Normativity A

The ballot functions as a punishment and reward mechanism; we reward the debater whose
speech act contains the greater benefit to encourage constructive activity in future debate rounds.
Any denial of this framework would make adjudicating the round nonsensical, as if we didn’t
reward constructive activity then there would be no reason to vote for the person who won the
round over the person who lost the round, making the ballot arbitrary. Since you as a judge are
obligated to use the ballot in the most constructive way, you evaluate not only text and fairness
but also standards external to proving the resolution. My burden then isn’t to affirm the resolution,
but only to win that my positive discourse and performance is a reason to endorse my advocacy.

My thesis is that the hypothetical construct of fiat in traditional debate rounds is a destructive
mode of thought. The resolution questions the justice of an action, asking us to determine what
ought to be the case in a hypothetical scenario through normative discussion, without any
reference to political reality. My position is not that my opponent links into the normative mindset,
but that the status quo links. My advocacy then it not a critique of my opponent’s discourse but a
critique of how traditional debate functions; hence I’'m advocating a shift from the procedure and
mindset of the status quo. Traditional debate does nothing; solvency that exists on the flow fails to
translate to reality.

SCHLAG, PROFESSOR OF LAW@ UNIV. COLORADO, 1990 (PIERRE, STANFORD LAW
REVIEW, NOVEMBER, PAGE LEXIS)
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Normative discourse reinstates the harms of the status quo by making us spectators of political
life. Our traditional conceptualization of solvency doesn’t solve anything, but only makes our
problems worse by paralyzing resistance.

Mitchell in 1995 (Gordon, Univ. of Pittsburgh Communications prof, “REFLEXIVE FIAT:
INCORPORATING THE OUTWARD ACTIVIST TURN INTO CONTEST STRATEGY”, paper
presented to the 1995 SCA National Convention)
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And, rather than providing a framework for activism, this speculative mindset only rewards
oppression and suffering of others.



Mitchell in 1998 (Gordon, Pitt Communications Professor, “Pedagogical possibilities for
argumentative agency in academic debate”, Argumentation and Advocacy, fall)
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And, utilizing debate as a training platform for future advocacy skills disempowers public
discourse, making us victims of institutional inertia.

Mitchell in 1998 (Gordon, Pitt Communications Professor, “Pedagogical possibilities for

argumentative agency in academic debate”, Argumentation and Advocacy, fall)
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And, normative discourse desensitizes us to the suffering of others, perpetuates cruelty and
justifies violence against the other.

Delgado, Professor of Law @ The University of Colorado, 1991 (Richard, NORMS AND
NORMAL SCIENCE: TOWARD A CRITIQUE OF NORMATIVITY IN LEGAL THOUGHT,
University of Pennsylvania Law Review, April, Lexis)
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Two alternatives alleviate the implications and offer solutions preferable to the traditional
paradigm. First, reconceptualizing debate as a forum for political action allows us to actively
shape reality, breaking from the regression of hypothetical discourse. Giving debaters the burden
of linking solvency to out-of-round actions avoids normative implications by providing a tool for
interacting with the outside world. This argumentative agency paradigm empowers debaters as
political agents.

Mitchell in 1998 (Gordon, Pitt Communications Professor, “Pedagogical possibilities for
argumentative agency in academic debate”, Argumentation and Advocacy, fall)
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And second, the criticism itself solves by raising public awareness. Since discourse is not
coercive, the discourse we use shapes reality only insofar as we allow it to, as our minds are
ultimately in control of our own actions. By discussing the effects of our own discourse, the kritik
allows us to actively combat the implications.

Mitchell in 1998 (Gordon, Pitt Communications Professor, “Pedagogical possibilities for
argumentative agency in academic debate”, Argumentation and Advocacy, fall)

Such repara has a tenden fer reflection and
izati iti i i itself. For example,

man X ks intr n he im n f argumentation h

ion of how ific skill n iliz ff f ici

itizenship an mocratic empowerment. Insofar he argumentation

rriculum not forthrightly thematize th nnection ween skill-
learning and democratic empowerment. the prospect that students will fully
vel ron n f transformativ litical n rows increasingl



A2: Paradox.

(-) At best I'm only making a normative statement about the debate world, not the real world, so
I’'m not linking into the implications.

(-) Even if | link once I'm still combating the normative mindset on a greater scale, so the kritik
functions from within the framework of normativity in order to break out of it.
A2: Normative discussion is educational.

(-) Turn: Substantive debate focuses on round-winning positions which are completely
unconnected to reality.

Mitchell in 1998 (Gordon, Pitt Communications Professor, “Pedagogical possibilities for
argumentative agency in academic debate”, Argumentation and Advocacy, fall)
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(-) Turn: Endorsing a substantive advocacy is uneducational, as it draws us into a stagnant
mindset of accepting what the affirmative claims is correct by authority.

Delgado, Professor of Law @ The University of Colorado, 1991 (Richard, NORMS AND
NORMAL SCIENCE: TOWARD A CRITIQUE OF NORMATIVITY IN LEGAL THOUGHT,
University of Pennsylvania Law Review, April, Lexis)
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(-) Turn: Normative discussion is completely unconnected to reality as it operates within its own
system.

SCHLAG, PROFESSOR OF LAW@ UNIV. COLORADO, 1990 (PIERRE, STANFORD LAW
REVIEW, NOVEMBER, PAGE LEXIS)
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A2: Normative discussion >> socially constructed ethics.

(-) The advantages are non-unique; individuals can construct their own ethical systems without
outside help.

(-) Turn: Making individuals subject to a static conception of the good masks an oppression of the
other.
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(-) Turn: Ethics reify a static conception of morality which can be extended to justify atrocities.
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A2: Normativity is inevitable.

(-) The crash of normative legal thought is inevitable; the only question is when academics take
note.

SCHLAG, PROFESSOR OF LAW@ UNIV. COLORADO, 1990 (PIERRE, STANFORD LAW
REVIEW, NOVEMBER, PAGE LEXIS)
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A2: Wrong forum.

(-) There is no “right forum”; academic debate constantly changes so there’s no static filter we
can use to exclude critical advocacies.

(-) No impact; insofar as I'm able to access my advantages it doesn’t matter whether my
advocacy is considered to be in the correct forum.

A2: Nihilism.

(-) 'm not saying we can never act, I'm only saying we shouldn’t normatively discuss actions
when the actions lie outside our agency.

(-) Turn: The affirmative is the nihilistic one, as he attempts to extend our agency to a
bureaucracy which is outside our reach, rendering his discourse vacuous.

(-) Turn: Nihilism is a vacant word for the fear of difference; the affirmative discourse is
destructive to intellectual autonomy.

SCHLAG in 1991 (PIERRE, COLORADO LAW PROF. 139 U. PA. L. REV801 APRIL)
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