been defined as unacceptable in Habermas's formulation is any speech that is not intended to convey an idea. Speech evocative of identity, culture, or emotion has no necessary place in the ideal speech situation, and hence persons whose speech is richly colored with rhetoric, gesture, humor, spirit, or affectation could be defined as deviant or immature communicators. Therefore, a definition of citizenship based on participation in an ideal form of interaction can easily become a tool for the exclusion of deviant communicators from the category of citizens. This sort of normalization creates citizens as subjects of rational debate. Correlatively, as Fraser explains, because the communicative action approach is procedural it is particularly unsuited to address issues of speech content.30 Therefore, by definition, it misses the relationship between procedure and content that is at the core of feminist and deconstructive critiques of language. A procedural approach can require that we accommodate all utterances and that we not marginalize speaking subjects. It cannot require that we take seriously or be convinced by the statements of such interlocutors. In other words, a procedural approach does not address the cultural context that makes some statements convincing and others not.

Ground

It is bad to believe in permanent, stable foundations because human agency is always changing and the grey area between objectivism and relativism is ignored 

Bleiker, 2000. (Roland, Professor of International Relations Harvard and Cambridge, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press, 2000. p. 13) 

Departing from both a discursive fatalism and an overzealous belief in the autonomy of human action, I search for a middle ground that can draw together positive aspects of both opposing traditions of thought. I am, in this sense, following authors such as Pierre Bourdieu and Richard Bernstein, for whom the central opposition that characterises our time, the one between objectivism and relativism, is largely misleading and distorting. It is itself part of a seductive dichotomy that is articulated in either/or terms: either there is an ultimate possibility of grounding knowledge in stable foundations, or there are no foundations at all, nothing but an endless fall into a nihilist abyss. 33 But there are no Either/Or extremes. There are only shades of difference, subtleties that contradict the idea of an exclusionary vantage-point.  My own attempt at overcoming the misleading dichotomy between objectivism and relativism revolves around two major propositions, which I will sustain and expand throughout this book: (1) that one can theorise discourses and still retain a concept of human agency; and (2) that one can advance a positive notion of human agency that is neither grounded in a stable foundation nor dependent upon a presupposed notion of the subject. The point of searching for this middle ground is not to abandon foundations as such, but to recognise that they are a necessary part of our effort to make sense of an increasingly complex and transversal world. We need foundations to ground our thoughts, but foundations impose and exclude. They should not be considered as stable and good for all times. They must be applied in awareness of their function and with a readiness to adjust them to changing circumstances.

Limits 

The Affirmatives Framework Arguments Call for Limitations in How Things are to Be Interpreted-this is The Same Obsession with Limits Characterized by Modern Thought.  We Must Reject Limits in Favor of The Possibilities of New Political Thought 

Dillon in 96 (Michael, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Relations at The University of Lancaster, The Politics of Security) 

What is most at issue here, then, is the question of the limit and of how to finesse the closure of the fatally deterministic or apocalyptic thinking to which the issue of limits ordinarily gives rise in onto-theological thought: as the authoritative specification of an eschaton; as the invocation of our submission to it; or in terms of the closure of what it is possible for us to say, do and be in virtue of the operation of it. The question of the limit has therefore to be posed in a way that invokes a thinking which resists the siren calls of fatal philosophers and historians alike. That is why limits have to be thought differently, and why the question concerning limits has to be posed, instead, in terms of that which keeps things in play (for ‘ demarcation is lacking nothing can come to presence as it is’) exciting a thinking, in particular, which seeks continuously to keep ‘open the play of [ possibility by subtracting the sense of necessity, completeness, and smugness from established organ-izations of life’, all of which are promoted by an insistence upon security. 

Education (1)

State-centricity makes critical understanding of the world impossible.

Biswas December 2007, (Shampa, Professor of Politics at Whitman College, “Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 36, No. 1, p. 125-126

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

Owen 02, (David, Reader in Political Theory at the University of Southampton, “Reorienting International Relations: On Pragmatism, Pluralism and Practical Reasoning”, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 31, No. 3, http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/31/3/653)

Another way of elucidating what is involved in this re-orientation is to note that it links knowledge (and the value of knowledge) to action by encouraging reflection on problems and problem-constitution. With respect to the former, it orients IR to questions that are both epistemic and ethical: what are the effects of this kind of practice? Should we seek to govern these practices? If so, how? At what cost? With respect to the latter, it orients IR to critical reflection on both the political constitution of such-and-such practice as a problem potentially requiring government and IR’s own disciplinary constitution of such-and-such practice as a problem requiring government. In other words, it orients IR both to the task of addressing problematic practices but also to the task of reflecting on how these practices are constituted as problematic; that is, the nature of the assumptions, inferences, etc. that are brought to bear in this process of problem-constitution. Thus, for example, IR is oriented to addressing the problem posed by refugees in terms of how this problem is governed and how existing ways of governing it may be improved. However, IR is also oriented to reflection on the background picture against which this problem is constituted as a problem including, for example, the assumption that the liberty and welfare of the human population is best served by its division into the civic populations of sovereign states who have a primary duty to their own populations. In other words, while addressing the refugee problem as it is constituted, IR also involves reflecting on the plausibility and value of features of its current constitution as a problem, such as this assumption concerning sovereignty and human welfare. If this argument has any cogency, it follows that rather than conceiving of IR in terms of a theoretical war of all against all, we acknowledge that there is a role for different kinds of theoretical practice in IR that engage with different issues. How though are we to judge between rival positions within these different levels? Between rival accounts of problems and of problem-constitution? The pragmatist response is to argue that such judgement involves attending to the capacity of the contesting accounts to guide our judgement and action. But how is this capacity to be judged? Responding to this question requires that we turn to the pragmatism’s concern with growth.

Education (2)

Critical and cross-disciplinary approaches to IR reinvigorate the practice – critical approaches are key to improving the policymaking scene

Biswas December 2007, (Shampa, Professor of Politics at Whitman College, “Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 36, No. 1, p. 124
What Said offers in the place of professionalism is a spirit of ‘amateurism’ – ‘the desire to be moved not by profit or reward but by love for and unquenchable interest in the larger picture, in making connections across lines and barriers, in refusing to be tied down to a specialty, in caring for ideas and values despite the restrictions of a profession’, an amateur intellectual being one ‘who considers that to be a thinking and concerned member of a society one is entitled to raise moral issues at the heart of even the most technical and professionalized activity as it involves one’s country, its power, its mode of interacting with its citizens as well as with other societies’. ‘(T)he intellectual’s spirit as an amateur’, Said argues, ‘can enter and transform the merely professional routine most of us go through into something much more lively and radical; instead of doing what one is supposed to do one can ask why one does it, who benefits from it, how can it reconnect with a personal project and original thoughts.’ 24  This requires not just a stubborn intellectual independence, but also shedding habits, jargons, tones that have inhibited IR scholars from conversing with thinkers and intellectuals outside the discipline, colleagues in history, anthropology, cultural studies, comparative literature, sociology as well as in non-academic venues, who raise the question of the global in different and sometimes contradictory ways. Arguing that the intellectual’s role is a ‘non-specialist’ one, 25 Said bemoans the disappearance of the ‘general secular intellectual’ – ‘figures of learning and authority, whose general scope over many fields gave them more than professional competence, that is, a critical intellectual style’. 26 Discarding the professional strait- jacket of expertise-oriented IR to venture into intellectual terrains that raise questions of global power and cultural negotiations in a myriad of intersecting and cross-cutting ways will yield richer and fuller conceptions of the ‘politics’ of global politics. Needless to say, inter- and cross- disciplinarity will also yield richer and fuller conceptions of the ‘global’ of global politics. It is to that that I turn next.

Rules Bad (1)

The Aff assumes that their framework is eternally truthful, the only method to epistemological understanding. They critique anything that does not agree with them, and reject it as heresy; in reality, their set of rules is just as false, with no access to special knowledge

Johnston 99 (Ian, Research Associate, Vancouver Island U, "There's Nothing Nietzsche Couldn't Teach Ya About the Raising of the Wrist". http://records.viu.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm)SLS

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

Rules Bad (2)

The wilderness surrounding the recreational complex of framework is reality- we cannot comprehend it no matter how we may try to proclaim truth through our dogmatic rules

Johnston 99 (Ian, Research Associate, Vancouver Island U, "There's Nothing Nietzsche Couldn't Teach Ya About the Raising of the Wrist". http://records.viu.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm)SLS

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

Creating epistemological frameworks creates fanatical followers- they will ostracize anyone who steps against them with violence and other nefarious means

Johnston 99 (Ian, Research Associate, Vancouver Island U, "There's Nothing Nietzsche Couldn't Teach Ya About the Raising of the Wrist". http://records.viu.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm)SLS

Take, for example, the offside rule in soccer. Without that the game could not proceed in its traditional way. Hence, soccer players see the offside rule as an essential part of their reality, and as long as soccer is the only game in town and we have no idea of its history (which might, for example, tell us about the invention of the off-side rule), then the offside rule is easy to interpret as a universal, a necessary requirement for social activity, and we will find and endorse scriptural texts which reinforce that belief, and our scientists will devote their time to linking the offside rule with the mysterious rumblings that come from the forest. And from this, one might be led to conclude that the offside rule is a Law of Nature, something which extends far beyond the realms of our particular game into all possible games and, beyond those, into the realm of the wilderness itself. Of course, there were powerful social and political forces (the coach and trainers and owners of the team) who made sure that people had lots of reasons for believing in the unchanging verity of present arrangements. So it's not surprising that we find plenty of learned books, training manuals, and locker room exhortations urging everyone to remember the offside rule and to castigate as "bad" those who routinely forget about that part of the game. We will also worship those who died in defence of the offside rule. And naturally any new game that did not recognize the offside rule would be a bad game, an immoral way to conduct oneself. So if some group tried to start a game with a different offside rule, that group would be attacked because they had violated a rule of nature and were thus immoral. But for contingent historical reasons, Nietzsche argues, that situation of one game in town did not last. The recreational unity of the area split up, and the growth of historical scholarship into the past demonstrated all too clearly that there was overwhelming evidence that all the various attempts to show that one particular game was privileged over any of the others, that there was one true game, are false, dogmatic, trivial, deceiving, and so on. For science has revealed that the notion of a necessary connection between the rules of any game and the wider purposes of the wilderness is simply an ungrounded assertion. There is no way in which we can make the connections between the historically derived fictions in the rule book and the mysterious and ultimately unknowable directions of irrational nature. To play the game of science, we have to believe in causes and effects, but there is no way we can prove that this is a true belief and there is a danger for us if we simply ignore that fact. Therefore, we cannot prove a link between the game and anything outside it. And history has shown us, just as Darwin's natural history has demonstrated, that all apparently eternal issues have a story, a line of development, a genealogy. Thus, concepts, like species, have no reality--they are temporary fictions imposed for the sake of defending a particular arrangement. Hence, God is dead. There is no eternal truth any more, no rule book in the sky, no ultimate referee or international Olympic committee chairman. Nietzsche didn't kill God; history and the new science did. And Nietzsche is only the most passionate and irritating messenger, announcing over the PA system to anyone who will listen that someone like Kant or Descartes or Newton who thinks that what he or she is doing can be defended by an appeal to a system grounded in the truth of nature has simply been mistaken. So What's the Problem? This insight is obvious to Nietzsche, and he is troubled that no one seems to be worried about it or even to have noticed it. So he's moved to call the matter to our attention as stridently as possible, because he thinks that this realization requires a fundamental shift in how we live our lives. For Nietzsche Europe is in crisis. It has a growing power to make life comfortable and an enormous energy. But people seem to want to channel that energy into arguing about what amounts to competing fictions and to force everyone to adhere to a particular fiction. Why is this insight so worrying? Well, one point is that dogmatists get aggressive. Soccer players and rugby players who forget what Nietzsche is pointing out can start killing each other over questions which admit of no answer, namely, questions about which group has the true game, which group has privileged access to the truth. Nietzsche senses that dogmatism is going to lead to warfare, and he predicts that the twentieth century will see an unparalleled extension of warfare in the name of competing dogmatic truths. Part of his project is to wake up the people who are intelligent enough to respond to what he's talking about so that they can recognize the stupidity of killing each other for an illusion which they mistake for some "truth." 

A2 Shivley

It is no longer a question of searching for Truth, but rather of accepting difference and facilitating dialog. We cannot rely upon common terms for discussion as they so often freeze alternative thought and prevent real debate from occurring.

Bleiker, 98 asst. prof. of International Studies at Pusan National University (Roland, “Retracing and redrawing the boundaries of events: Postmodern interferences with international theory”, Alternatives, Oct-Dec 1998, Vol. 23, Issue 4)

In the absence of authentic knowledge, the formulation of theoretical positions and practical action requires modesty. Accepting difference and facilitating dialogue becomes more important than searching for the elusive Truth. But dialogue is a process, an ideal, not an end point. Often there is no common discursive ground, no language that can establish a link between the inside and the outside. The link has to be searched first. But the celebration of difference is a process, an ideal, not an end point. A call for tolerance and inclusion cannot be void of power. Every social order, even the ones that are based on the acceptance of difference, excludes what does not fit into their view of the world. Every form of thinking, some international theorists recognize, expresses a will to power, a will that cannot but "privilege, oppress, and create in some manner."[54] There is no all-encompassing gaze. Every process of revealing is at the same time a process of concealing. By opening up a particular perspective, no matter how insightful it is, one conceals everything that is invisible from this vantage point. The enframing that occurs by such processes of revealing, Martin Heidegger argues, runs the risk of making us forget that enframing is a claim, a disciplinary act that "banishes man into that kind of revealing that is an ordering." And where this ordering holds sway, Heidegger continues, "it drives out every other possibility for revealing."[55] This is why one must move back and forth between different, sometimes incommensurable forms of insights. Such an approach recognizes that the key to circumventing the ordering mechanisms of revealing is to think in circles--not to rest too long at one point, but to pay at least as much attention to linkages between than to contents of mental resting places. Inclusiveness does not lie in the search for a utopian, all-encompassing worldview, but in the acceptance of the will to power--in the recognition that we need to evaluate and judge, but that no form of knowledge can serve as the ultimate arbiter for thought and action. As a critical practice, postmodernism must deal with its own will to power and to subvert that of others. This is not to avoid accountability, but to take on responsibility in the form of bringing modesty to a majority.

Switchside Debate Bad

Switch-side style destroys debate- without conviction behind statements the purpose for this quest for truth becomes meaningless

Greene and Hicks 05 (Ronald Walter and  Darrin, Insert Quals. “Lost convictions”. Cultural Studies. Volume 19,  Issue 1.  InformaWorld.  http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a738568563&fulltext=713240928) SLS.

While the opposition to debating both sides probably reaches back to the challenges against the ancient practice of dissoi logoi, we want to turn our attention to the unique cultural history of debate during the Cold War. In the midst of Joseph McCarthy’s impending censure by the US Senate, the US Military Academy, the US Naval Academy and, subsequently, all of the teacher colleges in the state of Nebraska refused to affirm the resolution Á ‘Resolved: The United States should diplomatically recognize the People’s Republic of China’. Yet, switch-side debating remained the national standard, and, by the fall of 1955, the military academies and the teacher colleges of Nebraska were debating in favour of the next resolution. Richard Murphy (1957), however, was not content to let the controversy pass without comment. Murphy launched a series of criticisms that would sustain the debate about debate for the next ten years. Murphy held that debating both sides of the question was unethical because it divorced conviction from advocacy and that it was a dangerous practice because it threatened the integrity of public debate by divorcing it from a genuine search for truth. Murphy’s case against the ethics of debating both sides rested on what he thought to be a simple and irrefutable rhetorical principle: A public utterance is a public commitment. In Murphy’s opinion, debate was best imagined as a species of public speaking akin to public advocacy on the affairs of the day. If debate is a form of public speaking, Murphy reasoned, and a public utterance entails a public commitment, then speakers have an ethical obligation to study the question, discuss it with others until they know their position, take a stand and then and only then engage in public advocacy in favour of their viewpoint. Murphy had no doubt that intercollegiate debate was a form of public advocacy and was, hence, rhetorical, although this point would be severely attacked by proponents of switch-side debating. Modern debating, Murphy claimed, ‘is geared to the public platform and to rhetorical, rather than dialectical principles’ (p. 7). Intercollegiate debate was rhetorical, not dialectical, because its propositions were specific and timely rather than speculative and universal. Debaters evidenced their claims by appeals to authority and opinion rather than formal logic, and debaters appealed to an audience, even if that audience was a single person sitting in the back of a room at a relatively isolated debate tournament. As such, debate as a species of public argument should be held to the ethics of the platform. We would surely hold in contempt any public actor who spoke with equal force, and without genuine conviction, for both sides of a public policy question. Why, asked Murphy, would we exempt students from the same ethical obligation?

Without true conviction public speaking becomes a game rather than a pursuit to truth, leading to dismissal of political figures as simple liars

Greene and Hicks 05 (Ronald Walter and  Darrin, Insert Quals. “Lost convictions”. Cultural Studies. Volume 19,  Issue 1.  InformaWorld.  http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a738568563&fulltext=713240928) SLS.

The interdependency of logos and ethos was not only a matter of rhetorical principle for Murphy but also a foundational premise of public reason in a democratic society. Although he never explicitly states why this is true, most likely because he assumed it to be self-evident, a charitable interpretation of Murphy’s position, certainly a more generous interpretation than his detractors were willing to give, would show that his axiom rests on the following argument: If public reason is to have any legitimate force, auditors must believe that advocates are arguing from conviction and not from greed, desire or naked self-interest. If auditors believe that advocates are insincere, they will not afford legitimacy to their claims and will opt to settle disputes through force or some seemingly neutral modus vivendi such as voting or arbitration. Hence, sincerity is a necessary element of public reason and, therefore, a necessary condition of critical deliberation in a democratic society. For Murphy, the assumption of sincerity is intimately articulated to the notion of ethical argumentation in a democratic political culture. If a speaker were to repudiate this assumption by advocating contradictory positions in a public forum, it would completely undermine her or his ethos and result in the loss of the means of identification with an audience. The real danger of undermining the assumption of sincerity was not that individual speakers would be rendered ineffective although this certainly did make training students to debate both sides bad rhetorical pedagogy. The ultimate danger of switch-side debating was that it would engender a distrust of public advocates. The public would come to see the debaters who would come to occupy public offices as ‘public liars’ more interested in politics as vocation than as a calling. Debate would be seen as a game of power rather than the method of democracy. 

Ontology Good

Ontology is Central to all policymaking

Dillon, 99 (Michael, Prof of Politics, University of Lancaster, Moral Spaces: rethinking ethics and world politics, p. 97-98)

Heirs to all this, we find ourselves in the turbulent and now globalized wake of its confluence. As Heidegger-himself an especially revealing figure of the deep and mutual implication of the philosophical and the political4-never tired of pointing out, the relevance of ontology to all other kinds of thinking is fundamental and inescapable. For one cannot say anything about anything that is, without always already having made assumptions about this as such. Any mode of thought, in short, always already carries an ontology sequestered within it. What this ontological turn does to other regional modes of thought is to challenge the ontology within which they operate. The implications of that review reverberate throughout the entire mode of thought, demanding a reappraisal as fundamental as the reappraisal ontology has demanded of philosophy. With ontology at issue, the entire foundations or underpinnings of any mode of thought are rendered problematic. This applies as much to any modern discipline of thought as it does to the question of modernity as such, with the exception, it seems, of science, which, having long ago given up the ontological questioning of when it called itself natural philosophy, appears now, in its industrialized and corporatized form, to be invulnerable to ontological perturbation. With its foundations at issue, the very authority of a mode of thought and the ways in which it characterizes the critical issues of freedom and judgment (of what kind of universe human beings inhabit, how they inhabit it, and what counts as reliable knowledge for them in it) is also put in question. The very ways in which Nietzsche, Heidegger, and other continental philosophers challenged Western ontology, simultaneously, therefore reposed the fundamental and inescapable difficulty, or aporia, for human being of decision and judgment. In other words, whatever ontology you subscribe to, knowingly or unknowingly, as a human being you still have to act. Whether or not you know or acknowledge it, the ontology you subscribe to will construe the problem of action for you in one way rather than another. You may think ontology is some arcane question of philosophy, but Nietzsche and Heidegger showed that it intimately shapes not only a way of thinking, but a way of being, a form of life. Decision, a fortiori political decision, in short, is no mere technique. It is instead a way of being that bears an understanding of Being, and of the fundaments of the human way of being within it. This applies, indeed applies most, to those mock innocent political slaves who claim only to be technocrats of decision making.

Epistemology Good (1)

Epistemology First – Objectivity is Impossible – Not All Knowledge is Wrong… Just Yours

Kukla 2008 (Rebecca, Professor of Philosophy and Medicine at the University of South Florida, “Naturalizing Objectivity”, Volume 16, Issue 3, Project Muse, HC)

On the one hand, a naturalized account of objectivity will understand standards and ideals of objectivity as grounded in local scientific practices. On the other hand, such an account will take some form of realism and anti-skepticism for granted; hence it cannot merely reduce standards of objectivity to what scientists actually do, for it must be possible for them to be wrong. They might get the world wrong, and indeed they might use the wrong methods to disclose it in the first place. As John Haugeland has argued, any epistemic practice must be able to distinguish between following its own conventional rules and actually getting the world right, and it must be able to recognize evidence that its own conventional practices are the wrong ones because they give incorrect results (Haugeland 1998). In other words, if we take objectivity to be a natural phenomenon, we cannot deflate it in the way that Hacking does when he claims: "We cannot reason as to whether alternative systems of reasoning are better or worse than ours, because the propositions to which we reason get their sense only from the method of reasoning being employed. The propositions have no existence independent of ways of reasoning toward them" (Hacking 1982, 65). The standards for getting the world right cannot be internal to the standards that govern our epistemic practices, for otherwise our epistemic practices would become immune from rational correction in the face of empirical evidence. Neither Daston and Galison nor Barad countenance such a relativistic reduction. Indeed, Daston and Galison write, "It is a misconception, albeit an entrenched one, that historicism and relativism stride hand in hand, that to reveal that an idea or value has a history is ipso facto to debunk it. But to show that [mechanical] objectivity is neither an inevitable [End Page 298] nor an eternal part of science passes no verdict on its validity, desirability, or utility . . . Between dogmatism and relativism stretches a wide plane of debate" (376).12 Nor do these authors accept the kind of incommensurability of epistemic perspectives that Hacking asserts. Bodies of practices governed by specific norms of objectivity are not paradigms in the strong Kuhnian sense that would enclose them within incommensurable worlds. Rather, Daston and Galison show how practitioners of different paradigms of representation argued with one another in detail about the relative merits of their different methods; ultimately, the measure of success was how well the representations accurately disclosed real features of the world. Similarly, Barad gives a careful account of how the early practitioners of quantum mechanics used evidence to argue with one another about how to properly observe quantum mechanical phenomena. Bodies of epistemic practice are empirically segregated but they are not fundamentally isolated from one another, and their practitioners can understand, critique, and even respect one another's epistemic values. From a naturalized perspective, there is no coherent possibility of a transcendental stance outside all possible bodies of epistemic practices from which we can judge which one's deliverances are really really right. Different bodies of epistemic practice can be used to assess one another, and their practitioners can struggle with one another over which practices and standards of objectivity yield the best and most accountable results. But there is no such epistemic practice as the practice of stepping out of all such practices in order to assess their objectivity 'from above'. This will bother us only if we begin with the question-begging, anti-naturalistic assumption that such an impossible stance is the only one that counts as objective. Now this might seem to justify the sweeping rejection of self-effacing objectivity for which I criticized Barad above. For if there is no such thing as a transcendental perspective outside all local bodies of epistemic practices, then in an important sense the understanding of objectivity as self-erasure is simply incoherent, rather than merely limited and historically situated. Standpoint theory is deeply right, on this naturalized picture: knowledge is always and ineliminably the knowledge of a performative, concrete self who is situated within a particular, historically and socially contextualized body of norms. As natural beings engaged in natural epistemic practices, selves cannot adopt a stance outside of the nature they seek to know, and knowing is a material, interactive activity, and hence [End Page 299] there is no possibility of attaining objectivity by erasing the traces of the knowing self and its standpoint. Doesn't this make the ideal of mechanical objectivity fundamentally and unqualifiedly wrong-headed, as Barad, unlike Daston and Galison, believes?
Incentive theory cannot divorce itself from questions of epistemology – our criticism is a precursor to understanding how actors respond to stimuli such as incentives

Mercer 2005 (Jonathan, Prof of Poli Sci at University of Washington, “Rationality and Psychology in International Politics”, International Organization, Volume 59, Issue 1, pp. 77-106, Jstor, HC)

Behaviorists thought they eliminated the mind from their explanations, for they focused on what they imagined to be law-like relationships between stimulus and effect. Animals respond to incentives, such as corn pellets or cash rewards, and this allows analysts to explain and predict behavior without reference to mental processes. However, as Chomsky observed, analysts cannot identify a stimulus without first identifying a response, in which case a stimulus is not a property of the environment but of the individual's beliefs and desires. This observation makes clear, as Chomsky notes, "that the talk of 'stimulus control' simply disguises a complete retreat to mentalistic psychology." 30 Rather than help analysts escape from psychology, stimulus-and-response approaches depend on understanding an actor's mental state. Even if researchers control the environment and provide only one stimulus, how subjects respond to that stimulus depends not on its physical attributes but on the subjective understanding (or construal) of the stimulus.31 Researchers can reliably predict that a food-deprived chicken will respond to a lever that gives it food, or that a person will respond to a $10 bill on the ground by picking it up, but prediction becomes unreliable in slightly more complex settings. How students respond to very low (but passing) grades differs dramatically: some students work harder, some blame the exam, and some pump their fist and say "Yes!" Despite behaviorists' attempts to rely only on behavior, they nonetheless relied on folk psychology. Behaviorists eliminated from their explanations neither desires (I want that corn pellet) nor beliefs (at the end of the third maze on the left is food). Without knowing desires and beliefs, one cannot know what "works" as an incentive.
Epistemology Good (2)

Epistemology questions the totalizing truths in the world. These methods are critical to productive politics. In a world without the alternative, even the small advantages claimed by plan won't fundamentally disrupt the power system in the SQ. 

Jensen 2004 (Casper Bruun, Postdoctoral Fellow at the School of Communication and ACTION for Health Research Project, Simon Fraser University, “A Nonhumanist Disposition: On Performativity, Practical Ontology, and Intervention”, Configurations, Volume 12, Issue 2, Project Muse)

Epistemology is generally seen to concern itself with investigating the foundations of certain knowledge. This inquiry has been almost universally premised on the idea of a split between the ideal and the concrete, and has prioritized the abstract capabilities of the mind over the inadequacies of the body. Scientific ideas are generated in the interaction with obdurate materials with unknown qualities, and a prominent concern of epistemology has been with purifying science from the many biases that could potentially invalidate its knowledge in this interaction. Epistemology thereby tries to establish an ideal relationship between the level of scientific ideas and the level of their practical validation and application, and in this project it has consistently prioritized theory over practice.13 In contemporary epistemology this purification has been typically managed by invocation of the scientific method, which, if properly applied, has been seen as the guarantee of knowledge-claims. In recent years claims pertaining to the absoluteness or universality of such knowledge have been toned down somewhat, and often the emphasis is now on securing the least-fallible knowledge—but, then, the claim to be able to (unequivocally) determine what is least fallible in itself continues to rely on the idea of an external standard.14 [End Page 235]  The classical epistemological ambition is regularly presented as a defense against the contamination of knowledge-claims, for instance by the partisanship or local provincialism of their producers. The analytic philosopher Paul Boghossian, in a recent polemic against constructivism in general and Barbara Herrnstein Smith in particular (one, that, incidentally, vividly illustrates Smith's analysis of the microdynamics of incommensurability), offers the following description:  What matters to epistemology are three things: first, the claim that only some considerations can genuinely justify a belief, namely, those that bear on its truth; second, a substantive conception of the sorts of considerations that quality for this normative status—observational evidence and logic, for example, but not a person's political commitments; and finally, the claim that we do sometimes believe something because there are considerations that justify it and not as a result of some other cause, such as because it would serve our interests to do so.15 Another recent example is afforded by John Searle's Construction of Social Reality, which has less interest in defending epistemology per se,16 yet leaves no doubt about the undiminished importance of such classical notions as evidence, objectivity, reality, and truth:  Having knowledge consists in having true representations for which we can give certain sorts of justification or evidence. Knowledge is thus by definition objective in the epistemic sense, because the criteria for knowledge are not arbitrary, and they are impersonal.17 Undoubtedly the understanding of what exactly counts as proper evidence, objectivity, and truth varies between analytic philosophers, including Boghossian and Searle, as do, therefore, interpretations of what the scientific method would consist in, and what it would mean for it to be properly applied.18 Certainly, analytic philosophers would also contend that these divergences are substantial.  However, what remains in the background of these debates is the assumption that (unreconstructed) notions of evidence, objectivity, [End Page 236] reality, and truth cannot be done without—not, at least, without inviting epistemological and quite possibly moral catastrophe. The challenge posed to classical epistemologists by STS-research has therefore been much more severe than internal epistemological quarrels.19 For in insisting on the participation of practical and material effects in the production of knowledge, these studies have problematized virtually all the key distinctions and relations in epistemology—notably, between knowledge and power and between (scientific) ideas and their (technical) concretizations. By doing so they have ineluctably challenged the central epistemological ambition to guarantee the possibility of formulating true (in the sense of reliably decontextualized) statements about the world. This challenge of constructivism is of wide-ranging ramifications for the conceptualization of science, technology, society, and their interrelationships. 

Epistemology Good (3)

The Alternative is a discursive approach which investigates the social dynamics which feed domination and resistance. Having these methodologies within politics is critical to human agency- allowing us to challenge the entrenched system. 

Bleiker, 00 (Roland, Ph.D. visiting research and teaching affiliations at Harvard, Cambridge, Humboldt, Tampere, Yonsei and Pusan National University as well as the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology and the Institute of Social Studies in The Hague, Popular Dissent , Human Agency and Global Politics, Cambridge University Press) 

Discourse is the most central concept in a non-essentialist assessment of human agency. A shift from grand theoretical representations of dissent towards a discursive understanding of power relations is necessary to reach a more adequate understanding of the role that human agency plays in contemporary global politics. A discursive approach is not only able to deal better with entrenched systems of exclusion, but also minimises the danger of imposing one's own subjective vision upon a series of far more complex social events. Instead of focusing on ahistorical theories of power, a discursive approach investigates how social dynamics have been imbued with meaning and how this process of rendering them rational circumscribes the boundaries within which the transversal interaction between domination and resistance takes place. While providing compelling evidence of subtle forms of domination , a discursive approach may run the risk of leaving us with an image of the world in which the capacity for human agency is all but erased, annihilated by impenetrable discursive forces. This risk is particularly acute in a world that is characterised by increasingly heterogeneous and perhaps even elusive cross-territorial dynamics. But recognising these transversal complexities does not necessarily lead into a pessimistic cul de sac . Discourses, even if they take on global dimensions, are not as overarching as some analysts suggest. They contain fissures and cracks, weak points which open up chances to turn discursive dynamics against themselves . The previous chapter has outlined this position in detail. A brief rehearsal — even at the risk of appearing slightly repetitive — is necessary to provide the prerequisite for an adequate discursive conceptualisation of human agency in global politics. For this purpose we must , as the prologue has already stressed , seek to see beyond the levels of analysis problematique that has come to frame international relations theory. Rather than limiting the study of global politics to specific spheres of inquiry — those related to the role of states and the restraints imposed on them by the structures of the international system — an analysis of transversal struggles pays attention to various political terrains and the crossterritorial dynamics through which they are intertwined with each other. One of these terrains is the sphere of dailiness, which is all too often eclipsed by investigations that limit the domain of global politics to more visible sites of transversal struggle, such as wars, diplomatic negotiations, financial flows or trade-patterns. The domain of dailiness, though, is at least as crucial to the conduct of global politics, and an investigation into discursive dynamics illustrates why this the case. Cracks and weaknesses in globalised discursive practices can be seen best by shifting foci from epistemological to ontological issues. This is to say that in addition to analysing how discourses mould and control our thinking process, we must scrutinise how individuals, at the level of Being, may or may not be able to escape aspects of the prevalent discursive order. Being is always a product of discourse. But Being also is becoming. It contains future potential, it is always already that which it is not. Being also has multiple dimensions. Hyphenated identities permit a person to shift viewpoints constantly, to move back and forth between various ways of constituting oneself . Resulting methods of mental deplacement, of situating knowledge, open up possibilities for thinking beyond the narrow confines of the transversally established discursive order. This thinking space provides the opportunity to redraw the boundaries of identity which control the parameters of actions available to an individual. Exploring this thinking space already is action, Heidegger claims, for 'thinking acts insofar as it thinks'. Such action , he continues, is 'the simplest and at the same time the highest, because it concerns the relation of Being to man'. 3 But how is one to understand processes through which critical thinking breaks through the fog of discourse and gives rise to specific and identifiable expressions of human agency? The concept of tactic offers the opportunity to take a decisive step towards exploring the practical dimensions of Dasein, the existential awareness of Being, without losing the abstract insight provided by Heidegger. The sphere of dailiness is where such practical theorising is most effective. Entering this ubiquitous sphere compels us to one more shift, away from contemplating the becoming of Being towards investigating specific ways in which individuals employ their mobile subjectivities to escape discursive forms of domination . The focus now rests on everyday forms of resistance, seemingly mundane daily practices by which people constantly shape and reshape their environment. One can find such forms of resistance in acts like writing, laughing, gossiping, singing, dwelling, shopping or cooking. It is in these spheres that societal values are gradually transformed, preparing the ground for more open manifestations of dissent. Before drawing attention to the inherently transversal character of everyday activities, it is necessary to point out that the effects they produce cannot be understood by drawing direct links between action and outcome. In this sense, the present analysis departs fundamentally from the manner in which agency in global politics has come to be theorised . Most approaches to international theory, including the influential constructivist contributions to the structure—agency debate, display a clear 'commitment to causal analysis'. 4 

A2 Objectivity/ Truth/ Science (1)

Even ‘objective science’ is affected by social structures

Harding 1991 (Sandra, professor at the UCLA Graduate School of Education and Information Studies, Whose science? Whose knowledge?, Google Books, pg. 79-80, HC) 

“Feminism is about people and society: the natural sciences are about neither; hence, feminism can have nor elevance to the logic or content of the natural sciences.” One line of thinking behind this argument is that researches are far more likely to import their social values into studies of other humans than into the study of stars, rocks, rats, or trees. And it is absurd, the conventionalist will argue, to imagine that social values could remain undetected in studies of the abstract laws that govern the movements of the physical universe. Scientific method has been constructed exactly to permit the identification and elimination of social values in the natural sciences. Practicing scientists and engineers often think the discussions of objectivity and method by philosophers and other nonscientists are simply beside the point. If bridges stand and the television set works, then the sciences that produced them must be objective and value-free—that’s all there is to the matter. One could begin to respond by pointing out that evolutionary theory, a theory that is about all biological species and not just about humans, clearly “discovered” secular values in nature, as the creationists have argued. It also “discovered” bourgeois, Western, and androcentric values, as many critics have pointed out. Moreover, the physics and astronomy of Newton and Galileo, no less than those of Aristotle and Ptolemy, were permeated with social values. Many writers have identified the distinctively Western and bourgeois character of the modern scientific world view. Some critics have detected social values in contemporary studies of slime mold and even in the abstractions of relativity theory and formal semantics. Conventionalists respond by digging in their heels. They insist on a sharp divide between premodern and modern sciences, claiming that while medieval astronomy and physics were deeply permeated with the political and social values of the day, the new astronomy and physics were (and are) not; this is exactly what distinguishes modern science from its forerunners. As historian of science Thomas Kuhn said, back when he was such a conventionalist, the world view characteristic of medieval Europe was much like that of “primitive societies” and children, which “tends to be animistic. That is, children and many primitive peoples do not draw the same hard and fast distinction that we do between organic and inorganic nature, between living and lifeless things. The organic realm has a conceptual priority, and the behavior of clouds, fire, and stones tends to be explained in terms of the internal drives and desires that move men and, presumably, animals. The conventionalist fails to grasp that modern science has been constructed by and within power relations in society, not apart from them. The issue is not how one scientist or another used or abused social power in doing his science but rather where the sciences and their agendas, concepts, and consequences have been located within particular currents of politics. How have their ideas and practices advanced some groups at the expense of others? Can sciences that void such issues understand the causes of their present practices, of the changing character of the tendencies they seem to ‘discover in nature’ in different historical settings? Even though there are no complete, whole humans visible as overt objects of study in astronomy, physics, and chemistry, one cannot assume that no social values, no human hopes and aspirations, are present in human thought about nature. Consequently, feminism can have important points to make about how gender relations have shaped the origins, the problematics, the decisions about what to count as evidence, social meanings of nature and inquiry, and consequences of scientific activity. In short, we could begin to understand better how social projects can shape the results of research in the natural sciences if we gave up the false belief that because of their nonhuman subject matter the natural sciences can produce impartial, disinterested, value-neutral accounts of a nature completely separate from human history. 

A2 Objectivity/ Truth/ Science (2)

Interpretations of ‘objective data’ are value laden

Harding 1991 (Sandra, professor at the UCLA Graduate School of Education and Information Studies, Whose science? Whose knowledge?, Google Books, pg. 83-85, HC)
“Science fundamentally consist only of the formal and quantitative statements that express the results of research, and/or science is a unique method. If feminists do not have alternatives to logic and mathematics or to science’s unique method, then their criticisms may be relevant to sociological issues but not to science itself.” Galileo argued that nature speaks in the language of mathematics, so if we want to understand nature, we must learn to speak “her” language. Some conventionalists have understood this to mean that “real science” consists only of the formal statements that express such laws of nature as those discovered by Isaac Newton, Robert Boyle, and Albert Einstein. There can appear to be no social values in results of research that are expressed in formal symbols; however, formalization does not guarantee the absence of social values. For one thing, historians have argued that the history of mathematics and logic is no merely and external history about who discovered what when. They claim that the general social interests and preoccupations of a culture can appear in the forms of quantification and logic that its mathematics uses. Distinguished mathematicians have concluded that the ultimate test of the adequacy of mathematics is a pragmatic one: does it work to do what it was intended to do? Moreover, formal statements require interpretation in order to be meaningful. The results of the scientific inquiry can count as results only if scientists can understand what they refer to and mean. Without decisions about their referents and meanings, they cannot be used to make predictions, for example, or to stimulate future research. And as is the case with social laws, the referents and meanings of the laws of science are continually extended and contracted through decisions about the circumstances in which they should be considered to apply. There is also the fact that metaphors have played an important role in melding nature and specifying the appropriate domain of a theory. To take a classic example, “nature is a machine” was not just a useful heuristic for explaining the new Newtonian physics but an inseparable part of that theory, one that created the metaphors of the theory and showed scientists hwo to extend and develop it. Thus, social metaphors provided part of the evidence for the claims of the new sciences; some of their more formal proprieties still appear as the kinds of relations modeled by the mathematic expression of the natural sciences. They were not only “outside” the process of testing hypothesis; they were also “inside” it. The social relations of the period, which both made possible and were in turn supported by the machines on which Newton’s mechanistic laws were modeled, functioned as—were- part of the evidence for Newtonian physics. Giving up the belief that science is really or fundamentally only a collection of mathematical statements is necessary if we are to begin to explain the history and practices of science. Insistence on this belief is a way of irrationally restricting thought.

Social Structures Shape the Studies and Solutions We use

Harding 1991 (Sandra, professor at the UCLA Graduate School of Education and Information Studies, Whose science? Whose knowledge?, Google Books, pg. 90-91, HC)

There is a third important relation between science and technology: scientific problematics are often (some would say always) response to social needs that have been defined as technological ones. For example, scientists were funded to produce information about the reproductive which would permit the development of cheap and efficient contraceptives. The development of the contraceptives was a technological solution to what was defined by Western elites as the problem of overpopulation among ethnic and racial minorities in the First World and indigenous Third World peoples. From the perspectives of those people’s lives, however, there are at least equally reasonable way to define what “the problem” is. Instead of overpopulation, why not talk about the First World appropriation of Third World resources which makes it impossible for the Third World to support its own populations? Why not say that the problem is the lack of education for Third World women—the variable said to be most highly related to high fertility? After all, just one member of a wealthy North American family uses far more of the world’s natural resources in his or her daily life than do whole communities of Ethiopians. Would it not be more objective to say that First World overpopulation and greed are primarily responsible for what Westerners choose to call Third World overpopulation?

Policy Making Bad (1)

The decisionmaking paradigm inherent in the traditional forms of political engagement engages in an unconscious exercise of power over the self which regulates discourse and produces for itself legitimate methods for engagement which rarely result in change.

Kulynych, 97, Winthrop U Prof of Polysci (Jessica, “Performing Politics: Foucault, Habermas, and Postmodern Participation, Polity, Vol. 30, No. 2 (Winter, 1997), 315-346, accessed Jstor)

While separately both Habermas and Foucault challenge the traditional understanding of participation, their combined insights further and irrevocably extend that challenge. Theoretical focus on the distinctions between Habermas and Foucault has all too often obscured important parallels between these two theorists. Specifically, the Habermas-Foucault debate has underemphasized the extent to which Habermas also describes a disciplinary society. In his descriptions of bureaucracy, technocracy, and system colonization, Habermas is also describing a world where power is productive and dispersed and where political action is constrained and normalized. Habermas, like Foucault, describes a type of power that cannot be adequately characterized in terms of the intentions of those who possess it. Colonization is not the result of conscious intention, but is rather the unintended consequence of a multitude of small adjustments. The gender and racial subtexts infusing the system are not the results of conscious intention, but rather of implicit gender and racial norms and expectations infecting the economy and the state. Bureaucratic power is not a power that is possessed by any individual or agency, but exists in the exercise of decisionmaking. As Iris Young points out, we must "analyze the exercise of power [in contemporary societies] as the effect of often liberal and humane practices of education, bureaucratic administration, production and distribution of consumer goods, medicine and so on."' The very practices that Habermas chronicles are exemplary of a power that has no definitive subject. As Young explains, "the conscious actions of many individuals daily contribute to maintaining and reproducing oppression, but those people are simply doing their jobs or living their lives, and do not understand themselves as agents of oppression."8 Colonization and bureaucratization also fit the pattern of a power that is not primarily repressive but productive. Disciplinary technologies are, as Sawicki describes, not... repressive mechanisms ... [that] operate primarily through violence ... or seizure ... but rather [they operate] by producing new objects and subjects of knowledge, by inciting and channeling desires, generating and focusing individual and group energies, and establishing bodily norms and techniques for observing, monitoring and controlling bodily movements, processes, and capacities.9 The very practices of administration, distribution, and decisionmaking on which Habermas focuses his attention can and must be analyzed as productive disciplinary practices. Although these practices can clearly be repressive, their most insidious effects are productive. Rather than simply holding people back, bureaucratization breaks up, categorizes, and systemizes projects and people. It creates new categories of knowledge and expertise. Bureaucratization and colonization also create new subjects as the objects of bureaucratic expertise. The social welfare client and the consumer citizen are the creation of bureaucratic power, not merely its target. The extension of lifeworld gender norms into the system creates the possibility for sexual harassment, job segregation, parental leave, and consensual corporate decisionmaking. Created as a part of these subjectivities are new gestures and norms of bodily behavior, such as the embarrassed shuffling of food stamps at the grocery checkout and the demeaning sexual reference at the office copier. Bodily movements are monitored and regularized by means of political opinion polls, welfare lists, sexual harassment protocols, flex-time work schedules, and so forth. Modern disciplinary power, as described by Foucault and implied by Habermas, does not merely prevent us from developing, but creates us differently as the effect of its functioning. These disciplinary techniques not only control us, but also enable us to be more efficient and more productive, and often more powerful. Focusing on the disciplinary elements of the Habermasian critique opens the door for exploring the postmodern character of Habermasian politics. Because Habermas does describe a disciplinary world, his prescription for contemporary democracy (discursive politics) ought to be sensitive to, and appropriate for, a disciplinary world. Foucault's sensitivity to the workings of disciplinary power is central to the articulation of a plausible, postmodern version of discursive politics. In the following discussion I will argue for a performative redefinition of participation that will reinvigorate the micro-politics demanded by Foucault, as well as provide a more nuanced version of the discursive politics demanded by Habermas.

Policy Making Bad (2)

Serial policy failure drives policymakers to find the truth to make a policy succeed – the lack of evaluation of ontological assumptions to reach this truth spell the end of “politics”

Dillon and Reid 1998 (Michael Dillon, professor of Politics at Lancaster University, and Julian Reid, Doctor of Philosophy in Politics, “Global Governance, Liberal Peace, and Complex Emergency”, http://www.cross-x.com/vb/showthread.php?t=979961&highlight=dillon+reid)

Reproblematization of problems is constrained by the institutional and ideological investments surrounding accepted "problems," and by the sheer difficulty of challenging the inescapable ontological and epistemological assumptions that go into their very formation. There is nothing so fiercely contested as an epistemological or ontological assumption. And there is nothing so fiercely ridiculed as the suggestion that the real problem with problematizations exists precisely at the level of such assumptions. Such "paralysis of analysis" is precisely what policymakers seek to avoid since they are compelled constantly to respond to circumstances over which they ordinarily have in fact both more and less control than they proclaim. What they do not have is precisely the control that they want. Yet serial policy failure--the fate and the fuel of all policy--compels them into a continuous search for the new analysis that will extract them from the aporias in which they constantly find themselves enmeshed.[ 35] Serial policy failure is no simple shortcoming that science and policy--and policy science--will ultimately overcome. Serial policy failure is rooted in the ontological and epistemological assumptions that fashion the ways in which global governance encounters and problematizes life as a process of emergence through fitness landscapes that constantly adaptive and changing ensembles have continuously to negotiate. As a particular kind of intervention into life, global governance promotes the very changes and unintended outcomes that it then serially reproblematizes in terms of policy failure. Thus, global liberal governance is not a linear problem-solving process committed to the resolution of objective policy problems simply by bringing better information and knowledge to bear upon them. A nonlinear economy of power/knowledge, it deliberately installs socially specific and radically inequitable distributions of wealth, opportunity, and mortal danger both locally and globally through the very detailed ways in which life is variously (policy) problematized by it. In consequence, thinking and acting politically is displaced by the institutional and epistemic rivalries that infuse its power/ knowledge networks, and by the local conditions of application that govern the introduction of their policies. These now threaten to exhaust what "politics," locally as well as globally, is about.[ 36] It is here that the "emergence" characteristic of governance begins to make its appearance. For it is increasingly recognized that there are no definitive policy solutions to objective, neat, discrete policy problems. The "subjects" of policy increasingly also become a matter of definition as well, since the concept population does not have a stable referent either and has itself also evolved in biophilosophical and biomolecular as well as Foucauldian "biopower" ways. 

Role Playing Bad (1)

Being forced to act as the State or an advocate for the status quo totally invalidates a debater's agency, never able to speak from their own perspective or invoke change

Mitchell 98 (Gordon R., Associate Professor of Communication and Director of the William Pitt Debating Union at the University of Pittsburgh. “Pedagogical possibilities for argumentative agency in academic debate”. Argumentation and Advocacy, Volume 35, Issue 2. Fall 1998.  http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb6699/is_2_35/ai_n28720712/) SLS

In the process of explaining their teaching approach, argumentation scholars sometimes invoke a bifurcation that separates academic study of argumentation from applied practice in public argument. This explanation typically begins with an elucidation of the democratic and emancipatory potential of debate as a process of decisionmaking, and then proceeds to an explanation of academic study as an essential preparatory step on the way to achievement of such emancipatory potential. This route of explanation is consistent with the American Forensic Association Credo, which declares that the purpose of forensic education is to "prepare students through classrooms, forums, and competition for participation in their world through the power of expression" (qtd. in Freeley 1996, p. 122). Writing from this posture to defend the value of National Debate Tournament (NDT) policy competition, Edward Panetta posits that NDT debate "will prepare students to be societal leaders ..." (1990, p. 76, emphasis added). Similarly, Austin Freeley suggests that academic debate "provides preparation for effective participation in a democratic society" and "offers preparation for leadership" (1997, p. 21, emphasis added). What are the entailments of such a preparatory framework for argumentation pedagogy, and how do such entailments manifest themselves in teaching practice? On the surface, the rhetoric of preparation seems innocuous and consistent with other unremarkable idioms employed to describe education (college prep courses and prep school spring to mind). However, by framing argumentation pedagogy as preparation for student empowerment, educators may actually constrain the emancipatory potential of the debate enterprise. In this vein, approaches that are purely oriented toward preparation place students and teachers squarely in the proverbial pedagogical bullpen, a peripheral space marked off from the field of social action. In what follows, I pursue this tentative hypothesis by interrogating the framework of preparatory pedagogy on three levels, considering how it can position sites of academic inquiry vis-a-vis broader public spheres of deliberation, how it can flatten and defer consideration of complex issues of argumentative engagement and how it can invite unwitting co-option of argumentative skills.

Role Playing Bad (2)

Role-Playing reduces debaters to nothing but spectators, forced to treat what should be public advocacy into simple competition. Their agency is further reduced as they retreat farther and farther from real politics

Mitchell 98 (Gordon R., Associate Professor of Communication and Director of the William Pitt Debating Union at the University of Pittsburgh. “Pedagogical possibilities for argumentative agency in academic debate”. Argumentation and Advocacy, Volume 35, Issue 2. Fall 1998.  http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb6699/is_2_35/ai_n28720712/) SLS

As two prominent teachers of argumentation point out, "Many scholars and educators term academic debate a laboratory for testing and developing approaches to argumentation" (Hill and Leeman 1997, p. 6). This explanation of academic debate squares with descriptions of the study of argumentation that highlight debate training as preparation for citizenship. As a safe space that permits the controlled "testing" of approaches to argumentation, the academic laboratory, on this account, constitutes a training ground for "future" citizens and leaders to hone their critical thinking and advocacy skills. While an isolated academic space that affords students an opportunity to learn in a protected environment has significant pedagogical value (see e.g. Coverstone 1995, p. 8-9), the notion of the academic debate tournament as a sterile laboratory carries with it some disturbing implications, when the metaphor is extended to its limit. To the extent that the academic space begins to take on characteristics of a laboratory, the barriers demarcating such a space from other spheres of deliberation beyond the school grow taller and less permeable. When such barriers reach insurmountable dimensions, argumentation in the academic setting unfolds on a purely simulated plane, with students practicing critical thinking and advocacy skills in strictly hypothetical thought-spaces. Although they may research and track public argument as it unfolds outside the confines of the laboratory for research purposes, in this approach, students witness argumentation beyond the walls of the academy as spectators, with little or no apparent recourse to directly participate or alter the course of events (see Mitchell 1995; 1998). The sense of detachment associated with the spectator posture is highlighted during episodes of alienation in which debaters cheer news of human suffering or misfortune. Instead of focusing on the visceral negative responses to news accounts of human death and misery, debaters overcome with the competitive zeal of contest round competition show a tendency to concentrate on the meanings that such evidence might hold for the strength of their academic debate arguments. For example, news reports of mass starvation might tidy up the "uniqueness of a disadvantage" or bolster the "inherency of an affirmative case" (in the technical parlance of debate-speak). Murchland categorizes cultivation of this "spectator" mentality as one of the most politically debilitating failures of contemporary education: "Educational institutions have failed even more grievously to provide the kind of civic forums we need. In fact, one could easily conclude that the principle purposes of our schools is to deprive successor generations of their civic voice, to turn them into mute and uncomprehending spectators in the drama of political life" (1991, p. 8) 

Role Playing Bad (3)

The structure of preparatory pedagogy not only eviscerates debaters' agency during debate but separates debate from the already restricted  public sphere of discourse, perpetuating a system of control over public discussion 

Mitchell 98 (Gordon R., Associate Professor of Communication and Director of the William Pitt Debating Union at the University of Pittsburgh. “Pedagogical possibilities for argumentative agency in academic debate”. Argumentation and Advocacy, Volume 35, Issue 2. Fall 1998.  http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb6699/is_2_35/ai_n28720712/) SLS

Complete reliance on the laboratory metaphor to guide pedagogical practice can result in the unfortunate foreclosure of crucial learning opportunities. These opportunities, which will be discussed in more detail in the later sections of this piece, center around the process of argumentative engagement with wider public spheres of deliberation. In the strictly preparatory model of argument pedagogy, such direct engagement is an activity that is appropriately pursued following the completion of academic debate training (see e.g. Coverstone 1995, p. 8). Preparatory study of argumentation, undertaken in the confines of the academic laboratory, is conducted on the plane of simulation and is designed to pave the way for eventual application of critical thinking and oral advocacy skills in "real-world" contexts.  Such a preparatory pedagogy has a tendency to defer reflection and theorization on the political dynamics of academic debate itself. For example, many textbooks introduce students to the importance of argumentation as the basis for citizenship in the opening chapter, move on to discussion of specific skills in the intervening chapters, and never return to the obvious broader question of how specific skills can be utilized to support efforts of participatory citizenship and democratic empowerment. Insofar as the argumentation curriculum does not forthrightly thematize the connection between skill-based learning and democratic empowerment, the prospect that students will fully develop strong senses of transformative political agency grows increasingly remote.   The undercultivation of student agency in the academic field of argumentation is a particularly pressing problem, since social theorists such as Foucault, Habermas and Touraine have proposed that information and communication have emerged as significant media of domination and exploitation in contemporary society. These scholars argue, in different ways, that new and particularly insidious means of social control have developed in recent times. These methods of control are insidious in the sense that they suffuse apparently open public spheres and structure opportunities for dialogue in subtle and often nefarious ways. Who has authority to speak in public forums? How does socioeconomic status determine access to information and close off spaces for public deliberation? Who determines what issues are placed on the agenda for public discussion? It is impossible to seriously consider these questions and still hew closely to the idea that a single, monolithic, essentialized "public sphere" even exists. Instead, multiple public spheres exist in diverse cultural and political milieux, and communicative practices work to transform and reweave continuously the normative fabric that holds them together. Some public spaces are vibrant and full of emancipatory potential, while others are colonized by restrictive institutional logics. Argumentation skills can be practiced in both contexts, but how can the utilization of such skills transform positively the nature of the public spaces where dialogue takes place?   For students and teachers of argumentation, the heightened salience of this question should signal the danger that critical thinking and oral advocacy skills alone may not be sufficient for citizens to assert their voices in public deliberation. Institutional interests bent on shutting down dialogue and discussion may recruit new graduates skilled in argumentation and deploy them in information campaigns designed to neutralize public competence and short-circuit democratic decision-making (one variant of Habermas’ "colonization of the lifeworld" thesis; see Habermas 1981, p. 376-373). Habermas sees the emergent capacity of capitalist institutions to sustain themselves by manufacturing legitimacy through strategic communication as a development that profoundly transforms the Marxist political dynamic.   By colonizing terms and spaces of public dialogue with instrumental, strategically-motivated reasoning, institutions are said by Habermas to have engineered a "refeudalization" of the public sphere. In this distorted space for public discussion, corporations and the state forge a monopoly on argumentation and subvert critical deliberation by members of an enlightened, debating public. This colonization thesis supplements the traditional Marxist problematic of class exploitation by highlighting a new axis of domination, the way in which capitalist systems rely upon the strategic management of discourse as a mode of legitimation and exploitation. Indeed, the implicit bridge that connects argumentation skills to democratic empowerment in many argumentation textbooks crosses perilous waters, since institutions facing "legitimation crises" (see Habermas 1975) rely increasingly on recruitment and deployment of argumentative talent to manufacture public loyalty.  

Role Playing Bad (4)

Fixation on roleplaying policymakers is bad

Claude 1988 (Inis, Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs, University of Virginia, States and the Global System, p18-20, HC)

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

Role Playing Bad (5)

Role playing as policymakers creates a regime of ‘truth’ that supports the existing division of resources and power structures, excluding opposing viewpoints. This turns their role playing good claims, their view of the world is biased to favor the system.

Smith, 1997 (Steve, University of Wales, Professor and Pro-Vice Chancellor of the University, University of Wales, Aberystwyth “Power and Truth, A Reply to William Wallace,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 23, No. 4 (Oct., 1997), p. 513, NAP)

Those academics who do get involved in talking truth to power must accept that in so doing they must adopt the agenda of those to whom they are talking. They will be involved in problem-solving, and thereby must accept the 'givens' of the policy debate. Policy-makers see certain things as givens; therefore if you write about them in order to influence the policy debate, you tend to have to write as if they are given as well. For academics such 'givens' are rarely seen as such. This has extremely important political and intellectual consequences since it questions the very notion of talking 'truth' to power. It is more a case of accepting the policy agenda of those to whom one is talking and then giving them a series of alternative ways of proceeding. I see no connection between this and speaking 'truth to power'. I can also admit the tendency to make what one says acceptable to those 'listening', so as to ensure that one is indeed 'listened to'. But more importantly, why should academics take the policy agenda of governments as the starting point? Why do we privilege that starting point rather than the needs and wants of the have-nots in our society or in the global political system? Indeed, maybe speaking 'truth to power' is itself a very political act, albeit in the name of academic neutrality, an act that supports the existing division of resources in the world. This situation is made all the worse once the possibility arises of getting funding from policy-making bodies, however much the individual academic wants to maintain the independence of his or her research. In my view, academics need a critical distance from which to look at the activities of governments. Perhaps the greatest form of isolation and self-righteousness is to accept the policy-makers' view of the world as the starting point, so that the academic sees the world as the policy-maker sees it. Where would questions of gender, famine, and racism fit into that world-view? Yet aren't these every bit as 'political' and 'international' as the traditional agenda? This seems to me to take us very far indeed from the idea of 'speaking truth to power'; the danger must be of telling the powerful what they want to hear and of working within their world-view. Of course, academics spend much time trying to avoid these dangers, and Wallace himself cannot be accused of simply adopting the agenda of the powerful, but surely he would admit that these dangers are profound and very difficult to avoid, especially if one wants to have influence and prestige within the policy-making community. My objection is really to those who pretend that any of this has anything to do with truth and academic objectivity.

State Bad

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

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

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

Jabri 05 (Vivienne, Director of the Centre for International Relations and Senior Lecturer in International Relations in the Department of War Studies at King's College, London. “Critical Thought and Political Agency in Time of War” International Relations.Volume 19, Issue 70. Sage Publications Online. http://ire.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/19/1/70) SLS.

At core to the time of war are the set of legitimating practices that seek to define the righteous, the authoritative, and those with the capacity to establish the remits of discourse. The war against Serbia, the war in Afghanistan, the invasion of Iraq, are represented in discourse as humanitarian wars and as such those conducting war confer to themselves not just righteousness and authority, but the right of judgement and articulation. Opposition to war is represented as a discourse of complacency and, at worse, as complicitous appeasement of tyranny. When this politics of representation is reinforced by a matrix of total war, the voices of opposition come to be subject to the effects of juridical exceptionalism, when the capacity to speak is curtailed and intellectual activity comes under regulation and scrutiny.14 In an article on the events of 11 September 2001, Judith Butler15 highlights the issues that face the intellectual when ‘explanation’ is represented as ‘exoneration’ and when the attempt to understand the background to an act/event is seen as complicitous with that act: a form of guilt by discursive association. Butler writes of a ‘hegemonic grammar’ that frames public discourse and that legislates the uses of terms such as ‘terrorism’ and ‘slaughter’. She highlights the operations of truth whereby the violence of terrorism produces slaughter while the violence of war does not, according to hegemonic renditions of our present context.16

Deliberative Democracy Bad

Policy discourse doesn’t educate. The assumption of rational discourse is flawed.

Todd, 2006 (Sharon, Stockholm Institute of Education, Säfström, Mälardalen University Sweden Carl Anders, Journal of Educational Controversy, Democracy, Education and Conflict: Rethinking Respect and the Place of the Ethical, 2006 http://www.wce.wwu.edu/Resources/CEP /eJournal/v003n001/a012.shtml, accessed 7/1/09, TAZ

A trend in educational thinking lately has been to place emphasis on a conception of deliberative democracy inspired by Jürgen Habermas. This view of democracy seems to have a lot to offer education in that it is based on formalized and rationally motivated communication that seeks to resolve conflict through promoting shared understanding.  In Habermas’s view, participants in dialogue come together to present their arguments, or truth claims, in such a way that the justifications for the claim are subject to scrutiny. “A justified truth claim should allow its proponent to defend it with reasons against the objections of possible opponents; in the end she should be able to gain the rationally motivated agreement of the interpretation community as a whole” (Habermas, 1996, p. 14).  This deliberative model, moreover, attempts to deal with the pluralism of diverse opinions in order to establish the consensus necessary for coordinated action.  That is, it is not only that participants need to scrutinize their discourse, but they also must come to some collective decision about how to act in the world.  As Habermas puts it, the assumption underlying this view of democracy is that participants “are ready to take on the obligations resulting from consensus and relevant for further interaction” (Habermas,  p. 4).  What Habermas’s theory promotes is a normative framework based on respect for the rules of communicative engagement.  Deliberative democracy in this light is seen to offer possibilities for overcoming those conflicts that can detract from consensus building and decision-making.  In a time of increasing fragmentization of the perspectives on offer in the classroom, this model at first appears to propose a productive way of dealing with the diversity of worldviews. As promising as this can sound, however, there are still some serious flaws with such hope of a common, normative standard of communication for all. Not the least of which is that the rational deliberative framework seems to imply the impossibility of real disagreement in its promotion of consensus as a goal of liberal democracy. The underlying assumption in importing deliberative democracy into education is that children can be turned into democratic citizens insofar as they accept the normative rules of deliberative democratic communication. We see this as being problematic in at least two ways.  First, it fails to engage rationality itself as a contested concept; and secondly, that it tends to narrow the scope of democracy to include only those who are willing (or able) to adjust to the stipulated understanding of rationality on offer here.

Deliberation fails – rationality can’t break every impasse

Todd, 2006 (Sharon, Stockholm Institute of Education, Säfström, Mälardalen University Sweden Carl Anders, Journal of Educational Controversy, Democracy, Education and Conflict: Rethinking Respect and the Place of the Ethical, 2006 http://www.wce.wwu.edu/Resources/CEP /eJournal/v003n001/a012.shtml, accessed 7/1/09, TAZ

As stated earlier, it is not that the deliberative model has nothing to offer, at least some of the time, in terms of establishing discursive procedures for taking certain decisions. But as a model for actually engaging and confronting competing “truth claims”, values, and perspectives, it fails to sustain the diversity upon which democracy itself rests.  The set of problems discussed above all seem to follow from the incapacity of the deliberative view to acknowledge that world views may not be temporary or fleeting, but are, rather, expressions of pluralism as an ontological condition of our world.  As Mouffe puts it, the central question for democratic politics is not about “how to negotiate a compromise among competing interests, nor is it how to reach a ‘rational,’ i.e., fully inclusive, consensus, without any exclusion” (Mouffe, 2005, p. 14.).  Instead, what Mouffe suggests is a way of orienting ourselves to conflict that makes disagreement central for democratic possibility.    In order to move beyond the deliberative trend in theoretical discourse on democracy and education, we will embark upon a framework that will allow for conflict between alternative and passionately held world views.  This, we argue, allows us to see the task of the institutions of democracy (education being one of them) as being able to secure the diversity of truths as a condition for democratization.[1] Along with Chantal Mouffe, we propose that in order for democratization to happen in any context it is necessary to take “pluralism seriously instead of trying to impose one single model on the whole world” (Mouffe, 2005, p. 115)

Sex-Based Criticism (1)

Framework establishes a moral and ethical panic. These sex panics kill progressive politics, create community battles, and reinscribe heternormative state practices. 

Irvine 2008 (Janice, Prof of Sociology at Univ of Mass. Director of college women studies research center, “Transient Feelings: Sex Panics and the Politics of Emotions” Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies. 14.1 (2008) 1-40)
A vivid analytic term, moral panic bespeaks the mobilization of intense affect in the service of moral politics. Cohen's moral panic, which described the 1960s reaction to rioting by youth groups (the mods and the rockers) in the vacation town of Brighton, featured angry crowds milling at British seacoast towns and hyperbolic media coverage. Likewise, sex panic aptly captured the hostile political climate during late-twentieth-century controversies over gay rights, censorship, and sex education. Sex panics are significant because they are "the political moment of sex," which Weeks and Rubin both describe as the transmogrification of moral values into political action.4 I extend their important claim by suggesting that public emotion is a powerful catalyst in effecting this political moment. In this article, I suggest that we can enhance the analytic power of the moral/sex panic framework by integrating social theories of emotion. As I discuss below, the sex panic literature tends to focus on structural elements, in particular the expansion of state power through institutional mechanisms of regulation. Public feeling, although acknowledged in passing by most sex panic scholars, is often represented as anarchic, moblike, and hysterical, all descriptions that recall late-nineteenth-century critiques of the irrational crowd. Lack of attention to public sentiment in the sex panic literature is likely intended to minimize its importance, in contrast to moral conservatives who exaggerate the significance of collective outrage to legitimate social control. As Cohen noted in the recent thirtieth-anniversary edition of Folk Devils and Moral Panics, political progressives tend to use the term moral panic to expose collective volatility as "tendentious."5 Unfortunately, however, this strategy places the panic of a sex panic outside social and political reach. I am suggesting that we broaden our analysis of sex panics to include their deep emotional dimensions, including how emotions braid through and legitimize structures of domination. Overt emotion is not only increasingly acceptable but seemingly required in contemporary politics, where it conveys righteous solidarity and demands state intervention. Contemporary Western societies consider feelings the core of the self; they are constructed as a site of truth and ethics. Hence feelings, as Michel Foucault has argued, are "the main field of morality," and indeed of the moral panic.6 In contrast to scholars who view the emotions of sex panics as irrational, moral conservatives cast them as authentic moral outrage. Because of its cultural authority, public emotion can pressure politicians, police, media, and other regulatory agents to respond to fierce community battles. As a result, laws and policies that restrict sexual rights may be hastily enacted yet exert a pernicious influence [End Page 2] for decades. Moreover, the legitimating power of emotions naturalizes sexual hierarchies, establishing some sexualities as normal and others as disgusting or unspeakable. Affective conventions of sexuality—in particular, sexual shame, stigma, fear, disgust—enforce and reinforce this regulatory system and are therefore political. In its wake, the panic of moral panics legitimizes enhanced state power through fostering the illusion of a singular public mobilized in support of traditional values. 

Sex-Based Criticism (2)

Sex Panics happen within debate all the time- the framework constructs a rational discourse through threat construction and stigmatizing rhetoric. The high emotion which comes from the negative only proves how we rationalize our overt feelings towards others. 

Irvine 2008 (Janice, Prof of Sociology at Univ of Mass. Director of college women studies research center, “Transient Feelings: Sex Panics and the Politics of Emotions” Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies. 14.1 (2008) 1-40)
Sex panics are locally situated in arenas of discursive interaction and debate, such as school board meetings, legislative hearings, and town hall events—the hypothetical public sphere of rational discourse. In my own research on local sex panics over sexuality education, I found that they were provoked by only a very small minority of citizens.30 These religious conservatives—with their own sophisticated discursive infrastructure—can be considered a subaltern counterpublic, substantiating Nancy Fraser's suggestion that subaltern counterpublics may well be "antidemocratic and antiegalitarian."31 Moreover, religious conservatives' success in sex education battles underscores how public emotion can make a fractured public appear unified and a weak public appear dominant. Conservative religious activists on the national level came to dominate the public conversation on sex education through discursive strategies that triggered the fierce emotions of local political debates.This article also argues that the rational public sphere is, indeed, also emotional. Sex panics belie an easy distinction between a rational, deliberative public and an irrationally emotional crowd. Further, they challenge the rational/emotional binary itself. If, as the cultural theorist Michael Warner suggests, the public in modern society involves us in "speaking, writing, and thinking," the public is also an emotional field; affect suffuses these various forms of civic engagement.32 Discursive strategies designed to evoke intense public affect through provocative and stigmatizing sexual rhetoric have played an important role in igniting community battles. Individuals engage in emotional deliberation in emotional settings, having been drawn into civic debate through emotional scripts.While both popular media and academic accounts may mistake intense emotion as the spontaneous outrage of a singular dominant public, the alleged spontaneous outrage of panics is similarly misrepresented as a singular affect. Yet like the "phobia" of homophobia, the "panic" of moral panic and sex panic is metaphoric. References to hysterical mobs and stampedes in the sex panic literature are likely intended merely to conjure a climate of public volatility. Our research might productively disaggregate the many highly condensed emotions that constitute particular sex panics. What, then, are the emotions of a sex panic? Broadly, the diverse emotions of a sex panic draw their affective power from historically specific conventions in [End Page 9] the broader emotional culture of sex. Sex, for Western cultures, is a paradoxical domain of desire and dread, excitement and fear. It is taboo yet considered the core essence of the modern self, simultaneously repulsive and attractive, disgusting and vital to our happiness. This is an affectively dense mix, escalating through social interaction and varying contextually in any given sex panic. The term sex panic, of course, highlights aversive feelings such as fear, anxiety, anger, hatred, and disgust. Indeed, these emotions may inhere in what the sociologist James Jasper calls the "moral shock," a powerful impetus for social activism and, we might infer, moral/sex panics.33 The galvanizing outrage of a moral shock occurs either from a sudden incident or from news perceived as threatening. For example, sex education panics commonly erupt when one or two parents begin to describe a program with inflammatory terms such as "sodomy curriculum." Although fear and anger are highly mobilizing emotions, in order for protest to arise from moral shock, there must be a target of blame. Demonization of an enemy is crucial in moral protests such as sex panics, in part because this strategy triggers strong feelings of hatred that may temporarily bind together activists in opposition to a folk devil who is cast as a legitimate and deserving target.Disgust is another powerful emotion in moral politics. It evokes sensory images so deeply unpleasant that, as the cultural theorist William Miller says, "no other emotion, not even hatred, paints its object so unflatteringly."34 In sex panics related to issues such as AIDS education, sexual disgust can be particularly powerful for mobilizing parents. Antigay materials have been used to link gay sexuality to fetishes such as boot licking and sadomasochism in order to conjure public disgust.Meanwhile, a palpable frisson of pleasure may accompany the moral politics of sex panics. This emotional energy may be the dynamic Foucault had in mind when he referred to "the pleasure of the pleasure of surveillance."35 Emotions not only attract individuals to moral conflicts such as sex panics, they may perpetuate them through what the sociologist Jeff Goodwin and colleagues call "the pleasures of protest."36 These pleasures might involve enhanced sociality; they can also include the enhanced energy of passionate emotional arousal.37 Moral sentiment, however, often promotes a sense of righteousness that easily turns to rage.38 We would do well to explore the degree to which a thrill of collective rage and scapegoating underpins particular sex panics.Who panics in a sex panic? As I showed above, regulatory institutions mobilize against sexual folk devils, inflamed by sensationalist media representation. However, the sex panic climate does not simply exist institutionally or discursively, most notably in media space. It also depends on public dynamics. Sex panics thrive [End Page 10] in the energy generated by embodied emotional battle in public settings. Fighting and shouting erupts at public meetings, derailing community debate. Emotional conflicts may escalate rapidly and spread to nearby cities as though contagious. Media coverage heightens such public arguments, prompting regulatory efforts by politicians and other officials. It is this public volatility to which sex panic scholars refer with metaphors such as "outraged stampede" and "rabid mob."
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