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Because I could not stop for Death,
He kindly stopped for me;
The carriage held but just ourselves
And Immortality.

We slowly drove, he knew no haste,
And I had put away
My labour, and my leisure too,
For his civility.

We passed the school where children played,
Their lessons scarcely done;
We passed the fields of gazing grain,
We passed the setting sun.

We paused before a house that seemed
A swelling of the ground;
The roof was scarcely visible,
The cornice but a mound.

Since then 'tis centuries; but each
Feels shorter than the day
I first surmised the horses' heads
Were toward eternity.*

*Emily Dickinson "Because I could not stop for Death"
http://academic.brooklyn.cuny.edu/english/melani/cs6/stop.html
from The Poems of Emily Dickinson, Ralph W. Franklin ed., Cambridge, Mass.: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, Copyright © 1998 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College. Copyright © 1951, 1955, 1979, by the President and Fellows of Harvard College.


The Boy Who Cried Wolf
Aesop

A shepherd-boy, who watched a flock of sheep near a village, brought out the villagers three or four times by crying out, "Wolf! Wolf!" and when his neighbors came to help him, laughed at them for their pains.

     The Wolf, however, did truly come at last. The Shepherd-boy, now really alarmed, shouted in an agony of terror: "Pray, do come and help me; the Wolf is killing the sheep"; but no one paid any heed to his cries, nor rendered any assistance. The Wolf, having no cause of fear, at his leisure lacerated and destroyed the whole flock.

     There is no believing a liar, even when they speaks the truth. 


We should act to maximize life in its current state regardless of what happens after death 
Paterson, 03 - Department of Philosophy, Providence College, Rhode Island (Craig, “A Life Not Worth Living?”, Studies in Christian Ethics, http://sce.sagepub.com)

What we can know about death, based on natural human reason alone, is that it results in the destruction of the self. There will no longer be a human being in existence. There will be no carrier of value or disvalue. There will be no subject in existence that is capable of bearing any of the kinds of predication typical of living human beings. Death is an event that results in the non-being of the human person that was. 72 Unlike Devine, I would argue that an intention to bring about this non-state, given the relevant (if incomplete) knowledge we have about it, points to the incoherence behind the idea that death can really be said to be a benefit for the person who is dead, as argued for by contemporary deprivation authors. 73 When we assert that a person is harmed or benefited by a state, this requires that there is actually a subject in existence who is capable of being the bearer of the value or disvalue. If a person must actually exist in order to be the subject bearer of harms and benefits that happen, then how can there be said to be a subject who is capable of being benefited posthumously by his or her death? This line of argumentation against deprivation accounts (that death can be a benefit) is convincingly argued for by John Donnelly and J. L. A. Garcia. If a person succeeds in killing himself or herself, there can be no betterment ascribed to the person. For Donnelly, it is muddled to argue that a person can be said to be posthumously benefited or harmed if the person must first be destroyed as a prerequisite for the benefit. 74 The irrationality of thinking that death can be a benefit for a person is further addressed by Garcia. 75 If it is good to be without pain, as indeed it is under most circumstances, this presupposes the existence of the subject in order to instantiate that good (any good). If a person can be ‘better off dead’, then the continued existence of the person must continue after death. Yet no one on the basis of reason alone can justifiably claim that death can allow for the continuation of the person qua person. To realise goods and to minimise evils requires the presence of that single constant, a live human being, who can possibly make sense of such value statements. For Garcia, therefore, it is quite illicit to jump from the evaluation of means to minimise, or be free from, the evils of suffering and pain


, to the conclusion that the destruction of the subject itself can make a person in any meaningful sense better off. Consequently, all that can reasonably be done is to seek to benefit persons in their present lives, that is to improve as best we can the extent of their flourishing within the framework of humanitarian means available at our disposal.

The right to life is the greatest and most overriding liberty

Gluckman ’99 Vasil Gluckman, staff at Preson University, Humanity and Moral Rights, 1999, http://www.bu.edu/wcp/Papers/Huma/HumaGluc.htm

I accept the idea that human society has been founded through the idea of social contract, and that its being is possible only due to that social contract performed on the international level, for example, like international cooperation in trade, health and environmental care and so on. The representatives of the social contract idea (for example Spinoza, Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, Rawls and others) present the prior view that human society has been established and works (in the present) only when individuals give up a part of their freedom as well as rights. Therefore, they delegate mandates that benefit the social institution (state) for the sake of the protection and performing of their rights as well as justified interests in accordance with rights and interests of others. The essential principle for the performing of a social contract is a cooperative idea for the sake of the protection of human beings. It follows that one of the aims of humankind is a stable community as well as society, where the individual delegates a part of itself to rights and freedoms that benefit the social institution. That institution has the duty to protect and pursue its rights and justified interests in accordance with rights and justified interests of other concerned people. The prevention against the abuse of that institutional power is the performing of the fundamental requirement towards social institution, i.e., that social institutions must not violate or restrict basic human rights of innocent people, with the exception of the cases where it could prevent more harms. However, it is possible to do only with the agreement of the concerned people. A social institution must not violate or restrict the right to life of innocent people in any case, nor for the benefit of the prevention more harm. A social institution is not the owner of human lives of individuals who delegate a part of their freedom and rights to the social institution in a social contract. Every free, rational and innocent individual has the right to decide about life itself. The individual can sacrifice itself for the benefit of the prevention of danger that jeopardizes a community, society or all humankind. However, it is possible to do only as the individual decides freely, because it is not its duty. Hence I think that there is only one priority of right, i.e., the right of innocent people to life itself. However, it does not mean that a social institution has the possibility to violate or restrict the other rights of individuals. John Rawls affirms that a social institution could do it only for the sake of prevention more of harms to the individuals' rights.




Nyquist


Nyquist is correct ---- 

Colonel Stanislav Lunev, no date, Russian GRU defector, the highest-ranking GRU officer ever to defect from the Soviet Union to the United States, works as a consultant to the FBI and CIA and remains in the FBI’s witness protection program, “Origins of the Fourth World War”

"My friend Jeff Nyquist's book, the Origins of the Fourth World War, is a brilliant result of long term and very professional geo-political research and analysis.  His book is based on real facts and information connected with current international developments.  Without any exaggerations, it's possible to compare the results of Jeff's work with an intelligence agency or a serious think tank's research and analysis during many months.  His book is very important for the national security of America and needs to be used for the protection of the United States from current and prospective dangers."

If they wanna get real weird on this debate, we can engage them ----- All of their arguments are manipulated by the Soviets ---- Today’s culture war is fought by Leftist intellectuals seeking to lay the foundation for revolution	

Chandler ‘8 	(Robert, PhD in political science, former political strategist with the Air Force, Defense Department and the CIA, Shadow  World: Resurgent Russia, the Global New Left, and Radical Islam, pg  21-26)

Today's culture war is designed by the revolutionary Left, the new "teachers of destruction," to enable them to accede to political power through stealth. Once they occupy key positions in America's liberal democratic government, they plan to crush the liberties provided for by the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights in order to destroy corporate capitalism in the name of the public good. Three sketches of the Marxist roots influencing today's culture war expose the realities behind the Left-wing images presented to Americans. The first is "Critical Theory." It was developed by Marxist scholars at the Frankfurt School that reached back to its 1923 origin in Germany. Critical Theory provided the European intellectual driving force that underwrote many of the counter-culture events in the United States during the 1960s and 1970s. The second Marxist root to the contemporary culture war in American draws strength and guidance from the strategy and tactics for achieving power developed by Antonio Gramsci, an Italian communist. And the third Marxist root is made up by 25,000 to 30,000 radical professors ensconced on American campuses across the country who have turned their classrooms into political re-education camps. These radical professors, wrapped in the pseudo-intellectual robes of Critical Theory and Antonio Gramsci, make up America's contemporary "teachers of destruction." The revolutionary agenda of the Marxist professors in 2008 is the same as it was in the mid-1960s when Alice Widener warned that "the Marxist teachers of destruction seek to destroy our union as a people through fomenting every kind of dissension by means of 'class struggle' . . . They seek to destroy our justice. . . . They seek to destroy our common defense."' The difference today is that the "teachers of destruction" are several steps closer to undermining the cultural pillars of American society, setting the stage for their accession to power. Critical Theory helped to radicalize today's neo-Marxist culture war. Rooted in the Marxist-oriented ideas and activities of a German intellectual brain trust assembled in the 1920s, the New Left radicals drew upon these early musings to sustain their assault on America. During the 1960s, Critical Theory rationalized the New Left's anti-capitalist and social change agendas. It accommodated multidisciplinary research in an effort to develop a social theory that would be sufficiently systematic and comprehensive to serve as a change agent for principal social and political problems of the present-day.' The Institute of Social Research began as a part of the University of Frankfurt in Germany. Created to emulate the Marx-Lenin Institute in Moscow, European Marxism served as the theoretical basis of the Institute's program of study. Over the years, the Institute's variety of Marxist intellectuals conducted inquiries into empirical-historical open questions, a materialist supra-disciplinary social theory, and a critical theory of society. The term Critical Theory was adopted by the Institute during its World War II exile at Colombia University in New York. Critical Theory was an attempt to synthesize specific elements of political economy and socialist politics. Since Americans were quite hostile toward any theory of socialist revolution and closeness to the Soviet Union, Critical Theory was chosen as a cover word for the Institute's commitment to the study of Marxism." Hence, right from the beginning Marxist images cast on the wall of Plato's cave were aimed at manipulating American perceptions and hiding the reality that Critical Theory served as an intellectual dagger aimed at American hearts and minds. 


Critical Theory begins with a premise that all inquiry, thought, political action, and "informed" political behavior must occur within a framework of reference that accounts for history, society, and a synthesis of philosophy, the sciences, and politics. By showing the relationship between ideas and theoretical positions in their social environment, critical theorists claim that they expose the roots of social processes. "Social theories, for Critical Theory," Douglas Kellner explains, "are thus forms of social practice which reproduce dominant forms of capitalist activity."" To take the summary view of Critical Theory one step further: "While traditional theory uncritically reproduces the existing society, 'Critical Theory,' by contrast, is an expression of activity which strives to transform it."" "It," in this case, being American society. The Nazi seizure of power compelled members of the Institute of Social Research to flee Germany in 1933. After two years in Geneva, the Institute moved to New York (1935-41) and later California (1941-53). These intellectual Marxists established their presence at American universities, including Columbia, Princeton, Brandeis, and the University of California at Berkeley and San Diego. In 1953, the Institute of Social Research returned to the University of Frankfurt in Germany, although some of its scholars, most notably Herbert Marcuse, remained in the United States. During ,its years of exile, the Frankfurt School had become well-known for its theory of capitalism's growing strength over all aspects of social life and its development of new forms of social control. German intellectuals at the Institute developed a "Critical Theory," which rejected Western civilization and tilted heavily to an imaginative, utopian, Marxist vision, which was totally disconnected from everyday American experience. The critical theorists insisted that the logic of their thinking was sufficient to "transcend" reality—the superior minds of the Institute's intellectuals, they argued, would fashion "truths" without the need for verification of theory by experimental evidence. Critical Theory's influence on the New Left in the late 1960s and 1970s ensured that American society would be infested by this Marxist malignancy. While it addressed many aspects of social structure, Critical Theory, in the final analysis, proposed activities that would transform society into one far more amenable to Marxism. Critical Theory's "struggle for social change" was an important step in undermining the values, structures, and practices of America's free market and democratic principles. Special attention was given to the "culture industries" of U.S. capitalism. To the Frankfurt Institute's Marxist thinkers, the culture industries used communication to manage the people's consciousness and mask social conflict behind the scenes. According to the Institute's scholars, the mass deception conducted by the culture industries manipulated popular acceptance of current society and served as an ideological indoctrination to reinforce existing cultural standards. By identifying contradictions in society's belief in the existing system, these revolutionaries entertained a dream world where their rules based on Marxism would prevail. The cultural Marxists at the Frankfurt School set into motion—and then guided—the counter-culture revolution of the 1960s. Herbert Marcuse was among the most active in promotion of Critical Theory's social revolution among university students. The new strategy of revolution was focused on a unique dispersed disintegration of the capitalist governing system and the establishment of a classless world.13 Marcuse's young disciples of the 1960s are now the tenured university "teachers of destruction," and their ruinous actions are aimed directly at American culture. Herbert Marcuse offered opportunities to further develop and teach a radical Marxist brand of sociology centered on culture and consciousness as vital elements of revolution. By the 1960s, the University of California at San Diego-based Marcuse was known internationally as the "Guru of the New Left." Within this radical Left context, Marcuse developed a comprehensive statement of the theory of a totally administered or one-dimensional society. He published One-Dimensional Man in 1964.15 Marcuse argued that mass media, culture, advertising, industrial organization and management, and modes of thought had a synergistic impact on the existing governing systems. These conditions resulted in an erosion of the ability for cultural thinking and creation of opposition to the capitalist-controlled system. Marcuse questioned the very existence of a revolutionary proletariat in America and the predicted inevitable crisis of capitalism. This questioning of Marxism placed Marcuse at odds with the Old Left but in a loving embrace with the New Left. While advanced industrial society was deemed to possess the capacity for qualitative change, Marcuse posed the hypothesis "that forces and tendencies exist which may break this containment and explode on society. 516 During the 1960s, Herbert Marcuse was celebrated worldwide as the "father of the New Left." Brandeis University refused to renew his tenured position, prompting him to take a position at the University of California at San Diego. He enjoyed great influence and popularity in the 1960s and early 1970s. His lectures, articles, and counsel to student radicals continued to call for revolutionary change and radical opposition to bourgeois society. According to David Horowitz, Marcuse's most famous essay, written in 1965, was about "Repressive Tolerance." Marcuse argued with regard to those possessing conservative views [of liberal government and individual liberty], that since they already reflected "an oppressive and already dominant social class," their speech and access to cultural platforms could be legitimately suppressed.17 The modern-day ultra-Left ideology of "Cultural Marxism" takes yesterday's Soviet Marxist-Leninist model and stands it on its head. Revolution on this alternative path no longer envisions a cataclysmic clash between workers and capitalists as the final act. Rather, contemporary revolutionary doctrine is far more dangerous: it is based on a nonviolent, persistent, and "quiet" transformation of American traditions, families, education, media, and support institutions day-by-day. The seizure of political and economic power remains a key objective, but this "final act" is really a first step in transforming the existing cultural order.


FW

Turns the whole K ----- all of their K offense can be solved in school ---- Fairness and reciprocity are key to a more open sphere for political deliberation and is a prerequisite to evaluating the value in the neg’s claims - 
Gutmann and Thompson 96 (Amy – President of Penn and Former prof @ Princeton, Dennis – Alfred North Whitehead Professor of Political Philosophy at Harvard, Democracy and Disagreement, p 1) 
Of the challenges that American democracy faces today, none is more formidable than the problem of moral disagreement. Neither the theory nor the practice of democratic politics has so far found an adequate way to cope with conflicts about fundamental values. We address the challenge of moral disagreement here by developing a conception of democracy that secures a central place for moral discussion in political life. Along with a growing number of other political theorists, we call this conception deliberative democracy. The core idea is simple: when citizens or their representatives disagree morally, they should continue to reason together to reach mutually acceptable decisions. But the meaning and implications of the idea are complex. Although the idea has a long history, it is still in search of a theory. We do not claim that this book provides a comprehensive theory of deliberative democracy, but we do hope that it contributes toward its future development by showing the kind of deliberation that is possible and desirable in the face of moral disagreement in democracies. Some scholars have criticized liberal political theory for neglecting moral deliberation. Others have analyzed the philosophical foundations of deliberative democracy, and still others have begun to explore institutional reforms that would promote deliberation. Yet nearly all of themstop at the point where deliberation itself begins. None has systematically examined the substance of deliberation-the theoretical principles that should guide moral argument and their implications for actual moral disagreements about public policy. That is our subject, and it takes us into the everyday forums of democratic politics, where moral argument regularly appears but where theoretical analysis too rarely goes. Deliberative democracy involves reasoning about politics, and nothing has been more controversial in political philosophy than the nature of reason in politics. We do not believe that these controversies have to be settled before deliberative principles can guide the practice of democracy. Since on occasion citizens and their representatives already engage in the kind of reasoning that those principles recommend, deliberative democracy simply asks that they do so more consistently and comprehensively. The best way to prove the value of this kind of reasoning is to show its role in arguments about specific principles and policies, and its contribution to actual political debates. That is also ultimately the best justification for our conception of deliberative democracy itself. But to forestall possible misunderstandings of our conception of deliberative democracy, we offer some preliminary remarks about the scope and method of this book. The aim of the moral reasoning that our deliberative democracy prescribes falls between impartiality, which requires something like altruism, and prudence, which demands no more than enlightened self-interest. Its first principle is reciprocity, the subject of Chapter 2, but no less essential are the other principles developed in later chapters. When citizens reason reciprocally, they seek fair terms of social cooperation for their own sake; they try to find mutually acceptable ways of resolving moral disagreements. The precise content of reciprocity is difficult to determine in theory, but its general countenance is familiar enough in practice. It can be seen in the difference between acting in one's self-interest (say, taking advantage of a legal loophole or a lucky break) and acting fairly (following rules in the spirit that one expects others to adopt). In many of the controversies discussed later in the book, the possibility of any morally acceptable resolution depends on citizens' reasoning beyond their narrow self-interest and considering what can be justified to people who reasonably disagree with them. Even though the quality of deliberation and the conditions under which it is conducted are far from ideal in the controversies we consider, the fact that in each case some citizens and some officials make arguments consistent with reciprocity suggests that a deliberative perspective is not utopian. To clarify what reciprocity might demand under non-ideal conditions, we develop a distinction between deliberative and nondeliberative disagreement. Citizens who reason reciprocally can recognize that a position is worthy of moral respect even when they think it morally wrong. They can believe that a moderate pro-life position on abortion, for example, is morally respectable even though they think it morally mistaken. (The abortion example-to which we often return in the book-is meant to be illustrative. For readers who deny that there is any room for deliberative disagreement on abortion, other political controversies can make the same point.) The presence of deliberative disagreement has important implications for how citizens treat one another and for what policies they should adopt. When a disagreement is not deliberative (for example, about apolicy to legalize discrimination against blacks and women), citizens do not have any obligations of mutual respect toward their opponents. In deliberative disagreement (for example, about legalizing abortion), citizens should try to accommodate the moral convictions of their opponents to the greatest extent possible, without compromising their own moral convictions. We call this kind of accommodation an economy of moral disagreement, and believe that, though neglected in theory and practice, it is essential to a morally robust democratic life. Although both of us have devoted some of our professional life to urging these ideas on public officials and our fellow citizens in forums of practical politics, this book is primarily the product of scholarly rather than political deliberation. Insofar as it reaches beyond the academic community, it is addressed to citizens and officials in their more reflective frame of mind. Given its academic origins, some readers may be inclined to complain that only professors could be so unrealistic as to believe that moral reasoning can help solve political problems. But such a complaint would misrepresent our aims. To begin with, we do not think that academic discussion (whether in scholarly journals or college classrooms) is a model for moral deliberation 



in politics. Academic discussion need not aim at justifying a practical decision, as deliberation must. Partly for this reason, academic discussion is likely to be insensitive to the contexts of ordinary politics: the pressures of power, the problems of inequality, the demands of diversity, the exigencies of persuasion. Some critics of deliberative democracy show a similar insensitivity when they judge actual political deliberations by the standards of ideal philosophical reflection. Actual deliberation is inevitably defective, but so is philosophical reflection practiced in politics. The appropriate comparison is between the ideals of democratic deliberation and philosophical reflection, or between the application of each in the nonideal circumstances of politics. We do not assume that politics should be a realm where the logical syllogism rules. Nor do we expect even the more appropriate standard of mutual respect always to prevail in politics. A deliberative perspective sometimes justifies bargaining, negotiation, force, and even violence. It is partly because moral argument has so much unrealized potential in democratic politics that we believe it deserves more attention. Because its place in politics is so precarious, the need to find it a more secure home and to nourish its development is all the more pressing. Yet because it is also already' pert of our common experience, we have reason to hope that it can survive and even prosper if philosophers along with citizens and public officials better appreciate its value in politics. Some readers may still wonder why deliberation should have such a prominent place in democracy. Surely, they may say, citizens should care more about the justice of public policies than the process by which they are adopted, at least so long as the process is basically fair and at least minimally democratic. One of our main aims in this book is to cast doubt on the dichotomy between policies and process that this concern assumes. Having good reason as individuals to believe that a policy is just does not mean that collectively as citizens we have sufficient justification to legislate on the basis of those reasons. The moral authority of collective judgments about policy depends in part on the moral quality of the process by which citizens collectively reach those judgments. Deliberation is the most appropriate way for citizens collectively to resolve their moral disagreements not only about policies but also about the process by which policies should be adopted. Deliberation is not only a means to an end, but also a means for deciding what means are morally required to pursue our common ends. 



