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Perm 

Opposing discursive interpretations result in a deadlock – only reaching a consensus through the perm allows for successful solutions and effective critical analysis.

Carr, 89 Prof of Philosophy of Edu @ U. of Sheffield UK, 89 (Wilfred, “The Idea of an Educational Science,” Journal of Philosophy of Education, Vd. 23, No. 1, p 34 1989 http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/119440829/abstract)
But such discourse, Habermas notes, can only proceed if participants are satisfied that certain claims about the validity of what is being said are being met. These “validity claims”-that what is being said is comprehensible, that any factual assertions being made are true, that what is being said is in the context appropriate and justified, and that a speaker is being sincere and not trying to deceive the listener-are thus built into the very structure of discursive language. Hence, the very act of engaging in discourse presupposes a “communicative rationality” such that any agreement reached through a discussion in which these four validity claims are met constitutes what Habermas calls a “rational consensus”-an agreement arising precisely because  “the force of the better argument” has been allowed to prevail.  Habermas recognises, of course, that this kind of purely rational discourse does not describe the way in which disagreements are actually resolved. It nevertheless, creates the image of what Habermas calls an “ideal speech situation”-a social context in which constraints on free and open dialogue have been excluded and in which impediments to rational argumentation and deliberation have been removed. Thus, by their very use of language, individuals reveal an unavoidable allegiance to those forms of social life in which human reason has been “emancipated” from the corrupting influence of tradition and ideology-precisely the form of social life which a critical social science seeks to create.

Permutation – do both – their criticism is not a reason to banish our language – the most radical alternative is to use concepts and put them under erasure at the same time  

Butler, Professor of Rhetoric at Berkeley, 2000 (Judith, Contingency, Hegemony, Universality, page 263-264)
In my view, an understanding of radicalism, whether conceived as political or theoretical or both, requires an inquiry into the presuppositions of its own enterprise. In the case of theory, this radical interrogation must take as its object the transcendental form that theory sometimes takes. One might think that to ask, radically, after presuppositions is of necessity to enter into a transcendental activity, asking about the generalized conditions of possibility according to which the field of knowable objects is constituted. But it seems to me that even this presupposition must be questioned, and that the form of this question ought not to be taken for granted. Although it has been said many times by now, it probably bears repeating: to question a form of activity or a conceptual terrain is not to banish or censor it; it is, for the duration, to suspend its ordinary play in order to ask after its constitution. I take it that this was the phenomenological transcription of Kant to be found in Husserl’s notion of the epoche, and that it provided the important backdrop for Derrida’s own procedure of ‘placing a concept under erasure’. I would only add, in the spirit of more recent forms of affirmative deconstruction, that a concept can be put under erasure and played at the same time; that there is no reason, for instance, not to continue to interrogate and to use the concept of universality. There is, however, a hope that the critical interrogation of the term will condition a more effective use of it, especially considering the criticisms of it spurious formulations that have been rehearsed with great justification in recent years postcolonial, feminist, and cultural studies. 

A2 Impact

Language isn’t inherently violent – violence exists independent of it

Apressyan, 98, Ruben G. Chair – Department of Ethics – Institute of Philosophy in Moscow, Director – Research and Education Center for the Ethics of Nonviolence, and Professor of Moral Philosophy – Moscow Lomonosov State University, Peace Review, v. 10 i. 4, December, 

There is another aspect, however. Language per se is not violent; although, it easily may become an object of violence. This defenselessness against violence, means that violence exists beyond language. Speech is a prerogative of reason: violence is speechless. This means that violence has no need of language. With the help of language, violence may mark itself, give itself a kind of justification, allude to itself, or hide itself in various forms of reserve and awesomeness. Potential violence may resolve into speech or disembodied words. But in turn, words themselves, or words inserted into certain contexts or articulated with a certain intonation may appear as potentially violent. Thus language becomes a means of violence which "keeps silence." 

A2 Alt

Preventing the use of representations precludes the possibility of giving them new meaning.

Butler, 97, Professor of Rhetoric and Comparative Literature – University of California-Berkeley, Excitable Speech: A Politics of the Performative p. 38 Judith

This story underscores the limits and risks of resignification as a strategy of opposition. I will not propose that the pedagogical recirculation of examples of hate speech always defeats the project of opposing and defusing such speech, but I want to underscore the fact that such terms carry connotations that exceed the purposes for which they may be intended and can thus work to afflict and defeat discursive efforts to oppose such speech. Keeping such terms unsaid and unsayable can also work to lock them in place, preserving their power to injure, and arresting the possibility of a reworking that might shift their context and purpose. That such language carries trauma is not a reason to forbid its use. There is no purifying language of its traumatic residue, and no way to work through trauma except through the arduous effort it takes to direct the course of its repetition. It may be chat trauma constitutes a strange kind of resource, and repetition, its vexed but promising instrument. After all, to be rained by another is traumatic: it is an act that precedes my will, an act that brings me into a linguistic world in which I might then begin to exercise agency at all. A founding subordination, and yet the scene of agency, is repeated in the ongoing interpellations of social life. This is what I have been called. Because I have been called something, I have been entered into linguistic life, refer to myself through the language given by the Other, but perhaps never quite in the same terms that my language mimes. The terms by which we are hailed arc rarely the ones we choose (and even when we try to impose protocols on how we are to be named, they usually fail); but these terms we never really choose arc the occasion for something we might still call agency, the repetition of an originary subordination for another purpose, one whose future is partially open.

Suppressing language because it is offensive preserves its injurious meaning – using the words in new ways makes them more humane.

Kurtz and Oscarson 03 (Anna and Christopher, Members of National Council of Teachers of English Conference on College Composition and Communication, “BookTalk: Revising the Discourse of Hate,” ProQuest)

However, Butler also argues that the daily, repeated use of words opens a space for another, more empowering kind of performance. This alternative performance, Butler insists, can be "the occasion for something we might still call agency, the repetition of an original subordination for another purpose, one whose future is partially open" (p. 38). To think of words as having an "open" future is to recognize that their authority lies less in their historical than in their present uses; it is to acknowledge that people can revise the meaning of words even as we repeat them; it is to embrace the notion that the instability of words opens the possibility that we can use them to (re)construct a more humane future for ourselves and others. Because words can be revised, Butler contends that it would be counterproductive simply to stop using terms that we would deem injurious or oppressive. For when we choose not to use offensive words under any circumstance, we preserve their existing meanings as well as their power to injure. If as teachers, for instance, we were simply to forbid the use of speech that is hurtful to LGBT students we would be effectively denying the fact that such language still exists. To ignore words in this way, Butler insists, won't make them go away. Butler thus suggests that we actually use these words in thoughtful conversation in which we work through the injuries they cause (p. 1.02). Indeed, Butler insists that if we are to reclaim the power that oppressive speech robs from us, we must use, confront, and interrogate terms like "queer." 

The negative is incorrect about what causes injury – it is not a specific word that does violence it is the context in which the word is deployed – their focus on language misses the struggle against the larger systems of domination that actually commit violence 

Butler, Professor of Rhetoric at Berkeley, 2004 (Judith, Judith Butler Reader, page 353)
So, when we’re thinking about how iterability does its rhetorical work, we probably make a mistake when we think that it’s the word that causes the injury, when actually there is always a question of what purpose the word will serve. We can re-link it to injury, we can de-link it, we can try to interrogate how it is linked and de-linked, but the whole purpose of reiterating injurious language is to show that the relationship of the word itself to the injury that it performs is finally arbitrary. I worry that many people focus on injurious language, on racist or homophobic speech, thinking that the language is the source of the injury when the source of the injury is actually in racism or homophobia – which is much more profound and much more complicated. To single out language seems to me to single out one mode of its conveyance (and an arbitrary one at that) and probably to miss the larger struggle at stake. 

A2 Alt

Critiques of speech produces a reactionary politics in which change is focused on language directly trading off with efforts to reform the socioeconomic root causes of injustice

Brown, Professor Political Science UC Berkeley, 2K1 (Wendy, Politics Out of History, pg. 35-37)
“Speech codes kill critique,” Henry Louis Gates remarked in a 1993 essay on hate speech.14 Although Gates was referring to what happens when hate speech regulations, and the debates about them, usurp the discursive space in which one might have offered a substantive politi​cal response to bigoted epithets, his point also applies to prohibitions against questioning from within selected political practices or institu​tions. But turning political questions into moralistic ones—as speech codes of any sort do—not only prohibits certain questions and man​dates certain genuflections, it also expresses a profound hostility to​ward political life insofar as it seeks to preempt argument with a legis​lated and enforced truth. And the realization of that patently undemocratic desire can only and always convert emancipatory aspi​rations into reactionary ones. Indeed, it insulates those aspirations from questioning at the very moment that Weberian forces of rational​ization and bureaucratization are quite likely to be domesticating them from another direction. Here we greet a persistent political para​dox: the moralistic defense of critical practices, or of any besieged identity, weakens what it strives to fortify precisely by sequestering those practices from the kind of critical inquiry out of which they were born. Thus Gates might have said, “Speech codes, born of social critique, kill critique.” And, we might add, contemporary identity-based institutions, born of social critique, invariably become conserva​tive as they are forced to essentialize the identity and naturalize the boundaries of what they once grasped as a contingent effect of histori​cally specific social powers. But moralistic reproaches to certain kinds of speech or argument kill critique not only by displacing it with arguments about abstract rights versus identity-bound injuries, but also by configuring political injustice and political righteousness as a problem of remarks, attitude, and speech rather than as a matter of historical, political-economic, and cultural formations of power. Rather than offering analytically substantive accounts of the forces of injustice or injury, they condemn the manifestation of these forces in particular remarks or events. There is, in the inclination to ban (formally or informally) certain utterances and to mandate others, a politics of rhetoric and gesture that itself symptomizes despair over effecting change at more significant levels. As vast quantities of left and liberal attention go to determining what socially marked individuals say, how they are represented, and how many of each kind appear in certain institutions or are appointed to various commissions, the sources that generate racism, poverty, vio​lence against women, and other elements of social injustice remain relatively unarticulated and unaddressed. We are lost as how to ad​dress those sources; but rather than examine this loss or disorienta​tion, rather than bear the humiliation of our impotence, we posture as if we were still fighting the big and good fight in our clamor over words and names. Don’t mourn, moralize.

Their alternative falls short because it assumes that identity is the end of politics – this is the most destructive form of politics – we must engage in argument over the terminology of the 1AC in the public sphere – only the plan solves   

Butler, Professor of Rhetoric at Berkeley, 2004 (Judith, Judith Butler Reader, page 337-338)
There are, however, obligations. The assertion of identity can never become the end of politics itself. This is a terrible American conceit – the idea that if you accomplish your identity, you are there; that you’ve achieved recognition, status, legitimation; and that that’s the end of your struggle, as if becoming visible, becoming sayable is the end of politics. That’s not the case because what that perspective fails to do is to ask, “What are the conditions of sayability, of speakability, of visibility?” Does one want a place within them? Does one want to be assimilated to them? Or does one want to ask some more profound questions about how political structures work to delimit what visibility will be wand what sayability will be?” Those critical questions cannot be asked if the only thing you want is to achieve visibility and sayability within the existing order. So, I have a real problem with identity becoming the aim of politics itself. To have a conference in Beijing on “women’s human rights” is great. You must have such events, and there must be lots of people who go, but we must constantly question what it means that we gather there under that rubric and what that rubric can mean – and not just in an abstract way. For example, when we’re talking about sexual autonomy, and reproductive freedom, and anti-rape laws, and discrimination, and rights to divorce, etc., we need to ask, “How is gender being positioned? How is it being defined in relationship to those carious practices? How is it being defined internationally?” I don’t think that when you say that there’s going to be an international conference on women’s rights that everybody comes to that conference agreeing on what a “woman” is. Nor do you ask in advance that they achieve consensus. And, of course, there was a crisis at the Beijing conference. In what’s called the “pre-con-proposal,” the pre-conference writings, the organizers wanted to use the language of gender to talk about what a woman is, but the Vatican denounced the word gender. Many Catholic countries also voiced their opposition to any platform that used the word gender because that would suggest that women are not defined by their biological roles as mothers, and it would also suggest that those biological roles are not mandated by theology. And if you made a distinction between theology, biology, and cultural meaning, that was considered to be a very dangerous form of Western relativism. So the very word gender became extremely controversial: “Are they saying that there are more then two genders?” Then the Vatican came out against Anne Fausto-Sterling, and there was a big argument about that. But my sense is that yes, you use the words. If gender is the word that produces that argument, then use that word. If woman is the word that produces that argument, great. Those are the conflicts that have to be put on the table, and such words are very useful. And the more public the conflicts, the more diverse they are, the better it is.

A2 Language Shape Reality

It’s impossible for discourse to guide practice 

Sayer 93, Department of Sociology, Lancaster University,  (Andrew, “POSTMODERNIST THOUGHT IN GEOGRAPHY: A REALIST VIEW,” Antipode 25:4, pp. 320-344) 

This weakening of traditional ideas of meaning and reference has prompted another version of our first Pomo-flip. Having realized that words do not establish meanings singly and through reference/denotation (naive objectivism) it is concluded that they neither convey authors’/ speakers’ intentions nor refer to anything outside discourse at all; meanings are endlessly ”deferred” intra-discursively without reference to any extra-discursive reality, and we are free to interpret texts as we wish. Taken to the extreme, this embodies a standard contradiction of relativism, for if we are free to interpret what postmodernists write as we like, then we can interpret them against their intentions, attributing to them views diametrically opposed to those which they (appear to) profess, for of course they have denied themselves grounds for complaining about this! While we can endlessly reinterpret “texts,” it is a precondition of communication and social life that a large proportion of signifiers and sense relations are relatively stable. The very intelligibility of language and its use in material practice depends on it having fairly stable and successful reference (Davidson, 1987); ironically this applies to postmodernists arguing for the instability of relations between word and object as much as anyone else! The arguments commonly put forward to challenge the belief that we can make stable reference to objects tend to take two forms. One concerns the arbitrary nature of the relationship between any individual word and object: why should an object be called "tree" rather than "arbre" or whatever? However, it does not follow that the relationship between lexemes is arbitrary, so that trees or arbres can have not only leaves and roots but heart attacks. Once objects have been "arbitrarily" given names, the conventions governing how terms are combined to make meaningful discourse which can inform successful action are far from arbitrary (Giddens, 1979:ll-16; 198781ff ). Where discursivelyguided actions are successful, this suggests some relationship between the structure of the discourse applying to those actions and the structure of the material actions and objects which are its referents. This relationship is, again, not usefully characterized as one of absolute truth. Failures of discourse to guide practice suggest that the world is not the creature of the play of difference among signifiers - which is precisely why we worry about the status of our beliefs as we do.

There are only interpretations and unending series of new creations. There is no privledge to one understanding. 

JOHNSTON in 99 “There's Nothing Nietzsche Couldn't Teach Ya About the Raising of the Wrist" A Lecture in Liberal Studies This document is in the public domain, released May 1999. Http://www.mala.bc.ca/~johnstoi/introser/nietzs.htm
For Nietzsche, the belief that the sort of language developed by Euclid or the new science​​with its emphasis on precision and logical clarity--is somehow "true to nature" is, like beliefs that any system is true, plainly erroneous. All language is essentially poetry, inherently metaphorical, inherently a fiction. Those who, like so many scientists, make claims that their descriptions of the world are true or even more accurate than alternative languages are simply ignorant of the metaphorical nature of all language.In other words, for Nietzsche there is no privileged access to a final definitive version of life, the world, or anything else, and thus no privileged language for achieving such knowledge. Truth is, in Nietzsche's pregnant phrase, "a mobile army of metaphors," a historical succession of fictions, which does not, as Kant and Marx claimed, reveal any emerging higher truth, like progress or the march to a final utopia or a growing insight into how reality really works. In Nietzsche's view of language there is no final text available to us; there is only interpretation, or, more accurately, an unending series of freshly created interpretations, fresh metaphors.

A2 Reps come first

Focus on representations is useless – impossible to construct a causal version of reality 

Bieler and Morton 8, profs at the University of Nottingham, (Andreas and Adam, “The Deficits of Discourse in IPE: Turning Base Metal into Gold?” International Studies Quarterly (2008) 52, 103–128) 

In summary, the problem of social constructivism, as a theory of history, is that it is grounded in an idealist understanding of transformations in social relations because of the disembedding of intersubjective ideas, norms and values from the social relations in which they cohere. In other words, the interrelatedness and influence of the ideal ⁄ material is posed as always-already separate and combined entities, and constructivism fails to live up to its own claims of resolving all manner of contrasting philosophical problems within international theory (see Katzenstein, Keohane, and Krasner 1998; Price and Reus-Smit 1998). The recurring questions are therefore: Whose values and beliefs have constituted or embodied state identities and interests and the relevant constitutional structure of the international society of states? Which agents shape the core intersubjective beliefs of underlying social and world orders? Why does a particular set of ideas become part of the structure and not another? As it stands, there exists an under-theorized notion of power across social constructivist perspectives that fail to ascertain whose interpretations come to constitute the social world and why they do so (Adler 1997, 337–338; Checkel 1998, 325). The end result is that constructivism as a whole stands as merely the latest reincarnation and manifestation of liberal theorizing, reaching similarly bland conclusions about social change as mainstream approaches (Morton 2005a, 502–506; Sterling-Folker 2000; Teschke and Heine 2002).

A2 Reps come first

Policies drive representations – empirical policy realities are critical to drive discursive discussions – solely relying on a representational fails at a political level allowing cooption and totalitarianism 

Sayer 93, Department of Sociology, Lancaster University,  (Andrew, “POSTMODERNIST THOUGHT IN GEOGRAPHY: A REALIST VIEW,” Antipode 25:4, pp. 320-344) 

The notion of absolute truth is clearly highly problematic. It is not only that we can’t say how we could ever know that we had found it but also that it’s far from clear what it could mean to say that a statement is absolutely true of some state of affairs. From this, some postmodernists conclude that truth has nothing to do with correspondence with or representation of the real, and instead is purely a matter of convention. I shall argue that while the notion of absolute truth (or falsity) is untenable, especially where truth and falsity are seen as categorical opposites, we cannot afford to do without some kind of differentiation between the representational and practice-guiding capabilities of discourses. Thus the rejection of notions of absolute truth need not stop us differentiating between statements such as: 1. No-one died in the Gulf War. 2. Thousands died in the Gulf War. Nor need we reduce the warrant for such statements to pure agreement or power. If science discovered absolute truths then the history of science would be unintelligible for scarcely any ideas have escaped revision. Yet presumably there is also scientific progress, otherwise we would be using quill pens and stagecoaches rather than wordprocessors and fax machines. The ability of scientists to manipulate nature has clearly increased enormously, even though their interventions often also have unforeseen effects. Accepting that knowledge is fallible does not mean that it should be taken as all equally false or true, or equally practicallyhdequate. (I will give a social example shortly.) A common and older response to our inability to claim absolute truth for any beliefs is to say that our beliefs are therefore not objective but “individual, subjective matters of opinion.” Thus the reaction of Archer (1987:392) and Cloke et al. (1991: 169) to the acknowledged fallibility of realists’ claims about necessity in the world was to say that this admission shows them to be nothing more than matters of ”individual judgement.” Archer and Cloke et al. thus show themselves to be still in the grip of an impoverished dualism of naive objectivism and idealism, for they can apparently see no alternatives other than those of absolute truth and mere ”subjective” opinion. It hardly makes sense to say of an old “falsified” theory in science, such as that of Galileo, that it suffered from being merely subjective opinion, or the product of individual judgement. Such conclusions do justice to neither subjectivity nor objectivity. The ideas were not an isolated “subjective”opinion but were held collectively and hence were intersubjective. Moreover, up to a point, they “worked in practice; they could be objectified. In order to understand the implications of the subjective side of knowledge, it is essential to counter a common elision between two different senses of ”objectivity” and ”subjectivity.” Objective1 can mean pertaining to objects and subjective1 can mean pertaining to subjects (i. e. , knowing subjects and their consciousness, social character, identity). “Objective2,” meaning “true,” or at least practically adequate, encourages a contrast with “subjective2” as fallible, speculative, “mere opinion,” hence as not true or cognitively inferior. The conflation of these two senses of the dualism is particularly damaging, because, by a sleight of hand it blocks the important questions: why should knowledge of external objects be superior to knowledge of self?; why should consciousness, identity and social context be assumed to be antithetical to objectivity2?; are we not interested in getting an objective2 understanding of people’s subjectivityl? Sometimes the writer’s subjectivityl can be a hindrance, particularly where it is unacknowledged, as Deutsche (1991) and Massey (1991) argue - rightly, in my view - for Harvey’s The Condition of Postmodemity. But it doesn’t mean that it is necessarily a hindrance, or that deficiencies in an author’s account must automatically be attributable to his or her social coordinates. Sometimes, it can be an advantage, enabling people to see what others in different positions cannot see (Haraway, 1991). But it doesn’t provide any epistemological privileges: to suppose otherwise is to combine relativism (the subject is always right), the metaphysics of presence (subjects are always transparent to themselves), and empiricism (their experience validates their knowledge). The implications of an author‘s social location for the adequacy of what he or she writes is always an a posteriori matter. To acknowledge this is not to belittle the importance of the “situated character of knowledge; on the contrary, as authors such as Haraway have shown, the a posteriori question is well worth pursuing. Whatever is accepted as true is obviously in one sense conventional, but that does not mean to say that there is no relationship of representation or correspondence. Just because knowledge does not “mirror” nature, to use Rorty’s metaphor, it does not prevent it from serving as a guide to material practice (Rorty, 1980). Whatever the difficulties of explaining what correspondence or representation might mean, the alternative of truth purely as a matter of convention is far worse, for it cannot debar “silly relativism” (another of Rorty‘s terms), according to which we can safely adhere to just any conventions. Not just anything goes (Dear, 1988). If truth were purely a matter of convention, we would be able to live by any convention we cared to invent: we don’t because we can’t. We can drop the idea of truth as absolute but we can’t ignore the relationship between discourse and the world. We can act more successfully on the basis of some conventions than others because their relationship to the structures of the world is different. So fallibilism provides no warrant for the idea that our beliefs are unconstrained, and that people could, like Man< and Engels’ new revolutionary philosopher, believe anything they liked with impunity. If they could, they would surely be infallible. This is why idealism is so dogmatic, and why, ironically, it can support authoritarianism. The “linguistic turn” in philosophy has established that words or utterances do not refer singly and permanently to objects and that their meaning always depends on the “play of difference” within wider fields of signifiers, which are open to multiple and ever-shifting interpretations, as one text is read in the light of others. Authors or speakers are therefore never fully in control of language, there is always slippage and scope for alternative readings.
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