That said, I also understand many of the experiences that Chris discusses because I share many of the same traits. Among these is a social and generalized anxiety that makes it hard for me to be included. I am the awkward kid. When I was in 2nd grade I would get up in class and wander to the window, oblivious to the fact that class was going on.  They told me it was ADD. In 5th grade my awkwardness and propensity to use large words made me to be known as “the gay kid” in the halls of my Wyoming public middle school. And recently, when at a party I overheard a group of laughing girls when one of them said, “Just look at him, he’s weird!” and pointed at me.

Our exclusion is not easily perceived. We are the different kids. We are the bullied. We are the uninvited.

This being said, we recognize that we come from places of privilege even if there are times where the privilege doesn’t recognize us. But the existence of exclusion, even in the face of privilege begs the questions: What makes people exclude people and how can we stop the violence?
Debate is now a breeding ground for normalizing practices such as the stasis centered around the resolution that seems to be held so dear. Especially to disabled persons, the topic of this year is especially exclusionary.

First, the disabled body is the symbol of indefinite detention. Aspies are both trapped within our minds and bodies and trapped within the society that tells us that we need to normalize or we will not be accepted for who were are. At the same time, the state and society exploit us, incarcerate us, and kill us because they cannot “deal” with us being beyond the normal and see fit to have us be isolated and rot in state asylums. Debate propagates this through detaining the activity and the persons in the activity into the plan- state based debate, which focuses on the amount of work involved instead of the quality. This not only guts the activity of any educational benefit, but also isolates those that are not the most able to deal with the activity

Second, disabled individuals are targeted by society and the debate community because of our inherent resistance to the hegemonic modes of rules and conduct that we cannot meet. This is just a microcosm of what we experience in every day life when we are targeted and eliminated by the state as we have been since the beginning of history. People talk and act in harsh ways and try to get the better of persons in the debate space, which makes debate a rigged game that the disabled body can never play.

Even forms of identity debate are also problematic. Current identity debate focuses on individual experiences such as forming relationships and trying to have others identify with their experiences. However, for those with Asperger’s, or those on the autism spectrum but have higher “social function”, this is counterproductive because they struggle to project and display their identities in social situations. Life as an Aspie is a constant analysis of social dynamics and meta-awareness of one’s own position inside of these social structures. This comes as a result of the inability to perceive many social cues such as body language and emotional indicators such as tone. For them, their body is never settled in an identity, rather constructed and manipulated by the powers and structures these individuals are expected to meet. In short, it is constant questioning of the self. Am I being normal? Is this right? How do I say this without making him mad? When is the right time to say this?

It is a problematic truth that disability studies have historically been exclusionary in that it often focused on the families and acquaintances of disabled individuals rather than the individuals themselves. This is why I think it is especially important that we learn from the experiences of those who experience this first hand. I know that my experiences with Chris and other disabled individuals such as my Mother and roommate have enriched my life and understanding of difference. 

Debate propagates the ideas of singular truths and experiences very similarly to other pedagogical spheres where educators try to fix deviant individuals. Instead of killing disabled persons like in the Holocaust, society’s act of normalization seeks to prove disability doesn’t exist, rejecting our very ontology.
Baker 2 (The hunt for disability: The New Eugenics and the Normalization of School Children, Bernadette Baker University of Wisconsin-Madison Teachers College Record Volume 104, Number 4, June 2002 https://ww2.faulkner.edu/admin/websites/jfarrell/Baker-Disability.pdf) Dabo

One particularly instructive site which racial/national imaginaries have been reworked is in regard to notions of disability. Fiona Campbell (2000) makes a claim for understanding 20th-century discourse on disability as that which is shifted from the old eugenics to the new. Campbell argues that the pre-1945 old eugenics is characteristic native type, often controlled the government bureaucracies and initiated by the way transparent and coercive of practices. Crucial to the negative eugenics of the Holocaust's Nazi Aktion T4 program for instance were approximately 275,000 people assigned disability labels were murdered, were two particular assumptions: an understanding of the (real) citizen as informed by contributory or performance ethic and the logic of the strategy of euthanasia as primarily economic where euthanasia was defended as a means of cost-cutting or reading society of useless eaters. In contrast to the old eugenics yet not in the form of complete rupture (Campbell 2000) argues that the eugenics imperative in late modernity has been transmogrified into a variety of positive eugenic practices which seeks to eliminate the birthing of bodies marked as disabled or in the event of their/our postnatal existence to engage in perfecting technologies that morph ableism and enshrine a particular understanding of ableist normativity and (real) human subjectivity. Put another way, Campbell is arguing that if bodies marked as disabled are born all, slipping through the net, so to speak, then the activity of the posse switches trying to perfect that defective body mind to make it more normal leaving the reference point on question and inscribing as a genuine effect of human subjectivity that defers to this order things. In regard to the body mind marked as disabled, Campbell further suggests that eugenicists practices are presently more covert and insidious and what that they have in common is that at root they concern ontological matters “largely unexamined in unspoken preconceptions about who should and should not inherit the world.” In the new eugenics The state plays a less direct and decentered role in the governing disability. Under the mantle of political liberalism boldly proclaiming rampant individuals and freedom of choice, the individual acts as her own overseer, wherein techniques of self-production are not imposed but actively sought. Such technologies of responsibilisation ensure the shaping of conduct (relations of self to self and to others), is mobilized in the desired direction Although Campbell’s implicit reference here seems to be adults as their own overseers, in public school systems where (some) students are compelled by law to attend and are subject to the processes that comprise the institution, the overseeing in initially performed by others. Campbell’s further argument under the guise of “laissez-faire eugenics.” The onus is on personal decision making within an overarching framework of “risk assessment” and “positive eugenics” seems, then, to pertain particularly to the adult directed activities of schooling where risk assessment is now considered normal practice and teachers, special educators, psychological and medical experts and parents are drawn into assessing children’s behavior to make decisions about any potential “problem”: “Disability talk is often conducted in terms of a ‘problem,’ a conundrum, or if you like, a headache that simply won’t go away” (Campbell 2000 p. 309) The conundrum, Campbell suggest, is not a deep fear of the unknown or an apprehensivesness toward the foreign or strange but rather a deepseated despise of unevenness, asymmetry, or imbalance that places bodies labeled as disabled at the edge of the abyss, pushing the limits of human subjectivity and creating an outlaw ontology. An outlaw ontology refers to a way of being or existing that is thought outside the normal and as such to need chasing down, like the unacceptable rogue outlaws of old Western films. Quoting Judith Butler, Campbell points out how it is not enough to say that humans subjects are constructed for the construction of a humans is a differential operation that produces the more and the less human, the inhuman, the humanly unthinkable: “There excluded sites come to bound the ‘human’ as its constitutive outside, and haunt those boundaries.” Thus Campbell argues that in the new eugenics, ontological matters “are inextricably bound up with the politics of exclusion” Campbell, 2000, p 309).
This exclusion is made worse when current disability discussion in debate focuses on physical disabilities and ignore mental, emotional, and psychological disabilities. Add-ons such as the selection of rooms for physically disabled persons for pairings is a great help to them but seeks to show that the debate community focuses on the disabilities that they can see and not the disabilities that are not so visible in the debate space.

And reform of the system is great but it does not change the fact that the community is fundamentally ableist. The hyper competition and speed seeks to find those that are the best of the able-bodied and exclude the rest. My partner find several access barriers that prove no matter how hard he tries, he will never be good enough. Only a deconstruction and reconstruction of how the debate activity is structured and implemented. Instead of worshipping capability, debate should be a place to celebrate difference as the best form of new perspective and education that the activity can offer

Specifically, the experience of a persons with Asperger’s like my partner has been one of exclusion when one is perceived to be normal, heralding the success while also pointing out their flaws. This is especially important and pertinent to debate with ideas of the “perfect” speech and speaker points and that all problems and “flaws” are inherently wrong. It’s perceived to be a setback, one that neuroatypical persons cannot overcome. Andraya 13 (Female Aspie, SEPTEMBER 9, 2013 Unfortunate Truths http://aspergersandmeblog.wordpress.com/page/5/) Dabo
I was in middle school when people started thinking that there was something sufficiently wrong with me that I needed official help (um. ok, that’s not true either. my mom noticed way earlier than that. However, it was in middle school that the school got involved). Basically, a bunch of my teachers got together and said “something is the matter with Andraya.” I was put through a bunch of tests and then the testers and teachers and school counselors and who knows who else all got together to talk about it. Their conclusion was that I am very smart, but my social and emotional development was distinctly behind. The label they picked for me was “emotionally disturbed” and that’s what stuck with me for a long time, until the Asperger’s explanation happened. Thing is, when children are behind in some way, it seems like the thinking is to get them “caught up” and then everything is cool. The kid just needs to put in extra effort for a while until they’re on par with everyone else. Only that’s not how it works. Or, well, it’s not always how it works. Maybe it works that way sometimes. The point is, that’s not how it works with developmental delays. So often, developmental delays are considered a childhood thing. I even see autism being referred to as a “childhood epidemic,” as though it’s something that kids “catch” and with proper treatment, get over by the time they’re adults. Nope. Years of work, and I’m still emotionally and socially behind my peers. Not in a way that shows to the average person on the street, but my oddness is definitely visible to those who get to know me. I will be behind for the rest of my life. Unless something amazing happens that more or less changes the whole world, this will always be with me. I will never, ever, “catch up.” I will have to work harder than most people in order to make less progress (specifically, in emotional and social matters). The is just the way it is. There will also always be people who will see the fact that I am behind, and think of it as a personal, moral failure. There will always be people who think that I just need to try harder. Again, unless the world (or at least my country) changes in a huge way, this will always be true. Until I die. Ok, it isn’t actually that dire. Or that straightforward. Yes, I am behind my age group, but not really in a linear way. And getting diagnosed has helped a whole awful lot with people viewing my differences as moral failings. I mean, growing up that’s just all there was. Pretty much everyone thought that, or maybe blamed it on my parents. Sometimes people would be really aggressive about it too, treating me like I was simply a bad person or something. I’ve had some bad experiences. But now I know it’s Asperger’s, and the autism spectrum is slowly becoming better known. Yeah, there are still lots of problems in the world when it comes to the autism spectrum and the way people approach it as thing that happens to children or a disease that can be cured, but still. There are many individuals out there who are, or who try to be, understanding. Who either know or are willing to learn about what that means. Who realize that it isn’t personal failing, it’s neurological differences that I cannot change.

Thus we will support the following statement: Vote Affirmative to crip spaces.

Cripping spaces is two fold- first it allows us to take the holy object of the resolution and remove it from the perfect pedestal that it is placed on and realize that no idea or mindset is superior or inherently “correct” and to accept it as a flawed object. Second, it allows us to destabilize notions of community and explore how disability is experienced in different ways.  These communities can be enacted at any particular place to dwell with disability, and is open and helps to deconstruct notions of an inclusive community. 
Chandler 12 (Eliza, senior doctorial fellow at New College, U of T. “Cripping Community: New Meanings of Disability and Community” Nomorepotlucks. Issue 19. Jan/Feb 2012.  http://nomorepotlucks.org/site/cripping-community-new-meanings-of-disability-and-community –Veeder)

Ableism, to be sure, is pervasive. And although stories of how ableism is felt and how it persists are not necessarily the ones I want to tell, I believe that these are the stories with which we must begin. Again, I follow Hall (1997) when he says that we cannot think about how identities are constituted without thinking about how social subjects are represented. We know that disability is represented in a myriad of ways and by a myriad of social functions as a problem in need of a solution. And I can tell you as a disabled person who is communally connected to other disabled people, that disability is not experienced as a problem, by everyone, all of the time. To recognize that my experience of disability does not match its representation is, first of all, likely not surprising, but also not reason for me to disengage with how my embodiment is represented. As Hall says, “culture lays the terrain in which identities are formed” (1997, p. 291). And, given that ableism informs our cultural sensibility, the pronouncement or arrival of disability identities and the enactment of crip communities with disability as their binding tie, is not yet recognized as sensible (Titchkosky, 2002). Disability identities and crip communities are formed despite of or maybe because of disability’s pervasive cultural understanding as a condition to be cured or killed.[3] In the beginning of this article, I cited my experience on the streets as one of the ways that I strongly sense or, I would even hazard, that I “know” that ableism circulates. My experience is also one of the ways that I sense/“know” that disability is done differently, communally. I experience crip community in different ways, in different places, and with different people. But for this article, as I do in my research, I wish to focus on how crip community is formed through unstructured enactments. I attend to the emergence and experience of community through enactments for I believe that such attention explicates how crip community “crips” community. This is to say that rather than being tied to a structure, institution, or common identity, crip communities are structured by and through communal enactments. In other words, they happen anytime people come together through the common desire to dwell with disability. In this way, crip community can be enacted anytime, in any place, with anyone, disabled or not.[4] In the preface to his book, Community, Zygmunt Bauman writes, “Out there, on the streets, all sorts of dangers lie in ambush; we have to be alert when we go out, watch whom we are talking to and who talks to us, be on the look-out every minute” (2000, pp. 1-2). In the space of the streets, enactments of disability as violence lie in ambush. The geographies of the street may feel unsecure, unsteady, hostile, and even unfamiliar. In these inhospitable spaces, I may feel unwelcomed, undesired, uncommon. I expect these enactments of disability as violence, but I don’t know when or where or how they will occur, and, in this sense, they “lie in ambush.” Because being on “alert,” that is, expecting the enactment of the normative meaning of disability, feels so familiar, when disability is enacted otherwise, when I feel that people are drawn to me by a desire to dwell with disability, it feels different. In these communal enactments, I feel safe; I feel comfortable; I feel desired; I feel secure, I feel differently from how I commonly feel when I am in the normative terrain, whether or not I am being ambushed or anticipating being ambushed by a normative enactment of disability. Recall my earlier description of the verb “to crip”: to open up desire for what disability disrupts. Crip communities disrupt the assumption that we can “know,” unquestionably, who our communal members are, and therefore, who they are not. We assume that communities are bound by members who share the same or similar identities. However, the unpredictable and ever-shifting character of disability requires us to consider its identity as also instable. As Hall asserts, “one thing identity does not signal is a ‘stable core’ of the self, unfolding from beginning to end through all the vicissitudes of history without change” (1996, p. 1). In crip community, one member may experience their disability as progressing or as a “becoming” (Deleuze and Guattari, 2004), an ever-shifting embodiment that allows them to relate to their community and their communal others in different, never stable ways. Another may not currently be disabled, or currently be disabled in a particular way, and become disabled, or become disabled differently, either with time or through an accident. Another may have a disability that comes to them one day or moment, and leaves the next, ever-returning and ever-leaving. Still, another may be disabled and not be easily identifiable as such. And in community motivated by a desire for disability, disability can be an “inter-subjective experience” that is, enacted between two members, one disabled the other not, owned by no one, cradled by both (Weiss, 2008, p. 4). Disability teaches us that just as embodiments shift, so, too, do our communal experiences and relations. Ableist logic circulates, it is pervasive within the normative terrain, and traversing this terrain through an embodiment that is so often recognized as a problem in need of solution can be uncomfortable, even dangerous. However, as poet Dionne Brand tells us, “different geographic stories can be told,” and through them, we can achieve a different “sense of space” (Brand quoted in McKittrick, 2006, p. xxvii). I propose that crip communities, as we make them, are spaces in which we can create and perpetuate new stories of disability and new ways for disability to matter. More than this, attending to the ways that crip communities “crip” community, and to be open to that which disability disrupts, can unwork and rework how we ‘know’ community and how we understand communal structures beyond and against iterations of them as assuredly knowable, predictable, identifiable, or constant. Instead, we can imagine community as fleeting, boundless, and productive. Crip communities, unstable as they are, can open us up to new ways of understanding what it is to be crip and what it is to be in community.

