[bookmark: _GoBack]2NC – AT: Debate is Inaccessible 
Aff can’t solve inaccessibility – budget cuts, geographic inequity, local factors all exclude individuals from debate in a much larger way than debating about USFG policy
Nothing inaccessible about switch side – we can argue for and against the USFG as an actor – our Rameakers evidence says switch side teaches skills to speak in the vernacular of policy makers – makes us advocates while prioritizing marginalized populations – biggest internal link to policy support – arguing with plan-oriented political approaches – translates alternative perspectives into pragmatic action preventing co-optation 
McClean ‘01
(David E., Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy, http://www.american-philosophy.org/archives/past_conference_programs/pc2001/discussion%20papers/david_mcclean.htm) 
I would like to suggest that it is time for American social critics who are enamored with this group, those who actually want to be relevant, to recognize that they have a disease, and a disease regarding which I myself must remember to stay faithful to my own twelve step program of recovery. The disease is the need for elaborate theoretical "remedies" wrapped in neological and multi-syllabic jargon. These elaborate theoretical remedies are more "interesting, " to be sure, than the pragmatically settled questions about what shape democracy should take in various contexts, or whether private property should be protected by the state, or regarding our basic human nature (described, if not defined (heaven forbid!), in such statements as "We don't like to starve" and "We like to speak our minds without fear of death" and "We like to keep our children safe from poverty"). As Rorty puts it, "When one of today's academic leftists says that some topic has been 'inadequately theorized,' you can be pretty certain that he or she is going to drag in either philosophy of language, or Lacanian psychoanalysis, or some neo-Marxist version of economic determinism. . . . These futile attempts to philosophize one's way into political relevance are a symptom of what happens when a Left retreats from activism and adopts a spectatorial approach to the problems of its country. Disengagement from practice produces theoretical hallucinations"(italics mine).(1) Or as John Dewey put it in his The Need for a Recovery of Philosophy, "I believe that philosophy in America will be lost between chewing a historical cud long since reduced to woody fiber, or an apologetics for lost causes, . . . . or a scholastic, schematic formalism, unless it can somehow bring to consciousness America's own needs and its own implicit principle of successful action." Those who suffer or have suffered from this disease Rorty refers to as the Cultural Left, which left is juxtaposed to the Political Left that Rorty prefers and prefers for good reason. Another attribute of the Cultural Left is that its members fancy themselves pure culture critics who view the successes of America and the West, rather than some of the barbarous methods for achieving those successes, as mostly evil, and who view anything like national pride as equally evil even when that pride is tempered with the knowledge and admission of the nation's shortcomings. In other words, the Cultural Left, in this country, too often dismiss American society as beyond reform and redemption. And Rorty correctly argues that this is a disastrous conclusion, i.e. disastrous for the Cultural Left. I think it may also be disastrous for our social hopes, as I will explain. Leftist American culture critics might put their considerable talents to better use if they bury some of their cynicism about America's social and political prospects and help forge public and political possibilities in a spirit of determination to, indeed, achieve our country - the country of Jefferson and King; the country of John Dewey and Malcom X; the country of Franklin Roosevelt and Bayard Rustin, and of the later George Wallace and the later Barry Goldwater. To invoke the words of King, and with reference to the American society, the time is always ripe to seize the opportunity to help create the "beloved community," one woven with the thread of agape into a conceptually single yet diverse tapestry that shoots for nothing less than a true intra-American cosmopolitan ethos, one wherein both same sex unions and faith-based initiatives will be able to be part of the same social reality, one wherein business interests and the university are not seen as belonging to two separate galaxies but as part of the same answer to the threat of social and ethical nihilism. We who fancy ourselves philosophers would do well to create from within ourselves and from within our ranks a new kind of public intellectual who has both a hungry theoretical mind and who is yet capable of seeing the need to move past high theory to other important questions that are less bedazzling and "interesting" but more important to the prospect of our flourishing - questions such as "How is it possible to develop a citizenry that cherishes a certain hexis, one which prizes the character of the Samaritan on the road to Jericho almost more than any other?" or "How can we square the political dogma that undergirds the fantasy of a missile defense system with the need to treat America as but one member in a community of nations under a "law of peoples?" The new public philosopher might seek to understand labor law and military and trade theory and doctrine as much as theories of surplus value; the logic of international markets and trade agreements as much as critiques of commodification, and the politics of complexity as much as the politics of power (all of which can still be done from our arm chairs.) This means going down deep into the guts of our quotidian social institutions, into the grimy pragmatic details where intellectuals are loathe to dwell but where the officers and bureaucrats of those institutions take difficult and often unpleasant, imperfect decisions that affect other peoples' lives, and it means making honest attempts to truly understand how those institutions actually function in the actual world before howling for their overthrow commences. This might help keep us from being slapped down in debates by true policy pros who actually know what they are talking about but who lack awareness of the dogmatic assumptions from which they proceed.


2NC – Switch Side OV

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. 

Solves the aff better – that empathy produces a reflexive political space that reforms the state to incorporate marginalized perspectives into its policy – it’s a method that creates non-hierarchal spaces by being radically skeptical of both others and ones own position 
Gutmann and Thompson 96 * president of University of Pennsylvania and former prof @ Princeton, AND** (Harvard) Professor of Government and the Alfred North Whitehead Professor of Political Philosophy in the Faculty of Arts and Sciences. He is also a professor of public policy in the John F. Kennedy School of Government, and the founding Director of the University Center for Ethics and the Professions (Amy, Dennis, Democracy and Disagreement, pp 1, Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1996) RaPa

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. 





2NC – State OV
The State crowds out alternative political strategies – depolicitizes the oppressed grievances – we can make incremental progress through institutional engagement – that’s McClean
Our method of institutional engagement solves the aff – hegemonic ideologies can be combated in specific instances by unifying thought and action through a blue print for policy makers to institute – they put the cart before the horse – we should use policies as a vehicle for our political thought instead of a substitute for action – that’s Dietz
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.  
2NC – Framework – State Engagement God Env Just
The story of Convent, Louisiana proves that focus on LAW and LEGAL approaches, while eschewing protest is more likely to be successful – this also proves our claim that HEALTH and JUSTICE are better rallying cries

Caren and Tucker 9 (Mediating success and failure: The outcomes of local environmental justice struggles Neal Caren neal.caren@unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill Tuneka Tucker tktucker@email.unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, http://www.unc.edu/~ncaren/workingpapers/files/WP_Environmental_Justicer.pdf) 

We illustrate this pathway with a brief description of the struggles of the St. James Citizens for Jobs and the Environment organization, located in Convent, Louisiana, as detailed in Sherman (2003) and Roberts and Toffolon-Weiss (2001). In this case, the suddenly imposed grievance was the proposed opening of a plastics manufacturing plant, sponsored by a large Japanese industrial conglomerate, Shintech, and supported by many elements of the state's business and political elites, including then Governor Mike Foster. After residents of the largely poor, largely African American Gulf Coast community found out about the proposed development in 1996, they began to mobilize opposition. Eschewing protest and civil disobedience, the socially conservative local organizers focused on less confrontational means of persuasion, including petitioning, lobbying elected officials, and testifying at various governmental hearings. While they were unsuccessful in finding allies in the conservative, pro-business state government, they did find organizational allies in Greenpeace, the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, and the Tulane University Law Clinic; support from Bonnie Raitt, Danny Glover and other celebrities; and eventually political support from the Congressional Black Caucus and U.S. Senators Welllstone (D-MN) and Mosely-Braun (D-IL). Their arguments were primarily framed in terms of justice and health, which presumably resonated with many local residents in a part of the state where the odor from hazardous chemical refineries was common, especially so in poor and African American areas and in a state where environmental justice ideas had been discussed for almost a decade. The first part of their struggle was largely unsuccessful, as the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), firmly controlled by pro-business administrators, ruled against the local residents in favor of opening the PVC plant in 1997. However, the group, assisted by their organizational allies with legal support, pressed their case in Washington, both with elected officials and inside the EPA. That same year, the EPA overruled the Louisiana DEQ on technical grounds. While this could have been merely a temporary setback for Shintech and its Louisiana backers, members of the St. James Citizens for Jobs and the Environment successfully gained the support of important political allies, including Senators Wellstone and Mosely-Braun. In the face of this Washington opposition, Shintech withdrew their application for the Convent plastics plant. 

Appeal to elites is critical to movement success

Caren and Tucker 9 (Mediating success and failure: The outcomes of local environmental justice struggles Neal Caren neal.caren@unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill Tuneka Tucker tktucker@email.unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, http://www.unc.edu/~ncaren/workingpapers/files/WP_Environmental_Justicer.pdf) 

These case studies provide some insights into the interaction of each of the highlighted attributes. First, because environment justice cases often need the favorable administrative rulings or actions, political allies can assist movements by directly acting in their favor, as in the case of Mayor Dinkins and WE ACT. Alternatively, when they are not the direct decision makers, they can provide assistance either by acting as intermediaries with decision making agencies or by more indirectly pressuring corporations, as in the case of Convent. They also highlight the role that pre-existing organizations play, which provide both local knowledge about how to organize, as in the East Los Angeles case, but also established relationship to influential political allies, as in both the East Lost Angeles case and the West Harlem case. The health frame, in the Covnent case, seemed important only to the extent that it was valuable in gaining allies, as the final decision was not based on public health but rather public opinion. In sum, it appears that the having influential political allies is critical because of their power, and that the other factors are effective mostly to the extent that they increase the likelihood of finding political support. 

Framework turns the aff –  institutional engagement is necessary for revolutions to succeed 

Caren and Tucker 9 (Mediating success and failure: The outcomes of local environmental justice struggles Neal Caren neal.caren@unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill Tuneka Tucker tktucker@email.unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, http://www.unc.edu/~ncaren/workingpapers/files/WP_Environmental_Justicer.pdf) 

This manuscript has examined the multiple configurations of attributes that are likely to lead to social movement success or failure based on an analysis of 51 local environmental justice organizations. We identified three distinct routes to success and two routes to failure. The results highlight the importance of political allies for local groups, as their presence was critical for all three success configurations and their absence was a critical element in both paths to failure. Additionally, we note that the presence of political allies was the only factor that was uniformly good, as the value of all other factors depended on their context. For example, disruptive tactics, combined with existing organization and political allies is a route to success, but disruptive tactics when faced with a new hazard and without political allies is a route to failure. This highlights the need for understanding the attributes of social movements in combination, rather than speaking of any uniform effect.
2NC – Warming OV
Our role as energy policy students should be to illuminate state solutions to climate problems – warming policy is frozen by skepticism and the evacuation of rigorous scientific and technical data on solutions – top down solutions are key because we need to align preferences of billions of people
Bartiaux 09
[Francoise Bartiaux, Institute of Demography at the Universite catholique de Louvain (UCL), Changing energy-related practices and behaviours in the residential sector: Sociological approaches, 2009]
Consumers are definitely members of societies and not individual consumers, rational or not, obeying to price signals and applying energy advice. They are living in socio-technical systems and their practices of energy use and savings are embedded in social definitions of comfort, convenience, cleanliness and connectedness (Shove, 2003; Gram-Hansen, 2008). Although there is a growing convergence between societies, these definitions are time and location specific. So “environmentalists should argue for social and cultural diversity. They should do all that can be done to engender multiple meanings of comfort, diverse conventions of cleanliness and forms of social order less reliant on individual modes of co-ordination” concludes Shove (2003, p. 199). Escalating energy consumption has been explained by the interplay between technological developments and the co-evolution of practices and norms. Will declining consumption and energy savings be brought about by similar but reverse co-evolution patterns? It a micro-analytical scale now, these co-evolutions may be transposed into combinations of several “factors” or “domain”, which are not only numerous and complex, but also in competition and even paradoxical: the same ‘factor’ has a double valence, being possibly a lever or a brake to changes in a more energy-saving behaviour. This is summarised in the table below, presenting the major levers and barriers to changes in energy-related practices. Most domains are made of social factors (e.g. technological developments) and aggregate charac-teristics (e.g. proportion of owners). Three points are important to underline. Firstly, the same factor can be experienced as a brake or as a lever; there is thus no straightforward solution. Secondly, the weight that is given to the different lever factors also depends on the action to be undertaken or on the practice to be changed. This process of priorities-setting is often non conscious, except of course in situations where explicit advices are given, for example by an energy expert. Thirdly, there is always a combination of several lever factors: none will thus be sufficient by itself. However, one brake factor will be sufficient. (Bartiaux et al., 2006). If energy consumption is to be divided by ‘a factour four’ (von Weiszäcker, Lovins 8 and Lovins, 1997), or more, all the dimensions mentioned above indicate potential policy implications in various forms, either for energy policies as such or more broadly in terms of urban planning, employment and training policies and so on. On the whole, this synthesis calls for visible policies of sustainable energy consumption, as these policies would provide discursive consciousness, social legitimacy and relief from making individual “choice” that would be conflicting with social normality, as contextually defined.
Environmental education concerning specific action-based policies is best. Even if our advocacy is wrong only action-competence education allows us to successfully confront these dilemmas without falling prey to hidden agendas
Mogensen and Schnak 10 – Prof at University College West, Denmark, Associate Professor in the Research of Environmental and Health Education, PhD in Biology; Professor Emeritus of Education at Laererhoejskolen, Danish university of Education, DPU, and Aarhus University (Finn and Karsten, Feb 2010, “The action competence approach and the ‘new’ discourses of education for sustainable development, competence and quality criteria,” Environmental Education Research, Volume 16, Issue 1, 2010, pg 59-74, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13504620903504032)
Seen from a philosophical point of view, the main point of action competence is the idea of action. Inspired by analytic philosophy concerning explanation and understanding (Taylor 1966; von Wright 1971) and philosophical psychology (Kenny 1963; Peters 1958; White 1968) as well as pragmatist analyses (Bernstein 1971) and critical theory (Habermas 1968), the point can be made that human action differs from, or is a special kind of, mere behaviour and activity. Not only are actions intentional, the intentions, motives and reasons all have an intrinsic relation to the actions. So it will be a different action if the intention turns out to be different (Schnack 1977). In this sense, it is our forte as human beings to be able to act, given the links to associated humanistic concepts such as personhood, experience, responsibility, democracy, and education – insofar as we take education to be more than schooling, training or manipulation. In relation to problem-oriented environmental and health education, the notion of action is qualified by the criterion that actions should be addressed to solutions of the problem and should not just be activities as a counterweight to academic tuition. Not that activity is a bad thing or not good enough in certain situations, but the action competence approach emphasises the epistemological point that action-oriented teaching–learning has specific, important learning potentials. In this way, the notion of action in action competence is heavily loaded, philosophically and educationally. Actions are a special kind of behaviour: (a) qualified by the intentions of the agent, and in principle, not by someone else (which again challenges current discussions of participation in education discussed elsewhere in this collection; see Læssøe this issue); (b) qualified by being conscious and purposive, seen from the point of view of the agent, which also challenges the discussion of success criteria in education (see later). This latter perspective on the notion of action also means that the action must be addressed to solving the problem or changing the conditions or circumstances that created the problem in the first place. In adding this aspect to the action concept, this can be qualified in relation to the concept of activity. Hence, actions can be seen as specific activity. The status of action competence as an educational ideal and its utopian goals means that it will never be possible to say: ‘now it is not possible to be more action competent’. In this sense there is a parallel to the notion of sustainable development in that an objective reachable stage does not exist. In relation to sustainable development it is evident that you cannot satisfy the needs of people who live now without radically changing the conditions for the people to come for a number of reasons, not least that the satisfaction of human needs in specific (cultural) ways develops and changes the needs themselves. In the same way is it not possible to become the ultimate action competent individual because human actions will always produce intended and unintended changes and conditions that give rise to a quest for new capabilities. In this sense, the striving for qualifying one’s action competence is a never-ending process. The action competence approach seen in this Bildung perspective will be discussed further in a later section. However, a central element of the approach is to be critical of moralistic tendencies, preconceived ideas and hidden agendas when working with environmental education, health education, ESD or other teaching– learning sequences that deal with societal issues involving conflicting interests. Rather, the action competence approach points to democratic, participatory and action-oriented teaching–learning that can help students develop their ability, motivation and desire to play an active role in finding democratic solutions to problems and issues connected to sustainable development that may even consist of the aforementioned tendencies, ideas and agendas. From the very beginning, the action competence approach has been critical towards any reductionistic tendency in what has been called the first generation of environmental education (Breiting 1993), where the goal of many of its campaigns and programmes is to change people’s, including pupils’, behaviour (Jensen and Schnack 1997). But the newcomer to the international agenda, ‘education for sustainable development’, must also be critically discussed when seen from the philosophical perspective of the action competence approach. The notion of sustainable development, as introduced in the Brundtland Report, ‘Our Common Future’ (World Commission on Environment and Development 1987), and in ESD in particular, does not solve any questions. On the contrary, it leads to a lot of dilemmas. As the dilemmas are sound, this is a good thing, though you need to be on your guard: the more politically correct the rhetoric around sustainable development becomes, the more we may see a tendency to (mis)use ESD as a means to spread specific (political) viewpoints and interests. The point is then that in democratic education, as in taking an action competence approach, this should be analysed as part of the ideological criticism that continuously runs through the teaching–learning process. Thus, we can start by observing that the whole idea behind ESD seems to be very much in line with the action competence approach. To treat environmental issues and health issues as not only interrelated, but also fundamentally connected to economic, social, cultural and political aspects (as happens in ESD) is in full harmony with the action competence approach, and aligns well with its broader insistence of understanding environmental problems as societal issues constituted by conflicting interests. At the same time, ESD without a democratic action competence perspective very easily becomes dogmatic and moralistic. How, then, does the action competence approach developed within the field of environmental education fit into the pedagogy of ESD? This, of course, depends on the interpretation of the two concepts and the relationship between them. The research literature advocates highly different perspectives regarding the relationship between ESD and environmental education. Some claim that ESD is a different discipline to environmental education (Hopkins and McKeown 2003), some argue that ESD is replacing environmental education (Tilbury and Cooke 2005; Fien 2001), while others that ESD is considered a new paradigm on education (Sterling 2001). The different conceptualisations are in some situations, perhaps, used interchangeably to describe similar work, while in other situations they are expressions of more profound differences in focus and approach. Some commentators find this not only acceptable but actually stimulating (Scott and Oulton; in Summer, Corney, and Childs 2004) – and of course it is, even if it does complicate complex matters further. In some studies in Sweden, for example, a democratic approach to environmental education is sometimes called ‘pluralistic environmental education’ and sometimes simply ‘education for sustainable development’ (Sandell, Öhman, and Östman 2004; Öhman 2004). This may, of course, be a terminological problem in some respects, but at the same time it illustrates, redolent of with Arjen Wals’ (2006) arguments, among others, that the central point in the action competence approach is that it is the ‘education’ that matters the most. Environmental education, health education, and ESD are not the same, as they differ in their main substantive foci. More important, though, is the distinction between dogmatic, manipulative, and moralistic forms of these ‘educations’ on the one hand, and critical, open-ended, pluralistic and democratic forms on the other. As mentioned previously, the action component is the most important part of the conception of action competence. However, not least because of the increasing international use of the word ‘competence’ in the past decade, the competence component of the notion has a new controversial status that must be explored in connection to the action competence approach.


Market Reformism Good 
We must liberate markets and use them as a force for good
Wagner ‘11
Gernot, “But Will the Planet Notice? How Smart Economics Can Save the World.” Hill and Wang Press, p. 12-13

As much as this issue has been politicized, this is not about right versus left, Republicans versus Democrats, conservatives versus conservationists, or markets versus the environment. This is about liberating markets and consequently turning each and every one of us into a force for good; it’s about making sure that increasing GDP, gross domestic product, does not decrease collective well-being. Its about taking personal responsibility for costs we now socialize and impose on society and the planet as a whole. Our choices are already being influenced by forces much larger than ourselves. They always have been and will be. The question is whether the nudging we submit to is guiding us where we want to go, preserving life and the rotation of the planet as we know it. 
2NC – AT: State Bad
The state is flexible and capable of reorientation – switch side and effective policy research turn the deprioritzation of warming and structural violence – both build better advocacy for reformism and shaping the state into an effective actor
Krause and Williams ‘97
(Keith, Professor of Political Science – York U., and Michael, Professor of Political Science – U Southern Main, Critical Security Studies: Concepts and Cases, p. xvi)
Many of the chapters in this volume thus retain a concern with the centrality of the state as a locus not only of obligation but of effective political action. In the realm of organized violence, states also remain the preeminent actors. The task of a critical approach is not to deny the centrality of the state in this realm but, rather, to understand more fully its structures, dynamics, and possibilities for reorientation. From a critical perspective, state action is flexible and capable of reorientation, and analyzing state policy need not therefore be tantamount to embracing the statist assumptions of orthodox conceptions. To exclude a focus on state action from a critical perspective on the grounds that it plays inevitably within the rules of existing conceptions simply reverses the error of essentializing the state. Moreover, it loses the possibility of influencing what remains the most structurally capable actor in contemporary world politics.
Switch side solves dogmatism – makes us critical of arguments and forces genuine deliberation 
Thorkild Hanghøj, Copenhagen, 2008 Since this PhD project began in 2004, the present author has been affiliated with DREAM (Danish Research Centre on Education and Advanced Media Materials), which is located at the Institute of Hanghoj 8Literature, Media and Cultural Studies at the University of Southern Denmark. Research visits have taken place at the Centre for Learning, Knowledge, and Interactive Technologies (L-KIT), the Institute of Education at the University of Bristol and the institute formerly known as Learning Lab Denmark at the School of Education, University of Aarhus, where I currently work as an assistant professor. http://static.sdu.dk/mediafiles/Files/Information_til/Studerende_ved_SDU/Din_uddannelse/phd_hum/afhandlinger/2009/ThorkilHanghoej.pdf Herm 
One of the key elements of dialogical pedagogy, and consequently a dialogical game pedagogy, is based upon the Bakhtinian notion of “authority”. In his writings, Bakhtin often distinguishes between “authoritative discourse” and “internally persuasive discourse” (Bakhtin, 1981, 1984a). Authoritative discourse refers to those forms of language use which present themselves as unchallengeable orthodoxy by formulating positions that are not open to debate. Bakhtinexemplifies this with political dogma that “demands our unconditional allegiance” (Bakhtin, 1981: 343). According to Eugene Matusov, classroom examples of authoritative discourse also include “intolerance, speaking for others, an unwillingness to listen to and genuinely question others, the failure to test one’s own ideas and assumptions, and the desire to impose one’s own views on others” (Matusov, 2007: 231). Internally persuasive discourse, in contrast, refers to language use directed towards mutual communication and the mutual construction of knowledge: “In the everyday rounds of our consciousness, the internally persuasive word is half-ours and halfsomeone-else's” (Bakhtin, 1981: 345). In this way, internally persuasive discourse marks a creative border zone based on the impossibility of any word ever being final, and for this reason it is “able to reveal ever newer ways to mean” (Bakhtin, 1981: 346). But internally persuasive discourse cannot be reduced to the mere “appropriation” of the ideas and words of others, as it requires the ability to be involved in and embody how “diverse voices collide with each other in a dialogue that tests these ideas” (Matusov, 2007: 230). Thus, internally persuasive discourse always requires some form of dialogical and critical exposure that can be supported by the interplay of different voices in a classroom setting. 


