Refusal to see where we are at is the problem – we need to stop grieving over the untenable situation and move on

Zizek ’10 

[Slavoj, Living in the End Times, p. x-xv]

The most basic coordinates of’ our awareness will have to change, insofar as, today, we live in a state of collective fetishistic disavowal: we know very well that this will happen at some point, but nevertheless cannot bring ourselves to really believe that it will. The US attempt to prevent such an occurrence through continuous pre-emptive activity is a battle that has been lost in advance: the very notion that it might succeed relies on a fantasmatic vision.

A more standard form of ‘inclusive exclusion” are the slums—large areas outside of state governance. While generally perceived as spaces in which gangs and religious sects fight for control, slums also offer the space for radical political organizations, as is the case in India, where the Maoist movement of Naxalites is organizing a vast alternate social space. To quote an Indian state official: “The point is if you don’t govern an area, t is not yours. Except on the maps, it is not part of India. At least half of India today is not being governed. It is not in your control. . . you have to create a complete society in which local people have very significant stakes. We’re not doing that . . . And that is giving the Maoists space to move in.”4

Although similar signs of the “great disorder under heaven” abound, the truth hurts, and we desperately try to avoid it. To explain how, we can turn to an unexpected guide. The Swiss-born psychologist Elisabeth Kübler-Ross proposed the famous scheme of the five stages of grief, which follow, for example, upon learning that one has a terminal illness: denial (one simply refuses to accept the fact: “This can’t be happening, not to me”); anger (which explodes when we can no longer deny the fact: How can this happen to me’?”); bargaining (in the hope that we can somehow postpone or diminish the fact: “Just let me live to see my children graduate”); depression (libidinal disinvestment: “I’m going to die, so why bother with anything?”); and acceptance (“I can’t fight it, so I may as well prepare for it”). Later, Kubler-Ross applied the same scheme to any form of catastrophic personal loss (joblessness, death of a loved one, divorce, (drug addiction), emphasizing that the five stages do not necessarily come in the same order, nor are they all experienced by every patient.5

One can discern the same five figures in the way our social consciousness attempts to deal with the forthcoming apocalypse. The first reaction is one of ideological denial: there is no fundamental disorder; the second exemplified by explosions of anger at the injustices of the new world order; the third involves attempts at bargaining (“if we change things here and there, life could perhaps go on as before”); when the bargaining fails, depression and withdrawal set in; finally, after passing through this zero-point, the subject no longer perceives the situation as a threat, but as the chance of a new beginning—or, as Mao Zedong put it: “There is great disorder under heaven, the situation is excellent.”

The following five chapters refer to these Live stances. Chapter 1 — denial —analyzes the predominant modes of ideological obfuscation, from the latest Hollywood blockbusters up to false (displaced) apocalyptism (New Age obscurantism, and so forth). Chapter 2—anger—looks at violent protests against the global system, and the rise of religious fundamentalism in particular. Chapter 3 — bargaining — focuses on the critique of political economy, with a plea for the renewal of this central ingredient of Marxist theory. Chapter 4—depression—considers the impact of the forthcoming collapse in its less familiar aspects, such as the rise of new forms of’ subjective pathology (the “post-traumatic” subject). Finally, Chapter 5—acceptance—discerns the signs of an emerging emancipatory subjectivity, isolating the germs of’ a communist culture in all its diverse forms, including in literary and other utopias (from Kafka’s community of mice to the collective of freak outcasts in the TV series Heroes). This basic skeleton of the book is supplemented by four interludes, each of’ which provides a variation on the theme of’ the preceding chapter.

The turn towards an emancipatory enthusiasm takes place only when the traumatic truth is not only accepted in a disengaged way, but is fully lived: “Truth has to be lived, not taught. Prepare For battle!” Like Rilke’s famous lines, ‘for there’s no place that doesn’t see you. You must change your life,” this passage from Hermann Hesse’s The Glass Bead Game cannot but appear as a weird non sequitur: if the Thing looks back at me from everywhere, why does this oblige me to change my life? Why not rather a depersonalized mystical experience in which I step out of myself” and identify with the other’s gaze? Likewise, if truth has to be lived, why need this involve a struggle? Why not rather a meditative inner experience? The reason is that the “spontaneous” state of our daily lives is that of’ a lived lie, to break out of which requires a continuous struggle. The starting point for this process is to become terrified by oneself. When, in his early “Contribution to the Critique of’ Hegel’s Philosophy of Right,” Marx analyzed the backwardness of’ Germany, he made a rarely noticed yet crucial observation about the link between shame, terror, and courage:

The actual burden must be made even more burdensome by creating an awareness of it. The humiliation must be increased by making it public. Each sphere of’ German society must be depicted as the partie bonteuse of that society and these petrified conditions must be made to dance by having their own tune sung to them! The people must be put in terror of themselves in order to give them courage.’

Such is our task today, when faced with the shameless cynicism of the existing global order.

Organizational action is key – and this ev proves  the aff can’t solve – status disfunction in debate short-circuits the Giroux evidence

Morello and Decker, 90 [John & Warren, THE AMERICAN DEBATE ASSOCIATION: RULE-BASED POLICY DEBATE, Argumentation & Advocacy, Fall, ebsco]

Organizations of forensics educators appropriately take the lead in formulating such rules. Any field of argument changes, and the initiates of a discipline "acting through the media of their professional organizations, publications and other institutions" are the agents of such change (Wenzel 211). An absence of rules, testimony to our lack of agreement as to purpose, potentially threatens an already fragile cohesion in the policy debate field. As Rowland reminds us, "purpose is not the characteristic which defines a field; it is the factor which produces the field's characteristics" (237). If academic policy debate is to achieve any sense of "field-hood," we will have to reach some agreement about " . . . the form, subject matter, evaluative criteria, degree of precision, and all other relevant discourse characteristics which arguers deem appropriate to their purposes" (Rowland 237). A continuing lack of consensual rules on these matters can only impede efforts to draw the policy debate community together.

Burleson contends that "each language game is a locus of communally shared and tested standards of intelligibility, truth, sincerity, and correctness--the components of rationality which all good arguments must meet" (147). Without such consensus, debate is transient and ephemeral, the rules of the game changing from round to round, critic to critic. Establishing rules for the proferring of argument enables the policy debate activity to free itself from the current instability that forecloses understanding (except to those most devoted practitioners) of the conventions, processes and procedures of the game.

Rules key to value of the activity – establish purpose and educational benefits

Morello and Decker, 90 [John & Warren, THE AMERICAN DEBATE ASSOCIATION: RULE-BASED POLICY DEBATE, Argumentation & Advocacy, Fall, ebsco]

As a game, debate has always been unique. Games are ruled-governed, yet debate lacks a definitive rule book. The absence of a common set of assumptions about playing the debate game has been noted before. One author justified his attempt to gather together in one place the rules of debate by observing that the rules of debate are "largely unwritten; they [pass] by word of mouth from debater to debater and from school to school. It is not surprising, then, to find some disagreement as to what they actually are" (Musgrave 11). Coaches assembled for the founding of the ADA recognized that not only had such disagreements persisted, but the intrusion of "theory" arguments into debate rounds indicated that they were intensifying. By setting minimal, uniform expectations of the debate game, the ADA defines the rules of debate and enables competitors to get on with the task of playing. This avoids some of the inevitable frustration resulting from learning the conventions of the activity through trial and error, thus addressing perceived harriers to the entry of students who have not had an opportunity to debate prior to college.

Basic rules set firmly in place also discourage competitors from seeking to extract beneficial "edges" during the course of play. A clear set of debate rules thus minimizes the aggravating tendency for debate to "rapidly degenerate into a verbal battle over the rules of the game rather than a contest measuring who is the more skillful player" (Herbeck and Katsulas 137).

Suggesting that rounds of debate adhere to a set of rules is hardly revolutionary. We are not suggesting that debate has never had rules. Rather, our point is that the rules have been fragmented, vague, frequently abused, and often subject to non-uniform interpretations. The absence of a known set of rules tempted participants to stretch the limits of permissible behavior and resulted in a highly fragmented educational exercise. In some debates and in front of certain judges, one set of debate procedures would be in effect while the debate occurring next door might unfold in an entirely different manner. The result of this lack of consistency about the rules of debate was that debate was a less than effective laboratory for teaching argument.

The vision of the ADA was to foster the growth of educationally sound, policy debate by creating a set of rules which would overcome these problems. The commitment to policy debate rested on a belief that policy debate was a theoretically and practically superior method for teaching students to think critically, develop oral communication skills, research thoroughly, construct sound arguments, and analyze important public policies. A system of rules seemed to be the way to achieve most of these objectives while addressing problems plaguing other approaches to policy debate.

Perhaps the function and utility of set rules can be clarified through a comparison to the American legal system's use of rules. Academic debate has always drawn heavily on the analogy to law for both its theory and context. Forensics, of course, was defined by Aristotle as legal speaking. Furthermore, comparisons to law are appropriate since many debaters engage in the activity as preparation for law school and the legal profession.

The American legal system is a system of rules. "The plethora of rules prescribe, in essence, who can present the evidence, what evidence can be admitted, and how the evidence can be introduced" (Loh 14). The rules ensure fairness and promote the willingness of disputants to accept the outcomes of trials (Loh). Rules of procedure predate particular trials. Lawyers do not argue, for instance, whether or not there ought to be a hearsay rule and, if so, what the elements of such a rule should be. Testimony judged in violation of the hearsay rule is excluded, and there is no recourse to the "hearsay is not a voting issue" brief.

To promote equity and to prevent abusive practices from demeaning the conduct of the proceedings, the legal system--and many governmental and business decision-making bodies--establish governing rules. Organizations sponsoring competitive activities have both the right and the duty to develop procedures designed to safeguard the integrity of the event in question. Debate should be no different.

In developing rules for debate, the ADA endeavors to solicit as much opinion as possible so that the rules employed have a consensual grounding. Annual open meetings at which coaches, guest judges and students are welcome, consider proposed changes in the rules. No ADA participant is excluded from this process of arguing the theory and practice of debate. From these discussions emerges a clearer sense of the purpose of competitive policy debating and greater understanding of criteria for evaluating policy arguments.

To better explain how the ADA's development of debate rules helps clarify the purpose of policy argumentation, we recall the relationship between a field of argument and a forum of discourse. Argumentation theorists have argued for some time identifiable fields of argument exist, more or less unique epistemic systems demarked by integrated complexes of concepts and propositions held consensually by the initiates of a discipline (Wenzel). Development of ideas within these fields occurs through appropriate forums--opportunities to apply the concepts that make up the field of argument (Wenzel).

The field of policy debate argument consists of those rational constructions of knowledge embedded in the documents discussing the problem area for debate, and in the collected notions of how argumentation, persuasion, rhetoric, and policy-making theory apply to our endeavors. Actually, policy debate merges together numerous fields of argument: individual subject disciplines such as economics; integrated conceptions of knowledge drawn together from a variety of distinct disciplines such as energy policy; and conceptions about argument collected from such widely different fields as rhetoric and public policy making. Because policy debate borrows from disparate subject fields and produces arguments that fit neatly into none of them, the test of debate arguments is guided by the standards that establish our expectation of "good" argument. Through debate rules, we identify and make generally known what some of those standards for good argument are. By reducing confusion about one part of policy debate's argumentative field, the ADA increases the opportunity for discussion of the policy issues which arise within individual disciplines and the intersection of those disciplines.

