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 Aspy 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. 
It is a problematic truth that disability studies have historically been exclusionary in that it often focused on the families and aquaintances 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. 

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 proprensity to use large words made me to be known as “the gay kid” in the halls of my Wyoming public middle school, something that they tormented for. And recently, when at a party I overheard a group of laughing girls whom I’d never met, when one of them said, “Just look at him, he’s just weird! I’m not trying to get raped tonight!” 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?
This exclusion is made worse when current disability discussion in debate focuses on physical disabilities and ignore mental, emotional, and psychological disabilities 

NDTCEDA Tradition 13 (November 19th 2013 https://www.facebook.com/groups/318979761518379/?ref=br_tf) Dabo
Lindsay VanLuvanee While almost everything about this Wake was great (the big tent has never been better, and Len making a huge effort to make sure the vegan options were good, and Kendra's name pretty much biggest of all on the hoodies) I heard many complaints this weekend in both debates I judged as well as from friends that some of the accessibility for disability needs working on. Students found themselves without elevators to the rooms they were supposed to debate in, in buildings where the only access to nearby bathrooms was via stairs, and not an amenable distance from that lovely big tent with all the food. I want to make this clear that this is not just about Wake, but something ALL tournaments need to consider. Consider WHERE you are putting people, regardless of their bracket and what you have designated those rooms for. Gary Larson I'm not sure we got the word out effectively and provided the best solutions, but all tab software has an ADA function that assigns specific rooms to those with mobility issues. I sincerely apologize to those who were inconvenienced this past weekend. Vik Keenan I'll second Gary ... Directors can greatly assist their debaters by ensuring that accessibility issues are conveyed to the tab director, because not all campus buildings have equal access, but we can tab so that debaters do. While disclosure isn't ideal, the issue is often the campuses themselves - HWS just had a huge issue this past weekend with a DISABILITY conference that was very wheel chair inaccessible (and in a building with accessibility designed in a way that flauts the ADA.) On the flip side, tournaments should ensure that meals, awards and common areas are ensured to be accessible as well. (When I ran events at CUNY pre-paperless debate the simple answer was to make everything "tub and cart" accessible as the test, which we no longer consider as often.)

The system is broken- No amount of accessibility is going to solve the problems in debate that are occurring. Only a complete restructuring can include those who are currently being targeted and excluded  

NDTCEDA Tradition 13 (November 20th https://www.facebook.com/groups/318979761518379/?ref=br_tf) Dabo
Anjali Vats As a long time debate community member with a serious chronic illness (lupus), my observation is that confronting disability and ablism often requires substantially altering the very structures of debate in ways that most of the community isn't willing to contemplate. Passing the point of being able to endure the 6am-11pm days (when I wasn't cutting cards for folks in the elims) was one of the major reasons I left the activity (if it was ever smart given my illness to be involved in the first place). Debate is, in many senses, fundamentally ablist. Participating in the activity for me, for many years, involved a self-defeating internal monologue about how I wasn't going to let my disease stop me from living my life the way I wanted and that I'm just as capable as others (I've made great strides in confronting that internal monologue through coaching some wonderful students and ultimately leaving the activity). My attempts to raise such issues as my own awareness grew, though admittedly not very persistent, were not particularly successful I think in part because they necessitated really drastic structural changes to debate. Confronting the mindset that individuals should adapt to debate and its strictures or get out of the activity if they can't cut it is part of the hero worshipping, hypercompetitive, anti-social, and overworked environment that debate cultivates and has been mentioned in other threads here. I'd be very invested in seeing all of those issues change.
Discussions about Autism is especially important- Scholars define autism as a problem, a “disease” where individuals affected are decreed broken due to some random coincidence and need to be “fixed.” While the discussion becomes targeted on environmental and parental factors, discussion of disability becomes ignored

Wedge 11 (Marilyn Wedge, Ph.D. Autism and the Last Taboo Published on April 22, 2011 by Marilyn Wedge, Ph.D. in Suffer the Children http://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/suffer-the-children/201104/autism-and-the-last-taboo) Dabo
This week, during autism awareness month, the PBS News Hour is airing a special 6-part report on childhood autism by Robert MacNeil. MacNeil has a personal interest in autism because it afflicts his six-year-old grandson. Autism has become an exploding epidemic in our society, affecting one in 110 American children. Research for the past three decades has focused on genetic and biochemical causes, but so far scientists are not any closer to isolating a cause for autism. The researchers interviewed on the show believe that there is not one single cause, but rather a number of different causes. Although a few researchers are now turning their attention to external factors in the child's "environment" that might be causes for autism, one particular aspect of the environment still remains taboo for research. It is the elephant in the living room that everyone carefully tip-toes around, afraid even to hint at its existence. This last taboo is the social environment of the child. Since autism is, as scientists on the show tell us, primarily a disease of communication, should researchers not be looking at how interpersonal relationships in a child's social environment-that is to say, in the child's family-have some bearing on the child's ability or willingness to communicate? Looking for causes of autism in the nurturing environment has remained taboo for half a century for one very good reason: researchers do not want to blame parents. Parents of autistic children suffer enough without having the finger pointed at them for being "schizophrenogenic," "refrigerator mothers" or living in a delusional "folie à deux". The word autism comes from autos, the Greek word for self . Eugen Bleuler coined the word to describe a withdrawal into the self--a kind of extreme narcissistic preoccupation. This kind of person experiences intrusion from other people as intolerably painful. Five decades ago, before the ascendance of biological psychiatry and pharmaceutical therapy, some academic psychiatrists believed that autism, or childhood schizophrenia as it was called then, was a reaction to a stressful situation in the child's home. Dr. Theordore Lidz argued that researchers who looked exclusively for biological causes of autism were barking up the wrong tree. Other psychiatrists of this persuasion believed that emotional trauma, not limited to physical or sexual abuse, could cause a child to become autistic. In their view, the autistic child withdraws from a parenting environment that has become too painful to tolerate.
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.

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

Cripping spaces 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 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.

ROB

The judge should view the ballot as an affirmation of community for excluded individuals in the debate space

The neuroatypical and disabled experience realizes that “community” and “home” are not possible in the current homogenizing debate space. There is no “same” as anyone else as we are different from each other. Instead of focusing on one commonality, we should focus and support difference in in the debate community
Secomb 2k (Linnell “Fractured Community”, Hypatia, Vol 15, No 2) 
This reformulated universalist model of community would be founded on "a moral conversation in which the capacity to reverse perspectives, that is, the willingness to reason from the others' point of view, and the sensitivity to hear their voice is paramount" (1992, 8). Benhabib argues that this model does not assume that consensus can be reached but that a "reasonable agreement" can be achieved. This formulation of community on the basis of a conversation in which perspectives can be reversed, also implies a new understanding of identity and alterity. Instead of the generalized other, Benhabib argues that ethics, politics, and community must engage with the concrete or particular other. A theory that only engages with the generalized other sees the other as a replica of the self. In order to overcome this reductive assimilation of alterity, Benhabib formulates a univetsalist community which recognizes the concrete other and which allows us to view others as unique individuals (1992, 10). Benhabib's critique of universalist libetal theory and her formulation of an alternative conversational model of community ate useful and illuminating. However, I suggest that her vision still assumes the desirability of commonality and agreement, which, I argue, ultimately destroy difference. Her vision of a community of conversing alterities assumes sufficient similarity between alterities so that each can adopt the point of view of the other and, through this means, reach a "reasonable agreement." She assumes the necessity of a common goal for the community that would be the outcome of the "reasonable agreement." Benhabib's community, then, while attempting to enable difference and diversity, continues to assume a commonality of purpose within community and implies a subjectivity that would ultimately collapse back into sameness. Moreover, Benhabib's formulation of community, while rejecting the fantasy of consensus, nevertheless privileges communication, conversation, and agreement. This privileging of communication assumes that all can participate in the rational conversation irrespective of difference. Yet this assumes rational interlocutors, and rationality has tended, both in theory and practice, to exclude many groups and individuals, including: women, who are deemed emotional and corporeal rather than rational; non-liberal cultures and individuals who are seen as intolerant and irrational; and minoritarian groups who do not adopt the authoritative discourses necessary for rational exchanges. In addition, this ideal of communication fails to acknowledge the indeterminacy and multiplicity of meaning in all speech and writing. It assumes a singular, coherent, and transparent content. Yet, as Gayatri Spivak writes: "the verbal text is constituted by concealment as much as revelation. … [T]he concealment is itself a revelation and visa versa" (Spivak 1976, xlvi). For Spivak, Jacques Derrida, and other deconstructionists, all communication involves conttadiction, inconsistency, and heterogeneity. Derrida's concept of différance indicates the inevitable deferral and displacement of any final coherent meaning. The apparently rigorous and irreducible oppositions that structure language, Derrida contends, are a fiction. These mutually exclusive dichotomies turn out to be interrelated and interdependent: their meanings and associations, multiple and ambiguous (Derrida 1973, 1976). While Benhabib's objective is clearly to allow all groups within a community to participate in this rational conversation, her formulation fails to recognize either that language is as much structured by miscommunication as by communication, or that many groups are silenced or speak in different discourses that are unintelligible to the majority. Minority groups and discourses are frequently ignored or excluded from political discussion and decisionmaking because they do not adopt the dominant modes of authoritative and rational conversation that assume homogeneity and transparency.

Their “inclusion” of individuals seeks to homogenize and exclude others who the group doesn’t identify with. We accept the individual, the Aspie as a perpetual outsider but not as terrible difference, but as a celebration of difference

Cohen-Rottenberg 11/24 (Rachel, Aspie, November 24, 2013 Master's degree in English from the University of California at Berkeley I'm a writer and a graduate student passionate about disability rights and disability justice. I'm currently pursuing my second Master's degree, this time in History and Culture, at Union Institute and University. My field of concentration is Disability Studies. http://www.disabilityandrepresentation.com/2013/11/24/inattention-to-accessibility/) Dabo

I am finding it more and more difficult to use words like “accessibility” and “inclusion” these days. Much of the problem with these words is that they assume an inside and an outside. If you’re “accessible,” to whom are you accessible? And if you’re “inclusive,” just who is outside that circle? I ask these questions today out of a great deal of personal pain, feeling that very little inside the disability community is accessible to me or inclusive of me. I also ask these questions with a great deal of fear and trepidation, realizing that my already rather precarious position within the disability community could become even more precarious. But that apprehension has never stopped me before. I am, if nothing else, a perpetual outsider, because I will critique just about anything that I feel is out of kilter with stated principles or simply not working. I don’t engage in these critiques because I think my ethics are higher and better. I engage in them because if I don’t, I can’t ethically and emotionally navigate while maintaining my sense of who I am as a human being. So here goes.
I am becoming more and more aware of how deep and wide is the chasm between my work in disability studies, on the one hand, and my work as a disabled person serving other disabled people, on the other. I split much of my time in disability land between working on a master’s thesis about disability culture and counter-narrative, and serving homeless and hungry disabled people who live in one of my city’s parks. As much as I love the academic work I’m doing — and as much as disability theory in general has enriched my life and my ability to understand all of the many forces that impinge upon it — there is very little connection between what I study and what I actually do in the world. Any time I’ve been in an academic program, this disconnect has troubled me, but it’s quite a bit more problematic when the field of study is about a pervasive political and social issue and not, for example, 19th-century English literature. What I am to make of the disconnect between my academic and social work? My current program, to its credit, emphasizes bringing theory into practice and yet, I find that there are not a lot of role models for how to do so. In addition to this disconnect (or perhaps because of it?), I find that, even within disability studies and disability culture, I feel a sense of apartness. To begin to describe why, let me direct your attention toward where the last Society for Disability Studies conference was held: Orlando, Florida, just outside the entrance to Universal Studios. For those unfamiliar with the needs of many neurologically atypical people, may I be blunt? Having a conference outside of the entrance to Universal Studios is rather like saying, “We’re having our conference across the street from the gates of hell. All are welcome!” Does anyone have any idea of the aversive impact of noise, crowds, visual overstimulation, and other sensory assaults that provoke``e an immediate OMG get me out of here response on the part of a great many of us? I’m not just talking about autistic people. I’m talking about people with a wide array of sensory, cognitive, chronic pain, and fatigue issues. Having a conference in such a place renders that conference inaccessible to many of us. Apparently, this fact is not yet on the radar, because the conference organizers advertised the venue as the perfect place to talk about our “various realities”: This year’s theme is “(Re)creating Our Lived Realities.” Playing off our particular location of Orlando– the home of Disney World, Universal Studios, and Epcot Center – this year’s conference theme seeks to explore the myriad ways in which we work to (de)construct the various realities in our lives. Any place within 50 miles of Disney World, Universal Studios, and Epcot Center is going to be a no-go in terms of a conference for me, because using up all my spoons just to get in the door is not how I see accessibility working. But then, of course, even if a conference or performance takes place in a more appropriate location, there is the inaccessibility of the conference or venue itself.  For those of us with sensory and social differences, this inaccessibility is not limited to SDS by any means. It is pervasive. There is no thought given to the fact that walking into a venue with 20 or 50 or 100 or 500 people talking and socializing at once before the talk or the performance starts would put some of us into an overloaded, overstimulated, exhausted state. So what choice do we have? Walk into an inaccessible environment that causes pain and exhaustion? Or stay home? Of course, there is just the appearance of choice here. There really is no choice for me. A performance venue or a conference might have ramps, ASL, CART, and any number of other accommodations, but I literally can’t walk into a sound-rich environment. It’s like a force field. It renders a venue just as inaccessible for me as if that venue did not have a ramp for wheelchair users. Walking into that kind of environment, and actually staying there, would be analogous to wheelchair users dragging themselves up the stairs in the absence of ramps and trying not to look too exhausted in the process. Possible, but hardly dignified, safe, or optimal.
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