[bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: _Toc172475087]Definition – “Resolved”

‘Resolved’ means to enact a policy by law

Words and Phrases ‘64 
(Permanent Edition)
Definition of the word “resolve,” given by Webster is “to express an opinion or determination by resolution or vote; as ‘it was resolved by the legislature;” It is of similar force to the word “enact,” which is defined by Bouvier as meaning “to establish by law”.



[bookmark: _Toc172475088]Definition – “Colon”

The topic is defined by the phrase following the colon — the government is the agent of the resolution, not debaters

Websters ‘2K
(Guide to Grammar and Writing)
Use of a colon before a list or an explanation that is preceded by a clause that can stand by itself. Think of the colon as a gate, inviting one to go one…If the introductory phrase preceding the colon is very brief and the clause following the colon represents the real business of the sentence, beginning the clause after the colon with a capital letter. 


[bookmark: _Toc169273380][bookmark: _Toc172475090]Definition – “USFG” 

“Federal Government” means the central government in Washington D.C.

Encarta ‘2K
	(Online Encyclopedia, http://encarta.msn.com)
“The federal government of the United States is centered in Washington DC” 



2NC Limits 
Stasis is key to a more open sphere for political deliberation and is a prerequisite to evaluating the value in the aff’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) jl
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. 

The epistemology of engaging government institution is key – individual action fails and isolates their method from meaningful politics that organize change
Chandler 9 (David, Professor of International Relations at the University of Westminster, “Questioning Global Political Activism”, What is Radical Politics Today?, Edited by Jonathan Pugh,  pp. 78-9)
People often argue that there is nothing passive or conservative about radical political activist protests, such as the 2003 anti-war march, anti-capitalism and anti-globalisation protests, the huge march to Make Poverty History at the end of 2005, involvement in the World Social Forums or the radical jihad of Al-Qaeda. I disagree; these new forms of protest are highly individualised and personal ones – there is no attempt to build a social or collective movement. It appears that theatrical suicide, demonstrating, badge and bracelet wearing are ethical acts in themselves: personal statements of awareness, rather than attempts to engage politically with society. This is illustrated by the ‘celebration of differences’ at marches, protests and social forums. It is as if people are more concerned with the creation of a sense of community through differences than with any political debate, shared agreement or collective purpose. It seems to me that if someone was really concerned with ending war or with ending poverty or with overthrowing capitalism, political views and political differences would be quite important. Is war caused by capitalism, by human nature, or by the existence of guns and other weapons? It would seem important to debate reasons, causes and solutions; it would also seem necessary to give those political differences an organisational expression if there was a serious project of social change. Rather than a political engagement with the world, it seems that radical political activism today is a form of social disengagement – expressed in the anti-war marchers’ slogan of ‘Not in My Name’, or the assumption that wearing a plastic bracelet or setting up an internet blog diary is the same as engaging in political debate. In fact, it seems that political activism is a practice which isolates individuals who think that demonstrating a personal commitment or awareness of problems is preferable to engaging with other people who are often dismissed as uncaring or brainwashed by consumerism. The narcissistic aspects of the practice of this type of global politics are expressed clearly by individuals who are obsessed with reducing their carbon footprint, deriving their idealised sense of social connection from an ever-increasing awareness of themselves and by giving political meaning to every personal action. Global ethics appear to be in demand because they offer us a sense of social connection and meaning, while at the same time giving us the freedom to construct the meaning for ourselves, to pick our causes of concern, and enabling us to be free of responsibilities for acting as part of a collective association, for winning an argument or for success at the ballot-box. While the appeal of global ethical politics is an individualistic one, the lack of success or impact of radical activism is also reflected in its rejection of any form of social movement or organization.  

T link turns the aff
We Link turn your aff – Their refusal of legal discourse leaves in place legal policies that make native justice impossible

N. Bruce Duthu, a self-described Houma Indian who teaches law, 00
(N. Bruce Duthu, Incorporative Discourse in Federal Indian Law: Negotiating Tribal Sovereignty Through the Lens of Native American Literature, 13 Harvard Human Rights Journal 141 (Spring, 2000))

It is critically important that legal discourse, and particularly the legal discourse that concerns relations between Indigenous and non-Indigenous societies, incorporates the emerging and evolving narrative traditions of Indigenous Peoples. The reason for this, and the central thesis of this Article, is that such an incorporative discourse serves to awaken the mind to reconceptualize the place of Native Americans within American society and to ignite the imaginative possibilities of more inclusive, respectful, and peacefully co-existing communities. Pursuing an incorporative discourse within the framework of federal Indian law nudges us in that direction in at least three distinct ways. First, involving ourselves with such stories allows us better to inquire into patterns of intersocietal encounters and to examine more fully the social and political norms by which Indigenous and non-Indigenous people have organized their lives together. The resulting inquiry offers the potential to examine anew the historical meanings ascribed to various legal texts and to forge a more inclusive and complete "political narrative." Second, inclusion of Indigenous narrative traditions in this legal discourse encourages, and indeed often requires, lawmakers and law advocates to cross intercultural boundaries to examine the extent to which emergent legal structures and rules respect cultural differences or reveal jurisprudential myopia. Such methodology may stimulate what legal scholar John Borrows (Anishinabe) describes as an "awakening of understanding" to one's limited or erroneous viewpoints about such legal structures. Finally, Indigenous narrative traditions and texts inform and sharpen our understanding of present-day Indigenous claims for self-governance. These texts serve as an antidote to the texts of oppression, which dominate the traditional study of Indigenous Peoples' legal and political experience. Native people live within these literary texts and are active participants in the unfolding narratives. Their contestations of and negotiations with externally imposed regimes of political, religious, and social hegemony proceed on terms that often reflect Native American normative values or minimally, reflect back the hypocrisy of the imposed regimes. Native American literary texts help clarify contemporary negotiations on tribal self-determination by revealing that process to be less a function of enlightened, but still paternalistic, federal policy, and more the product of persistent Indigenous-derived demands for political and social co-existence. In other words, Indigenous voices demanding spheres of self-determination were never silenced; the rule-makers finally stopped and listened to them.
2NC – Switch Side 

A framework of rules is the only way one can be liberated from a hegemonic instrumental debate space – it’s not about finding the truth behind the resolution but rather using the resolution as an objective starting point for stasis and deliberative decision making – this turns the aff 
Yovel 5 (Johnathon, Ass. Prof of Law and Philosophy at the U of Haifa, "SYMPOSIUM: NIETZSCHE AND LEGAL THEORY (PART I): MGAY SCIENCE AS LAW: AN OUTLINE FOR A NIETZSCHEAN JURISPRUDENCE," Lexis) jl
[bookmark: r42][bookmark: r43][bookmark: r44][bookmark: r45][bookmark: r46][bookmark: r47][bookmark: r48]Thus the will is measured in the scope of its challenges. But the active will is not satisfied by those challenges it happens to come by. For the challenge to be worthwhile it must be the most powerful possible, and so the Person of Power must cultivate the will to power of those who are not. In debate, the Person of Power will make the best of her opponent's position, nourish it, then go after the strong points or strongest version or interpretation. Kasparov must play Karpov, then Deep Blue. The philosophical problems most worthy of engagement - and Nietzsche spoke of problems as something a philosopher challenges to single combat - are the toughest ones. Of himself, he asserts "I only attack causes which are victorious ... . I have never taken a step publicly that did not compromise me: that is my criterion of doing right." n42 In society, the law that best serves the Person of Power is that which empowers the other to best prepare him for such "war." n43 Law must elevate the other's own powers to the fullest of [*650] their potential (the overman, of course, has no presupposed potential: a potential for her would be power-constraining rather than a horizon for development). The Person of Power will not rely on social norms to serve her in overcoming or in dominating: that is the way of ressentiment. Instead she will form law that will make the best out of that which she must stand up to, namely the others. Nietzsche is no closet-liberal: the principle of law as empowerment of the other is strictly a mean for the will to become more, for the power to will. n44 Law does not empower the other as a subject, although through empowerment the other might discover her own power and so much the better. The other - the person enslaved by the psychology of ressentiment, be he called slave or master - needs not be empowered to become less contemptible, yet it is because of his contemptibility that he must be elevated. Empowerment of the other is the active will's maxim in the exact sense in which the elevated will categorizes natural phenomenon and shapes cognition and language - namely, creating the environment for the best possibilities for the will to cast itself in the world, both natural and social. D. Education The third model for law I wish to discuss is a social interaction to which Nietzsche devoted as systematic a study to as any, namely education. n45 I imagine that had he ever got to working out the role of law in some future society peopled by some, yet few, <um u>bermenschen, his Untimely Meditations concerning it might have taken on analogous characteristics. For sure, education in Nietzsche is not a pleasant process, and how it precisely generates [*651] the reevaluation of all values and the development of post-ressentiment power-psychology is not completely clear; nor is its role in guiding Man over the bridge to Overman. Zarathustra may be bringing humanity the greatest gift ever given it, but he is not sure how it can be administered and realized. Nevertheless, as an exercise, certain aspects of the model of education can be extrapolated as such. The main point about Nietzsche's approach to education (almost, if not quite a theory of education) is the following: education in its true form is not about socialization - which produces only "herd animals" - and certainly not about knowledge. Instead, the goal of education is to encourage the development, embracing, carving, etcetera - of authenticity (Wahrhaftigheit). This in fact requires shedding ideology, conventions of knowledge, and socialization, a requirement not unlike Francis Bacon's talk of the purification of thought from various "idols" generated by the public sphere (e.g., language) that cause "a wonderful obstruction to the mind." n46 Nietzsche developed this approach to education on the background of a German society that, responding to the requirements of the social revolution and a growing state bureaucracy emphasized technical, scientific and professional (including military) instruction. "The young man learns to "grind': first prerequisite for future efficiency in the fulfillment of mechanical duties (as civil servant, husband, office slave, newspaper reader, and soldier)." n47 Yet, all while revolting against technocratic schooling, nor is Nietzsche's program a humanistic approach to education, even when he invokes humanistic educators such as Socrates, Goethe, Schiller, and Schopenhauer as role models. Its aim is to push the student towards molding herself, coming to terms and affirming her own will to power: its goal is authenticity, not presupposed notions of virtue. As explained above, this requires overcoming representations (of knowledge, of values and notions of the good life, etc.); the goal of education is formal in the sense that it is about the construction of a free spirit, not its encumbrance with any presupposed content which, by definition, is a form of conformity. In a perforce cursory nutshell, there is a sense in which the Nietzschean process of education may be characterized as a shift from mentoring to rebellion. While liberal education and indeed any form of collective education is geared toward the production [*652] of conformist students, Nietzschean education is about the self-discovery of power through what we may call "constructive repression" - a developing power's encounter with a formidable one (the latter in Nietzschean, not social, terms). An autocratic mentor may be assigned to a student, gradually oppressing her through discourse. No reactive - i.e., conscious - forces are encouraged in the student to realize and act on her situation. The student may become subservient at first, but through her active powers she begins to emerge against the mentor's manipulative power (again we encounter the theme of resistance discussed above). The struggle is not about truth or falsehood - still decadent, reactive concepts - but about power; and the student begins her emancipation when she realizes and experiences it as a matter of will to power rather than of normativity. To this end the educator himself never says what he himself thinks, but always what he thinks of a thing in relation to the requirements of those he educates. He must not be detected in this dissimulation; it is part of his mastery that one believes in his honesty... . Such an educator is beyond good and evil; but no one must know it. n48 No one shows the student the way to power - education is a tragic process and tragedy is, after all, not discourse or narrative but action. Dominated by the mentor's power, the student doesn't realize that it is all about her - that her private Zarathustra shows her, instead of telling her, the way to growth and authenticity. Ressentiment and bad conscience - Nietzsche's forms of neurosis and psychosis - are the pitfalls that await her: justifying her subjugated position and ascribing it to some normative reason other than a realization of power relations. She thinks it's his fault - ressentiment - or her fault - bad conscience - until, if all works out well, she realizes the innocence of existence and the perversion of ressentiment. The student's will then finds its active power and rebels against that of the mentor. She is not merely liberated from bad conscience and ressentiment but, at that stage, from dependence upon religious, moral (read: Kantian), social, and every other kind of entrenched normativity. That is the beginning of free-spiritedness.
We access a better internal link to repoliticization 
SCHAAP 2005 (Andrew, University of Melbourne, Politics, Vol 25 Iss 1, February)
Learning political theory is largely about acquiring a vocabulary that enables one to reflect more critically and precisely about the terms on which human beings (do and should) co-operate for and compete over public goods, symbolic and material. As such, political theory is necessarily abstract and general. But, competency in political theory requires an ability to move from the general to the particular and back again, not simply by applying general principles to particular events and experiences but by reflecting on and rearticulating concepts in the light of the particular. Role play is an effective technique for teaching political theory because it requires that students employ political concepts in a particular context so that learning takes place as students try out new vocabularies together with their peers and a lifelong learner in the subject: their teacher.
Undermining switch side debate destroys critical activism – debating both sides of energy production empirically creates powerful coalitions
Guilhot, research fellow – Social Science Research Council, prof sociology – LSE, ‘5
(Nicolas, The Democracy Makers, p. 13-14)

Finally, there can be double agents only where there is conflict and contending agendas. This is crucial dimension to the analyses. The genesis of global prescriptions for democratization or human rights and the production " of international norms in a variety of regulatory areas are conflictual processes. Goals, means, strategies, models, interlocutors, experts, grantees are constantly being contested. The meaning of concepts themselves is at stake in these struggles: for instance, the debate about human rights in the 1980s was entirely about deciding whether human rights were a universal norm that could be opposed to any form of government (as liberals would argue), in whether they did not exist outside of national political traditions and legal systems (as neoconservatives would say)—which then meant, in the latter case, that the defense of U.S. interests could not be contrary to human rights, and that exporting and imposing the rule of law and democracy was the only possible human rights policy. The opposition between different political and social agendas is the perfect ground for the emergence of a tiiick layer of intermediaries, mediators, arbiters, and go-betweens shuttling back and forth between contending groups, between dominant institutions and NGOs, between the national and the international, between the detached position of the academic and the involvement of the practitioner. These double agents tend to occupy the middle ground and to be in the best position to make hegemonic institutions more sensitive to emancipatory claims, while at the same time disciplining or moderating NGOs and activists. By doing so, they seem to further all agendas at once. In the 1980s, for instance, the most successful advocates of democratization programs included committed U.S. and Latin American political scientists who had been promoting both democratization and the limitation of democracy to the political sphere.¶ All this entails no judgment about the psychological motivations of actors. Talking of double agents does not imply that individuals follow cynical self-serving calculations. Cynicism is a model of individual rationality which is anthropologically dubious and epistemologically untenable. On the contrary, the individuals who appear in this book are often idealists, motivated by a real commitment to the causes they champion. What has changed is the place and the role of this idealism in the global context. What makes them "double" agents is the structural context in which they participate. It is not an issue of character. While the demands for a more ethical foreign policy and other forms of international democratic activism were once clearly critical elements, they have become today the building blocks of new world orders. The construction of "market democracies" across the world has been adopted as a crucial element of the U.S. security doctrine and also an instrument of economic liberalization, while the exportation of democracy has given birth to new forms of political, legal, and scientific imperialism. In this new context, democratic activism has obviously changed its signification, if not its sides. 

Switch side debate is key to effective and empathetic political deliberation – it’s key to prevent breakdowns in reciprocal democratic deliberation 
Munksgaard and Pfister 03 *B.A. University of Pittsburgh 2006Communication, Certificate in Women's Studies. M.A. University of Iowa 2008Rhetoric. Ph.D. Coursework, University of Georgia-Athens, 2008-2009. PhD student in Rhetoric, University of Iowa. AND **Ph.D. University of Pittsburgh, Department of Communication, Pittsburgh, PA.,  Assistant Professor, University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Department of Communication Studies (Jane Munksgaard, Damien Pfister, “The Public Debater's Role in Advancing Deliberation: Towards Switch-Sides Public Debate”, Conference Proceedings -National Communication Association/Ame;2003, Vol. 1, p503, http://connection.ebscohost.com/c/articles/55306585/public-debaters-role-advancing-deliberation-towards-switch-sides-public-debate) RaPa
First, the struggle over the purpose of public debate is important for any deliberative project because of the historical importance formal argumentation has played in complex democratic societies. Public debate uniquely displays the process of public deliberation in action, as debate crystallizes crucial points of contention, provides a clash-filled interchange attractive to audiences, and offers a relatively open forum for discussion. Audience-centered debates offer the potential to "serve as models of civic discourse and provide at least one venue for the citizen participation so vital for democracy" (Weiss, 1997, p. 10). Second, deliberation is not an intrinsic skill—the ability to discuss collaboratively contested issues by considering various perspectives in order to form opinions is difficult but teachable (McMillan & Harriger, 2002). Unfortunately, today there is a paucity of role models displaying good deliberation practices. To role model more effectively, we propose that public debate should shed its objections to arguing against one's convictions and instead embrace switch-sides debate as a tool to illustrate the value of considering other perspectives for deliberation. Thus, one way to reframe Jane's debate on invading Syria would have been to highlight that she was not actually defending her real opinion. Drawing attention to her involvement in the debate as a way to foreground the process of deliberation might have encouraged audience members to consider the process in addition to the content of the debate. There are several opportunities during the course of a public debate to contravene the assumption that public debaters are genuine advocates for the cause they are advancing; the moderator might note before or after the debate that one or more of the debaters is not arguing for their convictions—the debaters could be identified as believing in the opposite side, or as undecided on the issue.^ The audience might perceive this identification as curious, but the moderator could explain that the advocates are not advancing their own convictions in order to understand more fully the other perspective(s). This condensed version of justifying switch-sides debate provides a meta-reflective moment for the audience riot on the content, but on the process of deliberation and the importance of carefully considering opposing viewpoints. The lack of careful consideration of others' arguments in political discourse is part of the anomie of the body politic. Many publics have adopted the role of spectators, where different viewpoints are similar to preferences for different sports teams and identification with another side is viewed as betrayal (Zarefsky, 1992). In contrast to these prevailing modes of communication, more robust forms of public deliberation feature: a) a central controversy; b) multiple viewpoints exchanging perspectives; c) consideration of various perspectives; and d) movement towards judgment or resolution. These four components are linked together, each relying on the strength of the other for legitimacy. Breakdowns in deliberation occur when any one of these criteria are not fulfilled. The weakest link, therefore, appears to be c) considering various perspectives (we might add authentically to this aspect—as certainly most advocates will maintain that they have indeed critically considered, evaluated, and found lacking alternative viewpoints). Civic discourse breaks down when the lack of consideration for various perspectives prevails—a condition that drifts easily into oratorical grandstanding, didacticism, or dismissiveness. Today, what often passes for contemporary political argumentation is a "Crossfire" model of pundits barking at each other or a Fox-induced "O'Reilly" style that relies on browbeating opponents. Currently, public argument is seen (and probably rightfully so) as excessively agonistic—as a process of "scoring points" or "showing up" the opponent, rather than a careful consideration of their ideas (Tanneti, 1999). More specifically, many college students have abandoned argument and debate as modes of inquiry because of prevailing sentiments that all perspectives are equally valid. This argumentative ennui can be fraced to media outlets that preach self-esteem through perspective validation, niche Internet cultures that filter out alternate perspectives, and the rise of moral relativism that has transformed the classroom from a place where dialectic occurs to one where monologue reigns (Kakutani, 2002). Since college students often have easy access to public debates, such forums can provide a space for experimenting with deliberative behavior. If consideration of others' viewpoints is where deliberation currently breaks down, then providing publics with role models that exhibit fair consideration represents one way to strengthen democratic processes and possibly counteract this trend toward argumentative anomie. 
Rigorously testing through multiple perspectives is critical to racial justice
Delaney, 10 -- Akonadi Foundation president
(Quinn, the Akonadi Foundation is a foundation working to support and nurture a racial justice movement to put an end to the structural racism, and former ACLU chair of the board for the Northern California Affiliate for five years, served on the board at the Democracy Alliance, Pitzer College, the Family Violence Law Center, and the Tides Foundation, “Marking Progress: Movement Toward Racial Justice,” June 2010, http://racialequity.org/docs/CIF3/CIF3finalweb.pdf, accessed 7-25-12, mss)

The advocates and organizers understand this and see their  work on this campaign as a piece of a bigger puzzle. When  we as funders think about evaluation of this effort, we need  to hold the short-term tactical progress and the long-term  transformation simultaneously. Our evaluations must focus on a  variety of points: the number of students, parents and teachers  organized for the effort, a story of the cohesion and endurance  of the organizing beyond the campaign, the quality of the  campaign communications, the scope of the remaining barriers,  the number of students now eligible to attend a UC campus,  the importance of electing school board trustees from the  community, and so on. Each approach has legitimacy to it, but  determining which criteria to use as a yardstick toward progress  will be important so that we do not find ourselves chasing  reforms that don’t add up to substantial transformation. A Discourse’s Starting Point We should consider a wide range of perspectives and styles of our struggles toward racial justice. Some might approach evaluation  through a quantitative approach with data collection, others  through storytelling. We are in a stage of experimentation as we  grapple with the best means by which to reflect on our progress,  critique our missteps and gather evidence of successful practices  to tell the story to each other, other funders, organizers and the  media. The Philanthropic Initiative for Racial Equity has brought  together the thinkers in this publication to jump-start a broader  discussion of evaluation in the field of racial justice, both within  philanthropy, and among those directly engaged in the work. The  absence of a key perspective could lead us to evaluate, and fund, an  aspect of the work that does not lead to the sought-after change.  The world is simply too complex to be able to capture all of the  factors and causations leading toward real and substantial change. As funders, we are limited by the system in which we operate  as we seek transformational change, while funding with a short  time horizon. Keeping the limitations in mind along with the  urge to celebrate and strengthen what works should help bring  us together to begin this conversation of how we measure and  make progress toward our shared racial justice goals.


