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Poverty is more than just a word:  it is part of a larger system of representation.  The affirmative’s labeling of those without much money as “poor” carries heavy connotations -  we have all sorts of  cultural beliefs about what it means to be poor.  It makes it seem that those who get welfare are helpless victims to be managed by government programs.  

Ruth Lister, member of The Department of Social Sciences and professor of Social Policy at Loughborough University, “Poverty” pg 113 04 

This should not be taken to imply that less value-laden discourses of poverty are necessarily unproblematic. Herbert J. Gans draws a distinction between stigmatizing ‘labels’ and descriptive terms (1995: 1 2). Although the ‘p’ words of ‘poor’ and ‘poverty’ fall into the latter category, their historical and contemporary connotations means that they are not neutral terms (Novak, 2001). They form part of ‘a vocabulary of invidious distinction’, which constructs ‘the poor’ as different or deviant (Katz, 1989: 5). The ‘p’ words are used by ‘us’ about ‘them’ and rarely by people in poverty themselves (Polakow. 1993; Cordcn. 1996). Typically, the latter are not asked how they want to be described (Silver, 1996). The terms ‘poverty’ and ‘poor’, therefore, are frequently experienced as stigmatizing labels by their ‘unasked, unwilling targets’ (cans, 1995: 21). 
Research with people with experience of poverty in the UK elicited negative responses to the ‘p’ words from a number of them: ‘horrid’ or ‘horrible’ words; ‘stigma’; ‘socially worse’; ‘puts you down’ were among their reactions (Bercsford ct al., 1999: 64—5). The adjective ‘poor’ is also tainted by its double meaning of inferior, as in ‘poor quality’ or ‘deficient’. Its use as an adjective can be experienced as insulting and demeaning (CoPPP, 2000). Moreover, it carries a definitional implication for identity that is inappropriate given that poverty is a circumstance that a person experiences rather than a personal quality (Warah, 2000; see also chapter 6). 
The division between the poor and ourselves is the first step toward justification for the inequalities of our current society.  Dividing the poor into their own group allows us to blame them for their own poverty and ignore our responsibility.  

ROSS 1991 (Thomas, Professor of Law, University of Pittsburgh; “The Rhetoric of Poverty: Their Immorality, Our Helplessness.” Georgetown Law Journal, 79 Geo. L.J. 1499)

The first rhetorical step, the creation of the abstraction the "poor," is an easily overlooked yet powerful part of the rhetoric of poverty.  We are so used to speaking of the poor as a distinct class that we overlook the rhetorical significance of speaking this way.  By focusing on the single variable of economic wealth and then drawing a line on the wealth continuum, we create a class of people who are them, not us.  Creating this abstraction is, in one sense, merely a way of speaking.  We do this because to speak of the world in sensible ways we must resort to categories and abstractions.  There are meaningful differences between the circumstances of people below the poverty line and the circumstances of middle class people, and to ignore these real differences can lead to injustice.  n2 Thus, to speak of the "poor" is a sensible way to  [*1500]  talk.  In the rhetorical context, however, it is also much more.  The creation of the category of the "poor", also makes possible the assertion of their moral weakness.  To assert their moral weakness, "they" must exist as a conceptually distinct group.  There is a long history of speaking of the poor as morally weak, or even degenerate.  n3 Thus, when we hear legal rhetoric about the poor, we often hear an underlying message of deviance: we are normal, they are deviant.  Our feelings about their deviance range  [*1501]  from empathy to violent hatred.  Still, even in the most benevolent view, they are not normal.  Their deviance is a product of a single aspect of their lives, their relative wealth position.  All other aspects of their lives are either distorted by the label of deviance or ignored.  By creating this class of people, we are able at once to distinguish us from them and to appropriate normalcy to our lives and circumstances.
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The result of this rhetoric is the dehumanization of the poor.  Not only does the affirmative’s rhetoric make the poor seem inferior, but it actually legitimates their exclusion. 
Ruth Lister, member of The Department of Social Sciences and professor of Social Policy at Loughborough University, “Poverty” pgs 102-103 2004. 

Processes of classification and categorization effected by governmental and legal institutions, the media and social Scientists, although analytically distinct from stereotyping, can  draw on stereotypes and thereby reinforce them. These processes can have implications for how ‘the poor’ are treated by fellow citizens as well as by powerful classificatory institutions (Edelman, 1977). As we shall see, the bifurcation of ‘the poor’ into ‘deserving’ and ‘undeserving’. each with their associated stereotypes, has had a profound impact on their treatment by the welfare state and its antecedents. The label of ‘undeserving’ poor has been negatively charged by the process of stigmatization, which, historically and today, has had implications for how society sees ‘the poor’, how they see themselves and how they are treated by welfare institutions. Erving Goffman’s classic text referred to stigma as ‘an attribute that is deeply discrediting’ and to the belief that ‘the person with stigma is not quite human’ (1968: I 3, 15). In this way, stigma contributes to the dehumanization involved in Othering (Oliver, 2001). 
Othering and associated processes such as stigmatization have various effects on ‘us’ and ‘them’ and the relations between the two. With regard to ‘us’, Othering helps to define the self and to affirm identity (Sibley, 1995). In contrast, it divests ‘them’ of ‘their social and cultural identities by diminishing them to their stereotyped characteristics’ and by casting them as silent objects (Pickering, 2001: 73; Oliver, 2001). In doing so, it denies them their complex humanity and subjectivity. Othering operates as ‘a strategy of symbolic exclusion’, which makes it easier for people to blame the Other for their own and society’s problems (Pickering, 2001: 
48). The Othering of ‘the poor’ also acts as a warning to others; poverty thereby represents a ‘spectre  a socially constituted object of wholesome horror’ (Dean with Mclrosc, 1 999: 48). As regards the relationship between ‘us’ and ‘them’, Othering legitimates ‘our’ privilege — rooted in superiority — and ‘their’ exploitation and oppression — rooted in inferiority — together with the socio-economic inequalities that underlie poverty (Riggins, 1997; Young, 1999). This underlines the ways in which power relationships are inscribed in the process of Othering. It suggests that Othering may be most marked where inequality is sharpest. 
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Thus, The alternative:  Reject the affirmative’s representations of poverty as an act of critical revaluation.  Before making effective welfare policy is even possible, we must debunk the myths that surround poverty.  
Sanford F. Schram, associate professor of political sciences at Macalester College, 1995 [Words of welfare: The poverty of social science and the social science of poverty, pg. 34-37]

The politics of renaming highlights the relationships of discourse to struc​ture and ideology to power.87 The limits of euphemisms suggest that these renamings often reinforce a broader, institutionalized, and structural con​text that is supported through the daily actions of aligned groupings exer​cising power to effect outcomes consistent with their interests. Yet the power plays reinforcing prevailing structures also operate to encourage selected interpretations of a wide variety of acts of signification. These structures help create a "social logic" that constrains interpretation of even the most imaginative of renamings. Whereas the structural conditions that constrain policy discourse are themselves discursively constituted, they in turn produce material constraints that limit notions of what is feasible and practi​cal under the existing arrangements. Therefore, displacing the self-sufficiency of the "breadwinner" will not on its own make "dependents" more worthy. Even if "bread" itself is shown in good part, if not the whole loaf, to be symbolic, that will not by itself lead people to eat some other symbol. Gain​ing leverage for political change involves appreciating not just how mater​ial structures can be denaturalized. Political change comes with also appre​ciating how material practices serve to constrain seriously the extent to which discursive moves 'will have any tractability in public settings. Only when the power plays supporting such structural conditions are resisted can alternative discursive moves gain political salience." Action to improve the lives of poor people involves instituting changes in institutional prac​tices so that people will be motivated to think more inclusively or be willing to entertain the idea that it is rational for them as well-meaning, if not self-interested, individuals to promote the well-being of marginal groups. The existing institutional infrastructure currently works against such thinking. The United States today is organized by power blocs of aligned groupings around a postindustrial culture that has materialistic consequences." This culture does much to engender privatization, that is, the idea that most issues are best handled privately, through market exchanges. A central feature of this culture is the idea of exclusive consumption, by each on his or her own. Even self-worth comes to be designated by what one consumes. Post​industrial consumerism is also associated with the deterritorialization of the political economy in an increasingly integrated global system of ex​change. National loyalties, citizenship, and the civic bond in general are oblit​erated in this global political economy. The state-centered discourse of re​ciprocal rights and obligations evaporates in the face of pressures for everyone to extract value on his or her own from an economic system that moves beyond the boundaries of the nation-state. The Third World exists within the First World, the homeless with the symbolic analysts, and in this brave new world (dis)order, the latter need not assume responsibility for the for​mer. Deterritorialization of the political economy reduces the institution​alized pressure to think about how the state can ensure the allocation of value to all members of the polity. Welfare recipients and others disadvan​tageously situated to participate in the global economy are increasingly left to fend for themselves. A rising influx of poor immigrants only intensi​fies the confusion between the impoverished among the citizenry and the noncitizens among the impoverished." In a global political economy where state affiliation matters less than it did before, the poor citizenry and illegal immigrants are both disenfranchised." A politics dedicated to the transformation of welfare ought to recognize that changing the "keywords" of poverty discourse, although important, is in and of itself insufficient to make political change happen." Renamings get interpreted within prevailing structural contexts, such as the suburban consumer corporate culture of the late-modern United States. Although multiple interpretations remain possible, the powerful can use categories in a variety of ways to reinforce prevailing contexts and thereby discourage many possible alternative interpretations.94 If such moves are to be effec​tive, discursive politics must be part of displacing the power plays that re​inforce prevailing structures. Discursive revision will be most effective when it is framed in the context of the specific needs of ongoing social movements dedicated to achieving institutional change. This means that specific renamings will best serve political action to the extent that they can mobilize people and build coalitions that work toward revising dominant structural contexts that impart meanings, allocate value, and fix identities. As discursive moves in service of coalitional politics, re​namings must necessarily be open, porous, and transitory, allowing for dif​ferent interpretations from various constituencies and deployed with humil​ity about their implications for change." Renamings that are connected to a coalitional politics dedicated to structural change also recognize that a pol​itics of transformation may start with but involve more than renamings. John Fiske writes: The point is that politics is social, not textual, and if a text is made political, its politicization is effected at its point of entry into the social. This does not mean that all texts are equally political (even potentially), or that all politicized meanings are equally available in any one of them. Politics is always a process of struggle between opposing forces, always a matter of forging alliances and of defining and redefining the opposition. If the political potential of a text is to be mobilized, the text must reproduce among the discourses that comprise it a struggle equivalent to that experienced socially by its readers. And just as power is not distributed equally in society, so potential meanings are not distributed equally in texts.... We must recognize, too, that any progressive meanings that are made are never experienced freely, but always in conflicting relationships with the forces of the power-bloc that oppose them." Interrogation of ascendant categories is an important initial step in any politics seeking to displace how powerful actors deploy prevailing structures and create possibilities for making social relations more inclusive, equitable, and just. Yet isolated acts of renaming disconnected from attempts to con​test those prevailing structures will prove insufficient. Inserting new names in old stories will not make a difference politically. Euphemisms that seek to affirm what they describe in terms of those prevailing structures will prove even more questionable.   
Link – ‘poor’ ‘poverty’
words like “Poor people, deserving, undeserving poor, culture of poverty, and underclass” are used to stigmatize.  The affirmative’s use of these words is form of violence against those who they aim to help
Katz 1989 (Michael B. Professor of History and Director of Urban Studies Program at the University of Pennsylvania, The Undeserving Poor, P. 10)

The preoccupation with classifying poor people persists. Con​temporary politicians, moralists, and editorial writers still fre​quently refer to the deserving and the undeserving poor. Social scientists who prefer more neutral language refer to the culture of poverty or the underclass. All these terms serve to isolate one group of poor people from the rest, and to stigmatize them. The undeserving poor, the culture of poverty, and the underclass are moral statuses identified by source of dependence, the behavior with which it is associated, its transmission to children, and its crystallization into cultural patterns. Empirical evidence almost always challenges the assumptions underlying classifications of poor people. Even in the late nine​teenth century, countervailing data, not to mention decades of administrative frustration, showed their inadequacy. Since the 1960s, poverty research has provided an arsenal of ammunition for critics of conventional classifications. Still, as even a casual reading of the popular press, occasional attention to political rhetoric, or informal conversations about poverty reveal, empir​ical evidence has remarkably little effect on what people think. Part of the reason is that conventional classifications of poor people serve such useful purposes. They offer a familiar and easy target for displacing rage, frustration, and fear. They demon​strate the link between virtue and success that legitimates capi​talist political economy. And by dividing poor people, they prevent their coalescing into a powerful, unified, and threaten​ing political force. Stigmatized conditions and  punitive treatment are powerful incentives to work, whatever the wages and conditions.
The Aff’s representations of “the poor” create a divide between us and the poor.  This division draws a line between us and them, creating “the poor” as something other, different, and morally wrong.   

Ruth Lister, member of The Department of Social Sciences and professor of Social Policy at Loughborough University, “Poverty” pgs 101-102 04. 

The notion of ‘the poor’ as Other is used here to signify the many ways in which ‘the poor are treated as different from the rest of society. The capital ‘O’ denotes its symbolic ‘eight. The notion of ‘Othering’ conveys how this is not all inherent state but an ongoing process animated by the ‘non-poor’. It is a dualistic process of differentiation and demarcation, by which the line is drawn between ‘us’ and ‘them’ — between the more and the less powerful — and through which social distance is established and maintained (Bercsford and Croft, 1995; Riggins, 1997). It is not a neutral line, for it is imbued with negative value judgements that construct ‘the poor’ variously as a source of moral contamination, a threat, an ‘undeserving’ economic burden, an object of pity or even as an exotic species. It is a process that takes place at different levels and in different fora: from everyday social relations through interaction with welfare officials and professionals to research, the media, the legal system and policy-making (Schram, 1995). Valerie Polakov, for example, describes how, in the US, schools, teacher training institutions and research institutes are all ‘implicated in the framing of poor children as other, and in institutionalizing the legitimacy of their otherness status’ (1993: 150, emphasis in original). 
Link – Blaming the poor
dominant image of poverty has always been caught up in a ‘blame game’ in which “the poor” are made to feel responsible for their own conditions and the actual causes of poverty go unaddressed.  Despite their best wishes, the affirmative team participates in the process, ignoring the need to ask deeper questions about the nature of poverty. 
JONES & NOVAK 99(Professor of Social policy and work at Liverpool University &Tony, lecturer in social policy at Liverpool, Poverty, Welfare, and the Disciplinary State,  p3-5)

Holding the poor responsible for their poverty has been a constant ever since the word - and the poor themselves - first appeared in the Middle Ages. But it has been tempered, and at times over-ridden, by dif​ferent and competing explanations such as injustice, oppression, exploitation, misfortune or the inadequacy of social support that have offered alternative understandings and solutions. With the emergence of the concept of the poor as an 'underclass' over the past decade the victim-blaming ideology of poverty has returned with a vengeance. In this new description or construction of the poor there is little if any recognition of the devastating structural changes that have reshaped British society over the past twenty years: the failure of the labour market and the re-emergence of mass and long-term unemployment, the withdrawal of welfare services, the widening gap between rich and poor, or the effects of prolonged poverty on individuals, families and communities. On the contrary, according to Charles Murray, a member of the American Enterprise Institute, the right-wing US think tank whose book Losing Ground has been credited with providing the 'blue​print for the Reagan administration's war on welfare' (McCrate and Smith 1998: 64), members of the 'underclass' are 'defined by their behaviour' (Murray 1990: 1). In the late 1980s Murray was sponsored by the Sunday Times to spend a year in Britain in order to study 'the emerging British underclass'. As he himself put it 'I arrived in Britain earlier this year, a visitor from a plague area come to see whether the disease is spreading' (Murray 1990: 3). His conclusions predictably were that at the core of the poverty problem in Britain were a group of people identified by their abnormal and amoral values and their wilful rejection of the norms of the society around them: 'Britain has a grow​ing population of working-aged, healthy people who live in a different world from other Britons, who are raising their children to live in it, and whose values are now contaminating the life of entire neighbourhoods' (Murray 1990: 4). This image of a 'different world' is a recurring theme in such depic​tions of the poor, at the same time both alien and threatening. In 1983 the metropolitan police commissioner spoke of ‘what many commentators refer to as “the underclass” – a class that is beneath the working class’ that was to be found ‘where unemployed youths – often black youths – congregate…they equate closely with the criminal rookeries of Dickensian London’ (cited by Campbell 1993: 108). The drawing of the historical parallel is significant. As john Macnicol has argued: the concept of an inter-generational underclass displaying a high concentration of social problems – remaining outwith the boundaries of citizenship, alienated from cultureal norms and stubbornly impervious to the normal incentives of the market, social work intervention or state welfare – has been reconstructed periodically over at least the past one hundred years, and while there have been important shifts of emphasis between each of these reconstructions, there have also been striking continuities. Underclass stereotypes have always been a part of the discourse on poverty in advanced industrial societies. (manicol 1987: 296). While something of an historical constant, such stereotypes have difffered significantly over time, both in their dominance over the explanations and, importantly, in the extent to which they have seen the poor as capable of escaping their fate. In the 1960s and 1970s poverty; despite its persistence, was widely seen as something that, with prop e intervention, could be eradicated. By the 1990s poverty has become seen, when it is mentioned at all, as largely inevitable, as the conse​quence of the actions or failures on the part of poor people themselvesi and something which not even economic growth can solve. In general such pessimistic and negative constructions of the poor have tended to be most prevalent and Powerful, and the view of their innate defects most rigid, at times of high levels of poverty and unemployment. So it was in the 1830s and the 1880s, as well as in the 1930s and now in the fourth great cyclical depression to afilict modern capitalism. This rela​tionship between the labour market and dominant conceptions of poverty has always been significant in shaping state policies and prac​tices. It is when the system is most under threat _ when its claim to equality and fairness is most visibly denied by the distress and unfair​ness it manifestly creates - that poor people have been subject to the most criticism and attack. In this process both the reality and the consequences of poverty are denied, and the lives of the Poor both disparaged and distorted. Thus according to David Hunt, Employment Secretary in the Conservative government in 1994: is often said that poverty and unemployment create crime. In my experience the converse is true ... Some of the so-called cultures springing up in our country reject all decency and civilised values​the cultures of the housebreaker, the hippy and the hoodlum. The bulk of thieving today of course has nothing to do with poverty. It is the result of wickedness and greed. (Guardian 21 March 1994) At the end of the twentieth century when, particularly in Britain and the USA, the market economy has once again come to be celebrated as the most efficient, indeed the only possible, basis for economic and social life, it is no accident that there has been a return to harsh and brutalising depictions of those who are its greatest victims. With the collapse of communism, capitalism is triumphant, its ravages inflicted on a global scale. Holding the poor responsible for their own fate under​mines the anger that poverty and inequality provoke while removing blame from the system that is responsible. Instead, the poor are seen as an expensive 'burden' on society, for whom the 'average taxpayer' sup​posedly has little sympathy, especially when depicted as welfare 'scroungers', homeless, criminals and drug addicts. As David Blunkett, later to become Secretary of State for Education in New Labour's gov​ernment, put it, 'those committed to a new twenty-first century welfare state have to cease paternalistic and well-meaning indulgence of thug​gery, noise, nuisance and anti-social behaviour' (Independent 28 February 1993). Just as the provision of welfare services is seen as encouraging their dependency, so its removal is justified as both reduc​ing the cost and halting the supply of their numbers. The result is increasing distress and further poverty. But although, from the point of view of contemporary capitalism, the so-called 'underclass' are deemed to be surplus to current and future economic projections, in reality, as we shall see, their demonisation fulfils an essential economic and social purpose. 

Link -  Blaming the poor

The construction of the poor as ‘other’ than us strips them of their humanity and places a stigma upon those in poverty.  The root cause of poverty is the division between ‘us’ and the poor. 
Ruth Lister, member of The Department of Social Sciences and professor of Social Policy at Loughborough University, “Poverty” pgs 102-103 2004. 

Processes of classification and categorization effected by governmental and legal institutions, the media and social Scientists, although analytically distinct from stereotyping, can  draw on stereotypes and thereby reinforce them. These processes can have implications for how ‘the poor’ are treated by fellow citizens as well as by powerful classificatory institutions (Edelman, 1977). As we shall see, the bifurcation of ‘the poor’ into ‘deserving’ and ‘undeserving’. each with their associated stereotypes, has had a profound impact on their treatment by the welfare state and its antecedents. The label of ‘undeserving’ poor has been negatively charged by the process of stigmatization, which, historically and today, has had implications for how society sees ‘the poor’, how they see themselves and how they are treated by welfare institutions. Erving Goffman’s classic text referred to stigma as ‘an attribute that is deeply discrediting’ and to the belief that ‘the person with stigma is not quite human’ (1968: I 3, 15). In this way, stigma contributes to the dehumanization involved in Othering (Oliver, 2001). 
Othering and associated processes such as stigmatization have various effects on ‘us’ and ‘them’ and the relations between the two. With regard to ‘us’, Othering helps to define the self and to affirm identity (Sibley, 1995). In contrast, it divests ‘them’ of ‘their social and cultural identities by diminishing them to their stereotyped characteristics’ and by casting them as silent objects (Pickering, 2001: 73; Oliver, 2001). In doing so, it denies them their complex humanity and subjectivity. Othering operates as ‘a strategy of symbolic exclusion’, which makes it easier for people to blame the Other for their own and society’s problems (Pickering, 2001: 
48). The Othering of ‘the poor’ also acts as a warning to others; poverty thereby represents a ‘spectre  a socially constituted object of wholesome horror’ (Dean with Mclrosc, 1 999: 48). As regards the relationship between ‘us’ and ‘them’, Othering legitimates ‘our’ privilege — rooted in superiority — and ‘their’ exploitation and oppression — rooted in inferiority — together with the socio-economic inequalities that underlie poverty (Riggins, 1997; Young, 1999). This underlines the ways in which power relationships are inscribed in the process of Othering. It suggests that Othering may be most marked where inequality is sharpest. 
Link – Targeting the poor
The unique targeting of the poor as a group to be helped through social services is a violent act that splits ‘us’ off from ‘them.’  This is how we blame the poor for their own condition.  
Jacobs 01 [Michelle S. Jacobs , Winter, 2001, 44 How. L.J. 257, Full Legal Representation for the Poor: The Clash Between Lawyer Values and Client Worthiness, lexis]


Attitudes toward the poor and of poverty have been dominated for centuries by three main issues: (1) the categorization of the poor, (2) the impact of poor relief on work motivation, labor supply and family life, and (3) the limits of social obligation. n21 Early in the nineteenth century, public officials attempted to distinguish the able-bodied  [*263]  poor from the impotent poor. n22 A few decades later, the categories had transmuted into distinctions between the worthy and the unworthy, or the deserving and the undeserving poor. n23 When considering the labels used to describe the poor, the hostility to them is apparent and their assumed deviance is built into the words themselves. n24 Most labels for the poor have been specific, although the people to which they are given are sometimes thought so dangerous or flawed that people labeled with one word are accused of having other faults, until finally the label is broadened into an umbrella encompassing more than one fault. n25

It is questionable whether more than a small segment of society has ever been benevolent toward the poor, particularly when the poor in question are viewed as being "undeserving" or "unworthy." On the other hand the worthy poor are treated with compassion and respect. n26 Michael Katz believed the difference in treatment between the worthy and the unworthy poor, in its full spectrum could be seen in the public's reaction to homelessness. He claimed, initially when the plight of the homeless became widely known, it evoked a generous response from the public. Early examination of the homeless problem  [*264]  reflected an appeal to the "gift relationship." n27 Discourse on the homeless stressed "their almost saint-like spirit," and "docility and gratitude," rather than anger and suspicion. n28 The approach frustrated policy development as it frustrated long term solutions, looking towards volunteerism to ameliorate homelessness rather than focusing on policy development against poverty on a broader scale. Neither were poor people encouraged to take aggressive action on their own behalf. n29 Sociologists predicted that if homeless people began to be viewed as becoming more aggressive, rather than docile and appreciative, they would sink into the ranks of the undeserving and the public would be less tolerant of them. n30 This indeed happened as media began to portray homeless as violent people who threatened public safety. Media portrayals of drug-addicted men were meant to create the image of the homeless as threatening. n31 Currently, the homeless are no longer seen as deserving poor.

The concept that there was a group of poor that were "undeserving" became entrenched in Europe and America in the 1800s. The distinction between the working poor (respectable) and the pauper requesting public assistance (morally discredited) spread with industrialization and urbanization. n32 Characteristics of racial, genetic, and psychological inferiority were used to describe the poor who conservatives believed could work but did not. n33 Poverty took on meanings that exceeded a description of economic conditions of a segment of  [*265]  society and became a description of the moral characteristics of individuals. n34

For reasons of convenience, power, or moral judgment, society selects from among a myriad of traits and then sorts people, objects and situations into categories, which we then treat as real. n35 Adherence to the mythology that the poor are undeserving continues as a strong source of political rhetoric. The question that must be asked is why the public and politicians insist on holding on to representations of the poor as morally deviant, despite evidence to the contrary. It has been suggested that the better-off classes perceive the poor to be threatening to their legitimacy. n36 The poor are perceived to threaten their safety, political influence, economic security, and moral values. n37 This article concerns the last of these four, the perceived threat to moral values. This is the stumbling block for many young lawyers.

Moral value threats are perceived dangers to what is believed to be culturally and morally proper. n38 Those who assiduously practice mainstream values, sometimes on religious grounds, may feel personally attacked by behavior that threatens their moral values. Threats to values can actually be seen as threats to safety. n39 But what does the general population know about the values of the poor? Relevant social science data has been collected regarding the values of the poor, but our American mythology ignores the data because it establishes that the poor have values similar to our own. The mythology depends on the assumption that most behavior is caused by the holding and  [*266]  practicing of values, with good behavior resulting from good values and bad behavior from bad values. n40 The poor, then, are poor because they have bad values. Economic, political, social, and other structural complexities are not factored into whether the poor have the ability to carry out mainstream values. n41 There is no question that the poor and the more affluent engage in many of the same behaviors that threaten moral value. The difference for the poor is that they cannot mask their inability or unwillingness to practice mainstream behavior, whereas the middle and upper classes can cloak such behavior. n42 The inability of the poor to shield themselves from the gaze of judgmental middle and upper classes leaves them vulnerable to devaluation by others.

LINK-“POOR”
The aff makes poverty seem like isolated phenomenon, merely a matter of some people not having enough.  This masks the social nature of poverty -- it is because of the innaccessibility of American culture and our participation in a privileged society. 
Devey 98 (Donald, received his doctorate in sociology from Boston University.  He is assistant professor of sociology at North Caroline State University.  Poverty and Social Welfare in the United States.  Pages 2-3)
When we speak about the 'poor' who are we speaking of? What images are called to mind, what life experiences are implicated, and what social costs does the existence of a poor population imply for general imagery of a population that has few material possessions, low income, often derived from an inability or reluctance to get a iob, and homes in substandard even dangerous places.  First, understanding the poor is necessary to build the foundations of assistance.  Poverty is understood as both a cause and result or a host of social ills such as teenage pregnancy, crime, drug abuse and other types of socially undesirable behavior.  These general social images suggest that poverty is often conceptualized as both material deprivation and a lack of social integration.  Material deprivation is, of course, the dominant consequence of poverty for the individuals and families who are poor. The social problems that transcend the poor population and involve the whole society are a consequence of the violence to the self and family that material deprivation visits upon those who are poor, particularly those who are persistently poor.   From this perspective poverty is best understood as a social relationship between the poor and the standards of living and behavior commonly expected in the larger society. The poor are stigmatized, socially isolated and their sense of self-efficacy threatened (if not destroyed) by being unable to participate fully in a society characterized by and which values highly affluence.  I do not mean the affluence of the very rich but the simple affluence of normal social participation. Having the money to spend on clothes for school, church and social visiting is denied the poor.   Travel to work, to the homes of friend and relatives, or to outings at the beach or lake on a hot summer day are denied to those without the money to afford a car or mass transportation. It is no wonder that we see large concentrations of the materially poor in cities with good mass transportation systems. Here at least mass transportation reduces the cost of social participation and so acts to ameliorate the social experience of material deprivation.  If we want to understand poverty then it should be as a social condition, characterized by isolation from participation in the culture. The poor are isolated primarily because their low level of material resources, makes normal social activity difficult at best.  In the United States money is the key to social participation, people with little access to money spend everything they have on survival with little to spare for visiting friends, relatives and churches, much less in long term investments in education, travel to distant work places or the acquisition of stable job histories.
Social isolation does not imply, however, physical isolation from other people. The poor often work in paid jobs and form communities of their own. It is not total isolation from others that creates this social notion of poverty but rather the limited character of social participation
Link – “Welfare”
the Affirmative’s description of social services as “welfare” connotes perverse behavior on the part of recipients.  this causes resentment on behalf of society and justifies unequal treatment.
Cammisa 98  (Anne Marie, associate professor of government at Suffolk University in Boston, From Rhetoric to Reform.  Introduction: Why is Welfare a Dilemma?  Page 7) 

The word "welfare" is a powerful symbol.  It evokes images of people taking from the government without contouring to society. It conjures up feelings of resentment among working poor struggling to make ends meet without taking welfare and among middle-class Americans who feel that they bear the tax burden for those receiving benefits. It comes with a stigma attached: that peo​ple who accept government poverty assistance are at best, misguided and at worst, lazy, conniving, and cheating. This stigma is real and intentional. In our society, which is based on a capitalistic system, we want to encourage values of hard work and individualism. Nonetheless, welfare has been unfairly maligned ever since its inception. The resentment among the general public is real, but some of the perceptions about welfare are not. This section addresses seven myths about welfare, myths that have some basis in reality but that also con​tribute to the acrimony surrounding the debate about welfare. Most of the myths arose because of problems in the AFDC program. This section will ex​amine those myths in the context of AFDC; later chapters examine in depth how TANF changes the AFDC program.
The term welfare promotes negative stereotypes about the recipients of social services, justifying policy measures that only deflect attention away from the true causes of poverty. 

American Psychological Association, 2009, (Making 'Welfare to Work' Really Work, http://www.apa.org/pi/wpo/myths.html)

Even the term "welfare" has been pejorative, and distortions of facts about welfare perpetuate myths about public assistance and those who receive it. These negative myths and stereotypes reinforced the government's agenda in cutting welfare spending to those recipients viewed as undeserving. Reform will continue to be ineffective if those implementing it do not separate myth from fact.

Strategies for alleviating poverty and decisions about government spending continue to be closely linked to the perceived causes of poverty, as well as the extent to which these causes are perceived to be modifiable (Furnham, 1982). Poverty is seen as an individual problem or a social issue (such as education or crime) rather than an economic issue (such as unemployment and the economy)(Gallup, 1992). Consequently, solutions are geared toward fixing or punishing those individuals with the "problem." Little attention is focused on societal factors that may perpetuate under- and unemployment, such as inadequate education, transportation, child care, and mental health problems.

links: welfare 

Welfare discourse reinforces the idea that poverty is treatable under the current social structure. This legitimizes current approaches as the only “real” way to approach a problems and renders the poor to a set of numbers to limit their benefits.

Sanford F. Schram, associate professor of poli sci at Macalester College, 1995 [Words of welfare: The poverty of social science and the social science of poverty, pg. 124-126]
The distinction between symbolic and substantive dimensions of policy is itself somewhat artificial; however, its usefulness has been demonstrated in policy analysis for some time. Murray Edelman's work on symbolic pol​itics effectively underscores the need to consider the symbolic roles most policies play.3 Edelman's writings on welfare reinforce the idea that welfare is a contested terrain that, to a large degree, serves symbolic purposes at the expense of substantive benefits. The provision of welfare is constituted in a language, a set of professionally and scientifically sanctified objectives, and a constellation of bureaucratic requirements all designed to reinforce the idea that poverty and welfare dependency are chronic but treatable prob​lems within the confines of existing policies.4 The symbolic significance of welfare lies in no small part in its role as a reminder that, although poverty and dependency are problems, the state has them under control and can manage them. Welfare is part of the state, and state leaders have an obvious interest in being able to talk about the nature of welfare problems in ways that are politically advantageous. State leaders are interested in both the activation and the quiescence of relevant elite and mass publics, as they want their support for both change and continuity in the programs State leaders, however, are also interested in reassuring the public that they have the information, resources, and plans of action necessary to handle the problem. The symbolic role of welfare policy, as with other policies, is to specify the origin and responsibility of the policy problem so that specific individuals, institutions, professional practices, and ideological perspectives are reinforced and authorized as ap​propriate for acting on the problem.' Welfare therefore serves symbolic pur​poses by re-creating the conditions of political legitimacy for a political order incapable of ensuring or unwilling to ensure all of its members the oppor​tunity to live life at some agreed-upon level of subsistence on par with that of, say, persons in other nations.' Deborah Stone emphasizes how public policies always unavoidably use narrative, rhetoric, metaphor, and other discursive practices to suggest im​plied understandings of the problems they purport to attack.' Conceptions of public problems are not given, nor do they predate policy solutions. Public policy debate rarely, if ever, goes forward with everyone agreeing as to the existence and definition of a particular problem. Instead, policy so​lutions are more likely to be the basis for discussion, with problems being defined in particular ways so as to justify treating them according to one or another policy approach. Rather than problem definition, it is more a process of problem selection, or even of "strategic representation" of pol​icy problems.' In this sense, policies create problems: each policy creates its own understanding of the problem in a way that justifies a particular approach to attacking the problem. The discursive practices embedded in any particular policy work to prefigure our understandings of policy prob​lems. The use of symbols, metaphors, and other figurative practices pro​motes the narrative implied by the policy. Symbols, metaphors, and so on narrate a particular understanding of a problem and reinforce the idea that it is an accurate depiction. They "naturalize" that depiction by making it seem to be the only "real" way to understand the problem, and not just one of many ways to understand it." A symbol, for instance, according to Stone, is anything that stands for something else. The symbolic practices implicit in any policy approach sug​gest that the problem under consideration should be understood as if it were like something else; once the parallel is established, the problem can be treated that way, even if the analogy is tenuous at best. Attempts to make our understandings of public problems concrete in the form of quantified measurements are a form of discursive practice. Stone considers numbers the most preferred form of metaphor when it comes to public policy mak​ing, because numbers are often thought to be the antithesis of symbols, in that they suggest a precise and accurate depiction of what is being exam​ined. But numbers are metaphoric, for all attempts to quantify imply a "de​cision rule" as to what will count as something. Such a criterion determines when ostensibly different things (e.g., different jobs) will be treated and therefore counted as the same thing, and when ostensibly similar things (e.g., working inside or outside the home) will be counted as different. Num​bers do not simply count up a preexisting reality. Instead, they metaphori​cally and symbolically imply what does or does not count as if it were like something else." The discursive dimension of welfare policy reinforces particular under​standings of the problems of poverty and dependency. This includes the numbers on which policy makers and analysts often rely to assess the extent of these problems and measure the effectiveness of policies designed to at​tack them. A pertinent example is job training programs. By focusing largely on employment rates and earnings of program participants, without con​sideration of labor market conditions, the numbers produced in some eval​uations of these programs reinforce the implied understanding that poverty is an individual problem best solved when the welfare-dependent person is counted as failing to take what employment the job market has to offer or whatever man the marriage market has made available. One major conse​quence of such a perspective is that the symbolic significance of these num​bers operates to limit the benefits provided to poor people.    
Link: Solving Poverty—Affluence

The affirmative’s description of poverty assumes that poor people cannot live a good life like the rest of us. This reinforces negative stereotypes that being in poverty and being impoverished are the same thing. 

Hooks, City College of New York professor, then distinguished professor of English, 1995–2004; Berea College, Berea, KY, distinguished professor-in-residence, beginning 2004. Co-founder, Hambone literary magazine. 2000 [Bell, Where we Stand: Class Matters, p. 127-129]

Our nation is not striving to eliminate the conditions that create poverty. And while we need strategies of resistance that put in place structures that will enable everyone to have access to basic necessities, in the meantime we must work to resist the dehumanization of the poor. Hope must come not through unrealistic fantasies of affluence but rather through learning ways to cope with economic hardship that" do not dehumanize the poor and make it impossible for them to change their lot when opportunities arise. There are poor people dwelling in the affluent communities where I live. They are usually white. Mostly they try to hide their poverty—to blend in. Many of them are elderly and remain in the community because their housing is affordable through rent stabilization. Some of them are young people, single parents, who have been lucky enough to find affordable small living spaces in affluent neighborhoods where they feel their children will have a better chance. These folks live happy successful lives even though they are poor, just as some individuals in poor communities who lack material resources live happy lives. But it is harder to be poor when affluence is the norm all around you.

Their way of life is the concrete experience that gives the lie to all'" the negative stereotypes and assumptions about poverty that suggest that one can never be poor and have a happy life. They offer a vision of a good life despite poverty akin to the one I saw in my childhood. They survive by living simply—by relying at times on the support and care of more privileged friends and comrades. They may work long hours but still not have enough money to make ends meet. Yet they do not despair. Were they seduced by mainstream advertising to desire and consume material objects that are way beyond their means, they would soon destroy the peace of their lives? Were they to daily bombard their psyches with fantasies of a good life full of material affluence, they would lose touch with reality—with the good to be found in the lives that they most intimately know. And this psychic estrangement would make them unable to cope effectively with the realities of what any poor person must do to enhance their economic well-being.

Poor people who see meaning and value only in affluence and wealth can have no self-respect. They cannot treasure the good that may exist in the world ‘around them. They live in fantasy and as a con-sequence are more vulnerable to acting out (overspending, stealing, buying something frivolous when they lack food). All these actions take away their power and leave them feeling helpless.

Given the reality that the world's resources are swiftly dwindling because of the wastefulness of affluent cultures, the poor everywhere who are content with living simply are best situated to offer a vision of hope to everyone, for the day will come when we will all have to live with less. If people of privilege want to help the poor, they can do so by living simply and sharing their resources. We can demand of our government that it eliminate illegal drug industries in poor neighborhoods. Imagine how many poor communities would be transformed if individuals from these communities, with help from outsiders, were given full-time jobs in the neighborhoods they lived in, employment created in the interest of making safe, drug-free environments. That could be a new industry.

Obviously, the culture of consumerism must be critiqued and challenged if we are to restore to the poor of this nation their right to live peaceful lives despite economic hardship. The poor and the affluent alike must be willing to surrender their attachment to material possessions, to undergo a conversion experience that would allow them to center their lives on nonmarket values. Affluent folk who want to share resources should be able to support a poor family for a year and write that off their taxes. Not only would this help to create a better world for us all (since none of our lifestyles are safe when predatory violence becomes a norm), it would mean that we embrace anew the concept of interdependency and accountability for the collectiveness of all citizens that is the foundation of any truly democratic and just society.

Link: Poverty—“The Poor”


The affirmative reduces the experiences of people in poverty to a homogenous category – this distance treats people as objects to be studied and controlled .  

Rimstead, B.A. at York University, M.A. at U. de Montréal, Ph.D. at U. de Montréal, 2001, [Roxanne, Remnants of Nation on Poverty Narratives by Women, pg. 1-6]   

<<<As a label itself, 'the poor' can function as a fiction of separateness and homogenization because, besides signifying objective difference from ' the non- poor,' it simultaneously invokes a long genealogy of discourses on subjective difference and distance. In reality, however, people often pass in and out of poverty in wealthy nations so that lumping 'the poor ' together in this fixed category is deceptively monolithic. Contemporary socio logical studies often begin by insisting on heterogeneity and shifting membership among the poor and the homeless. As the authors of a recent government study on women and labour market poverty in Canada have emphasized, membership among the poor and the non -poor shifts constantly, and the people moving through each category are fundamentally the same at the outset despite profound differences in material circumstances and social status which poverty brings: the poor are not substantially different from the non-poor. Many of the poor have full-time employment and levels of educational attainment similar to the non-poor. The poor are a diverse group made up of the elderly, children, single mothers, husband-wife families, disabled people, and young men and women who find themselves poor from time to time as a result of a variety of circumstances - separation, divorce, unemployment, a disabling accident, or sickness. (Gunderson et al., 41)  Similarly, in 'Homelessness,' Alex Murray emphasized that the category of 'the homeless' in Canada consists of people who move in and out of the state of homelessness and that their profile shifts according to region, period, and individual circumstances. According to Murray, recent research contests the romanticized notion' of the homeless as hoboes who choose Skid Row over work and indicate s, instead, that women, children, and families are increasingly present in the numbers of the homeless, though less visible on the street. Furthermore, the majority of homeless sing le men are not romantic wanderers given to idleness but have been found ' to regard work favourably ... usually they moved to find work and would move elsewhere if work were available' (37). Murray also notes that many are trapped in poverty because the only work they have access to is the exploitative day labour system into which government employment and welfare agencies in Canada regularly stream them (37). Consequently, Murray calls for two radical correctives to the distorting popular images that separate and homogenize the homeless: first, the recognition of their connectedness to mainstream society and to each other (through alternative notions of community), and second, the recognition of the diversity of people who lose their homes du e to variations in regional, historical, and individual circumstances. So powerful are the hegemonic images of the poor in North America as inherently different and inferior that contemporary sociological studies must continually break down these monolithic, negative images that colonize the popular imaginary in order to pave the way for more factual studies or more sophisticated social theories. Given the power of social myth s to shape perceptions of the poor eve n against scientific knowledge, it is all the more surprising that the humanities have not paid more attention to how these taken-for granted images are deployed as cultural values in literature. Behind the homogenization of the poor and the homeless into a race apart lies the buried story of their true connectedness to dominant groups. One learns from reading many stories of the poor and theories of poverty that most of us are at risk of poverty because it is more situational and systemic to social relations in market society than inherent to a separate 'race' of people. Social myth s that the poor are idle and inherently predisposed to poverty reassure the middle classes that only those who deserve to or let themselves will fall from economic security. Suppressed narratives of middle- and upper-class social guilt and social fear about poverty comprise the reverse side of the Canadian / American Dream of 'making it' and are thus defining forces in the national imaginary of a wealthy nation.>>>

impacts: root of violence

RHETORIC OF POVERTY LEGITIMIZES CYCLES OF INEQUALITY AND REPRODUCES THE POVERTY IT SEEKS TO ERADICATE. 
JONES & NOVAK 1999(Chris, Professor of Social policy and work at Liverpool University &Tony, lecturer in social policy at Liverpool, Poverty, Welfare, and the Disciplinary State,  P.100)
There is a dreadful historical continuity to the abuse of the poorest and their presentation as something 'other' and inferior. This should be of no surprise given that such abuse is essential to the legitimation of persistent inequalities and the continued reproduction of poverty, espe​cially in rich societies. The form the abuse has taken has changed. over time, as have the legitimating explanations. But no matter what intel​lectual acrobatics have been deployed the central core of the explanation remains constant: society is not to blame. Poverty and des​titution are primarily problems of individuals and families - they were failures and defective, whether through biology or socialisation, and in true Darwinian style they naturally drifted to the bottom of the social pile. Conversely, the rich were the cream, the most able and capable, and similarly floated to their natural position at the top. Such arguments have historically been mobilised to explain not only poverty and the treatment of the poor but virtually every major form of social differentiation and injustice. They have been deployed forcefully to legitimate colonialism and the abuse of black people both in Britain and in its empire. They have been similarly used against women to JUs​tify their subordination in relation to men. They have been employed against people with physical disabilities, against those with Iearmng difficulties, against gays and lesbians. Capitalist societies have an extra​ordinary history of taking differences between people and using and abusing them to maintain and sustain patterns of privilege and power.  

Defining poverty in terms of morality serves to justify punitive measures against the poor

Katz 1989 (Michael B. Professor of History and Director of Urban Studies Program at the University of Pennsylvania, The Undeserving Poor, P14-15)
The redefinition of poverty as a moral condition accompanied the transition to capitalism and democracy in early nineteenth-century America. It served to justify the mean-spirited treatment of the poor, which in turn checked expenses for poor relief and provided a powerful incentive to work. In this way the moral definition of poverty helped ensure the supply of cheap labor in a market economy increasingly based on unbound wage labor. The moral redefinition of poverty followed also from the identi​fication of market success with divine favor and personal worth. Especially in America, where opportunity awaited anyone with energy and talent, poverty signaled personal failure. The ubiq​uity of work and opportunity, of course, were myths, even in the early Republic. The transformation in economic relations, the growth of cities, immigration, the seasonality of labor, fluctua​tions in consumer demand, periodic depressions, low wages, re​stricted opportunities for women, industrial accidents, high mortality, and the absence of any social insurance: together these chiseled chronic poverty and dependence into American social life.8 Persistent and increasing misery did not soften the moral def​inition of poverty. Neither did the evidence available through early surveys or the records of institutions and administrative agencies, which showed poverty and dependence as complex products of social and economic circumstances usually beyond individual control.9 Instead, the definition hardened until nearly the end of the nineteenth century. As a consequence, public policy and private charity remained mean, punitive, and inade​quate. Predispositions toward  moral definitions of poverty found support in the latest intellectual fashions: in the antebellum pe​riod, in Protestant theology; after the Civil War, in the work of Darwin and early hereditarian theory; and in the twentieth cen​tury, in eugenics. So deeply embedded in Western culture had the distinction between the deserving and undeserving poor be​come that even writers on the Left invoked it automatically or translated it into their own vocabulary. Marxists wrote about the "lumpenproletariat," and even the Progressive reformers who, starting in the 1890s, rejected individual explanations of poverty, unreflectively used the old distinctions. Robert Hunter, a social​ist, whose widely read book Poverty (published in 1904) traced dependence to its structural sources, used the hoary distinction between poor people and paupers ("Paupers are not, as a rule, unhappy. They are not ashamed. . . . They have passed over the line which separates poverty from pauperism"). He asserted that "the poverty which punishes the vicious and the sinful is good and necessary. . . . There is unquestionably a poverty which men deserve. . . ."
Impact:  Psychic Genocide
These negative representations of poverty amoiunt to a kind of psychic genocide. This violence erases what makes life meaningful and creates the conditions for violence and exploitation.  
hooks, ty College of New York, professor, then distinguished professor of English, 1995–2004; Berea College, Berea, KY, distinguished professor-in-residence, beginning 2004. Co-founder, Hambone literary magazine. 2000 [Bell, Where we Stand: Class Matters, p. 129-130]

The poor may be with us always. Yet this does not mean that the poor cannot live well cannot find contentment and fulfillment. Clearly when individuals lack food, .water, shelter, these immediate needs are more pressing and should be met. But satisfying needs of the spirit are just as essential for survival as are material needs. A poor person who has hope that their life will change, that they ‘can live a good life despite material hardship, will be a productive citizen capable of working to create the condition where poverty is no longer the norm. Without a fundamental core belief that we are always, more than our material possessions, we doom the poor to a life of meaningless struggle. This is a form of psychic genocide. To honor the lives of the poor, we need to resist such thinking. We need to challenge psychic assaults on the poor with the same zeal deployed to resist material exploitation.

Solidarity with the poor is not the same as empathy. Many people feel sorry for the poor or identify with their suffering yet do nothing to alleviate it. All too often people of privilege engage in forms of spiritual materialism where they seek recognition of their goodness by helping the poor. And they proceed in the efforts without changing their contempt and hatred of poverty. Genuine solidarity with the poor is rooted in the recognition that interdependency sustains the life of the planet. That includes the recognition that the fate of the poor both locally and globally will to a grave extent determine the quality of life for those who are lucky enough to have class privilege. Repudiating exploitation by word and deed is a gesture of solidarity with the poor.

AlL over the world, folks survive without material plenty as long as their basic necessities are met. However, when the poor and indigent are deprived of all emotional nurturance, they cannot lead meaningful lives even if their minimal material needs are met. Visionary thinkers and leaders who are poor must be at the forefront of a mass-based movement to restore to the poor their right to meaningful lives despite economic hardship. Real life examples and testimony will serve as the primary examples that poverty need not mean dehumanization. We need to bear witness. Those of us who are affluent, in solidarity with the underprivileged, bear witness by sharing resources, by helping to develop strategies for self-actualization that strengthen the self-esteem of the poor. We need concrete strategies and programs that address material needs in daily life as well as needs of the spirit.

Impact: Dehumanization
The current outlook on the poor has caused the poor to believe that they are worthless—the focus on getting rich as the standard solution for social ills precludes alternative thinking and leads to dehumanization

Hooks, City College of New York professor, then distinguished professor of English, 1995–2004; Berea College, Berea, KY, distinguished professor-in-residence, beginning 2004. Co-founder, Hambone literary magazine. 2000 [Bell, Where we Stand: Class Matters, p. 126-127]\

Nowadays, a vast majority of our nation's poor believe that you are what you can buy. Since they can buy little they see themselves as nothing. They have passively absorbed the assumption perpetuated by ruling class groups that they cannot live lives of peace and dignity in the midst of poverty. Believing this they feel no hope, which is why folks with class privilege can label them nihilistic. Yet this nihilism is a response to a lust for affluence that can never be satisfied and that was artificially created by consumer culture in the first place. In the introduction to Freedom of Simplicity, Richard Foster states: "Contemporary culture is plagued by the passion to possess. The unreasoned boast abounds that the good life is found in accumulation, that 'more is better.' Indeed, we often accept this notion without question, with the result that the lust for affluence in contemporary society has become psychotic: it has completely lost touch with reality." Nihilism is a direct consequence of the helplessness and powerlessness that unrelenting class exploitation and oppression produce in a culture where everyone, no matter their class, is socialized to desire wealth— to define their value, if not the overall meaning of their lives by material status.
The result of this psychosis for the poor and underprivileged is despair. In the case of the black poor, that nihilism intensified because the combined forces of race and class exploitation and oppression make it highly unlikely that they will be able to change their lives or acquire even the material objects they believe would give their lives meaning. In the past few years, I have been stunned by the way in which unrealistic longing for affluence blinds the folks I know and care about who are poor, so they do not see the resources they have and might effectively use to enhance the quality of their lives. They are not unusual. .Fantasizing about a life of affluence stymies many poor people. Underprivileged folks often imagine that the acquisition of a material object will change the quality of their lives. And when it does not, they despair. In my own family I have seen loved ones fixate on a new car or a used car that is seen as a status object, pouring all their hard-earned money into this acquisition while neglecting material concerns that, if addressed, could help them change their lives in the long run.

Impact: Exclusion/Alienation

The poor are no longer part of the “real” people because they are forced to live in destitute conditions. This allows us to alienate them from the rest of society instead of helping them

Munger, Editor, professor of law and adjunct professor of sociology at the State University of New York at Buffalo, 2002
[Frank, Laboring Below the Poverty Line, pg.4]

In two insightful essays written more than thirty years ago, Lee Rainwater and Herbert Gans envision the kind of writing and research that might disrupt the stereotypes on which the public debate about poverty is centered. Rainwater (1970, 9-10) proposes a psychological explanation for these stereotypes: we are susceptible to them owing to the great social distance between mainstream and "disinherited" members of society.

The central existential fact of life for the lower class, the poor, the deprived, and the discriminated-against ethnic groups, is that their members are not included in the collectivity that makes up the "real" society of "real" people. . . . Yet, at the same time, their activities are subject to surveillance and control by society in such a way that they are not truly autonomous, not free to make a way of life of their own.

As a consequence of our discomfort with our perceptions of the poor, [we] develop some understanding that "explains" the fact that there are people among us who are not part of us. . . In order to cope with the presence of individuals who are not a regular part of a society, its members develop labels that signify the moral status of the deviant and carry within them a full etiology and diagnosis, and often a folk therapy. . . . The social scientist inevitably imports these folk understandings into his own work. They yield both understanding and misunderstanding for him.
According to Rainwater, recognition that others live their lives under conditions we regard as intolerable starts the engine of stereotyping. We choose to believe that the poor are different from us, either because they have chosen poverty for reasons we would reject (they prefer being poor to working or are happy being poor) or because they are incapable of making choices that would improve their lot. The first assumption romanticizes the poor and celebrates their resistance and creativity. The second assumption denies that the poor are like us and marks them as sick, infantile, irresponsible, or depraved, arguing that theirs is an inferior citizenship that ought to be managed by others.

Alternative extensions

The alternative turns private troubles into public issues – this process is transformative and offers a method to liberate oppressed peoples
Rimstead, B.A. at York University, M.A. at U. de Montréal, Ph.D. at U. de Montréal, 2001, [Roxanne, Remnants of Nation on Poverty Narratives by Women, pg. 267-268]

<<<Social critics have long stressed the importance of public dialogue in exposing how poverty is lived in private, especially by women and children, but is shaped by public policy and public images. One critic of the gap between needs and services in Canada writes: 'Articulation of need is important because it serves to legitimize these needs. It helps us acknowledge and recognize our needs as real and important. Collective discussion and recognition of need are key steps in the process of translating "private troubles " into "public issues :" (Torjman 42). As a radical teacher, Paulo Freire theorized the role of public dialogue in more radical terms as a catalyst to the liberation of the poor, a catalyst to demystify both power and powerlessness. Freire' s belief in the phenomenological power of public dialogue relies up on the link between reflection and action which, simplified, suggests that renaming the world from the stand point of the oppressed leads to social critique, empowerment, and transformative action: 'Thus to speak a true word is to transform the world '. But Freire is careful to insist on the communal aspect of transformative dialogue, cautioning that one cannot say a true word alone or for another but only in working with others towards cultural change.>>>
Vote negative to reject the management approach to poverty in order to create a new relationship with people in poverty.  This method is mutually exclusive with policy-making methods and can transform the way we think about poverty. 

Schram, Associate Professor of Political Science at Macalester, 1995 (Standford, Works of Welfare p. xxx) 

Articulating alliances and building coalitions involve taking structures, even if they are discursively constituted, seriously. A politically directed social science of poverty therefore necessarily interrogates prevailing discourse, but treats it as structure firmly enmeshed in the reproduction of daily life of researchers and citizens alike. Another false dichotomy that finds its legitimation in a pragmatic orientation geared for achieving political efficacy, "discursive/material," like its cousin "symbolic/substantive," has its uses.

Not so much rejecting as deconstructing positivistic approaches to policy analysis, postmodern policy analysis involves highlighting how policy analytic work is implicated in its own representations of reality Postmodern policy analysis is therefore not so much "antipositivistic" as it is "postpositivistic." A postpositivistic orientation to policy analysis rejects the artifi cial distinctions that have plagued policy analysis, such as between theo- retical and empirical, objective and subjective, interpretive and scientific work. It recognizes that the "assumptions which provide epistemological warrant for empirical policy analysis are highly contentious" and that "empirical policy analysis masks ... the valuative dimensions of its own technical discourse."34 From this perspective, policy analysis is at best insufficient and at worst seriously misleading if it fails to examine the presuppositional basis for what are taken to be "the facts" of any policy. As an alternative, postmodern analysis examines how policy is itself constitutive of the reality against which it is directed. Postmodern policy analysis, therefore, may be defined as those approaches to examining policy that emphasize how the initiation, contestation, adoption, implementation, and evaluation of any policy are shaped in good part by the discursive, narrative, symbolic, and other socially constructed practices that structure our understanding of that policy, the ostensible problems to be attacked, the methods of treatment, the criteria for success, and so on.

Framework – Reps shape policy

The way we speak about poverty determines the policies we construct and the way they are implemented. The question of representation is central question that predetermines the outcome of policy decisions.  

Russell-Morris, George Mason University, 2009 (Brianne, The Logic of Welfare Reform: An Analysis of the Reauthorization of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996)

Discourse and policy go hand in hand, and so both must change in order for inequalities and thus poverty to be truly addressed. A change in poverty discourse must precede a change in antipoverty policy. New social welfare policy should be based in a discourse that promotes an understanding that inequality and poverty are entangled. The welfare state must change fundamentally in order to address and to dismantle the sources of structural inequalities, such as neoliberal capitalism and patriarchal gender relations, rather than the individual outcomes of those inequalities. Both Schram (1995) and O’Connor (2001) call for a need to view discourse and structure as connected. In other words, we must focus on how policy and the language that is used to discuss and create that policy reinforce each other, and only then can we begin to move beyond such a limited discourse. O’Connor argues that poverty researchers must work independently of the State so that they “generate a genuinely independent and critical body of knowledge that aims to set rather than follow the agenda for policy debate” (2001:293). If poverty knowledge is understood as part of larger cultural dynamics and their resulting economic, political, and social inequalities, poverty as a social problem is “de-pauperized” and will be taken seriously as a problem with structural, not behavioral, roots. Institutions, and not only the individual-level consequences of those institutions, would come under scrutiny and would be targeted for change (O’Connor 2001).
Framework:  representations 1st
questions of representation should be the first and most important issues considered in debate—the framing of a policy forms its meaning and value

The Framework Institute 2005 (http://www.frameworksinstitute.org/strategicanalysis/perspective.shtml)
Strategic frame analysis is an approach to communications research and practice that pays attention to the public's deeply held worldviews and widely held assumptions. This approach was developed at the FrameWorks Institute by a multi-disciplinary team of people capable of studying those assumptions and testing them to determine their impact on social policies. Recognizing that there is more than one way to tell a story, strategic frame analysis taps into decades of research on how people think and communicate. The result is an empirically-driven communications process that makes academic research understandable, interesting, and usable to help people solve social problems.  This interdisciplinary work is made possible by the fact that the concept of framing is found in the literatures of numerous academic disciplines across the social, behavioral and cognitive sciences. Put simply, framing refers to the construct of a communication — its language, visuals and messengers — and the way it signals to the listener or observer how to interpret and classify new information. By framing, we mean how messages are encoded with meaning so that they can be efficiently interpreted in relationship to existing beliefs or ideas. Frames trigger meaning.  The questions we ask, in applying the concept of frames to the arena of social policy, are as follows:  How does the public think about a particular social or political issue?  What is the public discourse on the issue? And how is this discourse influenced by the way media frames that issue?  How do these public and private frames affect public choices?  How can an issue be reframed to evoke a different way of thinking, one that illuminates a broader range of alternative policy choices?  This approach is strategic in that it not only deconstructs the dominant frames of reference that drive reasoning on public issues, but it also identifies those alternative frames most likely to stimulate public reconsideration and enumerates their elements (reframing). We use the term reframe to mean changing "the context of the message exchange" so that different interpretations and probable outcomes become visible to the public (Dearing & Rogers, 1994: 98). 

Strategic frame analysis offers policy advocates a way to work systematically through the challenges that are likely to confront the introduction of new legislation or social policies, to anticipate attitudinal barriers to support, and to develop research-based strategies to overcome public misunderstanding.  What Is Communications and Why Does It Matter? The domain of communications has not changed markedly since 1948 when Harold Lasswell formulated his famous equation: who says what to whom through what channel with what effect?  But what many social policy practitioners have overlooked in their quests to formulate effective strategies for social change is that communications merits their attention because it is an inextricable part of the agenda-setting function in this country. Communications plays a vital role in determining which issues the public prioritizes for policy resolution, which issues will move from the private realm to the public, which issues will become pressure points for policymakers, and which issues will win or lose in the competition for scarce resources. No organization can approach such tasks as issue advocacy, constituency-building, or promoting best practices without taking into account the critical role that mass media has to play in shaping the way Americans think about social issues. As William Gamson and his colleagues at the Media Research and Action Project like to say, media is "an arena of contest in its own right, and part of a larger strategy of social change."  One source of our confusion over communications comes in not recognizing that each new push for public understanding and acceptance happens against a backdrop of long-term media coverage, of perceptions formed over time, of scripts we have learned since childhood to help us make sense of our world, and folk beliefs we use to interpret new information. As we go about making sense of our world, mass media serves an important function as the mediator of meaning — telling us what to think about (agenda-setting) and how to think about it (media effects) by organizing the information in such a way (framing) that it comes to us fully conflated with directives (cues) about who is responsible for the social problem in the first place and who gets to fix it (responsibility).   

AT: Permutation (1/2)

The permutation does the same thing while changing the language—this policy of renaming fails to create broader structural changes and only reinforces the discourse of poverty
Schram, Associate Professor of Political Science at Macalester, 1995 (Sanford, Words of Welfare, p 21-24)

The deconstruction of prevailing discursive structures helps politicize the institutionalized practices that inhibit alternative ways of constructing social relations.5 Isolated acts of renaming, however, are unlikely to help promote political change if they are not tied to interrogations of the structures that serve as the interpretive context for making sense of new terms.6 This is especially the case when renamings take the form of euphemisms designed to make what is described appear to be consonant with the existing order. In other words, the problems of a politics of renaming are not confined to the left, but are endemic to what amounts to a classic American practice utilized across the political spectrum.7 Homeless, welfare, and family planning provide three examples of how isolated instances of renaming fail in their efforts to make a politics out of sanitizing language. Renaming can do much to indicate respect and sympathy. It may strategically recast concerns so that they can be articulated in ways that are more appealing and less dismissive. Renaming the objects of political contestation may help promote the basis for articulating latent affinities among disparate political constituencies. The relentless march of renamings can help denaturalize and delegitimate ascendant categories and the constraints they place on political possibility. At the moment of fissure, destabilizing renamings have the potential to encourage reconsideration of how biases embedded in names are tied to power relations.8 Yet isolated acts of renaming do not guarantee that audiences will be any more predisposed to treat things differently than they were before. The problem is not limited to the political reality that dominant groups possess greater resources for influencing discourse. Ascendant political economies, such as liberal postindustrial capitalism, whether understood structurally or discursively, operate as institutionalized systems of interpretation that can subvert the most earnest of renamings.9 It is just as dangerous to suggest that paid employment exhausts possibilities for achieving self-sufficiency as to suggest that political action can be meaningfully confined to isolated renamings.10 Neither the workplace nor a name is the definitive venue for effectuating self-worth or political intervention." Strategies that accept the prevailing work ethos will continue to marginalize those who cannot work, and increasingly so in a post-industrial economy that does not require nearly as large a workforce as its industrial predecessor. Exclusive preoccupation with sanitizing names overlooks the fact that names often do not matter to those who live out their lives according to the institutionalized narratives of the broader political economy, whether it is understood structurally or discursively, whether it is monolithically hegemonic or reproduced through allied, if disparate, practices. What is named is always encoded in some publicly accessible and ascendent discourse.12 Getting the names right will not matter if the names are interpreted according to the institutionalized insistences of organized society.13 Only when those insistences are relaxed does there emerge the possibility for new names to restructure daily practices. Texts, as it now has become notoriously apparent, can be read in many ways, and they are most often read according to how prevailing discursive structures provide an interpretive context for reading them.14 The meanings implied by new names of necessity overflow their categorizations, often to be reinterpreted in terms of available systems of intelligibility (most often tied to existing institutions). Whereas renaming can maneuver change within the interstices of pervasive discursive structures, renaming is limited in reciprocal fashion. Strategies of containment that seek to confine practice to sanitized categories appreciate the discursive character of social life, but insufficiently and wrongheadedly. I do not mean to suggest that discourse is dependent on structure as much as that structures are hegemonic discourses. The operative structures reproduced through a multitude of daily practices and reinforced by the efforts of aligned groups may be nothing more than stabilized ascendent discourses.15 Structure is the alibi for discourse. We need to destabilize this prevailing interpretive context and the power plays that reinforce it, rather than hope that isolated acts of linguistic sanitization will lead to political change. Interrogating structures as discourses can politicize the terms used to fix meaning, produce value, and establish identity. Denaturalizing value as the product of nothing more than fixed interpretations can create new possibilities for creating value in other less insistent and injurious ways. The discursively/structurally reproduced reality of liberal capitalism as deployed by power blocs of aligned groups serves to inform the existentially lived experiences of citizens in the contemporary postindustrial order.16 The powerful get to reproduce a broader context that works to reduce the dissonance between new names and established practices. As long as the prevailing discursive structures of liberal capitalism create value from some practices, experiences, and identities over others, no matter how often new names are insisted upon, some people will continue to be seen as inferior simply because they do not engage in the same practices as those who are currently dominant in positions of influence and prestige. Therefore, as much as there is a need to reconsider the terms of debate, to interrogate the embedded biases of discursive practices, and to resist living out the invidious distinctions that hegemonic categories impose, there are real limits to what isolated instances of renaming can accomplish. Renaming points to the profoundly political character of labels. Labels operate as sources of power that serve to frame identities and interests. They 
(card continues…)

AT: Permutation (2/2)
(…card continues)

predispose actors to treat the subjects in question in certain ways, whether they are street people or social policies. This increasingly common strategy, however, overlooks at least three major pitfalls to the politics of renaming.17 Each reflects a failure to appreciate language's inability to say all that is meant by any act of signification. First, many renamings are part of a politics of euphemisms that conspires to legitimate things in ways consonant with hegemonic discourse. This is done by stressing what is consistent and de-emphasizing what is inconsistent with prevailing discourse. When welfare advocates urge the nation to invest in its most important economic resource, its children, they are seeking to recharacterize efforts on behalf of poor families as critical for the country's international economic success in a way that is entirely consonant with the economistic biases of the dominant order. They are also distracting the economic-minded from the social democratic politics that such policy changes represent.18 This is a slippery politics best pursued with attention to how such renamings may reinforce entrenched institutional practices."  Yet Walter Truett Anderson's characterization of what happened to the "cultural revolution" of the 1960s has relevance here: One reason it is so hard to tell when true cultural revolutions have occurred is that societies are terribly good at co-opting their opponents; something that starts out to destroy the prevailing social construction of reality ends up being a part of it. Culture and counterculture overlap and merge in countless ways. And the hostility toward established social constructions of reality that produced strikingly new movements and behaviors in the early decades of this century, and peaked in the 1960s, is now a familiar part of the cultural scene. Destruction itself becomes institutionalized.2" According to Jeffrey Goldfarb, cynicism has lost its critical edge and has become the common denominator of the very society that cynical criticism sought to debunk.21 If this is the case, politically crafted characterizations can easily get co-opted by a cynical society that already anticipates the political character of such selective renamings. The politics of renaming itself gets interpreted as a form of cynicism that uses renamings in a disingenuous fashion in order to achieve political ends. >>>
***AFF***

Aff Framework

Our interpretation of debate is that we should focus on the political results of the implementation of government plans, not the words that debaters choose to use.  As a judge, it is your job to decide pragmatically if the consequences of the hypothetical policy option the affirmative presents are better or worse than the status quo or a negative counterplan.  This interpretation of debate is superior:  

A. Fairness – There are an infinite number of words the negative team can question, and it is impossible for us to predict which phrase they will criticize next.  Limiting the focus of debate to the question of whether or not the outcome of the plan is good or bad is critical to a fair division of ground, since word critiques make the entirety of our advocacy irrelevant.  Fairness is the key internal link to education since it determines from the get go what we can be prepared to debate.  

B. Political Utility– simulating policy outcomes teaches us the not only the ins and outs of government decision making, but builds the skills of cost benefit analysis, which is the lynchpin of any form of political decision making.  

C. Education – policy debate encourages the most indepth form of education and teaches us to be informed citizens.  

Joyner, Professor of International Law at Georgetown, 1999 [Christopher C., “Teaching International Law,”  5 ILSA J Int'l & Comp L 377, l/n]

Use of the debate can be an effective pedagogical tool for education in the social sciences. Debates, like other role-playing simulations, help students understand different perspectives on a policy issue by adopting a perspective as their own. But, unlike other simulation games, debates do not require that a student participate directly in order to realize the benefit of the game. Instead of developing policy alternatives and experiencing the consequences of different choices in a traditional role-playing game, debates present the alternatives and consequences in a formal, rhetorical fashion before a judgmental audience. Having the class audience serve as jury helps each student develop a well-thought-out opinion on the issue by providing contrasting facts and views and enabling audience members to pose challenges to each debating team.
These debates ask undergraduate students to examine the international legal implications of various United States foreign policy actions. Their chief tasks are to assess the aims of the policy in question, determine their relevance to United States national interests, ascertain what legal principles are involved, and conclude how the United States policy in question squares with relevant principles of international law. Debate questions are formulated as resolutions, along the lines of: "Resolved: The United States should deny most-favored-nation status to China on human rights grounds;" or "Resolved: The United States should resort to military force to ensure inspection of Iraq's possible nuclear, chemical and biological weapons facilities;" or "Resolved: The United States' invasion of Grenada in 1983 was a lawful use of force;" or "Resolved: The United States should kill Saddam Hussein." In addressing both sides of these legal propositions, the student debaters must consult the vast literature of international law, especially the nearly 100 professional law-school-sponsored international law journals now being published in the United States. This literature furnishes an incredibly rich body of legal 
analysis that often treats topics affecting United States foreign policy, as well as other more esoteric international legal subjects. Although most of these journals are accessible in good law schools, they are largely unknown to the political science community specializing in international relations, much less to the average undergraduate. 

By assessing the role of international law in United States foreign policy- making, students realize that United States actions do not always measure up to international legal expectations; that at times, international legal strictures get compromised for the sake of perceived national interests, and that concepts and principles of international law, like domestic law, can be interpreted and twisted in order to justify United States policy in various international circumstances. In this way, the debate 
format gives students the benefits ascribed to simulations and other action learning techniques, in that it makes them become actively engaged with their subjects, and not be mere passive consumers. Rather than spectators, students become legal advocates, observing, reacting to, and structuring political and legal perceptions to fit the merits of their case.

The debate exercises carry several specific educational objectives. First, students on each team must work together to refine a cogent argument that compellingly asserts their legal position on a foreign policy issue confronting the United States. In this way, they gain greater insight into the real-world legal dilemmas faced by policy makers. Second, as they work with other members of their team, they realize the complexities of applying and implementing international law, and the difficulty of bridging the gaps between United States policy and international legal principles, either by reworking the former or creatively reinterpreting the latter. Finally, research for the debates forces students to become familiarized with contemporary issues on the United States foreign policy agenda and the role that international law plays in formulating and executing these policies.  n8 The debate thus becomes an excellent vehicle for pushing students beyond stale arguments over principles into the real world of policy analysis, political critique, and legal defense.
Aff: Discourse not shape reality

Discourse doesn’t shape reality – reality is more complex than the words we use 
Robert Kocher, Author and Philosopher, 2005 [Discourse on Reality and Sanity, http://members.mountain.net/theanalyticpapers/reality1.htm]
While it is not possible to establish many proofs in the verbal world, and it is simultaneously possible to make many uninhibited assertions or word equations in the verbal world, it should be considered that reality is more rigid and does not abide by the artificial flexibility and latitude of the verbal world. The world of words and the world of human experience are very imperfectly correlated. That is, saying something doesn't make it true. A verbal statement in the world of words doesn't mean it will occur as such in the world of consistent human experience I call reality. In the event verbal statements or assertions disagree with consistent human experience, what proof is there that the concoctions created in the world of words should take precedence or be assumed a greater truth than the world of human physical experience that I define as reality? In the event following a verbal assertion in the verbal world produces pain or catastrophe in the world of human physical reality or experience, which of the two can and should be changed? Is it wiser to live with the pain and catastrophe, or to change the arbitrary collection of words whose direction produced that pain and catastrophe? Which do you want to live with? What proven reason is there to assume that when doubtfulness that can be constructed in verbal equations conflicts with human physical experience, human physical experience should be considered doubtful? It becomes a matter of choice and pride in intellectual argument. My personal advice is that when verbal contortions lead to chronic confusion and difficulty, better you should stop the verbal contortions rather than continuing to expect the difficulty to change. Again, it's a matter of choice. Does the outcome of the philosophical question of whether reality or proof exists decide whether we should plant crops or wear clothes in cold weather to protect us from freezing? Har! Are you crazy? How many committed deconstructionist philosophers walk about naked in subzero temperatures or don't eat? Try creating and living in an alternative subjective reality where food is not needed and where you can sit naked on icebergs, and find out what happens. I emphatically encourage people to try it with the stipulation that they don't do it around me, that they don't force me to do it with them, or that they don't come to me complaining about the consequences and demanding to conscript me into paying for the cost of treating frostbite or other consequences. (sounds like there is a parallel to irresponsibility and socialism somewhere in here, doesn't it?). I encourage people to live subjective reality. I also ask them to go off far away from me to try it, where I won't be bothered by them or the consequences. For those who haven't guessed, this encouragement is a clever attempt to bait them into going off to some distant place where they will kill themselves off through the process of social Darwinism — because, let's face it, a society of deconstructionists and counterculturalists filled with people debating what, if any, reality exists would have the productive functionality of a field of diseased rutabagas and would never survive the first frost. The attempt to convince people to create and move to such a society never works, however, because they are not as committed or sincere as they claim to be. Consequently, they stay here to work for left wing causes and promote left wing political candidates where there are people who live productive reality who can be fed upon while they continue their arguments. They ain't going to practice what they profess, and they are smart enough not to leave the availability of people to victimize and steal from while they profess what they pretend to believe in.
Discourse is not key-doesn’t change the systems of oppression ~~

Poitevin, PhD Cand Sociol @-UC-Davis, 2001

(Rene Francisco, "The end of anti-capitalism as we knew it: Reflections on post modem Marxism", The Socialist Review, http://findarticles.comJpiarticles/mi~qa3952/is~200101/ai~n89312)8 From Radical Democracy to Revolutionary Democracy)
Let me finish by addressing the "vision thing" in Marxist theory, and by putting forward some minimal suggestions for how to

proceed. The problem with the Left in this country is not Marx's theorizing of capital, it is the Left's profound poverty of vision.

Simply put, we cannot think "Revolution" anymore because we cannot think "Capitalism" anymore. What passes for "radical

democracy" nowadays is so timid and so willing to declare and settle for quick victories that one has to wonder sometimes where exactly it is that the radicalism in radical democracy lies. And to make matters worse, we are living in a period in which the Left itself is the one in charge of convincing us that the "Revolution" is not only politically unfeasible, but also epistemologically impossible. To paraphrase Marx's famous eleventh thesis on Feuerbach, post-modem Marxists have interpreted the world for too long - the point is to change it. Do we need reform? Of course we do, but to construct reform as a "sufficient" condition for social change is to engage not in the politics of empowerment but in the practice of a politics of surrender with delusions of grandeur. Furthermore, in a post-structuralist epistemological framework in which structural and systemic explanations are forbidden, all we are left with is a blurred capacity to prioritize what is to be done. In short, in the post-modem Marxist world, it is impossible to structurally explain how the top 1 percent of the world population has more wealth than the bottom 92 percent. To do that would require the admission that there is something called capitalism with a logic to it. Recall that in the post-modem Marxist world, the political importance of "any relationship ... [is determined by] how we wish to think of the complex interaction"; it is not based on institutional or systemic mechanisms of how inequality gets generated and reproduced.  And, given the post-modern Marxists' insistence on defining capitalism from the get-go as having "no essential or coherent identity," it is no surprise that such academics are totally irrelevant to real people's struggles against globalization, the IMF, the WTO, and NAFTA. It's the case of the chicken coming home to roost. It is time to stop the politics of surrender and denial. It is time to stop pretending that if we repeat things over and over again for long enough (this is called "performative" in postmodern parlance), things will eventually change. The fact is that the Left has been getting crushed for quite some time now. The fact is that it is going to take more than a cadre of post-modern intellectuals and a new definition of capitalism to establish a just economic and political system. And attempts to co-opt and hijack Marxism for some reformist agenda
Aff: Discourse not key
Discourse doesn’t change the reality of oppression.

Zavarzadeh, Dept English @ Syracuse, 1994 (Mas’ud, “The Stupidity that Consumption is Just as Productive as Production”, The Alternative Orange, V 4, Fall/Winter, http://www.etext.or~olitics/AltemativeOrange/4/v4nl~cpp.hrml)
The unsurpassable objectivity which is not open to rhetorical interpretation and constitutes the decided foundation of critique is the “outside” that Man: calls the “Working Day” (Capital I , 340-416). (R-4 willfully misrecognizes my notion of Objectivity by confusing my discussion of identity politics and objectivity.) The working day is not what it seems: its reality, like the reality of all capitalist practices, is an alienated reality-there is a contradiction between its appearance and its essence. It “appears” as if the worker, during the working day, receives wages which are equal compensation for his labor. This mystification originates in the fact that the capitalist pays not for “labor” but for “labor power”: when labor power is put to use it produces more than it is paid for. The “working day” is the site of the unfolding of this fundamental contradiction: it is a divided day; divided into “necessary labor”-the part in which the worker produces value equivalent to his wages-and the “other,” the part of “surplus labor”-a part in which the worker works for free and produces “surplus value.” The second part of the working day is the source of profit and accumulation of capital. “Surplus labor” is the objective fact of capitalist relations of production: without “surplus labor” there will be no profit, and without profit there will be no accumulation of capital, and without accumulation of capital there will be no capitalism.  The goal of bourgeois economics is to conceal this part of the working day, and it should therefore be no surprise that, as a protector of ruling class interests in the academy, R-2, with a studied casualness, places “surplus value” in the adjacency of “radical bible-studies” and quietly turns it into a rather boring matter of interest perhaps only to the dogmatic. To be more concise: “surplus labor” is that objective, unsurpassable “outside” that cannot be made up& of the economies of the “inside” without capitalism itself being transformed into socialism. Revolutionary critique is grounded in this truth-objectivity-since all social institutions and practices of capitalism are founded upon the objectivity of surplus labor. The role of a revolutionary pedagogy of critique is to produce class consciousness so as to assist in organizing people into a new vanguard party that aims at abolishing this FACT of the capitalist system and transforming capitalism into a communist society. As I have argued in my “Post-ality” [Transformation I], poststructuralist theory, through the concept of “representation,” makes all such facts an effect of interpretation and turns them into “undecidable” processes. The boom inludic theory and Rhetoric Studies in the bourgeois academy is caused by the service it renders the ruling class: it makes the OBJECTIVE reality of the extraction of surplus labor a subjective one-not a decided fact but a matter of “interpretation”. In doing so, it “deconstructs” (see the writings of such bourgeois readers as Gayatri Spivak, Cornell West, and Donna Haraway) the labor theory  of value, displaces production with consumption, and resituates the citizen from the revolutionary cell to the ludic shopping mall of R-4. Now that I have indicated the objective grounds of “critique,” I want to go back to the erasure of critique by dialogue in the post-a1 left and examine the reasons why these nine texts locate my critique-at writings and pedagogy in the space of violence, Stalinism and demagoguery. Violence, in the port-al left, is a refusal to “talk”. ’‘To whom is Zavarzadeh speaking?” asks OR - 5, who regards my practices to be demagogical, and R-3, finds as a mark of violence in my texts that “The interlocutor really absent” from them. What is obscured in this representation of the non-dialogical is, of course, the violence of the dialogical. I leave aside here the violence with which these advocates of non-violent conversations attack me in their texts and cartoon. My concern is with the practices by which the left, through dialogue, naturalizes (and eroticizes) the violence that keeps capitalist democracy in power. What is violent? Subjecting people to the daily terrorism of layoffs in order to maintain high rates of profit for the owners of the means of production or redirecting this violence(which gives annual bonuses, in addition to multi-million dollar salaries, benefits and stock options, to the CEO’s of the very corporations that are laying off thousands of workers) against the ruling class in order to end class societies? What is violent? Keeping millions of people in poverty, hunger, starvation, homelessness, and deprived of basic health care, at a time when the forces of production have reached a level that can, in fact, provide for the needs of all people, or trying to over throw this system? What is violent? Placing in office, under the alibi of “free elections,” post-fascists (Italy) and allies of the ruling class (Major, Clinton, Kohl, Yeltsin) or struggling to end this farce? What is violent? Reinforcing these practices by “talking” about them in a “reasonable” fashion(i.e. within the rules of the game established by the ruling class for limited reform from “within”) or marking the violence of conversation and its complicity with the status quo, thereby breaking the frame that represents “dialogue” as participation-when in fact it is merely a formal strategy for legitimating the established order? Any society in which the labor of many is the source of wealth for the few-all class societies are societies of violence, and no amount of “talking” is going to change that objective fact.“Dialogue” and “conversation” are aimed at arriving at a consensus by which this violence is made more tolerable, justifiable and naturalized.

Aff: Poverty Turn

Turn: Ending discourse on “poverty” won’t change realities – the wealthy and politically powerful will continue to ignore the issue until the struggle against poverty is reinvested with a grander meaning.

Hanson, 1997 [F. Allan, Professor of Anthropology @ the U of Kansas, “How Poverty Has Lost Its Meaning,” Cato Journal, 17.2, < http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj17n2/cj17n2-5.pdf>, pgs. 18-19]

We are suspended in the disjuncture between the ideas that social reality is a human creation and that human beings, acting collectively, cannot control what happens in that reality. This impasse accounts for much in our current condition, including why poverty has lost its meaning. Poverty is clearly something of our own doing, but the non-poor are no longer moved to take concerted action to alleviate it. This is not because they think the solution is too difficult or expensive, but because they have lost confidence that any large-scale plan will work. They may, of course, lend assistance on a personal level, doing good in minute particulars. But the notion that this can be part of a program with more cosmic meaning, a program that promises to eradicate poverty for once and for all, founders on the apprehension that humans exercise very little control over the course of development of the social reality they themselves have created.

Not everyone, of course, is willing to live with this uncomfortable and paralyzing combination of ideas. Religious faithful who seek to tailor themselves to a God-given reality persist, as do social reformers who seek to tailor reality to a Utopian vision. But if the growing indifference to poverty is any guide, it points to the conclusion that these groups no longer represent majority opinion or sway public policy, Those among the non-poor who are unmotivated to grapple with a problem for which they can discern no solution find it more bearable simply not to think about it. This choice includes ordering where they live, where their children go to school, what they read, and what they expose themselves to in such a way that poor people intrude minimally upon their lives and consciousness.

Actually, this strategy does entail a solution of sorts to the problem of poverty, and a remarkably clean and cheap solution at that: to make poverty disappear by the simple expedient of not acknowledging it. This is an especially compelling option if one adopts the stronger version of the proposition that social reality is a human construct. That view, it will be recalled, holds that social reality is the product of artifice and simulation. Things are as we say they are, a "virtual reality" extending well beyond our computer screens to encompass our entire social lives. As poverty theorist Michael Katz (1989: 7—8) has clearly recognized, poverty is not so much the existence of poor people as the prevailing discourse about them. It follows that if the prevailing discourse about poverty ceases, if people will just stop worrying and thinking and talking about it, then poverty itself will come to an end. Poor people, of course, will continue to exist. But they will no longer represent a social problem, just as leprosy ceased to be a social problem although lepers continued to exist.

If one chooses to take a less radical stance and insist that poverty has a reality of its own apart from what people may think about it, the outcome is not fundamentally different. Even if becoming indifferent to poverty does not alter its basic reality, it obviously does alter what is done (or, more to the point, not done) about it. American citizens of Japanese descent really were interned in concentration camps during World War II but little was done about the outrage until public attention focused on the issue decades later. In the same way, poverty may be a grim reality, but the loss of a larger meaning for it, and the resulting indifference among an increasing proportion of the non-poor, is what, more than anything else, enables legislators to end welfare as we have known it.

Aff: Suffering Turn

Representations of suffering spur action - emotional appeal is the best motivator
Rozario, 2003 [Kevin, Assitant Professor of American Studies, “Delicious Horrors: Mass Culture, The Red Cross, and the Appeal of Modern American Humanitarianism,” American Quarterly, 55.3]

Inquiring into "the role of emotion in moral motivation," the philosopher P.S. Greenspan submits that the principal spur to charity in our own time is the guilt men and women experience when they respond inappropriately to the misfortunes of others. If people believe they should feel sadness or horror but instead feel a strange titillation (which seems to be the modern fate), they begin to experience an "emotional discomfort" severe enough to become a "compulsive motivation" that drives them to perform the acts of virtue that they hope will cleanse or expiate their bad feelings. 93 Greenspan's rhetoric of compulsion is unsettling. After all, a good deal of humanitarian activity has very little to do with emotion, depending instead on habit or peer [End Page 440] pressure or even scrupulous moral deliberation. Moreover, it is surely not the case that all modern people do experience guilt or discomfort when amusing themselves with spectacles of suffering. Nevertheless, the logic laid out here provides suggestive insights into the emotional world of early-twentieth century humanitarians.
Turn: the status quo will continue to blame the poor for their own condition – we need to reinvest meaning into poverty to reinvigorate the struggle against it.

Hanson, 1997 [F. Allan, Professor of Anthropology @ the U of Kansas, “How Poverty Has Lost Its Meaning,” Cato Journal, 17.2, < http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj17n2/cj17n2-5.pdf>, pgs. 13-14]

The meanings associated with contemporary poverty are much reduced in comparison not only with rugged individualism but with medieval piety and state welfare as well. Medieval poverty represented much that was honored at the time: a Christ-like existence, pious renunciation of worldly things, humble acquiescence in what God had ordained, and an opportunity to seek divine favor through alms-giving. In the state welfare paradigm, poverty represented a challenge to the just and humane society that people were trying to build. The prospect of eradicating it symbolized what could be achieved in a Marxian Utopia or a Johnsonian Great Society if only sufficient national will, expert planning and management, and community resources were devoted to the task.

The poverty of contemporary individualism has no meaning comparable to these. In its depressing self poverty denotes want, stagnation, and hopelessness. Its larger connotations are even more sordid: drug addiction, violence, and crime. Of course the non-poor would like to see all of these things come to an end. But that is no longer anything more than an end in itself. It is not linked to some shining image or transcendent crusade such as advancing civilization, saving souls, or creating a truly equal and just society. The motivation to commitment and self-sacrifice in the cause of ending poverty has gone slack, with the upshot that sufficient numbers of the non-poor no longer devote themselves to the task. Past failures seed their doubt that poverty can be eradicated, and present values do not provide them with any great incentive for continuing to try.

AFF: Progressivism Turn

Effective politics demands that engaging the state and actual political struggle be prioritized above examining language and changing minds.  

Henry Giroux,  Chair professorship—education and cultural studies, penn state, 06 [6 
‘DIRTY DEMOCRACY AND STATE OF TERRORISM”, Comparative Studies of South Asia, pg. 163-177]
Abstracted from the ideal of public commitment, the new authoritarianism represents a political and economic practice and form of militarism that loosen the connections among substantive democracy, critical agency, and critical education. In opposition to the rising tide of authoritarianism, educators across the globe must make a case for linking learning to progressive social change while struggling to pluralize and critically engage the diverse sites where public pedagogy takes place. In part, this suggests forming alliances that can make sure every sphere of social life is recognized as an important site of the political, social, and cultural struggle that is so crucial to any attempt to forge the knowledge, identifications, effective investments, and social relations that constitute political subjects and social agents capable of energizing and spreading the basis for a substantive global democracy. Such circumstances require that pedagogy be embraced as a moral and political practice, one that is directive and not dogmatic, an outgrowth of struggles designed to resist the increasing depoliticization of political culture that is the hallmark of the current Bush revolution. Education is the terrain where consciousness is shaped, needs are constructed, and the capacity for individual self-reflection and broad social change is nurtured and produced. Education has assumed an unparalleled significance in shaping the language, values, and ideologies that legitimize the structures and organizations that support the imperatives of global capitalism. Efforts to reduce it to a technique or methodology set aside, education remains a crucial site for the production and struggle over those pedagogical and political conditions that provide the possibilities for people to develop forms of agency that enable them individually and collectively to intervene in the processes through which the material relations of power shape the meaning and practices of their everyday lives. Within the current historical context, struggles over power take on a symbolic and discursive as well as a material and institutional form. The struggle over education is about more than the struggle over meaning and identity; it is also about how meaning, knowledge, and values are produced, authorized, and made operational within economic and structural relations of power. Education is not at odds with politics; it is an important and crucial element in any definition of the political and offers not only the theoretical tools for a systematic critique of authoritarianism but also a language of possibility for creating actual movements for democratic social change and a new biopolitics that affirms life rather than death, shared responsibility rather than shared fears, and engaged citizenship rather than the stripped-down values of consumerism. At stake here is combining symbolic forms and processes conducive to democratization with broader social contexts and the institutional formations of power itself. The key point here is to understand and engage educational and pedagogical practices from the point of view of how they are bound up with larger relations of power. Educators, students, and parents need to be clearer about how power works through and in texts, representations, and discourses, while at the same time recognizing that power cannot be limited to the study of representations and discourses, even at the level of public policy. Changing consciousness is not the same as altering the institutional basis of oppression; at the same time, institutional reform cannot take place without a change in consciousness capable of recognizing not only injustice but also the very possibility for reform, the capacity to reinvent the conditions [End Page 176] and practices that make a more just future possible. In addition, it is crucial to raise questions about the relationship between pedagogy and civic culture, on the one hand, and what it takes for individuals and social groups to believe that they have any responsibility whatsoever even to address the realities of class, race, gender, and other specific forms of domination, on the other hand. For too long, the progressives have ignored that the strategic dimension of politics is inextricably connected to questions of critical education and pedagogy, to what it means to acknowledge that education is always tangled up with power, ideologies, values, and the acquisition of both particular forms of agency and specific visions of the future. The primacy of critical pedagogy to politics, social change, and the radical imagination in such dark times is dramatically captured by the internationally renowned sociologist Zygmunt Bauman. He writes, Adverse odds may be overwhelming, and yet a democratic (or, as Cornelius Castoriadis would say, an autonomous) society knows of no substitute for education and self-education as a means to influence the turn of events that can be squared with its own nature, while that nature cannot be preserved for long without "critical pedagogy"—an education sharpening its critical edge, "making society feel guilty" and "stirring things up" through stirring human consciences. The fates of freedom, of democracy that makes it possible while being made possible by it, and of education that breeds dissatisfaction with the level of both freedom and democracy achieved thus far, are inextricably connected and not to be detached from one another. One may view that intimate connection as another specimen of a vicious circle—but it is within that circle that human hopes and the chances of humanity are inscribed, and can be nowhere else.59
Aff: Redepolyment 

Prefer the affirmative’s attempt to find new meaning in offensive language rather than the negative’s attempt to prohibit it completely.  Only preserving the possibility of productive use offers humans agency to remake the meaning of injurious speech, whereas prohibition policies like the negative’s freeze the meaning of words in history, ensuring that they are always already harmful and that we have no control over them at all. 

Anna Kurtz and Christopher Oscarson, National Council of Teachers of English Conference on College Composition and Communication, 03 ("BookTalk: Revising the Discourse of Hate." ProQuest)

However. Butler also argues that the daily, repeated use of words opens a space for another, more empowering kind of performance. This alternative performance. Butler insists, can be "the occasion for something we might still call agency, the repetition of an original subordination for another purpose, one whose future is partially open" (p. 38). To think of words as having an "open" future is to recognize that then authority lies less in then historical than in their present uses: it is to acknowledge that people can revise the meaning of words even as we repeat them: it is to embrace the notion that the instability of words opens the possibility that we can use them to (ie)construct a more humane future for ourselves and others. Because words can be revised. Butler contends that it would be counterproductive simply to stop using terms that we would deem injurious or oppressive. For when we choose not to use offensive words under any circumstance, we preserve then existing meanings as well as their power to injure. If as teachers, for instance, we were simply to forbid the use of speech that is hurtful to LGBT students we would be effectively denying the fact that such language still exists. To ignore words in this way. Butler insists, won't make them go away. Butler thus suggests that we actually use these words in thoughtful conversation in which we work through the \injuries they cause (p. 1.02). Indeed. Butler insists that if we are to reclaim the power that oppressive speech robs from us. we must use, confront, and interrogate terms like "queer." 

aff: permutation solvency

Our representations  of poverty should not be abandoned but combined with different frameworks like the alternative. The federal government must be actively involved in poverty dialogue with activists and researchers in order to create meaningful solutions
Saunders 05 (Peter, Director of the Social Policy Research Center at the University of New South Wales since 1987,The Poverty Wars, P. 81-82)
In summary, the above discussion highlights the need to break through the sterile controversies currently surrounding the measurement of poverty in ways that provide new perspec​tives on the issue. Credibility requires that poverty research is grounded in the experiences of the poor and that its judgments are consistent with community norms and values. The three alternative approaches discussed - deprivation, capability and exclusion - present opportunities to do this by drawing on direct evidence that describes the experiences, attitudes and living conditions of the poor in the context of others in society. We should not abandon an income approach but seek ways of revitalising it by incorporating the insights provided by these alternative frameworks.  Most importantly, poverty will only receive more attention as a policy issue if government plays an active role in its formu​lation and measurement. This will involve finding ways of kick-starting a dialogue between government agencies and poverty researchers, advocates and activists about the role of policies designed to combat poverty. Without such a dialogue, those with an interest in poverty will remain outside of the policy process and those setting policy will fail to acknowledge and address a problem that is of ongoing and central impor​tance. Talking about these issues will also reveal what new forms of data are needed to better understand them. We have much to learn from recent experience in Britain (and else​where) about how to start such a dialogue and the benefits that it can produce. We need the courage to move forward and the determination to succeed.
policymaking is key - it is the only way to engage in a political struggle to help the oppressed fight against the oppressors
Schram 02 (Sanford F. teacher of social policy and social theory in the Graduate School of Social Work and Social Research at Bryn Mawr College, Praxis for the Poor, P. 122-123)
No matter how ineffable social justice is in the dynamic model, once we embrace this perspective on the relationship of social science to social wel​fare, we can see how struggles for social justice have priority, how ongoing action provides the basis for thought, how practice gives rise to theory, and how social science.should grow out of the real problems that confront those working for better social welfare policies. Under these conditions of political contingency, emphasis is given to trying to research and under​stand what is needed to be known in order to better facilitate change as it is currently being pursued. Research is not something that provides definitive answers to what social welfare policy ought to be like as much as it be​comes another useful device for leveraging political change. Under these conditions, researchers perform an underlaborer's role, but it is an under-laborer for those struggling to overcome the oppressions of the existing so​cial order. And research helps perform this role by providing politically contingent, historically contextualized, socially bounded knowledge that can help strengthen efforts for social change. This is still knowledge, not mere opinion; but it is hardly universal, timeless, objective, and disinter​ested. Instead, it is a situated, partial, and interested knowledge tied to po​litical struggle and efforts to change social conditions. Therefore, when we accept the ineliminable reality of politics, we must start by deciding which side we are on, by being involved in political strug​gle, by working to help the oppressed more effectively confront oppression and to develop responses. This must be done recognizing that the process is inherently political in still another sense of the term—that is, in the sense that the "solutions" are ones that oppressed people make through their own participation in collaborative processes. It is a political process, then, in this best sense of the term that suggests there are no scientific or philo​sophical truths that can tell us what is the right thing to do in all instances. Instead, theory and research can help us fashion our own collective re​sponses, taking into account the contingencies that we currently confront.
AFF: Policymaking Good—Change

Theoretical musings over discourse distract us from the material realities of oppression.  Policy oriented debates are key to establish substance based discussion with relevant and recognizable argumentation. This is the necessary prerequisite for changing our society.

McClean, Ph.D. Philosophy: The New School for Social Research, 2001 [David E, “The Cultural Left And The Limits of Social Hope,” Annual Conference of the Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy. 2001 Conference]

There is a lot of philosophical prose on the general subject of social justice. Some of this is quite good, and some of it is quite bad. What distinguishes the good from the bad is not merely the level of erudition. Displays of high erudition are gratuitously reflected in much of the writing by those, for example, still clinging to Marxian ontology and is often just a useful smokescreen which shrouds a near total disconnect from empirical reality. This kind of political writing likes to make a lot of references to other obscure, jargon-laden essays and tedious books written by other true believers - the crowd that takes the fusion of Marxian and Freudian private fantasies seriously. Nor is it the lack of scholarship that makes this prose bad. Much of it is well "supported" by footnotes referencing a lode of other works, some of which are actually quite good. Rather, what makes this prose bad is its utter lack of relevance to extant and critical policy debates, the passage of actual laws, and the amendment of existing regulations that might actually do some good for someone else. The writers of this bad prose are too interested in our arrival at some social place wherein we will finally emerge from our "inauthentic" state into something called "reality." Most of this stuff, of course, comes from those steeped in the Continental tradition (particularly post-Kant). While that tradition has much to offer and has helped shape my own philosophical sensibilities, it is anything but useful when it comes to truly relevant philosophical analysis, and no self-respecting Pragmatist can really take seriously the strong poetry of formations like "authenticity looming on the ever remote horizons of fetishization." What Pragmatists see instead is the hope that we can fix some of the social ills that face us if we treat policy and reform as more important than Spirit and Utopia.

Like light rain released from pretty clouds too high in the atmosphere, the substance of this prose dissipates before it can reach the ground and be a useful component in a discussion of medicare reform or how to better regulate a pharmaceutical industry that bankrupts senior citizens and condemns to death HIV patients unfortunate enough to have been born in Burkina Faso - and a regulatory regime that permits this. It is often too drenched in abstractions and references to a narrow and not so merry band of other intellectuals (Nietzsche, Bataille, Foucault, Lukács, Benjamin) to be of much use to those who are the supposed subject matter of this preternatural social justice literature. Since I have no particular allegiance to these other intellectuals, no particular impulse to carry their water or defend their reputations, I try and forget as much as I can about their writings in order to make space for some new approaches and fresh thinking about that important question that always faces us - "What is to be done?" I am, I think, lucky to have taken this decision before it had become too late.

One might argue with me that these other intellectuals are not looking to be taken seriously in the construction of solutions to specific socio-political problems. They are, after all, philosophers engaged in something called philosophizing. They are, after all, just trying to be good culture critics. Of course, that isn't quite true, for they often write with specific reference to social issues and social justice in mind, even when they are fluttering about in the ether of high theory (Lukács, for example, was a government officer, albeit a minister of culture, which to me says a lot), and social justice is not a Platonic form but parses into the specific quotidian acts of institutions and individuals. Social justice is but the genus heading which may be described better with reference to its species iterations- the various conditions of cruelty and sadism which we wittingly or unwittingly permit. If we wanted to, we could reconcile the grand general theories of these thinkers to specific bureaucracies or social problems and so try to increase their relevance. We could construct an account which acts as a bridge to relevant policy considerations. But such attempts, usually performed in the reams of secondary literature generated by their devotees, usually make things even more bizarre. In any event, I don't think we owe them that amount of effort. After all, if they wanted to be relevant they could have said so by writing in such a way that made it clear that relevance was a high priority. For Marxians in general, everything tends to get reduced to class. For Lukács everything tends to get reduced to "reification." But society and its social ills are far too intricate to gloss in these ways, and the engines that drive competing interests are much more easily explained with reference to animal drives and fears than by Absolute Spirit. That is to say, they are not easily explained at all.

Take Habermas, whose writings are admittedly the most relevant of the group. I cannot find in Habermas's lengthy narratives regarding communicative action, discourse ethics, democracy and ideal speech situations very much more than I have found in the Federalist Papers, or in Paine's Common Sense, or in Emerson's Self Reliance or Circles. I simply don't find the concept of uncoerced and fully informed communication between peers in a democratic polity all that difficult to understand, and I don't much see the need to theorize to death such a simple concept, particularly where the only persons that are apt to take such narratives seriously are already sold, at least in a general sense. Of course, when you are trying to justify yourself in the face of the other members of your chosen club (in Habermas's case, the Frankfurt School) the intricacy of your explication may have less to do with simple concepts than it has to do with parrying for respectability in the eyes of your intellectual brethren. But I don't see why the rest of us need to partake in an insular debate that has little to do with anyone that is not very much interested in the work of early critical theorists such as Horkheimer or Adorno, and who might see their insights as only modestly relevant at best. Not many self-respecting engaged political scientists in this country actually still take these thinkers seriously, if they ever did at all.

Or we might take Foucault who, at best, has provided us with what may reasonably be described as a very long and eccentric footnote to Nietzsche (I have once been accused, by a Foucaltian true believer, of "gelding" Foucault with other similar remarks). Foucault, who has provided the Left of the late 1960s through the present with such notions as "governmentality," "Limit," "archeology," "discourse" "power" and "ethics," creating or redefining their meanings, has made it overabundantly clear that all of our moralities and practices are the successors of previous ones which derive from certain configurations of savoir and connaisance arising from or created by, respectively, the discourses of the various scientific schools. But I have not yet found in anything Foucault wrote or said how such observations may be translated into a political movement or hammered into a political document or theory (let alone public policies) that can be justified or founded on more than an arbitrary aesthetic experimentalism. In fact, Foucault would have shuddered if any one ever did, since he thought that anything as grand as a movement went far beyond what he thought appropriate. This leads me to mildly rehabilitate Habermas, for at least he has been useful in exposing Foucault's shortcomings in this regard, just as he has been useful in exposing the shortcomings of others enamored with the abstractions of various Marxian-Freudian social critiques.

Yet for some reason, at least partially explicated in Richard Rorty's Achieving Our Country, a book that I think is long overdue, leftist critics continue to cite and refer to the eccentric and often a priori ruminations of people like those just mentioned, and a litany of others including Derrida, Deleuze, Lyotard, Jameson, and Lacan, who are to me hugely more irrelevant than Habermas in their narrative attempts to suggest policy prescriptions 
AFF: Policymaking Good- Change
(…card continues)

(when they actually do suggest them) aimed at curing the ills of homelessness, poverty, market greed, national belligerence and racism. 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, and who have not yet found a good reason to listen to jargon-riddled lectures from philosophers and culture critics with their snobish disrespect for the so-called "managerial class."
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