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Topic Analysis by Matt Slencsak
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PF teacher for DebateUS and the Bluegrass Debate Coalition, as well as a teacher for Worlds
Debate with The A Team Academy. His students have placed, advanced to elimination rounds,
and won speaker awards across the world. Matt has coached several students to final rounds at
state and national tournaments. Matt co-founded Triumph Debate with the goal of creating a
more welcoming and equitable space for all. Through Triumph Debate, Matt has helped
hundreds of students feel included and reach success.
Resolved: Radicalism is preferable to incrementalism to achieve social justice.

Introduction & Background
A big congratulations to all the debaters who have qualified to the NSDA National Tournament – it has
certainly been a tumultuous year for the Speech and Debate community, and I am excited that many will
have the opportunity to attend the first in-person NSDAs since 2019 as a capstone to a tough year.
The National Speech and Debate Association typically selects topics for the national tournament that are
considered more “traditional” and “value-based” – this year’s resolution is no different. Perhaps one of
the most traditional topics we’ve had in years, many local debaters will be excited to dive into a
resolution that plays to their skills. As a big proponent of NSDA Nationals staying traditional, I am excited
to see these debates play out!
That does not mean, however, that the topic isn’t without flaws. I have some concerns whenever the
topic pits two vague concepts against one another (hello March/April, nice to see you here!) – but,
thankfully, this year’s national’s topic seems to come with a hefty literature base. There is a LOT of
evidence out there for you to find, and if I had to give one recommendation for debaters, it is to
research! While some may find that to be one of the less enjoyable parts of debate, it is perhaps the
single biggest indicator of success at NSDA nationals. Having worked with three out of five of the last
NSDA National Champions in LD, consistently, they will all tell you that their strategy was dedicating
time and putting in the work. On a topic like this, where there are functionally unlimited topic areas and
a swarm of research waiting to be discovered – this sentiment could not be truer.
Remember, this topic is really just a methods debate. It is concerned more with the process of
radicalism compared to incrementalism, and which one is more successful as a policy tool. This makes
the resolution a bit different from what most debaters will be used to and will certainly change how
debates play out. Specifically, I think more debaters will focus on the link level – why radicalism is
successful or why incrementalism is successful. In other words, these debates will probably boil down (in
most circumstances) to issues of solvency.
Additionally, because this topic explicitly values the concept of “social justice”, I think that has
implications for what types of frameworks will be common and viable on the topic. Debaters are likely to
see a lot of (or should run!):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The generic consequential frameworks, like utilitarianism / societal welfare / reducing suffering
/pragmatism
Versions of reducing structural violence / oppression / republicanism
Communitarianism
Rawls and the two principles of justice
Singer and the obligation to act in the face of injustice
Human rights based frameworks (generics or specific to theories/authors)
Activism frameworks
Political rights / institutions frameworks (i.e. democracy, political participation, social
movements)

Keeping in mind that the resolution asks which is “preferable”, I think most debaters should be prepared
to debate a world in which both radicalism and incrementalism occur, and to answer the question of
which is generally a better policy mechanism.
This means that, largely, debaters should avoid hyper specifics. Focusing on one exact policy where
radicalism worked probably isn’t enough to affirm, just like the negative having an entire contention
about one policy passed through incrementalism is likely not sufficient. This doesn’t mean you cannot
bring up examples or case studies, but rather, that those should be used to supplement existing
arguments as opposed to being the entire argument themselves.
One additional factoid to keep in mind is that this resolution is not specific to the United States – which
means debaters can (and should) bring up scenarios outside of American politics. This might seem
obvious, but far too many debaters will focus on what they are used to or know (i.e. United States) and
neglect otherwise fruitful arguments/ground!
Lastly, debaters should understand what their roles are in a “compare and contrast” type resolution. On
this topic, AFF debaters should be prepared to both defend radicalism and poke holes in incrementalism
– doing either gains you offense. NEG debaters should prepare to do the opposite – attack radicalism
and defend incrementalism. The burden of the 1AC / 1NC is not only to show why radicalism /
incrementalism is a good policy tool, but also why the alternative is a poor one.
As always, to help students prepare for the topic, pull up some backfiles, or see previous types of
arguments, here are a few previous resolutions to act as a starting point for debaters:
Nationals – Resolved: Violent revolution is a just response to political oppression.
2015 National Speech & Debate Tournament – Resolved: Inaction in the face of injustice makes
individuals morally culpable.
March/April – Resolved: as a general principle, individuals have an obligation to value the common good
above their own interests.

Definitions & Topicality
There are two terms warranting definition in this resolution – incrementalism and radicalism. These
terms are both the vaguest in the resolution and can certainly dictate ground distribution in many
debates. As such, I recommend that debaters familiarize themselves with topic literature and various
interpretations of what is “radical” and “incremental” to understand its dynamics and best prepare for
debates. Additionally, if you are going to attempt to utilize a definition that impacts who can run what
arguments on either side – be sure to put in the work to explain why that interpretation is the best or
most legitimate.
Here are a few definitions to get you started:

Radicalism definition
Muxel 2020 [Anne Muxel Senior Researcher, CEVIPOF (CNRS/SciencePo), Paris, France, “Political
Radicalism Among the Younger Generations”, 2020, doi:10.1163/25895745-02020001] /Triumph Debate
A Set of Varied and Disparate Phenomena Political radicalism is not easy to define and expresses a set of
varied and disparate phenomena which have in common protest and a categorical demand for profound
change in society: denunciation of the established social order and the economic, cultural and political
elites that support it, rejection of the institutions that underpin the political system in force, and a
conviction that social and political structures should be radically transformed. Radical tendencies
characterise both individual and group attitudes and behaviours, and build an entire repertoire of
meanings and actions that are expressed in a broad variety of ways. This special issue offers a
comprehensive panorama of the large spectrum of these phenomena. Some contributions focus on
opinions and ideology while others study peaceful protest. Some concentrate on explaining and
discussing radicalism within the framework of democratic legitimacy while others address the issue of
violence and illegality. While the intensity and sociopolitical consequences of radicalism may vary
greatly, it is always based on the same notion of categorical rejection and refusal. Thus, radicalism
opposes the conventional order of politics both in its principles and actions. It supposes profound
contestation and a breaking-away from the established order. It legitimizes transgression up to the
ultimate recourse to violence that it justifies. Finally, it feeds off the “extremisation” of ways of thinking
about and interpreting the surrounding world.

Incrementalism definition
Verchera et. al 2022 [Néstor Verchera, Gary Bosworthb, Javier Esparciaa, “Developing a framework for
radical and incremental social innovation in rural areas”, Journal of Rural Studies,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2022.01.007] /Triumph Debate
In order to distinguish between radical and incremental SI, we adapted the set of categories from the
literature on business innovation (Table 1). Despite the limited empirical evidence on radical and
incremental SI, we found some contributions that discuss SI intensity and novelty in relation to some of
the categories listed in Table 1. For Polman et al. (2017: 16) “incremental SI is expected to deliver a
gradual social, economic or environmental improvement, allows the utilisation of existing knowledge
and competencies, is low risk, perpetuates existing social practises, and could potentially be

implemented with little resistance”. This definition, which could have a more radical version, captures
the role of knowledge and skills in incremental SI, and links the notion of risk to resistance.

Radical incrementalism definition
Verchera et. al 2022 [Néstor Verchera, Gary Bosworthb, Javier Esparciaa, “Developing a framework for
radical and incremental social innovation in rural areas”, Journal of Rural Studies,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2022.01.007] /Triumph Debate
On its face, being a “radical incrementalist” appears paradoxical. How can one be both radical and
incremental? The former suggests a commitment to revolutionary change on a large scale, the latter,
small-scale evolutionary shifts. In public policy terms, radical incrementalism is defined as an effective
way to make and implement public policy that is matched by focused evaluation. In other words,
establish a radical objective and achieve it by implementing a small change, evaluating the impact,
implementing a small change, evaluating the impact, and so on. Mao’s “Great Leap Forward” is not a
shining example of this. Radical incrementalism is also at the center of an on-going debate in corporate
and business strategy. When launching a new product or entering a new geographic market, should a
company be radical or incremental? This frames the issue as binary, as if a company has to choose one
or the other, when it’s arguably never that simple. Instead, many well-managed companies choose
radical incrementalism as the path to achieving an ambitious long-term goal.

Researching the Resolution
Now that we have discussed what terms included in the resolution are and what they mean, it is
important you know key terms while researching. Specific to topic. But you can maximize your research
output by including key terms/areas that the literature base uses, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Political radicalism
Political incrementalism
Radical incrementalism
Civil disobedience
Political disobedience
Social movements
Grassroots movements
Radical movements

Tip #1: Add “political obligations” to searches to find more relevant articles!
Tip #2: Minus various phrases (e.g. “terrorism” when searching AFF) to get rid of irrelevant articles!
Tip #3: Add the term “social movements” to searches for AFF-favored articles – it is more likely to give
you the results you’re interested in!

Readings On Radicalism, Incrementalism, & Social Justice
This topic is packed with literature! But that doesn’t mean you should just start cutting without
understanding context, history, and background. We’ve put together a comprehensive list of articles
that will give introductions to each of the concepts (radicalism, incrementalism, and social justice) as
well as how they have developed/their histories. Taking the time to learn about these ideologies and
their application will allow you to better research and recall relevant information in debates. Don’t skip
out on the important building blocks!

Radicalism…
Radicalism in America - https://www.nla.gov.au/collections/guide-selected-collections/radicalismamerica
Radical Movements and Political Power - https://bostonreview.net/articles/radical-movements-andpolitical-power/
A Liberal History Of A Radical Movement https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01419870.2018.1444188?journalCode=rers20

Incrementalism…
What Is Incrementalism in Government? Definition and Examples - https://www.thoughtco.com/whatis-incrementalism-in-government-5082043
Incrementalism and Public Policy-Making https://oxfordre.com/politics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore9780190228637-e-133
The Power of Incremental Outcomes: How Small Victories and Defeats Affect Social Movement
Organizations - https://meridian.allenpress.com/mobilization/article-abstract/14/4/417/82286/ThePower-of-Incremental-Outcomes-How-Small?redirectedFrom=fulltext

Social Justice…
Mapping American Social Movements - https://depts.washington.edu/moves/
Labor and the Global Social Justice Movement - https://www.jstor.org/stable/40342360?seq=1

Conclusion
We hope this analysis was an extensive and comprehensive overview of the topic. In summary, I
recommend doing a lot of deep research, strategically utilizing key search terms, coming prepared with
your own definitions and interpretations, and recognizing (as well as appropriately accounting for) the
potential literature skew that exists, and giving both sides the time necessary to produce good quality
arguments.
Often times, debaters will actually under-prep the side of the resolution that comes more naturally to
them or is more present in the topic literature, because they’re more focused on strengthening their
more difficult positions. Be aware of this common issue, and don’t fall into this trap. Take the time to
develop strong positions on both sides – and I hope that the evidence presented in this brief helps get
you started in doing so.
Lastly, if you have any questions about the evidence presented in this brief, or about our topic analysis,
feel free to reach out to us at info@triumphdebate.com and we would be happy to discuss further. Best
of luck for beginning the season!

Affirmative

Climate Change
We’re on the brink of major climate disaster; we need fast action.
Gawel et al. 2022 [Antonia Gawel, Nathan Cooper, Lukas Bester, 3-3-2022, “What the IPCC Report
tells us about the need for radical climate action,” https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2022/03/whatthe-ipcc-report-tells-us-about-the-need-for-radical-climate-action/] /Triumph Debate
This week, the IPCC reported that climate breakdown is occurring quicker than anticipated and that, at
current levels, many parts of the planet will become unliveable in the next few decades. After reading
the report, the UN secretary-general, António Guterres, said: “I have seen many scientific reports in
my time, but nothing like this. This is code red for humanity. We must combine forces now to avert
climate catastrophe.” This code red for the climate has come in this midst of the unfolding crisis and
humanitarian tragedy in Ukraine, which has also brought to the fore Europe’s complex relationship and
reliance on Russian fossil energy sources. The energy insecurity and fear over energy independence
caused by the crisis, risks seeing some European nations take actions that could slow the green energy
transformation. While the need for an immediate response is clear, an energy secure future must also
address the climate crisis. These warnings, and challenges related to security, energy dependence and
climate, are not new. World leaders must exact the transformation needed. The World Economic
Forum has a central mission to limit global warming by supporting public- and private sector efforts to
take climate action and innovate for climate solutions. Initiatives such as the First Movers
Coalition and Alliance of Climate Leaders are moves for drastic action to work side-by-side with
governments to accelerate the race to net-zero and commercially scale the right technologies to get us
there.

Greenhouse gas emissions alone will cause millions of future deaths --- we must avoid
the effects of climate change at all costs; it carries serious implications for human
rights and is an issue of social justice.
Parncutt 2019 [Richard Parncutt, Professor at the University of Graz (Austria), 10-16-2019, “The
Human Cost of Anthropogenic Global Warming: Semi-Quantitative Prediction and the 1,000-Tonne
Rule,” https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02323/full] /Triumph Debate
Greenhouse-gas emissions are indirectly causing future deaths by multiple mechanisms. For example,
reduced food and water supplies will exacerbate hunger, disease, violence, and migration. How will
anthropogenic global warming (AGW) affect global mortality due to poverty around and beyond 2100?
Roughly, how much burned fossil carbon corresponds to one future death? What are the psychological,
medical, political, and economic implications? Predicted death tolls are crucial for policy formulation,
but uncertainty increases with temporal distance from the present and estimates may be biased. Orderof-magnitude estimates should refer to literature from diverse relevant disciplines. The carbon budget
for 2°C AGW (roughly 1012 tonnes carbon) will indirectly cause roughly 109 future premature deaths
(10% of projected maximum global population), spread over one to two centuries. This zeroth-order
prediction is relative and in addition to existing preventable death rates. It lies between likely best- and
worst-case scenarios of roughly 3 × 108 and 3 × 109, corresponding to plus/minus one standard deviation
on a logarithmic scale in a Gaussian probability distribution. It implies that one future premature death
is caused every time roughly 1,000 (300–3,000) tonnes of carbon are burned. Therefore, any fossil-fuel
project that burns millions of tons of carbon is probably indirectly killing thousands of future people.
The prediction may be considered valid, accounting for multiple indirect links between AGW and death
rates in a top-down approach, but unreliable due to the uncertainty of climate change feedback and
interactions between physical, biological, social, and political climate impacts (e.g., ecological cascade
effects and co-extinction). Given universal agreement on the value of human lives, a death toll of this
unprecedented magnitude must be avoided at all costs. As a clear political message, the “1,000-tonne
rule” can be used to defend human rights, especially in developing countries, and to clarify that climate
change is primarily a human rights issue. Anthropogenic global warming (AGW) is a human rights issue
(Amnesty International, n.d.; Caney, 2010). It is violating the rights of future people—especially, in
developing countries that will suffer the most. Lancet Countdown on health and climate change has
warned that “A rapidly changing climate has dire implications for every aspect of human life, exposing
vulnerable populations to extremes of weather, altering patterns of infectious disease, and
compromising food security, safe drinking water, and clean air” (Watts et al., 2018). UN Environment
(2019) found that “nearly one quarter of all deaths globally in 2012 could be attributed to modifiable
environmental risks, with a greater portion occurring in populations in a vulnerable situation and in
developing countries” (p. 22). From a legal perspective, “a right to a healthy environment in various
formulations is recognized by the constitutions of 118 nations around the world” (Kravchenko, 2007, p.
539.)

Current path of incrementalism ensures that our best-case-scenario kills thousands.
Climate change is linear and any change in degrees creates more suffering.
Wells ‘19 [David Wallace-Wells is a National Fellow with the New America Foundation and is a deputy
editor of New York Magazine, 2-4-2019, “The Cautious Case for Climate Optimism Believing in a
comfortable future for our planet probably means some giant carbon-sucking machines,” New York
Magazine, http://nymag.com/intelligencer/2019/02/book-excerpt-the-uninhabitable-earth-davidwallace-wells.html] /Triumph Debate
Since I first began writing about climate a few years ago, I’ve been asked often whether I see any reason
for optimism. The thing is, I am optimistic. But optimism is always a matter of perspective, and mine is
this: No one wants to believe disaster is coming, but those who look, do. At about two degrees Celsius
of warming, just one degree north of where we are today, some of the planet’s ice sheets are
expected to begin their collapse, eventually bringing, over centuries, perhaps as much as 50 feet of
sea-level rise. In the meantime, major cities in the equatorial band of the planet will become
unlivable. There will be, it has been estimated, 32 times as many extreme heat waves in India, and
even in the northern latitudes, heat waves will kill thousands each summer. Given only conventional
methods of decarbonization (replacing dirty-energy sources like coal and oil with clean ones like wind
and solar), this is probably our best-case scenario. It is also what is called — so often nowadays the
phrase numbs the lips — “catastrophic warming.” A representative from the Marshall Islands spoke for
many of the world’s island nations when he used another word to describe the meaning of two degrees:
genocide. You do not need to contemplate worst-case scenarios to be alarmed; this best-case scenario
is alarming enough. Two degrees would be terrible, but it’s better than three, at which point Southern
Europe would be in permanent drought, African droughts would last five years on average, and the
areas burned annually by wildfires in the United States could quadruple, or worse, from last year’s
million-plus acres. And three degrees is much better than four, at which point six natural disasters
could strike a single community simultaneously; the number of climate refugees, already in the
millions, could grow tenfold, or 20-fold, or more; and, globally, damages from warming could reach
$600 trillion — about double all the wealth that exists in the world today. We are on track for more
warming still — just above four degrees by 2100, the U.N. estimates. So, if optimism is always a
matter of perspective, the possibility of four degrees shapes mine.

We’re seeing the effects of anthropocentric climate change now --- radical action is
needed to reverse it.
McPhearson et al. 2021 [Timon McPhearson, et al., Professor at The New School (U.S.A.), 2-232021, “Radical changes are needed for transformations to a good Anthropocene,”
https://www.nature.com/articles/s42949-021-00017-x] /Triumph Debate
The scale, pace, and intensity of human activity on the planet is driving global biodiversity and
ecosystem decline, fundamentally altering earth’s climate system, and increasing social and economic
global connectedness in ways that threaten stability, resilience, and sustainability of local and regional
human and ecological systems. These patterns suggest we are living in what has been described as the
Anthropocene Epoch characterized by rapid and fundamental human-driven alterations of earth
systems across the globe. These major shifts to the stocks and flows of human life-support systems,
challenge sustainability at any scale without fundamental and radical transformations in human
activities and supporting financial, legal, political, and governance systems. To shift the human
enterprise toward a sustainable relationship with, and within, the earth system requires much more
than small tweaks and incremental change. Instead, it will require radical departures from the status
quo, where the complex system of intertwined sustainability challenges are confronted in order to
shift multiple unsustainable trajectories toward ‘good’ Anthropocenes where normative goals for
sustainability are achieved and political and economic power structures deliver the common good.
Radical change necessitates investments in knowledge, technology, institutions, and modes of business,
as well as personal and socio-cultural behavior and meanings. Unlike existing approaches to
transformation, radical change seeks to drive major shifts in understanding and actions across a broad
range of diverse communities that can lead to shifts at both individual and organizational levels.
Tendency to focus on biophysical or economic quantification of the couplings between society and
technology or society and ecological systems can overlook a critical element of radical thinking—the
necessity to consider underlying social drivers such as capitalist competition and unequal power
relations in ways that do not reproduce dominant growth and efficiency logics. The radical changes
required for transforming pathways toward ‘good’ Anthropocenes thus require more holistic,
intertwined social–ecological–technological systems (SETS) understanding and approaches. We
propose five key principles as necessary preconditions for societal transformation to achieve a good
Anthropocene, one that is just, equitable, resilient, and sustainable. These principles include rethinking
growth, rethinking efficiency, rethinking the state, rethinking the commons, and rethinking justice. We
illustrate the potential to coordinate actions across five principles with the concept of connective tissues
to ensure that dynamic linkages and feedbacks among interacting social, ecological, and technological–
infrastructure system domains are considered and managed for driving transformation. In doing so, we
attempt to reframe the dominant dystopian futures narrative to provide a conceptual framework and
example case studies demonstrating how systems-level transformation can be initiated. We seek to
open the door to new, more radical, and urgently needed systems-based policy, planning, design, and
management approaches intrinsically based on the obligation to deliver positive, desirable futures.

Radical climate policies are popular in the United States, even among Republicans --means they’re politically possible.
Meyer 2019 [Robinson Meyer is a staff writer at The Atlantic and the author of the newsletter The
Weekly Planet, 9-7-2019, “Five Radical Climate Policies That Most Americans Actually Like,”
https://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2019/10/5-most-popular-radical-climatepolicies/599272/] /Triumph Debate
These plans confront a confusing array of public views. Voters are more worried about climate change
than ever before, but they also seem to dislike the Democratic Party’s move to the left. So how do
voters feel about this new set of progressive policies? A new survey finds: They like it. At least five
aggressive and left-wing climate policies are supported by most registered voters in the United States.
Americans seem particularly fond of large spending packages, as Sanders has advanced, and climate
policies with a populist bent, such as Senator Elizabeth Warren’s proposed climate import fee and her
“economic patriotism” plan. The poll was conducted by YouGov Blue and Data for Progress, a liberal
think tank. While I try to avoid explicitly ideological surveys, I trust this data because YouGov is a
reputable, nonpartisan firm that also conducts polls for CBS News and The Economist. Leah Stokes, a
political scientist at the University of California at Santa Barbara, also told me that the poll’s findings are
in line with other research. “Climate policy is very popular,” she said. “If you highlight the cost, it’s less
popular. If you highlight new taxes, it’s less popular. But if you highlight job creation or the air-pollution
benefits, it’s more popular.” She added that many climate policies are especially favored now because
the public tends to take views opposite those of the sitting president, a concept known as thermostatic
public opinion. “With Trump being president, you’re going to find people want more environmental
protection now than when Obama was in power,” she said. These results also align with those of
conservative-leaning surveys. The American Action Network, an advocacy group tied to the House
GOP, recently asked Americans in 30 congressional districts—including 12 “battleground” districts and
10 Donald Trump–supporting districts—if they liked the idea of a Green New Deal that would move the
United States “from an economy built on fossil fuels to one driven by clean energy.” Shockingly, the
idea was more popular than not, with 48 percent of respondents in support and 7 percent undecided.
Only when pollsters told people that a Green New Deal could cost $93 trillion did support for the idea
collapse. But according to GOP group’s own math, the a Green New Deal that focused only on climate
change could cost only $13 trillion.

Incremental change isn’t doing enough; radical change re: the climate is a moral
responsibility.
des Bouvrie et al. 2015 [Nicole des Bouvrie, Sylvia Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen, Nigel Jollands, 3-xx-2015,
“Responsibility for Radical Change in Addressing Climate Change,”
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/276204620_Responsibility_for_Radical_Change_in_Addressi
ng_Climate_Change] /Triumph Debate
In order to answer these questions, it is important to first understand what kind of change would be
necessary in carbon management that would lead to radical emission reductions. So far, the types of
alterations in laws and policies, attitudes and behaviour that have been implemented in society have
involved some type of change but have not had the desired results – CO2 emissions still keep rising at
an alarming rate. These changes have not been ‘radical’ in the sense that they have not addressed
fundamental issues related to CO2 emissions even in those countries that have made considerable
efforts. Take, for example, energy efficiency. Many see reducing the energy required per unit of
service/production as an important climate change mitigation strategy. It helps us to slow down the
rate of CO2 emissions, but in itself it does not necessarily lead to the decarbonisation of our energy
system. Energy efficiency essentially allows us to continue to do the same things, with the same energy
types, albeit with less impact per unit of activity. As the International Energy Agency says ‘new energy
efficiency measures make a difference, but much more is required.’ [3] Despite the high aspiration
adopted by the international community through the UNFCCC to stabilize greenhouse gas
concentrations "at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic (human induced) interference
with the climate system" (UNFCCC Article 2) and many collective decisions taken to materialise this,
globally the emissions are still rising at an alarming rate. We will call the type of change that does not
address fundamental issues and allows us to continue thinking within unaltered frameworks
‘modification’. It is the type of change that Anderson described as taking place “within the political and
economic hegemony.” [5] This in contrast to what we will try to delineate here, a ‘radical’ change,
something related to what Anderson has referred to as “revolutionary change to the political and
economic hegemony” [6]. When we are looking for a ‘radical’ (in the sense of extreme, far-reaching, allencompassing) reduction of emissions, we are actually searching for ‘radical’ change. In this paper we
will outline how radical change consists of more than a superficial change (a modification) but instead
changes the ‘episteme’ (Foucault), the ‘world’ (Badiou) in which we find ourselves. We will look at why
and how radical change differs from modifications and outline basic necessities needed to achieve this
radical change. We go about this objective as follows. First we will discuss the difference between
change as modification, such as a paradigm shift, and radical change that is a rupture of the old
episteme. Several problems in bringing about this radical change will be briefly elaborated on in order to
get an understanding of the prerequisites regarding the type of radical change that is necessary for
achieving a truly radical reduction of emissions. As one of the main problems concerns the framing of
the problem and the solution, we will refrain from adding one more alternative technical or policy
solution to the problem of how to manage carbon for mitigating climate change. Instead we will in the
following sections discuss one of the basic attitudes of individuals and institutions alike that shape the
structure within we find ourselves and that are a necessary foundation for bringing about radical
change: namely responsibility. We propose a different perspective on responsibility that can lead to
creating an environment in which the event of radical change could be possible.

Radical repurposing of global resources are needed to address climate change --approaches that make peace with the economic elite are not enough.
Glasnovic et al. 2020 [Zvonimir Glasnovic, Karmen Margeta, and Nataša Zabukovec Logar, 12-182020, “Humanity Can Still Stop Climate Change by Implementing a New International Climate
Agreement and Applying Radical New Technology,” https://www.mdpi.com/1996-1073/13/24/6703]
/Triumph Debate
In this regard, we used an original methodology which involved the implementation of a new
international agreement as a new policy, called the Climate New Deal (described in Section 2.3), and
an innovative Seawater Steam Engine (SSE) technology that can simultaneously produce thermal and
electric energy and drinking water (described in Section 2.4), which would be equally available to
developed and less developed countries. The SSE technology is a RES technology and is of particular
importance because it could enable equal opportunities for its development and, in particular, is
applicable to most countries as a strong “weapon” in the fight against climate change. In relation to the
SSE technology, we note that there is no similar technology, except for that listed under reference [61],
for which intensive research began in 2018. However, as the implementation of this new policy
basically means allocating 2% of each country’s GDP (the model of fair distribution of expenditures,
described in Section 2.1) to build sustainable energy systems that would meet the required total final
energy consumption for the whole world (TFEC—from 2015, with 48% spent on heat, 20% on electricity
and 32% on transport) within the next 30 years, it was necessary to take into account the potential
application of the new SSE technology (described in Section 3.1). The results showed that SSE
technology can cover heat (62,363 TWh) and electricity Needs (21,827 TWh), which represent around
2/3 of TFEC, and can also provide drinking water for domestic use (218 km3 ), thereby reducing CO2
emissions by about 21 Gt (roughly 60%). As such, it would enable the development of sustainable
communities. In addition to energy efficiency measures and the energy required by the transport sector
(new fuels), the paper has shown that it is possible to completely eliminate anthropogenic CO2
emissions. To implement the proposed measures in a relatively short period of time, i.e., 30 years, the
dynamics of the development of sustainable energy systems is of great importance and should occur
according to a logistic curve, which would result in a decrease in CO2 emissions that would itself follow a
logistic curve (the logistic curves presented in Figure 15 are inversely proportional to each other). Such a
dynamic reduction of CO2 emissions would have the most important consequence, i.e., changes in the
global temperature in the form of an inverted parabola and its retention at today’s value of around +1
◦C. Thus, this paper presents, in a general sense, a strategy for the application of new technology and
provides a meaningful plan to stop climate change. Likewise, the authors identify clear limitations in
relation to the goals of the Paris Agreement, evaluate existing paradigms and propose new ones (Table
3), all with the intention of promoting discussion and the improvement of these paradigms with the
wider scientific community. The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic in 2020 clearly shows the consequences that
zoonoses can have on humanity, which still prioritizes profit over the preservation of the
environment. It is also clear that if the present mentality persists, it cannot be ruled out that there
may be new pandemics against which humanity will find it increasingly difficult to fight. Therefore, it
is necessary to urgently address the main cause of such terrible threats to humanity by building
sustainable communities (as described in Section 2.4.7), which include energy sources, drinking water,
and also food, as well as improving living standards in the future. Such communities would also be
more resistant to the occurrence of future epidemics due to easier localization. Thus, an extremely

important conclusion can be drawn from the current coronavirus pandemic, namely, that the required
reduction of CO2 emissions cannot be achieved by the Paris Agreement, which is set on a voluntary
basis (mentioned in Section 2.3), effectively making it “as much as you can”, without any sanctions for
those who do not implement it. Indeed, a new international climate agreement based on the top-down
principle and strict control of its implementation is crucial. The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic has caused a
significant reduction in anthropogenic CO2 emissions [62]. The authors can anticipate from this that a
certain coercion mechanism is necessary in order to start reducing CO2 emissions, and that this
possible only with new politics.

COVID-19 air pollution reductions showed that radical changes to climate approaches
are possible and extremely beneficial.
Landrigan et al. 2020 [Philip J Landrigan, Aaron Bernstein, and Agnes Binagwaho, 10-xx-2020,
“COVID-19 and clean air: an opportunity for radical change,”
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanplh/article/PIIS2542-5196(20)30201-1/fulltext] /Triumph
Debate
Ambient air pollution is responsible for more than 5 million deaths annually—deaths caused by heart
disease, stroke, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, lung cancer, diabetes, pneumonia, and
premature birth. COVID-19-related improvements in air quality translate into fewer deaths from
pollution-related disease. Thus, cleaner air is estimated to have saved 11,000 lives (95% CI 7000–
21 000) in Europe in April, 2020, and 77,000 lives in China in January and February. These great gains
show that cleaner air is possible. They enable us to imagine a world in which improvements in air
quality are permanent, skies are blue, and the numbers of premature deaths caused by air pollution
are greatly diminished. Although such a scenario might seem implausible, emerging evidence
indicates that we might, in fact, be very close to a tipping point—a massive global transition away
from fossil fuels to clean, non-polluting renewable energy. The development that has brought us to
this point has been the unexpectedly rapid growth of wind and solar power over the past decade.
Between 2010 and 2020, the proportion of electricity generated globally from wind and sunlight
increased by more than four times, from 4% in 2010 to 18% in 2020. At the same time, renewable
energy sources have become more cost-effective than non-renewable energy sources. Since 2010, the
cost of generating electricity from solar cells has fallen by 81%, onshore wind by 46%, and offshore wind
by 44%. Production of electricity from wind and sunlight is now cheaper than from fossil fuels in many
places. In 2021, for the first time in history, spending on renewable energy sources is projected to
overtake spending on oil and gas exploration, a development that would have been unthinkable as
recently as 5 years ago. If major governments choose to direct their post-COVID-19 recovery
investment towards wind and solar power and away from fossil fuels, this transition will move very
quickly. Investments in coal, gas, and oil are at growing risk of becoming stranded assets. We know
already that actions taken to reduce air pollution and reduce greenhouse gas emissions can improve
health and spur economic growth. In the USA, concentrations of the six major air pollutants have fallen
by 70% since the passage of the Clean Air Act in 1970. Western Europe, Japan, and Australia have
achieved similar gains. Before this pandemic, China had begun to make clear progress against air
pollution. By removing lead from gasoline, countries around the world have virtually eliminated airborne
lead pollution. These actions have saved hundreds of thousands of lives, reduced health disparities, and
increased children's intelligence. They have also brought great economic benefit. In the USA, each dollar
invested in air pollution control since 1970 has produced an estimated return of US$30 (range $4–88). In
the same period, the US gross domestic product has grown by 250%, thus contradicting the often heard
but unfounded claim that pollution control costs jobs and stifles economic growth. Some have argued
that the present crisis is too profound to permit change. We see the opposite. We argue that this
terrible pandemic and its consequences have given a clarity of vision and a unique opportunity to
control air pollution, reduce inequality, save lives, and begin to heal the planet. If we wish to pivot
toward these goals and catalyse revolutionary improvements in air quality, societies around the world
must take five key actions.

Obligation To Act
Significant change is needed to address injustice, repression and discrimination
Maiese 03 [Michelle Maiese is Coordinator of the Department of Philosophy and an Associate
Professor of Philosophy at Emmanuel College Boston, “Addressing Injustice,”
https://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/address-injustice] // Triumph Debate
Many scholars and activists note that in order to truly address injustice internationally, we must strive
to understand its underlying causes. These causes have to do with underdevelopment, economic
pressures, various social problems, and international conditions.[11] Indeed, the roots of repression,
discrimination, and other injustice stem from deeper and more complex political, social, and
economic problems. It is only by understanding and ameliorating these root causes and strengthening
civil society that we can truly protect human rights. There are various ways to address the political,
economic and social injustices mentioned above. Whether a response proves to be appropriate and
effective depends on the nature of the grievance. Addressing political injustice is often a matter of
developing institutions of fair governance, such as an accountable police force and judiciary.
Legislative action and executive decision-making should likewise be held accountable. Such measures
are sometimes a matter of reforming state institutions or revising state constitutions. In cases where
some groups are excluded from political participation, the state can remedy violations of political
rights by promoting political inclusion and empowering subordinate groups. Public decision-making
should respond to the will of the citizens, and members of the society should have the opportunity to
participate in the formulation, execution, and monitoring of state policies. In other words, a culture of
political involvement and public participation should be fostered. In addition, there are various social
structural changes that might give groups more social, economic, and/or political power. This is often
accomplished through the strengthening of the economy and civil society in conjunction with
democratization efforts. In some cases countries require outside assistance for election monitoring,
nation-building programs and the development of governmental infrastructure to make their political
system more stable. Addressing systemic economic injustice is often a matter of economic reforms
that give groups better access to jobs, health care, and education. In many cases, lack of access to basic
services stems from enormous inequalities in resource distribution. Redistribution of benefits and
resources can thus be an important component of social structural changes to remedy injustice. There
are various institutional and economic development reforms that might be put in place to raise living
standards and boost economic growth. In addition, by creating social and economic safety nets, states
can eliminate tension and instability caused by unfair resource allocation. For example, development of
programs that provide assistance for the poor, pensions for the elderly, and training and education for
workers help remedy injustice,[12] tax reform, giving workers the right to unionize and demand a fair
wage, advancing ecological policies to protect and preserve the environment, and improving access to
land ownership can also help in particular cases.[13]

We have an obligation to do what we can to prevent bad outcomes
Boesch 21 [Dr. Brandon Boesch teaches a wide range of philosophy courses at Morningside University
in Iowa. These courses explore the fundamental questions related to living an ethical life, along with the
nature of science and technology, “Ethics and Absolute Poverty: Peter Singer and Effective Altruism,”
https://1000wordphilosophy.com/2021/03/05/ethics-and-absolute-poverty/] // Triumph Debate
Imagine you are walking by a shallow pond and see a drowning toddler. Do you have a moral obligation
to save the child, even if it means ruining your clothes? It seems so. Now consider that there are millions
of people suffering and dying due to absolute poverty—the inability to maintain basic standards of
living. In 2017, over 700 million people lived on less than USD $1.90 per day[1], over 800 million lacked
clean drinking water[2] and over 800 million people did not have enough to eat.[3] Over 5 million
children died in 2019 from preventable and treatable diseases.[4] Contemporary philosopher Peter
Singer[5] famously argues that if you’re obligated to save the drowning child, you are equally
obligated to help save people dying due to absolute poverty by donating to effective aid agencies. This
essay explains his argument and considers some common objections to it. Singer’s argument depends
on a fairly straightforward moral principle: if we can prevent something very bad from happening
without sacrificing anything of comparable moral importance, then we are morally obligated to do
so.[6] This principle explains why we should save the drowning child: her life is far more important than
your outfit. But millions of people are suffering or dying from absolute poverty and many of us could
easily do something to prevent this by donating to effective aid agencies. Further, our doing so
wouldn’t require that we sacrifice anything of comparable moral importance: we would just need to
spend less money on things less important than human life: e.g., vanilla lattes, Netflix, and other
luxuries. So, Singer concludes that it is wrong for many of us not to donate—it’s like letting the toddler
drown in the pond to prevent our clothes from getting ruined. Singer’s argument has radical
implications for how many live, since most things routinely purchased in affluent countries are less
important than a human life. It has thus given rise to many objections, several of which are discussed
below.

Justice entails special obligations for those with more privilege – including doing what
we can to help those who are oppressed.
Guttman 95 [Amy Gutman, Laurance S. Rockefeller University Professor of Politics and Dean of the
Faculty at Princeton University, May 16-19th 1995, “Responding to Racial Injustice”, The Tanner Lectures
on Human Values, Delivered at Stanford University,
https://tannerlectures.utah.edu/_resources/documents/a-to-z/g/Gutmann96.pdf ] //Triumph Debate
What’s right about color consciousness (and class consciousness) flows in this way from the truth in
color-blindness. The fundamental principle of justice as fairness is color-blind. Its implications for
public policy and the obligations of individuals, however, are not. Because our capacity, here and now,
to help others without undue sacrifice varies by race (and class), the colorblind principle of fairness leads
to race consciousness (and class consciousness). To be committed to the color-blind principle of fairness,
therefore, entails a commitment to race consciousness of the second, contingent kind - what I have also
been calling color consciousness. Those of us who have unfairly benefited in the past, or will unfairly
benefit in the future, if we do not act to change things, have special obligations, which flow from the
general obligation to do our fair share to help others. We have these special obligations not because
we asked to be unfairly advantaged, but because we have been and are unfairly advantaged. Because
being white and affluent has been a source of unfair benefits in this country, fairness generates
special obligations that are color- and class-conscious. I have also suggested that fairness generates
special obligations among black Americans, for historically contingent reasons. When some blacks go
out of their way to improve the lot of all blacks, other blacks may become free-riders on these efforts if
they do not either join the just cause or do something else, consistent with their own understanding of
justice, to improve the lot of blacks (or less advantaged individuals). The source of this special
obligation has nothing to do with an essentialist understanding of racial identity. It rests on the colorblind ideal of fairness, which is also the general source of obligations for all individuals. Our obligations
are on the whole greater to the extent that we are less oppressed.

Radical disobedience is a moral obligation
Carter 98 [Alan Carter Director of Friends of the Earth, 1998, “In Defence of Radical Disobedience”,
Journal of Applied Philosophy Volume 15 Issue 1, https://www.jstor.org/stable/24354003 ] // Triumph
Debate
To conclude, from the perspective offered by the State-Primacy Theory[46], our obligations not to
cause harm to future generations, as well as to defend them from be harmed needlessly, entail that
we must oppose not merely governmental policy. We cannot morally, continue to participate in any
element of a dynamic that is so deadly to innocents. In other words, we must be disobedient with
respect not only to preservation of the prevailing political relations, but also to the continuation of
predominant economic relations, economic forces and political forces. I have termed this 'radical
disobedience'. Moreover, such disobedience is not merely permissible nor (because of an
unquestioned assumption that civil disobedience on behalf of others supererogatory, at best) is it
merely commendable. Radical disobedience is, quite simply nothing less than the duty of each and
every one of us.

Justice requires we respond to injustice – the best way to do this is through radical
reform
Delmas 2013 [Candice Delmas, Candice Delmas is an associate professor of philosophy and political
science at Northeastern University, and the associate director of the Politics, Philosophy, and Economics
Program, May, 2013, “In Defence of Radical Disobedience”, Journal of Law and Philosophy, DOI
10.1007/s10982-013-9189-y ] // Triumph Debate
C. Why Fairness? Before turning to the argument for a duty to resist, let me address the following
objection. Summoning the principle of fairness to investigate our moral obligations in the face of
injustice may strike the reader as needlessly convoluted. First of all, justice requires we respond to
injustice. Schemes that display serious and systematic injustice ought to be rectified because they are
unjust. Appealing to the demands of justice is so straightforward that it seems odd to invoke fairness at
all. Second, it seems that, whether in fairness-based accounts of political obligation or in my own
Negative Argument, it is justice, not fairness, that is doing the work. So what is the point of investigating
fairness, given that (1) the demands of justice are available and straightforward, and (2) justice seems to
be doing much of the heavy-lifting in the argument from fairness anyway? This twofold objection is well
founded. In particular, I concede that justice plays an important role in the Negative Argument. Justice
clearly provides a compelling ground for inquiring into our moral responsibilities in the face of injustice.
But note, first, that philosophers have already investigated the demands of justice for citizens living
under unjust political conditions. Among these demands are the duty to help establish just institutions,
the duty to rectify unjust arrangements, the duty to frustrate and prevent injustice, and the duty to
stop and resist oppression.19 In contrast, although the fairness principle is important and well
developed in the literature, no systematic attention has been given to the demands of fairness for
participants engaged in schemes of coordination that violate the conditions necessary for fair play
obligations to arise. My analysis thus fills an important lacuna in the literature. Second, the duties of
justice are natural: they bind everyone equally, regardless of one’s situation, capacity, or voluntary
undertaking. For instance, one has a duty to correct unjust institutions because they are unjust,
whether those institutions apply to one or not.20 Fairness, on the other hand, concerns participants in
schemes of coordination and is sensitive to their particular position within that scheme. Investigating
the demands of fairness can thus illuminate dimensions of the moral obligations of citizens that are
usually neglected. The objector might retort that the requirements of justice are also tailored to
individual situations, as they prohibit doing wrong, being complicit in wrongdoing, and profiting from
injustice, and demand ‘undoing’ the wrongs one has caused, including by reparation, compensation, and
restitution. The duty of justice could thus apply specifically to unfair and unjust social schemes by way of
principles such as ‘distributions upset by morally wrong acts ought to be corrected or adjusted back to
the original, pre-wrong distribution’, or ‘one should surrender the resources that one would not have
were it not for the institutions’ injustice’. I examine and reject some arguments for restitution in Section
II.A. For now, let me note that the duties to undo wrongs just mentioned are focused on the past
commission of moral wrongs and generally grounded in the imperative to restore the moral balance to
the ex-ante status quo. Though tempting, such a historical approach, which looks backward to the
liability of individual participants, is not the best suited for unjust societal schemes of coordination such
as Jim Crow, insofar as (a) the harms they produce, though traceable to historical wrongs, tend to result
from the normal workings of social structures and processes over time, and (b) the pre-disturbance
condition is rarely a just equilibrium anyway (ending racial segregation does not involve returning to
Reconstruction, for instance). Furthermore, because (c) the beneficiaries cannot avoid receiving the
goods produced by the scheme, and (d) they may not have committed any moral wrong themselves, it
may appear unjust to hold them liable for the wrongs in question. Finally, (e) historical duties of justice

such as the duty to surrender unjust gains are very hard if not impossible to apply, as they require
individuals to sort out the benefits they deserved from those they unjustly earned. In contrast, the
fairness principle focuses on the current state of affairs, and identifies individuals’ responsibility based
on their position within the scheme and their capacities to effect change, not on the responsibility that
individuals bear for the harms of historical or structural injustice. A fairness-based approach thus has the
advantage of avoiding some of the pitfalls of justice-based approaches, such as the issue of determining
individuals’ responsibility for historical or structural wrongs. Third, my argument is designed as a mirror
image of defenses of political obligation. The notion that the moral duty to obey the law is a special
application of the duty of fair play is widely accepted. But fair play only applies to – and political
obligation only arises in – just or nearly just societies. Theorists assume that when citizens are not bound
by the duty of fair play to comply with the law, they are simply relieved of any obligation based on
fairness toward their political institutions and law. In this paper, I test the contrary hypothesis that the
principle of fairness makes different kinds of demands in those polities with significant and pervasive
injustice. My central contention, developed in the next section of this paper, is that any proponent of
fairness, and any champion of fairness-based political obligation in particular, must embrace the view
that the principle of fairness also yields a duty to resist unfair and unjust schemes. This is why I propose
to follow through with fairness instead of defaulting to the requirements of justice, as one would
expect. How does one cease benefiting from an unfair and unjust scheme of coordination? My main
thesis is that fairness demands resisting unfair and unjust schemes. I show this in two steps: first, I
submit that radical reform is in effect the sole way to cease benefiting from an unfair and unjust
scheme of coordination; second, I argue that resistance is crucial to bring about radical reform. The
overall argument goes like this: (1) Fairness prohibits benefiting from unfair and unjust schemes of
coordination. (2) There are three possible ways of not-benefiting from an unfair and unjust scheme:
exit, restitution, and radical reform. (3) Exit is often excessively difficult, and is generally undesirable.
(4) Restitution is often practically impossible, and is generally insufficient. (5) By elimination, radical
reform is the sole way to cease benefiting from an unfair and unjust scheme of coordination. (6)
Resistance is often crucial to bring about radical reform. (7) Therefore, ceteris paribus, one ought to
resist the unfair and unjust scheme of coordination from which one benefits.21 Premises (1) through
(5) form the Radical Reform Argument; and claims (5)–(7) compose the Resistance Argument. I shall
examine each argument in turn (in Sections II.A and II.B, respectively), suggest an empirical argument
and a fairness-based argument in favor of collective resistance and solidarity (Section II.C), and discuss
the costs of resistance that fairness may impose (Section II.D).

Political Success & Movement Building
Radical movements create more organized and loyal groups.
Bittner 1963 [Egon Bittner was a sociologist at Brandeis University. “Radicalism and the Organization
of Radical Movements.” American Sociological Review 28, no. 6 (1963): 928–40.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2090312.”] /Triumph Debate
A variety of characteristics commonly associated with participation in radical movements, such as
origin in a socially displaced stratum of the society and the personality traits of dependence, rigidity,
sado-maso- chism, and others, appear to fit the solution of organizational tasks of the movement. It
may well be that such movements could never get started or gather momentum were it not for the
presence of suitably disposed adherents in the larger society. In this sense only is radicalism in
movements a function of personality traits and social position. Movements and their characteristics as
such are not the product of the presence of these persons: to say that some social order bene- fits the
perceived interests and cathectic drives of some persons is only half the ex- planation of its structure.
Irrational moods and inclinations produce chaos, not order. It is necessary to show that personal
attitudes are socially sanctioned and that these sanc- tions are social facts precisely in the sense
Durkheim gave the term; that they are not felt by many is no reason to disregard their existence.38 That
we are not merely guessing at the existence of social restraints is evident in the many testimonials of
apostate mem- bers of radical movements, for they show that wherever the right psychological disposition is absent the desired attitudes are enforced as a matter of bitter discipline. When considered
not as a person's way of relating to his environment, but as a group's organized response to its
peculiar disadvantage, the features of radicalism appear as calculated and efficient mechanisms. That
they must be compatible with or even feed on the emotional life of the persons who implement them is
almost a foregone conclu- sion. It was Karl Mannheim who remarked about the revolutionary
proletariat: "Here then we are confronted with the combination of the most extreme rationalism with
some of the most extreme irrational elements; this shows that the 'irrational' proves on closer
observation more complex than we are at first inclined to imagine."

Radical movements employ methods and mindsets that are uniquely suited to build a
strong, solidarity-based movement.
Khasnabish and Haiven 2014 [Alex Khasnabish and Max Haiven, 7-22-2014, “Why social
movements need the radical imagination ,” https://www.opendemocracy.net/en/transformation/whysocial-movements-need-radical-imagination/] /Triumph Debate
At its most superficial, the radical imagination is the ability to imagine the world, life, and social
institutions not as they are but as they might otherwise be. It is the courage and the intelligence to
recognize that the world can and should be changed. The radical imagination is not just about
dreaming of different futures. It’s about bringing those possibilities back from the future to work on
the present, to inspire action and new forms of solidarity today. Likewise, the radical imagination is
about drawing on the past, telling different stories about how the world came to be the way it is,
remembering the power and importance of yesterday’s struggles, and honouring the way they live on
in the present. The radical imagination also represents our capacity to imagine and make common
cause with the experiences of other people. It undergirds our ability to build solidarity across
boundaries and borders, real or imagined. In this sense, it is the basis of solidarity and the struggle
against oppression, which are key to building of robust, resilient, and powerful movements. Without
the radical imagination, we are left only with the residual dreams of the powerful and, for the vast
majority, they are experienced not as dreams but as nightmares of insecurity, precarity, violence, and
hopelessness. Without the radical imagination, we are lost. We approach the radical imagination not
as a thing that individuals possess in greater or lesser quantities but as a collective process, something
that groups do and do together through shared experiences, languages, stories, ideas, art, and theory.
Collaborating with those around us, we create multiple, overlapping, contradictory, and coexistent
imaginary landscapes, horizons of common possibility and shared understanding. These shared
landscapes are shaped by and also shape the imaginations and the actions of those individuals who
participate in them. The concept of the “radical” inherits its most powerful meaning from the Latin word
for “rooted,” in the sense that radical ideas, ideologies, or perspectives are informed by the
understanding that social, political, economic, and cultural problems are outcomes of deeply rooted
and systemic antagonisms, contradictions, power imbalances, and forms of oppression and
exploitation. As a result, radicalism does not so much describe a certain set of tactics, strategies, or
beliefs. Rather, it speaks to a general understanding that, even if the system as a whole can be changed
through gradual institutional reforms, those reforms must be based on and aimed at a transformation of
the fundamental qualities and tenets of the system itself. The idea of radicalism cannot be monopolized
by any one point on the political spectrum: fundamentalists, far-right militias, neoconservative pundits,
and others also display elements of radicalism as much as (sometimes more than) the anarchist
organizers, anti-racist activists, feminist campaigners, or independent journalists, academics, and writers
who make up the cast of characters in this book. Based on this approach, we understand social
movements are convocations of the radical imagination: they are convened (collectively called into
being) by individuals who share some understanding and imagination of the world in a radical sense.
That is, they see the problems confronting us as deeply rooted in social institutions and systems of
power and, importantly, they believe these institutions and systems can and should be changed. While
social movements may be many things and take many forms, we suggest that at least one dimension
that binds them together is the (sometimes intentional, sometimes incidental) cultivation of common
imaginary landscapes, something which is an active process, not a steady state.

Drastic changes are better than incrementalistic changes for learning from regulation
which better informs policy decisions
Levmore 2009 [Saul Levmore is a professor at the University of Chicago Law School. 10-xx-2009,
“Interest Groups and the Problem with Incrementalism,”
https://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1274&context=law_and_economics]
/Triumph Debate
The absence of such promises might reflect their unenforceability, but it might also suggest that
learning-from-regulation is largely a rhetorical device. Very few advocates suggest sunset provisions or
agree at the outset that if the benefits of a regulation fall short of some stated expectation, then the
law ought to be revoked. Perhaps this is because data rarely influence the most passionate advocates
or interest groups, whose positions usually reflect very strong preferences rather than the likely efficient
position for the population at large. If a local ban on smoking in bars produces a dramatic decrease in
patronage and tax revenues from alcohol sales, then advocates of the ban are unlikely to apologize and
say that their cost-benefit claims were wrong. They might believe that smokers moved to outdoor cafes
or other unregulated locations, and propose that the ban ought to be extended to new venues. Owners
of bars do not internalize the nation’s health care costs, and the American Medical Association–-a
surprisingly late arriving advocate for smoking bans–-does not take responsibility for local tax revenues
or the profits of tavern keepers. Learning-from-regulation sometimes suggests careful experimentation
rather than legal incrementalism. Indeed, the idea that states might be laboratories suggests not so
much incrementalism as somewhat controlled, dramatic experiments. In the case of access ramps, it
would be useful to have data about frequency of use and about the impact of ramps on workforce
participation by disabled persons. A structured experiment might do this best. But, again, data matter
more to agnostic citizens and nonpartisan lawmakers than to passionate advocates. If there were no
significant workforce effect, then advocates might note the importance of more accessible public
transportation in bringing disabled employees to accommodating workplaces. In other settings, drastic
changes might teach more than incremental ones. A single month or year in which smoking was
banned everywhere in one jurisdiction, in all eating and lodging establishments there, or in all places
on a rotating basis might yield useful data. Learning-from-regulation is a good argument for change
and experimentation, but it is not always, or even often, an argument for incremental change,
especially where incrementalism operates on the legal system as a whole rather than with the idea of
using one or two jurisdictions as proving grounds.

Incrementalism allows interest groups to influence regulations – leading to policies
that are not socially desirable or democratic outcomes
Levmore 2009 [Saul Levmore is a professor at the University of Chicago Law School. 10-xx-2009,
“Interest Groups and the Problem with Incrementalism,”
https://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1274&context=law_and_economics]
/Triumph Debate
Incrementalism, as opposed to dramatic change, is conventionally lauded in law as the prudent path of
change--a path that gives credit to history and precedent. But the conventional view pays little attention
to interest groups. Step-by-step change poses a serious problem when it alters the constellation of
supporters and opponents of further moves. The core problem is that once an interest group loses
and becomes subject to some regulation, it has reason to turn on its competitors and encourage that
they be similarly regulated. The laws that emerge on the incrementalist’s path may therefore not
mark progress toward socially desirable or democratic outcomes. Examples include environmental
standards, smoking bans, disability accommodations, and minimum age legislation, but nearly all law
can be seen as incrementalist, just as most tradeoffs might be described as on slippery slopes. The
incrementalism problem is most striking where a prior regulatory step is, from the perspective of those
who must comply, costly to reverse. The problem is reduced where there is real learning from
experience; it is enlarged where advocates of change implement a divide-and-conquer strategy to
separate defending interests. It is possible that compensation policies or even moratoria on certain
kinds of regulation can be used to decrease wasteful rent-seeking and to minimize the interest-group
problem.

Incrementalist politicians are less motivated to change the status quo --- means
change will stagnate if we accept the incrementalist position,
Waldman 2021 [Paul Waldman is a journalist at The Washington Post and holds a PhD from the
University of Pennsylvania. 10-1-2021, “What if everything we think about centrists and ideologues is
wrong?” https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2021/10/01/what-if-everything-we-think-aboutcentrists-ideologues-is-wrong/] /Triumph Debate
The savvy journalist’s view of politics is based in part on the assumption that ideologues are problematic
— they’re inflexible, they’re impractical, they care more about purity than that most noble of objectives,
Getting Things Done. Centrists and moderates, on the other hand, supposedly understand the real
world and are willing to work with others to solve problems. Which is why, for instance, a bipartisan
group of House centrists named themselves the Problem Solvers Caucus. But what if all those ideas are
backward? What if it’s the ideologues who are able to get things done, and it’s the centrists who stand
in the way of solving problems while they knuckle under to special interests who don’t have the
welfare of the country at heart? The current Democratic attempt to pass President Biden’s agenda is
demonstrating just that. First, we have a basic imbalance: Progressives in the House and Senate are
eager, even desperate, to see the infrastructure bill and Build Back Better social policy bill pass
Congress. As people with strong beliefs about policy, they’re highly motivated to make progress, even
partial progress, on issues they care about. And even when all their demands aren’t met — the final
reconciliation bill will likely be less than half the size of what they hoped for — they’ll still vote for it. Joe
Biden wasn’t their preferred candidate in 2020, but they worked tirelessly to get him elected, and now
they’re laboring to pass his agenda. The centrists, on the other hand, might want to see the bills pass,
but for them, failure is an option. They’re much less likely to have run for Congress because they were
passionate about policy issues and social problems (not that ideologues don’t have ambition; every
politician does). But if the end result is that the whole thing goes down in flames, they’ll be able to live
with that. That’s because from where centrists sit, the status quo is not so bad. Yes, there are things to
be concerned about and problems to be solved, but it’s nothing that gets their blood boiling.

Incrementalism burdens policymakers and makes policymaking and implementation
more difficult.
Adam et al. 2021 [Christian Adam, Steffen Hurka, Christoph Knill, Yves Steinebach, 4-1-2021, “On
democratic intelligence and failure: The vice and virtue of incrementalism under political fragmentation
and policy accumulation,” https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/gove.12595] /Triumph
Debate
First, accumulative incrementalism adds to the challenges of effective and non-selective policy
implementation and enforcement. This is because additional laws, programs, regulations, or merely
policy elements do not implement and enforce themselves. Eventually, associated implementation
burdens pile up on the desks of frontline bureaucrats at lower administrative levels. As
implementation burdens continuously accumulate, the nature of policy implementation and
enforcement becomes increasingly precarious (Limberg et al., 2020); particularly where accumulating
burdens are not regularly matched with additional administrative resources. Research on policy
implementation identifies the availability of sufficient administrative capacity as one of the crucial
preconditions of proper policy implementation, application, and enforcement (Lodge & Wegrich, 2014;
Treib, 2014). Yet, in most Western democracies, public sector employment has stagnated or even
shrunk over the last decades and governments have largely shied away from growing public
administrations (Adam et al., 2019). Where this was the case, accumulative incrementalism comes
with the growing risk of public administrations performing their increasingly complex and
burdensome tasks without adequate financial and human resources.

Incrementalism fails to meaningfully take evidence into account due to the paradox of
policy complexity and political messaging simplicity.
Adam et al. 2021 [Christian Adam, Steffen Hurka, Christoph Knill, Yves Steinebach, 4-1-2021, “On
democratic intelligence and failure: The vice and virtue of incrementalism under political fragmentation
and policy accumulation,” https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/gove.12595] /Triumph
Debate
Third, research on evidence-based policymaking has repeatedly documented scientists' frustrations
with their inability to influence policymakers and policymaking (Cairney & Oliver, 2017). Two factors
that make it difficult to create research that has an impact on decision makers are that policymakers are
often insufficiently trained to understand scientific analysis and that scientific results are inherently
difficult to communicate in a simple way (Cairney & Oliver, 2017). Both aspects are exacerbated by the
continuous process of accumulative incrementalism. As the complexity of policy-mixes increases, even
incremental policy adjustments warrant the analysis of complex interaction effects since the
incremental change does not only exert an individual impact but exerts impacts that are conditioned by
the interplay with the other elements within the respective policy-mix. Complex interactions between
policies not only create methodological challenges for researchers and evaluators, who seek to identify
the effectiveness of policies in solving societal problems (Sager et al., 2015). They also create important
communicative challenges, because the results of the necessarily sophisticated policy evaluations
become conditional and complex themselves. This reduces their chance to have an actual impact on
politicians' prior beliefs, because the nuanced and conditional nature of contextualized policy
evaluations conflicts with most politicians' aspirations to build clear and consistent narratives on
policy problems. This is why research on evidence-based policymaking highlights that in order to be
effective, we need to “recognize the tendency of policymakers to base judgments on their wellestablished beliefs and shortcuts based on their emotions and familiarity with information. On that
basis, consider how to reduce ambiguity” (Cairney & Oliver, 2017). The accumulation of more and more
policy-inherent complexity therefore undermines the objective of evidence-based policy-making by
requiring increasingly sophisticated evaluations and the analysis of increasingly complex conditional
effects, which, in turn, makes it increasingly challenging to reduce complexity when communicating
the results.

Grassroots Movements
The nature of grassroots organization makes them uniquely effective at creating
political and social change.
Bettencourt 1996 [Ann B. Bettencourt of a professor of psychology at the University of Missouri.
Spring 1996, “Grassroots Organizations: Recurrent Themes and Research Approaches,”
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1996.tb01370.x] /Triumph Debate
Grassroots organizations also are inherently dynamic (Wittig, this issue; Woliver, this issue). Woliver
(this issue) challenges researchers to use methodological approaches that allow for a more direct study
of the dynamic nature of grassroots organizations. Examples of the dynamic quality of grassroots
organizing include that activism may induce feelings of empowerment, and in turn, these feelings may
fuel further grassroots efforts (Perkins et al., this issue; Yeich, this issue). Likewise, grassroots groups
may initially organize to solve one problem, but subsequently may use their acquired skills to work
toward the achievement of other causes (Pilisuk et al., this issue; Woliver, this issue). Woliver argues
that the dynamics of grassroots activism do not only affect social policy but also affect individuals and
culture. Research methods that capture the dynamic nature of grassroots organizing may uncover this
interactive process.

Grassroots civil resistance key to stifling undemocratic leadership and policy—
especially when election tampering is involved.
Romanow 20 [Lissy Romanow, executive director of Momentum and a co-founder of IfNotNow.
“Grassroots Organizing and Preparing for the Unprecedented” 2020. Stanford Social Innovation Review.
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/grassroots_organizing_and_preparing_for_the_unprecedented#biofooter] /Triumph Debate
As our team began building a new approach, we turned to “civil resistance,” a growing field of practice
and literature about the power of grassroots movements in undemocratic contexts. The premise of civil
resistance is that ordinary people, not just politicians, have the means to enforce democratic
outcomes. By refusing to comply or cooperate with unjust decisions (such as a decision to stop
counting ballots in the wake of an election), citizens can deny undemocratic leaders the support they
need from businesses, the media, civil servants, the police, and the military to carry out their orders.
Major civil resistance movements around the world have included the anti-apartheid movement in
South Africa, the movement for Indian independence from British rule, the Palestinian struggle in the
West Bank and Gaza, and the campaign that ended Slobodan Milosevic’s rule in Serbia. When
Slobodan Milosevic refused to concede after he lost the 2000 Serbian election, for example, there were
student protests, followed by a coal and copper miner strike, followed by state TV workers
interrupting the regime’s regular programming, and finally by police abandoning their posts. These
actions—combined with the work of political parties, trade unions, and civil society groups—forced
Milosevic to step down. Of course, civil resistance is far from unheard of in the United States. During
the civil rights movement, Black organizers such as the Reverends James Lawson and Martin Luther
King, Jr. began a rigorous translation of civil resistance in the American context, leading to protests like
the Montgomery bus boycott in 1955, lunch counter sit-ins across the country in 1960, and the
Birmingham Children’s March in 1963. Together, these campaigns moved institutions throughout
society—including churches, schools, businesses, the media, government officials, and a broad swath of
the American public—to support desegregation and the passage of the Voting Rights Act. But while the
Civil Rights Movement inspired a wave of other movements in the 1970s, such as the second-wave
feminist movement and the anti-war movement, most of the grassroots organizations that survived
that tumultuous period didn’t institutionalize the lessons of civil resistance. Consequently, the
tradition was largely forgotten among American progressives. Even the US labor movement, which
employed non-cooperation in the form of strikes to secure fair wages and safe working conditions for
generations, diminished after the 1970s, with the rise of the Reagan alignment. As a result, civil
resistance has been slow to rekindle among grassroots organizers. Instead, American organizing has
operated on the assumption that our political institutions and processes will work. In 2020, it became
clear that they might not—that they couldn’t guarantee either a democratic outcome or a peaceful
transition of power. Examining the successes and failures of international efforts reminded us that
governors, secretaries of state, and legislators—the people organizers in the United States normally
target to support initiatives like the Voting Rights Act or sign a pledge to count all votes—aren’t the only
ones who can enforce democratic outcomes. This has been an essential insight for planning for the postelection moment: If protesting gets too cold or dangerous (say, prompting violence in the streets or the
likely spread of COVID-19), ordinary people could create as much—likely more—political leverage by
refusing to work or go to school. This is why unions like the Rochester AFL-CIO Labor Council have
signaled the possibility of a general strike if President Trump doesn’t acknowledge the election’s

outcome and why coalitions like Count On Us prepared “an army of young people” to escalate to a
youth strike if needed. So far, we haven’t had the need to effect something like a nationwide student
strike or business boycott to enforce the election results this year. But if state legislatures attempt to
override the popular vote or if the courts attempt to disqualify ballots without evidence, a growing
number of progressive organizations are prepared for non-cooperation. And if we don’t need those
tools before the inauguration on January 20, 2021, we’ll certainly need them in the decade to come.

The Sunflower Foundation, a nonprofit focusing on overhauling healthcare in Kansas,
uses grassroots methods to garner support for an indoor smoking ban.
Hall 2010 [Billie Hall, president and CEO, Sunflower Foundation. 11-15-2010, “Giving Voice: The
Power of Grassroots Advocacy in Shaping Public Policy,”
https://www.gih.org/files/usrdoc/Grassroots_Advocacy_Sunflower_Foundation_November_2010.pdf]
/Triumph Debate
One of the most effective and often underused strategies available to nonprofits is grassroots
advocacy. Generally defined as “the basic source of support from the ground up,” grassroots advocacy
includes organizing, mobilizing, and engaging the public to advocate for themselves. The value of this
form of advocacy is that it is driven by the people. It is grounded in the belief that people matter and
that their collective voices are powerful in influencing elected officials and in shaping policies at all
levels of government. A Kansas lawmaker once said that three anecdotes make policy. While this
exaggeration is humorous, it also explains why the grassroots efforts of the opposition were so effective,
especially in the face of irrefutable science that second-hand smoke is harmful. Was it possible that the
advocates had not delivered the “public voice” in making their case for a public health law on indoor
smoking bans? Was the “public” missing in public health? Looking back on the history of the Kansas
experience, there were many public health efforts that influenced public opinion about smoke-free
public places. According to a public opinion poll commissioned in 2007 by the Sunflower Foundation, 71
percent of the voters were in favor of a state law; yet, the Kansas legislature was listening to the
minority voices of the opposition. Determined to give voice to the majority, the foundation hired a
national firm in 2008 to conduct a grassroots assessment and develop a plan to get a state indoor
public smoking law passed in 2010. This process led to the creation of a comprehensive campaign
known as Clean Air Kansas. Supported by the Sunflower Foundation and the Health Care Foundation of
Greater Kansas City, the campaign included direct lobbying and non-lobbying strategies. When the
Sunflower Foundation made the decision to support this campaign, it evaluated options for issuing a
grant to one or more organizations. Due to the concerns about the capacity of existing organizations,
the extensive lobbying, and the short window of opportunity to implement the campaign, the
foundation contracted directly for the services needed to run the campaign. Because the Sunflower
Foundation is classified as a public charity organization, it can engage in lobbying under the Internal
Revenue Services regulations for public charities. The foundation also chose the section 501(h)
expenditure test as its measurement of lobbying expenditures because the guidelines and limits are
clear and definitive, unlike the “insubstantial part test,” which is considerably more vague. Private
foundations may support public charities that lobby, but there are specific rules that they must follow.
With an emphasis on grassroots lobbying, the campaign was able to identify over 10,000 supportive
Kansas voters in 20 targeted legislative districts by phone. Thanks to an innovative system created by
the campaign team that gave supporters the option of recording a personal message for their legislator
during their call, over 4,000 messages and stories were recorded on CDs and given to targeted
lawmakers. Legislators were urged to listen to the CD while driving between their home districts and
the capital. Lawmakers recognized the voices of their friends and neighbors, though they had never
discussed this issue with them before. The records were also catalogued and featured on the Clean Air
Kansas campaign Web site, which enabled the media to connect real people and real stories across
Kansas to the issue. The results of this effective campaign were seen during the vote in the Kansas
House. Thirteen of the targeted lawmakers (whose likely vote prior to the campaign was “no”) voted

“yes”; one did not vote. On February 25, 2010, lawmakers finally heard what the voters of Kansas
wanted and passed a strong indoor smoking ban.

Grassroots social movements is key to radical education reform which is critical
Oakes et al. 2006 [Jeannie Oakes, John Rogers, Gary Blasi, and Martin Lipton, all of UCLA. 4-xx-2006,
“Grassroots Organizing, Social Movements, and the Right to High-Quality Education,”
https://www.law.berkeley.edu/files/oakes-rogers-blasi_paper.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Securing a Right to High-Quality Education Requires Disrupting Prevailing Logics. Broadening the
distribution of educational opportunity requires reformers to anticipate resistance that accompanies
rearrangements of the power that benefits entrenched interests. For example, education reforms that
redistribute resources (such as fiscal equalization reforms) are typically rejected as unfair “Robin Hood”
policies that take from the rich in order to provide for the poor. Even though equalization proposals
rarely reduce the material or non-material opportunities of more advantaged students, there is no
hiding the reform goal of relative redistribution of schooling resources and status. So long as the logics
of scarcity, merit, and deficits prevail, it seems inevitable that many will experience equity reform as a
loss if low-income students and students of color gain the opportunities and life outcomes that are
currently held by white higher income students, Equal access to opportunity, especially in the context of
scarcity, threatens the tenuous status of the privileged. What may at first appear as a contradiction
(tenuous status of the privileged), is a deepening reality or threat felt by many middle class and
wealthier families. And, since those currently advantaged nearly always have disproportionate political
influence over the conduct of schools—including school change efforts—the specifics, if not the
abstraction, of equity-focused change are resisted by those with the power to halt them. To be sure,
technical changes in the rules, structures, and practices of schooling will be necessary. But the heart of
the struggle will be to expose, challenge, and disrupt prevailing norms and politics of education, and,
inevitably, of the larger society from which they emanate. For example, the conditions revealed in
cases such as Williams v State of California attest to the fact that qualified teachers and inadequate
space cannot be blamed on the overall limited resources in a state with one of the highest per capita
income rates in the nation.13 California and other states have made a political decision not to expand
the seats in higher education in response to the increased demand for and worth of a college education.
California’s higher education system can no longer accommodate all students from middle class families
with an interest in higher education, let alone all students from poor and working class families. By
allowing college access to become a game of musical chairs, California’s policy choices have raised the
stakes for gaining the highest quality learning opportunities. Because middle class constituents will be
affected by challenges to the status quo, they will play a large role sustaining or changing prevailing
norms. We believe that reformers, grassroots, and elites alike must pay greater attention to shifting the
norms of scarcity, merit, and deficit in order to permit an alliance between poor parents and middle
class parents. This alliance can take the shape of an affirmative campaign that asserts counter narratives
to the prevailing logics: rather than being scarce, educational opportunities can be plentiful; rather than
needing to merit or deserve opportunities, all students are entitled to a high quality education; and
rather than deficits, students’ “background characteristics” of race, family income, parents’ educational
attainment, disability, and so forth represent information that educators must take into account when
determining resource needs. It is also likely that such a profound change will demand recognition that
the quality of education is inextricably tied to the overall quality of life for children and their families—
that educating children well requires that they have decent health care and housing, income security,
public safety, and environmental protections. That, in turn, would require alliances between educational
reformers and other advocates for children’s welfare and social democracy. Such broad alliances and

cultural shifts are rarely the goal of policymakers, including the courts, or the result of conventional
politics and professional reform efforts. Accomplishing them is a far more complex cultural and political
undertaking than “experts” such as educators and lawyers assume or have the tools to accomplish. This
is where social movements come in. What Can a Movement Add to Conventional Reform? Social
movements focused on expanding opportunities and public participation— such as the Civil Rights,
feminist, and labor movements—help us envision the possibility of a movement for “education equity
and quality” to ensure education as a guaranteed and protected fundamental right. Following this
tradition, a social movement for high quality education would challenge the view that quality education
is something which must be earned by establishing that: a) participants in social movement are
deserving— that they are public agents with the same set of entitlements from the system as everyone
else; b) the human dignity of these participants is wedded to their receiving a high quality education;
and c) the social interests of the broader community demand that high quality education not be left up
to chance or, worse, be subject to broader and historically created social inequities. Unlike conventional
technical improvements of conventional education reform, social movement activism addresses the
resistance to equity reforms that arises when status is jeopardized —i.e., explicitly challenging
prevailing cultural norms and the distribution of resources and opportunities that advantage elites.
Alter Cultural Logics. Social movements engender broad public support among individuals who act, at
least partly, according to social convictions distinct from narrow economic or political self-interests.
Movements embody collective demands on the established order through public protest and other
actions in order to gain support for changes in laws, social policies, and institutions. Additionally,
social movements add value to changes in law and policies by placing them in the context of new
norms and political arrangements directed to benefit non-elites. Thus, movements and successful
implementation of new laws are iterative: first, a changed cultural climate provides a receptive social
environment for new law to come about; second, the tangible “gain” represented by a law generates
new energy to monitor the law’s implementation and to press for continuing social change. We have
ample evidence that social movements have altered cultural logics, which in turn have brought new
policies, social practices, and laws. Over the past few decades, social movement activism has changed
the vast majority of Americans’ view about racial segregation and discrimination; women’s social,
political, and economic positions; the environment; and more. As people construct new cultural
meanings, new actions make sense, and new political arrangements become congruent with the
movement’s ideological framework. New rules, structures, and practices follow, almost “naturally,” as
the rules, structures and practices of the past no longer make sense. On the other hand, the concept of
ongoing “struggle” runs deep throughout movements, as can be seen by the unfinished cultural work of
the movements just mentioned.

Radicalism and grassroots movements led to community-centered solutions to social
issues in Detroit concerning water, food security and housing—top down solutions
were wholly insufficient to address the needs of Black communities in Detroit.
Kurashige 19 [Scott Kurashige, Professor and Chair of Comparative Race and Ethnic Studies at Texas
Christian University “Grassroots Models of a Just Future: Learning from Black Radicalism in Detroit”
2019. Medium. https://medium.com/national-center-for-institutional-diversity/grassroots-models-of-ajust-future-learning-from-black-radicalism-in-detroit-74de83602a55] /Triumph Debate
Detroitʻs activists, however, have been grappling with a crisis that long preceded the 2016 election. The
city exploded in the Great Rebellion of 1967 because of persistent problems with racism in
employment, housing, education, and policing. James Boggs, a Black autoworker who migrated to
Detroit from the Jim Crow South during the Great Depression, surmised from his own experience at
Chrysler that automation was eliminating jobs and creating a permanent class of “outsiders.” The
American Dream that had lifted millions of white workers into the Middle Class would not be
attainable for most African Americans, especially the younger generations comprising a “street force”
that would fuel the militant Black Power movement. Those Black-led groups arising in the late 1960’s,
such as the Dodge Revolutionary Union Movement (DRUM), could not sustain a mass drive for
revolutionary socialism. Still, the combined effects of African American organizing and white flight set
the stage for a new era of Black political power and “community control” in Detroit — exemplified by
the 1973 election and two-decade reign as mayor of Coleman Young. While he made great strides
integrating municipal employment, especially among the notorious Detroit Police Department, Young
was hampered by regional, state, and national policies that gutted the power of unions, cut funding for
social programs, and accelerated mass incarceration. Now set to close in 2019, the Detroit-Hamtramck
Assembly facility was built in the early 1980’s with a desperate Young looking to stem the rising tide of
poverty and unemployment. In the face of outsourcing and globalization, he convinced GM to build its
new, high-tech plant at an astronomical cost to the city, including demolition of the Poletown
neighborhood through an unprecedented use of eminent domain. For Black radicals in Detroit, the
Poletown debacle was sadly just a preview of the massive redevelopment that would emerge in Detroit
under the state takeover and “emergency management” regime installed in 2013. Newly elected US
Representative Rashida Tlaib has decried the political favoritism shown to billionaires like Dan Gilbert
and the Ilitch family, while tens of thousands of Detroiters have suffered water shutoffs, housing
foreclosures, and failing schools. Ford now expects nearly a quarter of a billion dollars in aid. As Tlaib
wrote in Fortune, “The rate at which leaders roll over and beg corporations to set up shop in their
communities, giving away hundreds of millions of dollars while neglecting the need for resources to
support city services, is alarming.” “We are the leaders we’ve been looking for” Grace Lee Boggs
struggled and theorized alongside James Boggs for four decades, continuing on her own until when she
transitioned at the age of 100. Reject[ed]ing the notion that a savior was coming to save Detroit, she
inspired grassroots organizers to believe that “we are the leaders we’ve been looking for.” When
nearly 20,000 activists came to her city for the US Social Forum in 2010, she told Democracy Now! that
Detroit was teaching an important lesson that “top-down solutions” were bankrupt because “the
answers are coming more from the bottom.” In opposition to a concerted campaign of
disenfranchisement, Detroiters have continued to mount mass demonstrations and defiant protests.
They have locked arms to defend homeowners from unjust evictions by predatory lenders. They have
been arrested in acts of civil disobedience to expose the immorality of profiteering from depriving

low-income families of water. For Grace Lee Boggs, what made Detroit stand out was its models of
“visionary organizing” that advance a “two-sided transformation” of our structures and our selves.
African American women and nonbinary activists have been pivotal to “creating more participatory,
empowering, and horizontal kinds of leadership.” They have challenged the “patriarchal culture” that
has not only stained the dominant society but also [and] “the charismatic male, vertical, and vanguard
party leadership patterns of the 1960’s.” Grace saw urban farming as an exemplar of a {r}evolutionary
movement that embodied the “quiet strength” of Detroit’s transplanted matriarch, Rosa Parks. Some
marvel at the beautification of blighted lots transformed into community gardens but fail to see how
they equate to much more than acts of do-gooderism with limited impact. They could learn a great deal
from the literally ground-breaking work carried out by Black-led farms ranging from D-Town Farm on the
far Westside and Feedom Freedom Growers on the far Eastside. They view their work as a continuation
and advancement of the struggles for “self-determination” that defined the Black Panthers or the
Republic of New Africa in the Black Power movement. Whereas some policymakers see the city’s
infamous vacant lots as “blight” that must be cleared and marketed to developers, Detroit’s visionary
organizers stress the importance of de-commodifying the land and returning it to the public
commons. While speculators seek to drive up rents and land values, they prioritize noncommercial
ownership to benefit the community, such as through the establishment of community land trusts. This
vision of solidarity economics has become integral to a Black radical agenda through formations
like Cooperation Jackson and Black Lives Matter/Movement for Black Lives. By providing healthy and
affordable food, the urban farms also serve a critical pedagogical function. They promote food
sovereignty to counter the negative effects of factory farming, consumer culture, and extractive
industry. They reconnect youth to elders, shedding light on how diasporic African cultures have
traversed slavery, Jim Crow, and the Great Migration. And they especially help young people to see
that they can have a brighter future in Detroit because they have the power within themselves to
transform the city. It’s a lesson that the city’s most visionary educators are bringing to K-12 schools
that are carrying on the face of an unprecedented assault on public education, led by deep-pocketed
conservatives like Betsy DeVos who now are setting the federal agenda. As a high school student in
1992, Julia Putnam was the first volunteer to join Detroit Summer, a Freedom Schooling program
cofounded by the Boggses to engage the city’s youth in grassroots leadership projects by planting
gardens, painting murals, and discussing radical solutions. Today, Putnam carries on this problemsolving work as the principal and co-founder of the Boggs School, which has quickly become renowned
as a model of transformational place-based education. Growing out of an Eastside neighborhood stung
by economic abandonment and population loss, the Boggs School invests in the creative capacities of its
students — directly counter to the deficit model of urban education “reform” stressing standardized
testing, harsh discipline, and individual advancement. Such commitments to Detroit’s youth and
communities are complemented by the work of the Detroit Justice Center. Founded by Amanda
Alexander in 2017, it practices “a three-pronged approach” they call “defense, offense, and
dreaming.” The center provides direct services to keep Detroiters out of jail and in their homes, as
well as legal support for movement organizing. These activities are tied to a transformative goal to
“incubate and amplify Just City solutions” that can end mass incarceration. Collectively, these examples
make clear that Black radical activists remember the 1967 rebellion and appreciate how the problems
of capitalism and white supremacy have intensified. But they further demonstrate Grace Lee Boggs’s
assertion that the projection of a grassroots revolution in Detroit “based on the people exercising
their creativity in the midst of devastation is one of the great historical contributions of humankind.”

It is why so many recite the words and deeds of two of the city’s most cherished ancestors. Charity Hicks
saw the water crisis as a sacrifice of fundamental human rights to placate Wall Street. She called on us
all to “Wage Love.” Ron Scott, a co-founder of the Detroit Black Panther Party and Coalition Against
Police Brutality, understood that policy reform was necessary but insufficient.

Grassroots organizing in the Phillipines was effective in creating social reform even in
the face of policy failure.
Miller 1994 [Valerie Miller has worked in advocacy, international development, gender, and human
rights for more than 35 years. 1-1-1994, “NGO AND GRASSROOTS POLICY INFLUENCE: WHAT IS
SUCCESS?” http://www.pointk.org/resources/files/whatissuccess.pdf] /Triumph Debate
On May 29, 1987, recognizing the opportunity provided by the new constitution and aware of the
urgency of consolidating elements of society supportive of fundamental reforms, especially agrarian
reform, peasants came together under the broadest coalition in the history of the peasant movement
in the Philippines: the Congress for a People’s Agrarian Reform Program. CPAR brought together 12
national federations of peasants, rural women and small fisherfolk united in the belief that a
comprehensive agrarian reform and rural industrialization was the answer to the country’s threepronged problem of poverty and underdevelopment, environmental degradation and social
disintegration. Since government policies affected their lives and work so directly they decided to
mount a major policy campaign. CPAR’s structure was formal. Coalition policy-making was lodged in the
National Coordinating Council composed of a representative from every coalition member and a
chairperson that rotated every three months. Planning, policy research and networking support was
provided by a pool of representatives from 14 rural development-oriented NGOs which composed its
expanded secretariat. Day-to-day operations and administration of the coalition was vested in a
secretariat headed by a national coordinator and assisted by a full-time, paid staff complement of
twenty. The first task of the coalition was to develop and consolidate their collective position on the
agrarian reform and rural development and frame it in a legislative package. This proposal was then
subjected to a series of consultations not only with other peasant organizations and NGOs, but also with
allies in the political/ideological movements, the churches, the academe and youth, student groups and
the media, and potential allies in Congress, the bureaucracy, the professional and business sectors. The
objective was to raise awareness of its proposals, as well as, to build a broader constituency around it.
Therefore, a policy advocacy strategy was drawn up addressing two areas of intervention: first, the
formal legislative arena, and second, the broader field of political action - the media, the bureaucracy,
the streets and society in general. In the legislative arenas, CPAR undertook the following: (a)
identified and met, individually and in groups with sympathetic members of the House of
Representatives and the Senate, (b) seconded its members from the expanded secretariat to help as
consultants in the House Committee as Agrarian Reform, (c) attended Congressional Committee
hearings and presented position papers; (d) coordinated closely with the House an Senate
Committees on Agrarian Reform, (e) briefed and updated the Congressional media corps on the
progress of their advocacy and the status of the debate, (f) organized delegations to meet with House
and Senate leaders, and (g) pitched tents in the House of representatives’ grounds for a two- week
vigil to press for the passage of the law. Outside the halls of Congress, CPAR (a) held workshops and
conferences with various sectors to draw up interest and support for their proposals, (b) organized
rallies and demonstrations to press for acceleration of Congressional hearings and debates, (c) worked
closely with allies in the Department of Agrarian Reform, (d) utilized every opportunity in the various
media to move their advocacy agenda, and (e) launched a public awareness project, dubbed the
‘Agrarian Reform, Express’, that was capped by a huge public rally in Manila. The different initiatives
of CPAR initially bore fruit when the CPAR proposal was adopted, with minor modifications, as the
working document of the House Committee on Agrarian Reform. Further hopes of substantial victory

loomed when the House Committee Report, HB 400, which was still essentially the CPAR bill, reached
second reading for floor deliberations. (Traditionally, the House leadership throws its support behind a
Committee Report). The Senate version though not as substantial as CPAR would have wanted it,
nonetheless, similarly received support from CPAR. To the extreme disappointment and frustration of
CPAR members, many of whom travelled all the way from distant provinces for their first ever visit to
Congress, the floor deliberation in both chambers, turned into an occasion for severely watering down
the Committee Reports. The final bill, which was signed into law by President Aquino as Republic Act
6657, was flatly rejected by CPAR as a ‘sham’. Undaunted by their failure to obtain legislative support
for their version of a comprehensive agrarian reform law, CPAR convened its own congress, a People’s
Congress, and passed its own People’s Agrarian Reform Code (PARCODE). Utilizing a constitutional
innovation, allowing citizens to initiate or amend a law by a process of initiative and referendum
(section 32, Article VI, 1987 Philippine Constitution), CPAR embarked on a national PARCODE signature
campaign. The object was three million signatures for PARCODE to recall RA 6657 and replace it with
PARCODE. Limited logistics, inadequate planning and weak organization hampered the campaign from
the very start. The campaign failed to secure the three million signatures and eventually was reduced to
a national consciousness-raising activity that eventually fizzled out. Even with the signing of the law
CPAR persisted its advocacy for genuine agrarian reform and rural development. It organized the
People’s Fact-Finding Commission, a multisectoral body to study and document anomalies related to
the implementation of RA 6657 and prescribe solutions that could be undertaken by the people
themselves. It continued to assist in building the capability of the federations, both on the national
and local levels through resource accessing and training. Despite the inability to get desired
legislature, the agrarian reform policy advocacy brought other gains for CPAR. It brought back
agrarian reform, and rural development high up in the agenda of national policy debate. It also
broadened the constituency for the reform program beyond the peasantry and the NGOs to include
the church, the academe, media, the professional and some business sectors, thus giving broader
legitimacy to the demands of the peasant sector. Finally, it created opportunities for CPAR members
to gain national recognition and expand their membership and base of support. When the coalition
decided to disband at the beginning of the new Ramos government, they used a process of conflict
resolution that permitted them to dissolve without extreme bitterness or resentment, thus allowing for
easier coalition-building in the future.

Community organizing and solidarity is necessary to achieve education reform,
particularly in ending the school-to-prison pipeline.
Evans and Didlick-Davis 2012 [Michael P. Evans and Celeste R. Didlick-Davis are both professors at
Miami University. xx-xx-2012, “Organizing to End the School-to-Prison Pipeline: An Analysis of
Grassroots Organizing Campaigns and Policy Solutions,” https://lsa.umich.edu/content/dam/sidassets/SID%20Docs/Organizing%20to%20End%20the%20School.pdf] /Triumph Debate
In general there is a need for more research regarding the impact of different disciplinary policies.
Neither zero-tolerance policies nor the alternatives described above have a strong empirical research
base (Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Czeh, Cantor, Crosse & Hantman, 2000). However, what
remains clear is that zero tolerance policies are disproportionately applied to minority and low income
youth. If schools and districts are committed to reducing expulsions and suspensions and offering
meaningful educational alternatives for misbehaving students then educational institutions and
leaders must stop criminalizing adolescent behavior (Meiners, 2007). To achieve this goal schools need
to include more student, family and community involvement in disciplinary decision making and pursue
the collaborative development of alternative intervention strategies (APA, 2006; CPSV, 2008; NASP,
2008). Research indicates that effective alternatives to zero tolerance policies require high levels of
student and community support (Osher, Sandler, & Nelson, 2001). The findings from this study suggest
that COG [community organizing groups] campaigns can help generate this type of support, and
moreover deliver a level of engagement that can help sustain these reforms and even transform
school culture. Community based organizations have the potential to serve as important conduits
between schools and communities (Lopez, Kreider, & Coffman, 2005) and the COGs in this study were
eager to work as partners to resolve the school to prison issue. Yet, the study also indicates that
participants in COGs will not be satisfied with the traditional support roles that are often relegated to
families and communities. As noted in one CADRE report, "Schools must raise their standards about the
relationships they need to have with parents in this community. We ask that schools face and answer
our tough questions. Engage us, so that we fully play a role in addressing this crisis" (2004, p. 3). COGs
are seeking authentic engagement opportunities where they can fully participate in policy formation.
This level of collaboration is rare in the field of education and may require school leaders to reconsider
their perspectives regarding family involvement (Crowson & Boyd, 2001), but it is only through this type
of authentic engagement that schools can successfully eliminate the school to prison pipeline.

Tiananmen Square protesters achieved major successes through radical activism
Zhao 01 [Dingzin Zhao, Max Palevsky Professor Emeritus of Sociology at the University of Chicago.
“State-Society Relations and the 1989 Beijing Student Movement.” 2001. University of Chicago Press.”]
/Triumph Debate
After Hu’s state funeral, the government turned its attention to the movement. On the evening of April
25, the China Central Television Station (CCTV) and the Central Broadcast Station broadcast an April 26
People’s Daily editorial entitled “It is Necessary to Take a Clear-Cut Stand against Turmoil.” The
editorial labeled the movement as a planned conspiracy to create antigovernment turmoil staged by an
extremely small number of agitators. It called on the people to stand up and oppose the movement
and predicted that the whole country would have no peace if the movement lasted.18 The editorial
sent Beijing students a clear message that any further activism would no longer be tolerated by the
government. Historically, a government reaction of this kind had been enough to deter further student
activism. But this time, partly because the government reaction had been delayed by Hu’s death, the
editorial failed to achieve its purpose. Instead, most students felt insulted. An informant (no. 68)
explained: “The April 26 editorial made every student at Beijing University very angry. Until then, we
really did not want to overthrow the communist government. We felt that such a task was impossible.
Many of us felt that our great patriotism was insulted.” In many universities, students gathered
together angrily and discussed what to do. The newly formed Beijing Students’ Autonomous Union
Preparatory Committee decided to stage a large-scale demonstration on April 27 to defy the editorial.
To get more support, they also reframed their strategies. Many radical demands appearing in early
slogans and petitions were avoided during their mobilization and the demonstrations. Meanwhile, the
students added such slogans as “Support communist government!” and “Support socialism!” The
government also staged countermobilizations to try to stop the demonstrations. Yet the government
countermobilization efforts could not penetrate very deep. For even traditionally loyalist elements of
the university, such as the party members and grassroots-level student control personnel, shared
grievances with students (chapter 4). An informant (no. 63) remembered: On the afternoon of April 25,
student cadres, party members, and teachers attended a meeting. In the meeting, the department party
secretary informed us of the major contents of the editorial to be aired in the evening. They asked us to
persuade students not to support the movement. After listening to this, a young teacher who was a
party member jumped up and said: “We are unable to persuade students. Nowadays, television has
been highly developed. It is simple. You just need a state leader to talk on the TV. Why do you ask us to
do the job?” Putting pressure on a few student leaders was another tactic that the government used to
stop the demonstration. Through various channels, the authorities tried to persuade student leaders to
call off the demonstration. Under enormous pressure, many well-known activists, including Zhou
Yongjun, Wuer Kaixi, and Shen Tong, hesitated and wanted to make some compromises. However, these
student leaders could not really control the movement. While they intended to make some
compromises, most other activists still wanted to see the demonstration happen. In the end, tens of
thousands of students marched on the street on April 27 (chapter 8). the government’s concessions
Due to the determination of the students, the restraint of the government, and a favorable campus
physical environment, the demonstration achieved a stunning success. Since hardliner rhetoric had
proved useless, and because the government at this stage wanted to end the movement peacefully,
concession became its only alternative. On the noon of April 27, when the students were still marching
toward Tiananmen Square, State Council spokesman Yuan Mu expressed the government’s intention

to have a dialogue with students. The next day, the People’s Daily and some other major official
newspapers reported the demonstration on the front page and with a slightly positive tone. Starting on
April 29, the government held several dialogues with students, the most well known of which
occurred on that day. On April 28, the government asked the Association of All China Students, a
government-sponsored student organization, to organize the dialogue. The Association invited forty-five
students from sixteen universities. Four leaders of the newly established independent student unions,
including Zhou Yongjun, Guo Haifeng, and Wuer Kaixi, and many other movement activists were invited
to the dialogue, but they were not allowed to represent or speak for the newly founded independent
student unions. It should be noted that although the participants were invited by an official student
union, the dialogue was not as phony as many have subsequently described it to have been. In fact,
compared with the numerous later dialogues, this was the one where students and government officials
had the most substantive discussion. In the dialogue, students raised issues concerning official
corruption and its causes, biased news reports, the putative police brutality on April 20, Li Peng’s refusal
to meet the students after Hu’s funeral, the April 26 People’s Daily editorial, and the reevaluation of Hu
Yaobang. They thus covered most of the seven demands raised earlier. Moreover, Xiang Xiaoji, a
student from the University of Political Science and Law, challenged the validity of the dialogue itself. His
major point was that those who participated in the dialogue could not represent students because they
were not elected, and that the meeting was thus just a preliminary contact between students and the
government. He made three suggestions for achieving a more substantial dialogue: (1) a student
dialogue delegation should be formed, with two elected representatives from each university; (2) before
the dialogue, there should be some preparatory dialogues to discuss the time, location, number of
people, topic, and form of the formal dialogue; and (3) the students would end the class boycott when
the substantial dialogue began. Xiang later emerged as the head of the Dialogue Delegation. However,
the dialogue did not satisfy many students, especially student activists. Wuer Kaixi refused to attend.
Some participants protested the form of the dialogue and left the room in the middle of the
proceedings. After the dialogue, Zhou Yongjun and Xiang Xiaoji asserted that their participation and
speeches represented only themselves. Many student activists thought that the dialogue was a plot
aimed at dividing the students. That evening, many bigcharacter posters in major universities attacked
the government, the dialogue, and the students who had participated in the dialogue. Nevertheless,
the atmosphere of confrontation eased as the government continued to make concessions. The
government’s willingness to make concessions reached its peak on May 4, when Zhao Ziyang met the
delegates of the Asian Development Bank Conference.19 In the meeting, Zhao said that since the basic
slogans used in student demonstrations were “Support the Communist Party!” “Support Socialism!”
“Uphold the Reforms!” “Push Forward Democracy!” and “Oppose Corruption!” the majority of students
were “by no means opposed to our basic system.” Meanwhile, Zhao Ziyang asked Hu Qili and Rui
Xingwen, the two top state leaders in charge of China’s official media, to open up the media. He told
them that there was “no big risk in opening up a bit by reporting the demonstrations and increasing the
openness of news.” 20 The government almost completely reversed the evaluation of the movement
made in the April 26 People’s Daily editorial. The student movement thus achieved a major success.

Anti-colonial praxis – even violent and radical – is necessary to deconstruct
contemporary colonialist mindsets
McLaughlin 12 [Paul McLaughlin, University of Tartu, Faculty of Philosophy, Institute of Philosophy and
Semiotics, Associate Professor in Practical Philosophy. “Radicalism A Philosophical Study.” Palgrave
Macmillan. 2012. https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1057/9781137034823_2] /Triumph Debate
The personal motivation for Fanon’s inquiry is, we may at least speculate, that he was a Martinican (that
is, a colonial subject of France) of African origin. Fanon’s method consists in part-psychosocial (by a
trained psychiatrist) and part-polemical analysis of the relationship between colonialism and violence,
class, politics, and culture (in the first four chapters of the book; the fifth and final chapter deals with
psychiatric case studies). Fanon begins by examining colonialism before turning to decolonization. He
claims that colonialism is founded upon and maintained by means of force: the ‘first confrontation’
between colonizers and colonized ‘was coloured by violence and their cohabitation’, that is, the
continued ‘exploitation’ of the latter by the former, continues in the same manner (2). Issues of brute
force aside, the colonial world is described by Fanon as ‘a compartmentalized world’ in its racial, social,
and ‘geographical configuration’ (3). Where one belongs in this divided world is determined ‘first and
foremost [by] what species, what race one belongs to’. Thus, notwithstanding real (if secondary) colonial
divisions along lines of social class, ‘Marxist analysis should always be slightly stretched when it comes
to addressing the colonial issue’ (5). Matters of violence and race are fundamental to the colonial
world, but more can be said about it than that. Not only is the colonial world divided racially, socially,
and geographically; it is also divided morally and culturally. Moral compartmentalization results in ‘a
Manichean world’, a world divided into forces of goodness (the colonizers) and evil (the colonists) (6):
Colonized society is not merely portrayed as a society without values. The colonist is not content with
stating that the colonized world has lost its values or worse never possessed any. The ‘native’ is
declared impervious to ethics, representing not only the absence of values but also the negation of
values. He is, dare we say it, the enemy of values. In other words, absolute evil. Fanon states that
when this kind of moral compartmentalization ‘reaches its logical conclusion’, the colonized subject is
entirely dehumanized or ‘reduced to the state of an animal’ and described accordingly – that is,
described in ‘zoological terms’ (7). (Meanwhile, and ironically, those European ‘humanists’ who never
stop speaking of ‘man’ continue to massacre him ‘at every corner of the world’ (235).) Cultural
compartmentalization results from the attempt to divest the colonized not only of their morality and
their humanity, but also their culture and their history: ‘With a kind of perverted logic,’ Fanon writes,
colonialism ‘turns its attention to the past of the colonized people and distorts it, disfigures it, and
destroys it’. In general, then, colonizers make an ‘effort to demean history prior to colonization’ (149).
In psychological terms, Fanon concludes that the relationship of the colonizer to the immoral, inhuman,
and uncultured colonial subject is not that of the mother figure who ‘protects her child from a hostile
environment’, but that of the mother figure who protects ‘her basically perverse child ... from itself’
(149). Such, from a moral, cultural, and psychological point of view, is the nature of the colonial
ideology. Colonialism is therefore explicated by Fanon in terms of violence, race, and ideology. As a basic
definition of decolonization, based on the above understanding of colonialism, Fanon proposes the
following (1): ‘decolonization is quite simply the substitution of one “species” of mankind by another’,
that is, the ‘outsider’ by the ‘indigenous’ or, in the African context, the white by the black. As Fanon’s
explication of colonialism indicates, this is no mere change in political power; in fact, it represents ‘the
complete collapse of an entire moral and material universe’ (the Manichean universe included) (9).

Fanon’s basic and most controversial claim about decolonization is that it is ‘always a violent event’ (1),
one that ‘reeks of red-hot cannonballs and bloody knives’ (3). Anticolonial violence has its origins in
colonialism itself, which, by penning in and frustrating the colonized, produces ‘muscular dreams,
dreams of action, dreams of aggressive vitality’ among them (15). Fanon recognizes a number of
problems with anti-colonial violence, however. The first of these is that such violence is generally
misdirected in the first instance, that is, directed against the colonized’s ‘own people’ in a ‘period where
black turns on black’ (15). The second problem is that anti-colonial violence or ‘aggressive vitality’ can be
dissipated through religion. Fanon writes (18) that religious fatalism ‘relieves the oppressor of all
responsibility since the cause of wrong-doing, poverty, and the inevitable can be attributed to God’. And
the third problem with anti-colonial violence is that it, or the ‘aggressive vitality’ on which it is based,
can also be dissipated through the ‘emotional release’ of myth, magic, and dance (21). Notwithstanding
these problems with anti-colonial violence, Fanon still affirms its possibility. Psychologically, it is made
possible by the fact that the colonized subject does not acknowledge the authority of the colonizer; nor
does he feel inferior to the colonizer. Indeed, the symbols of the colonizer’s authority, ‘such as the
police force, bugle calls in the barracks, military parades, and the flag flying aloft, serve not as inhibitors
but also as stimulants’ to a violent reaction (16). Socially, the progress of national consciousness is
‘reinforced by the bloodbath in the colonies which signifies that between oppressors and oppressed,
force is the only solution’ (32). That is, a shared experience of oppression produces a violent reaction.
Economically, capitalism has developed to a point where it ‘objectively colludes with the forces of
violence that erupt in colonial territories’ (27). So, it is now recognized that the colonized territory is a
consumer market, a potential source of profit, and that the continued occupation of an unstable
territory is detrimental in this respect. Internationally, the cold war provides a context in which the
colonized receive ‘the unconditional support of the socialist countries’, support which both inspires their
violence and makes it a meaningful threat (38). Nevertheless, Fanon argues that ‘underdeveloped
nations’ ultimately have ‘no real interest in either prolonging or intensifying this cold war’, which
represents a massive waste of resources that might otherwise contribute to their development (41).
Having discussed the problems and possibilities of anti-colonial violence, Fanon goes on to discuss the
possible achievements and limitations of this violence. Its achievements – beyond its necessary
contribut[es]ion to decolonization as such – are intellectual, social, and psychological. Intellectually,
violent ‘praxis’ is liberating insofar as it ‘enlightens’ the colonial subject with respect to the
relationship between means and ends (44). Socially, anti-colonial violence is not merely destructive; it
is also ‘invested with positive, formative features’ to the extent that it – or its shared experience –
‘introduces the notion of common cause, national destiny, and collective history into every
consciousness’. As a result, this (supposedly) solely destructive process contributes to the postrevolutionary process of ‘nation building’ (50–1). Psychologically, anti-colonial violence is a ‘cleansing
force’ which enables colonized subjects to overcome their ‘inferiority complex’ and restore their ‘selfconfidence’ (51). But, contrary to popular belief, Fanon is cognizant of certain limitations to anti-colonial
violence: to what we might regard as its consequences and causes. The first of these limitations is
temporal and consequential. That is to say, anti-colonial violence will not ‘bridge the gap’ – achieve
decolonization – ‘in one giant stride’, as voluntarists are inclined to believe. On the contrary, it takes a
great deal of time and constitutes an ‘epic’ which results in suffering that ‘far exceeds that of the
colonial period’ (90). The second limitation to anti-colonial violence – the more important limitation
with respect to the view that Fanon is an uncritical advocate of violence – can be termed motivational.
Essentially, Fanon’s point is that the hatred that produces violence is inadequate from the motivational

perspective; that there must be more to the anti-colonial struggle than that (and the violence that
results from it) (89): Racism, hatred, resentment, and ‘the legitimate demand for revenge’ alone cannot
nurture a war of liberation ... Of course the countless abuses perpetuated by the colonialist forces
reintroduce emotional factors into the struggle, give the militant further cause to hate and new
reasons to set off in search of a ‘colonist to kill’. But, day by day, leaders will come to realize that
hatred is not an agenda. Assuming that anti-colonial violence is possible (notwithstanding its
acknowledged problems) and desirable (notwithstanding its acknowledged limitations), the next issue
to be considered is the agency issue: in other words, who is going to perform this violence? Fanon’s
answer involves two social classes, one – the peasantry – of the countryside, the other – the
lumpenproletariat – of the city. Of the peasantry, he comments (23): ‘It has nothing to lose and
everything to gain. The underprivileged and starving peasant is the exploited who very soon discovers
that only violence pays.’ The lumpenproletariat Fanon describes as ‘starving men, divorced from the
tribe and clan’, ‘second-class citizens’, ‘jobless’, a ‘species of subhumans’.

Incrementalism can actively undercut social justice movements – the pro-life
movement has spent 40 years slowly chipping away at reproductive rights
Evans and Didlick-Davis 2012 [Mary A. Gasparian of the New York Assembly Puerto Rican and
Hispanic Task Force, “The reactionary movement spawned by the deregulation of the uterus: the
Christian conservative legal movement’s decades-long battle in response to Roe,” December, 2020,
https://soar.suny.edu/handle/20.500.12648/1577] /Triumph Debate
Although the decision of Roe v. Wade was a blow to the conservative legal movement, it served as a
wake-up call for the pro-life movement to construct a network of donors, lawyers, and intellectuals to
effectively mobilize in the courtrooms. It’s important to note, however, that victory is difficult to define
for the Christian conservative legal movement because “winning” can be perceived differently. The prolife agenda can be achieved in either one of two ways: overturning Roe v. Wade or chipping away at it
incrementally through various loopholes. Even the pre-Roe approach can be looked at in two ways:
does the conservative legal movement want a return to states’ rights or is a national ban being strived
for? Chipping away at Roe v. Wade is the “death-by-a-thousand-cuts” approach, which would be
achieved by imposing egregious restrictions on access to abortion. Over a generation, conservative
intellectuals, donors, activists, and funders have methodically plotted a path to pack courts with likeminded justices. Typically, the leaders of the conservative legal movement tend to opt for the latter
because gaining smaller victories would be more strategic at a time when the makeup of the Supreme
Court is not in their favor. At its genesis, though, the pro-life movement wanted to pass a Constitutional
amendment that would rule Roe as “overreaching,” ban abortion throughout the country and have it go
back to state-by-state regulation (Ziegler, 2015). The conservative legal movement abandoned this
approach though because it was the epitome of judicial activism which they despised.

Negative

Historical Successes Of Incrementalism
The Affordable Care Act, one of the largest scale incremental policies in the United
States, has improved quality of life immensely across multiple areas and has remained
law; and there’s prospects for more improvement, which come from incremental
observation.
Soni et al. 2020 [Aparna Soni, Laura R. Wherry, Kosali I. Simon, 3-xx-2020, “How Have ACA Insurance
Expansions Affected Health Outcomes? Findings From The Literature,”
https://rfhp.gwhwi.org/uploads/4/3/3/5/43358451/how_have_aca_insurance_expansions_affected_he
alth_outcomes__findings_from_the_literature.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Self-Reported Physical And Mental Health We first examined nineteen studies of self-reported health
(exhibit 1), as this outcome was most often included in survey data and provides a strong summary
measure of respondents’ overall health. Though self-assessed health may seem subjective, a large
literature has shown that it is highly correlated with objective measures of health, such as mortality.
Multiple studies reported that the dependent coverage provision substantially improved young adults’
perceptions of their overall, physical, and mental health. The estimates from these studies, when
combined with the change in insurance status for young adults under the provision, suggest
improvements in self-reported health of 12–86 percent among newly insured people (appendix exhibit
G). Findings from the Medicaid expansions were more varied. Many studies found improvements in selfreported health. There were also reductions in the probabilities of experiencing depression and
psychological distress and in the numbers of days spent in poor mental health. However, other studies
did not detect significant impacts of the Medicaid expansions on self-reported health (exhibit 1).
Estimates in the studies that did find evidence of better self-reported health suggested improvements of
21–27 percent among the newly insured (appendix exhibit G). Results were sensitive to the study
sample used, with greater evidence of health improvements among childless adults and those with
chronic health conditions—who face particularly high medical needs and expenses in the absence of
insurance. Chronic Disease Next we examined fifteen studies of the ACA’s impact on the diagnosis and
management of chronic diseases such as diabetes, heart disease, cancer, and obesity (exhibit 2). Few
studies examined changes in these outcomes under the dependent coverage provision, but there was
evidence that the provision reduced body mass index for young adults and increased early-stage cancer
diagnosis. Several studies examined the effects of the Medicaid expansion on chronic disease. Three of
these studies documented increases in early stage cancer diagnosis, which is associated with improved
patient outcomes. Other studies reported improved cardiovascular health, including better blood
pressure control among patients in community health centers, increased probability of early
uncomplicated disease presentation among hospitalized patients, and increased diagnosis rates of
diabetes and high cholesterol. There was no evidence that the Medicaid expansions affected body mass
index or rates of obesity. Maternal And Neonatal Health Our third group included three studies that
focused on maternal and neonatal health, which is reflective of mothers’ health and health care (exhibit
3). The dependent coverage provision increased insurance coverage for reproductive-age women,
which was linked in this literature to the reduced probability of preterm birth but not to changes in the
likelihood of cesarean delivery, low birthweight, or admission to the neonatal intensive care unit. Most
states’ Medicaid programs covered pregnant women generously even before the ACA. However, there
are potential avenues to improved outcomes through better preconception health, improved

contraception access, early prenatal care initiation, and increased access to care between
pregnancies. The research to date found no detectable effects of the expansions on neonatal health.
Mortality Finally, we analyzed eleven studies that examined mortality (exhibit 4). Measuring mortality
effects is challenging because death is a rare event for nonelderly people, and most standard mortality
data sets lack the statistical power needed to detect plausible effects for the general population. Some
studies aimed to study targeted populations that gained coverage. Notably, Sarah Miller and coauthors
linked federal survey and administrative death data sets to identify a sample of near-elderly adults who
were most likely to benefit from Medicaid expansion, based on income and citizenship status. The
authors found that the Medicaid expansion reduced mortality by 9.4 percent for near-elderly adults,
which was equivalent to a reduction of 39–64 percent for the new Medicaid enrollees. Others found
decreases in cardiovascular mortality among middle-aged adults and mortality reductions for patients
with end-stage renal disease, but no effect on in-hospital mortality for acute myocardial infarction
patients. The dependent coverage provision was estimated to have reduced disease-related mortality
by 6.1 percent among young adults—an effect whose magnitude was similar to that of the coverage
change for this group. One study found large reductions in opioid mortality for young adults, while
others found no significant impact on opioid mortality or in-hospital mortality for young adult trauma
patients.

Incremental changes to the ACA have been successful and saved thousands of lives.
Somers 2021 [Sarah Somers, J.D., M.P.H., is a managing attorney at the Network’s Southeastern
Region Office and at the National Health Law Program’s (NHeLP) Chapel Hill office. 5-6-2021, “The
Affordable Care Act: Reflections on 10 Years,” https://www.networkforphl.org/news-insights/theaffordable-care-act-reflections-on-10-years/] /Triumph Debate
The ACA’s Medicaid expansion in particular dramatically improved the lives of enrollees and
benefitted communities in general. The expansion has been or is in the process of being adopted by
38 states and the District of Columbia, including states like Idaho, Utah, and Nebraska that have
adopted the expansion as a result of ballot initiatives. Access to care improved: more low-income
adults had personal physicians, got check-ups and other preventive care, as well as care for chronic
conditions. Studies showed more people receiving medication-assisted treatment for opioid disorders
and decreases in hospitalizations for overdoses. Access to mental health care improved. The
expansion also reduced racial and ethnic disparities in both coverage and access to care. Among other
improvements, the gap in uninsured rates between white and Black adults shrank by 51 percent in
expansion states, but only 33 percent in non-expansion states. The gap between insurance rates
between white and Hispanic adults was reduced by 45 percent in expansion states versus 27 percent in
non-expansion states. This increased access to Medicaid coverage also improved health outcomes.
There were fewer premature deaths – at least 19,000 lives were saved. The number of adults reporting
improved health increased while the number screening positive for depression decreased. Diabetes and
hypertension control increased, along with increased early-stage cancer diagnoses. Financial wellbeing
of Medicaid beneficiaries improved; fewer low-income adults struggled to pay medical bills, medical
debt and evictions were reduced. At the same time, there was a significant drop in hospital
uncompensated care in Medicaid expansion states. One study found that uncompensated care costs
dropped 55 percent between 2013 and 2017, while falling only two percent in non-expansion states.
People insured by plans purchased through the marketplace also saw improvements. Not only did
more people obtain insurance coverage, the plans sold on the marketplace offered a much better and
more comprehensive health care package. People protected through marketplace plans also received
more consumer protections, including prohibitions on discrimination based on health status or preexisting conditions. In sum, despite a lengthy and sustained campaign to destroy it, the ACA has
fulfilled much of its promise.

Incremental climate policies are both effective and politically advantageous.
Nordhaus 2019 [Ted Nordhaus is a leading global thinker on energy, environment, climate, human
development, and politics. He is the founder and executive director of the Breakthrough Institute and a
co-author of An Ecomodernist Manifesto. 7-20-2019, “CLIMATE CHANGE REQUIRES BIG SOLUTIONS. BUT
BABY STEPS ARE THE ONLY WAY TO GO,” https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/07/20/climate-changerequires-big-solutions-but-baby-steps-are-the-only-way-to-go/] /Triumph Debate
But governments have picked plenty of winners as well. Washington may have wasted billions of
dollars in the 1970s and 1980s on synthetic fuels, but during the same period, it spent a fraction of that
on shale gas, which has brought such extraordinary economic benefits to the U.S. economy that it
alone has probably made up for the cost of all other federal energy investments since the end of World
War II. It has also turned out to be an extremely cost-effective climate policy. Calculated on a per ton
basis, the investment pencils out to perhaps a few dollars per ton of carbon emissions avoided, a cost
that continues to fall with every ton of coal that shale gas replaces. U.S. investments in nuclear energy
have proved similarly efficient. Over the last half-century, nuclear plants have avoided somewhere
between 15 and 20 gigatons of carbon emissions, at a cost of less than $5 per ton. Renewable energy
subsidies, although costly today, may also wind up being low-cost climate mitigation over the long
term. Beyond the efficacy of those investments, the fact that they obscure the cost of climate
mitigation policies is a political feature, not a bug. Pricing carbon is hard because it demands that
people pay today to avoid uncertain climate impacts far off into the future. Because public subsidies are
usually paid for with general tax revenue, they work in exactly the opposite manner, promising tangible
benefits—better air quality, new jobs, perhaps even new industries—today while burying the costs in
much larger government budgets. Federal carbon tax proposals and the Green New Deal may seem
antithetical to each other, insofar as the former would pull technology into the market by increasing the
cost of dirty energy whereas the latter depends on pushing it into the market through public
investment. But they share a common assumption: Concern about climate change is significant enough
to support an explicit, far-reaching, economywide approach to the problem. Unfortunately, there is little
evidence to back that idea. For this reason, it is likely that a quieter and less sweeping approach to
addressing climate change, one that disaggregates the costs of the policy and avoids becoming a
rallying point for either climate advocates or their opponents, will prove more effective. In contrast to
most current climate advocacy efforts, which seek to raise the salience of the climate problem in order
to motivate politically difficult and economically costly climate action, quiet climate policy seeks to
deescalate the political controversies associated with climate change and break up the costs of climate
action. Examples include establishing a federal clean energy standard that would require utilities to
gradually transition entirely to zero-carbon technologies over the coming decades. Or government
procurement at the U.S. Defense Department and national laboratories could be used to create initial
markets for promising small nuclear reactors and geothermal and energy storage technologies.
Providing U.S. farmers with technology and incentives to become more carbon efficient could bring
huge benefits for the climate, as could government investment to develop zero-carbon technologies for
industrial heat and power. Working toward decarbonization, technology by technology and sector by
sector, on a bipartisan basis and through careful negotiation with key stakeholders is the sort of thing
that Congress still occasionally manages to do—as recent legislative efforts to support
commercialization of advanced nuclear and carbon capture technologies demonstrate. Unfortunately,
quiet climate policy presently serves the broader political and institutional needs of almost none of the

parties involved. Democrats use climate change to rally their base, and environmental nongovernmental
organizations use it to raise money from their members. Republicans, meanwhile, stoke fear among
their base and donors that climate action will wreck the economy and expand the power of the federal
government. Even so, a number of Republican officeholders have quietly concluded that outright
climate denial is a political liability and have recently offered a series of modest proposals explicitly
focused on climate mitigation and adaptation. Democrats, meanwhile, have come around to the view
that nuclear energy, carbon capture, innovation, and adaptation will be necessary to address the climate
challenge. In these evolving attitudes, there is the possibility of progress. By shifting the climate debate
from one in which one party posits an existential threat demanding solutions that serve its own
interests and the other denies that the problem even exists for similar reasons to one in which both
parties acknowledge that the problem exists and offer competing solutions to address it, there is at
least the possibility of compromise. Ultimately, the choice we face is between some action and no
action. Neither economists’ dreams of rationalizing environmental policy through the power and
efficiency of markets nor progressive environmentalists’ hopes of heroic state-led mobilization to save
the planet are likely to do much to address the problem. Quiet climate policy, by contrast, is the art of
the possible, focused on reducing the costs of action, disentangling climate policy from the ideological
disputes and electoral calculations that drive the national political conversation, and lowering the
political threshold for meaningful action. The solution it offers may be rather less satisfying. But it is
also likely to accomplish far more than any of the alternatives.

The staggered nature of U.S. COVID stimulus packages allowed the government to
target economic needs for different times and contexts.
Siles 2020 [Dr. Marcelo E. Siles is a Research Specialist at JSRI. 3-25-2020, “Impact of the Coronavirus
Stimulus Checks on the Economy,” https://jsri.msu.edu/publications/nexo/vol-xxv/no-1-fall2021/impact-of-the-coronavirus-stimulus-checks-on-the-economy] /Triumph Debate
The first stimulus package, enacted at the beginning of the pandemic when the national economy was
facing an unemployment rate of 14.7%, mainly supported households in meeting basic household
needs, namely food purchases, rent and utilities, and other basic needs. Up to 74% of households
spent their first stimulus checks on meeting their families’ basic needs. However, up to 14% of these
funds were allocated to savings and 11% were used to pay debt. The second stimulus package was
enacted at the end of December 2020, at that time the economy experienced a degree of recovery,
and the unemployment rate fell to 6.7%. The improved economic conditions induced households to
change their spending habits with monies received from the second stimulus package. Only 22% of
these funds were spent on food and other basic needs. Instead, monies allocated to savings rose to
26% and up to 51% were used to pay debt, 4.6 times more than were funds from the first package.
Use of funds from the third stimulus package by households was like the pattern found with the
second package. Fewer funds obtained from the third stimulus package were used to meet basic needs,
with only 19% of these funds used for this purpose, while 32% were allocated to savings. Finally, 49% of
the stimulus money was used to pay debt. This package also included a monthly Advance Child Tax
Credit (CTC). Households with children that were facing food insufficiency, not enough food to eat, were
the main beneficiaries of this stimulus program (Perez-Lopez, 2021). It is interesting to note the high
percentage of funds allocated to savings and to pay debt with money received from the second and
third stimulus packages, 78% and 81%, respectively. Whether or not this pattern was the same across
the different ethno-racial groups would be good to know, and perhaps data will soon be available to
shed light on this question.

Grassroots campaigns to achieve incremental health equity reform in the United
States have been extremely effective --- shows that building upon policies and
observing effects to target those who need help works.
Pastor et al. 2018 [Manuel Pastor, Veronica Terriquez, and May Lin. 3-xx-2018, “How Community
Organizing Promotes Health Equity, And How Health Equity Affects Organizing,”
http://vitalysthealth.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Health-Affairs-How-Community-OrganizingPromotes-Health-Equity.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Sometimes grassroots campaigns for health equity are exactly what they seem to be: attempts to
advance equitable outcomes around key health measures. The language of health equity also allows
advocates to directly address the health needs of disadvantaged social groups. This is especially useful
because addressing health concerns may be more palatable to some decision makers than more direct
calls for racial justice, immigrant rights, or LGBTQ rights. Thus, a health equity frame can be deployed as
an inclusive narrative to advance the rights of immigrants or other marginalized groups. For example,
the #Health4All campaign in California—an effort to extend state-financed health insurance to
undocumented immigrants—sought to address the denial of federally supported coverage to this set
of immigrants in the Affordable Care Act (ACA). Organizers presented the need to close this gap less as
an immigrant rights issue and more as a matter of unequal access to health care. This strategy
circumvented dominant frames that justify the denial of rights for undocumented immigrants because
they are not citizens. Beginning in 2013, the year before the ACA expansions of eligibility for Medicaid
took effect, grassroots groups and advocates conducted intensive campaigns that involved lobbying
elected officials, public hearings, rallies, and mobilizations on the state capital and elsewhere. Efforts
to secure health care for the undocumented paid off in a series of incremental victories. In October
2015 Gov. Jerry Brown signed SB 4, a bill that allowed all low-income undocumented children to enroll
in full-scope Medi-Cal, California’s Medicaid program. Less than a year later the governor signed SB
10, a bill that enabled undocumented adults and Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA)
recipients to purchase unsubsidized health coverage through Covered California, the state’s health
care Marketplace. The #Health4All campaign and other statewide accomplishments built on a smaller
and more localized #Health4AllFresnans campaign in Fresno, California, which blocked the elimination
of some health services for the undocumented provided by the county’s Medically Indigent Services
Program. Climate policy represents another arena in which grassroots organizations have used a
health equity frame to advance the health needs of under resourced communities. Environmental
justice advocates in California have noted that the state’s cap-and-trade system aimed at reducing
greenhouse gas emissions has allowed large polluters to purchase “allowances” to avoid reducing their
emissions. While reductions of greenhouse gas emissions have the same impact on climate change no
matter where they occur, environmental justice advocates suggest that a system of trades in which
some firms can continue to emit the gases while others cut back can lead to uneven reductions in
locally harmful accompanying pollutants, such as particulate matter. Given the disproportionate
location of large polluting sources such as refineries in low income communities of color, this becomes a
health equity issue. In negotiating new standards for reducing greenhouse gas emissions in 2016,
advocates successfully pressed for passage of a companion bill, Assembly Bill 197, which mandated
that the state prioritize direct emissions reductions in the “most impacted and disadvantaged
communities,” with an explicit public health rationale written directly into the legislation. In short,

using the health equity frame advanced policy that improved the well-being of communities of color
whose members experienced high levels of exposure to health-impairing pollution.

Radicalism fails at movements like fighting climate change --- it is unable to create a
consistent and actionable policy narrative
Nordhaus 2019 [Ted Nordhaus is an American author and the director of research at The
Breakthrough Institute, Published: 2019, “The Empty Radicalism of the Climate Apocalypse.” Issues in
Science and Technology 35, no. 4 (2019): 69–78. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26949051.] /Triumph
Debate
And yet, a not-insubstantial segment of the environmental movement and its leadership explicitly
rejects this sort of pragmatism, on the grounds that the world has only a decade or so to achieve net
zero emissions or civilization itself will likely end. Physics and chemistry, as the environmentalist and
author Bill McKibben has famously observed, cannot be negotiated with. The explicit claim of
McKibben, many major environmental nongovernmental organizations, and, increasingly, progressive
Democrats and Democratic Socialists such as Alexandra Ocasio-Cortez and Bernie Sanders, is that
radical action is the only way to avoid climate catastrophe. But if these demands represent a kind of
radicalism, it is a radicalism that is quick to speak its name—a demand for systematic economic and
social change—but fundamentally lacking any well-formed idea of what such a world would look like,
in either its institutions, its actual social and economic organization, or most of its specifics—rationing,
nationalization, or even just preempting local resistance to action. Apocalyptic environmentalism has,
since its origins in the years after World War II, regularly made these sorts of sweeping and inchoate
demands. But there has never been any actionable agenda that green radicalism will actually
embrace. It is a politics of protest and negation, of divestment, of “keeping it in the ground,” and of
degrowth. It is postmodern nihilism dressed up with the trappings of moral seriousness. The result is a
radicalism that attacks the technofix while simultaneously demanding 100% renewable energy and
rejects technocracy while demanding technocratic solutions of unprecedented speed and scale. It
insists that capitalism and technology are the problem, not the solution to our present predicament
when practically, after the sloganeering and rhetorical flourishes are done, what most
environmentalists, including radical greens, are basically demanding is capitalism with carbon
regulations and lots of windmills. For this reason, there is actually much less than meets the eye to the
various debates within the environmental community about how to address climate change, between
the Green New Dealers and the carbon pricers, those who believe in the power of markets and those
who believe in the power of government. Critics on the right typically see it all as either creeping
socialism or Luddism. But mostly, it is a debate among liberals who care about such things about what
mix of government and market, private and public, regulation and innovation, market pull or tech push
offers the optimal path to lower emissions.

Incrementalism is better for issues that require international cooperation, including
climate change
Brewster 2013 [Rachel Brewster is a professor of law at Duke Law School and the co-director of
Duke's Center for International and Comparative Law. “Stepping Stone or Stumbling Block:
Incrementalism and National Climate Change Legislation.” Yale Law & Policy Review 28, no. 2 (2010):
245–312. http://www.jstor.org/stable/27871296.] /Triumph Debate

Deciding whether to pursue incremental legislation is a constant dilemma in political life.237 A partial
measure is more easily achieved and provides supporters with limited benefits. Incremental steps also
have dynamic effects; the interim measure alters political conditions going forward.238 A half measure
influences when (and if) policymakers will return to issue in the future and affects public support for
additional measures.239 These dynamic effects of incremental legislation can be positive or negative;
they can build greater support for a more comprehensive regime or undermine progress on a policy
agenda. The importance of dynamic political feedback effects of incremental measures is heightened
when addressing issues that require international cooperation, where national measures are often a
prelude to international negotiations. This truth is particularly salient when addressing global public
goods. Unlike international arenas where recalcitrant countries can be cut out of the benefits of
cooperation (such as international trade),240 the global commons is nonexcludable.241 As this Article
discusses, a solution to the climate change crisis requires multilateral cooperation. National legislation
is easier to achieve in the short term, but depending on the dynamic effects of the legislation, it may
or may not be beneficial to the long-term goal of crafting a comprehensive solution.

Populism
Radical movements give way to populism, which functions by defining politics as an
‘us’ and a ‘them.’
Aiginger 2020 [Karl Aiginger is a professor at the Vienna University of Economics and Business, 2020,
“Populism: Root Causes, Power Grabbing and Counter Strategy,”
https://www.intereconomics.eu/contents/year/2020/number/1/article/populism-root-causes-powergrabbing-and-counter-strategy.html] /Triumph Debate
The common unifying feature of the more dangerous type of populism is that it develops a polarising
message: It divides people into two groups and even does this binarily – into the ‘us’ and the ‘them’.
The former are the ordinary, virtuous citizens and the latter a corrupt, self-serving elite. One corollary
of this is that populists understand the ‘true wants’ of the people and have the sole ability to serve
them; the other is that there exists a natural, positive homogeneity of ‘our’ people in contrast to
sinister foreign forces and cultures that seek to intrude our country, nation and religion (population
exchange). Literature calls it radicalism or nativism when hard ideology is added, whether it is a radical
left-wing ideology such as Maoism or a right-wing ideology such as fascism. This can manifest itself in
dangerous left- and right-wing populism, as represented by Castro and Chavez on the one extreme and
Pinochet, Orbán and Kaczynsky on the other. Both extremes thrive on conflict, populist policy, a
dismantling of the division of power, with restrictions on media freedom and democracy at home and
a military build-up and closing of borders abroad.

Radical left and right parties are closely intertwined with populism.
Carrera and Bischi 2022 [Edgar Sanchez Carrera and Gian-Italo Bischi are professors at Università
degli Studi di Urbino "Carlo Bo," 9-14-2022, “Long-term causes of populism,”
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/344283619_Long-term_causes_of_populism] /Triumph
Debate
Populism consists in political movements that share a demand for short-term protection, such as from
immigrants and economic hardship, and it is characterized by three main properties (Guiso et al. 2017):
(i) the claim that it protects the people from the elite, (ii) the focus on demand-driven policymaking,
and (iii) the disregard for future consequences of their policies. Lately, populism has fostered new
enthusiasm and diverse research contributions, spurring from the emergence of parties and political
movements labeled both as left-wing (South American populism described by Dornbusch and Edwards
1991; Acemoglu et al. 2013) and right-wing (mostly European and in USA). In current times, populism is
sweeping Europe’s political equilibria. A report published by the Guardian in November 2018, (by a
group of leading political scientists) found that one in four European voting citizens will be casting their
vote for a populist. In addition, we know that there were nine European countries where populists
participated in government, for a total of 170 million people in 2018: In 1998, the countries were 2 for a
total of 12.5 million. According to this report, the surge in populism had an impact even where these
parties did not govern: countries such as the UK, Sweden, Denmark, and Germany saw a strong shift to
the right on immigration due to extreme right populist groups. Populism seems to be associated with
economic and ﬁnancial crisis. Indeed if we categorize it as a close substitute to extreme parties on the
right and the left, Funke et al. (2016) show that the vote for such parties spiked in elections held after
systemic ﬁnancial crises (in advanced economies between 1870 and 2014): support for extremist parties
increased dramatically and especially for far-right parties (+30%). Similar evidence for the period postGreat Depression is shown by De Bromhead et al. (2013) who ﬁnd an increase in the share of votes for
right-wing anti-system parties in elections in the 1920s and 1930s, thus conﬁrming a link between
political extremism and economic hard times.

Populism gives way to personality-based politics which erode the purpose of political
parties.
Barber 2019 [N. W. Barber is a professor of Constitutional Law and Theory at the University of Oxford
School of Law, 4-1-2019, “Populist leaders and political parties,”
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/german-law-journal/article/populist-leaders-and-politicalparties/BA883B7AE8798F07E88F85FB66111741] /Triumph Debate
Finally, and more obviously, the existence of a range of vibrant political parties entails that there is
always an alternative to the populist leader – whilst, on the other hand, the absence of effective political
parties may encourage the growth of personality-based politics. In the first part of this paper, one of the
secondary characteristics of the populist leader was identified as a tendency to claim that they, and
only they, represented the “real” people of the state; that the people spoke with a single voice, and
that the leader was uniquely able to hear what they were saying. Such a claim is harder to maintain
when there is a plurality of parties—harder still to maintain when the value of these parties is explicitly
endorsed by the constitution, a point we will return to below. One reply to the arguments that link the
decline of parties to the rise of populism would point to the role that can be played by political parties in
facilitating populism. After all, leaders must come from somewhere, and many populist leaders have
risen to power through parties, with the party campaigning on the leader’s behalf. Indeed, we
sometimes talk of “populist parties” standing behind populist leaders. Populist parties are not a
contradiction in terms. On the account of populism developed in this paper, a populist party is one that
is centered, or has come to be centered, on the support of a particular individual. Populist parties can
either rise with the populist leader, or they can be the decayed shells of formerly well-functioning
parties. In contrast to a properly functioning political party, the populist party is little more than a
personality cult. The populist leader treats political parties — even those that have helped her gain
power — like other constitutional institutions. Their existence as a matter of form may play a part in
the populist constitution, but their substance is eroded. The populist party, where it exists, is a
radically deviant instance of a political party, one which is failing to fulfill its function in the
constitution.

Populism is exclusionary and leads to identity over politics --- it’s harmful even if it’s a
movement with little political power.
Müller 2018 [Jan-Werner Müller is a professor of politics at Princeton University, 3-22-2018, “The Rise
and Rise of Populism?” https://www.bbvaopenmind.com/en/articles/the-rise-and-rise-of-populism/]
/Triumph Debate
So the crucial indicator, if that’s the right word, of populism is not some vague “anti-establishment
sentiment;” criticisms of elites may or may not be justified, but it is not automatically something
problematic for democracy. Rather, what matters is populists’ anti-pluralism. They always exclude at
two levels: at the level of party politics they present themselves as the only legitimate representatives
of the people, and hence all others are at least morally excluded; and, less obviously, at the level of, if
you like, the people themselves, those who do not share the populists’ symbolic construction of the
“real people” (and, as a consequence, do not support the populists politically) are also shut out. Put
differently: populism inevitably involves a claim to a moral monopoly of representing the supposedly
real people – and also inevitably results in exclusionary identity politics. Note that populists can do
significant damage to a democratic political culture even if they never reach government. After all,
populist parties that do not do so well at the polls have to face an obvious contradiction: how can it be
the case that the populists are the people’s only morally legitimate representatives and yet fail to gain
overwhelming majorities at the ballot box? Populists do not all opt for what might seem the easiest way
out of this contradiction – but plenty do, when they in effect suggest that one should think less of
a silent majority and more of a silenced majority. By definition, if the majority could express itself, the
populists would always already be in power – but someone or something prevented the majority from
making its voice heard. Put differently: populists more or less subtly suggest that they did not really
lose an election at all, but that corrupt elites were manipulating the process behind the scenes. Think
again of Trump: when he left it open whether he would accept an election victory by Hillary Clinton, he
effectively called into question the integrity of the US election system. Plenty of supporters understood
well enough what he really meant: according to one survey, 70 per cent of his followers thought that if
Clinton became president, the outcome must have been “rigged.”

A study of multiple countries shows populism reduces the political rights of
disadvantaged groups or conditions them on support. Either option bases rights on a
pursuit for a national identity.
The University of Washington 2018 [The University of Washington Henry M. Jackson School of
International Studies Task Force, 2018, “The Global Implications of Populism on Democracy,”
https://jsis.washington.edu/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/TaskForce_C_2018_Pekkanen_robert.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Though the outcomes of populism’s effects on the political rights of disadvantaged groups differs
amongst the cases, there are a few apparent trends. There is a general decrease in the political rights
of disadvantaged groups under right-wing populist movements. This is marked by anti-immigrant, as
well as anti-refugee/asylum seekers, rhetoric and legislation, and a desire for country specific
homogeneity, in culture, ethnicity and religion. In left-wing populist movements, as seen in the Latin
American cases, historically disadvantaged groups experienced an increase in their political rights as
long as they did not have dissenting views on the government. In Brazil and Venezuela, it could be
argued that the reason both governments made constitutional changes to embrace the countries’
respective marginalized groups was to broaden the voter base to a group that had rejected the prior
government. In all cases, the disadvantaged groups in question have been religious and ethnic
minorities, which is unsurprising as these are the groups that have been historically marginalized and
scapegoated in all settings. Also, in all cases, populist movements either help or hurt the political
rights of disadvantaged groups out of the desire for a single national identity. Whether in Poland,
where this national identity is based off of ethnic and religious factors and Muslim immigrants do not fit
into this definition of what it means to be Polish, as well as actively challenges this “Polishness”; or in
Brazil where the new Brazilian identity is more class based, with non-European and Afro-Brazilians easily
embraced in this model of what it means to be Brazilian. What motivates many populist movements to
consistently scapegoat and further discriminate against certain disadvantaged groups? It is possible that
the many contemporary populist movements the world is experiencing is due to a backlash against
globalism. The current global system includes a system of sovereign nation states attempting to operate
in a globalized economy. This collision of geopolitical roughness and geoeconomic smoothness has
created new tensions for many states. Economic losses, shifts in cultural dynamics and increased
immigration have been blamed on globalism by many. In this new world which has brought about
hardships for many, it is easy for one in a Western country to look around and ask what has changed?
The change that people have found to be most noticeable, or most easily recognized, is an increase in
ethnic and religious minorities, making these disadvantaged groups to be easily scapegoated as the
problem with a country—due to their visibility and their unfavorable portrayal in the media. This can
lead one into developing an ethnocentric view of one’s country: that outsiders will never be able to
grasp the standards and customs of one’s own culture, blaming this on their current culture.
Ethnocentrism helps aid the nationalism that often arises out of populist movements. Nationalism is
very interested in the full sovereignty over a group’s homeland, developing and maintaining a
national identity based on perceived shared characteristics and experiences and preserving a nation’s
culture. By decreasing the political rights of disadvantaged groups and increasing levels of
discrimination, it is very easy for populist movements to fulfill these nationalistic tendencies. By
furthering the marginalization of disadvantaged groups, populist movements continue to develop the
image of “the other”, an essential component for populist movements to garner support and to get

constituents to rally against. Creating this category acts as a foil and allows a populist movement to
create the unifying identity of said movement, whether it be based on culture, language, race, religion,
political goals or a belief in a common ancestry. Nationalism is necessary to maintain distinctions
between citizens and non-citizens, as full citizenship includes much more than legal citizenship, thereby
creating a flexible and legally subordinate population, making these disadvantaged groups even more
easily targetable. The process of decreasing the political rights of disadvantaged groups is as much about
creating identity within as about excluding certain groups and creating the category of “other”.

Populism has inherent elements that invite climate skepticism and challenge climate
action if populists concentrate power.
Huber et al. 2021 [Robert A. Huber, Esther Greussing, and Jakob-Moritz Eberl, 9-24-2021, “From
populism to climate scepticism: the role of institutional trust and attitudes towards science,” Taylor &
Francis. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09644016.2021.1978200] /Triumph Debate
As outlined above, we rely on an ideational approach to populism. Hence, we assume that the core
features of populism (i.e., anti-elitism, people-centrism, and a Manichean outlook) directly inform how
populists relate to established political institutions such as the parliament or (constitutional) courts
(Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2012), but also public broadcasters and so-called ‘legacy media’ more
generally (Fawzi 2019). These institutions represent the established political order. Populists oppose
that order, as it is regarded as a manifestation of elite power. This opposition is strongly rooted in
populists’ anti-elitism. Additionally, populists would be likely to believe that political institutions
betray common citizens rather than serve them. Parliaments and courts could be perceived to be
detached from the everyday needs of the people. Hence, and particularly when they join the
government, populists have expressed strong sentiments against parliament and courts (Huber and
Schimpf 2017; see, for example, Plattner 2010). The former represents the plurality of political ideas
which is at odds with a populist worldview. The latter provides strong limits to the executive through
checks and balances. However, populists have a tendency to concentrate power, which courts have
opposed in the past (Krekó and Enyedi 2018). Similarly, mainstream media (i.e., in their role as Fourth
Estate) have faced increased pressure from populists (Kenny 2020). Thus, strong evidence has suggested
that populist actors undermine the balance between the political institutions (Mudde and Rovira
Kaltwasser 2012, Huber and Schimpf 2017, Juon and Bochsler 2020). Scholarly evidence suggests that
similar mechanisms hold on the individual level (Akkerman et al. 2014, Heinisch and Wegscheider 2020,
Plescia and Eberl 2021). Institutions play a central role in implementing climate mitigation action. On
the one hand, institutional design affects the provision of public goods, like environmental protection
(Bättig and Bernauer 2009). Institutional capacity to regulate and implement environmental policy is
essential for the performance of climate mitigation (Hughes and Urpelainen 2015). On the other hand,
institutions have a vanguard role through signalling pro-environmental stances. Thereby, they induce
pro-environmental attitudes and behaviour (Hogg 2010, Carmichael and Brulle 2017, Huber et al.
2018). Therefore, attitudes towards these institutions are likely to affect attitudes towards climate
action and climate change altogether (Fairbrother 2017). Particularly, as climate change is often
perceived as a project of liberal, cosmopolitan elites (Lockwood 2018, Huber 2020), we would anticipate
that those who oppose these elites would be more likely to reject climate change. For example, Susanne
Winter, a former FPÖ environmental speaker, claimed that ‘climate change is a web of lies invented by
the (liberal) media that needs to be torn down’ (Winter cited in Der Standard 2015). Prior research
supports this assumption, showing that people who deny the reality and seriousness of climate change
also tended to express mistrust in institutions (Hobson and Niemeyer 2013), which makes it an
influencing factor reducing public support for mitigation efforts (Lorenzoni and Pidgeon 2006). Crossnational studies highlight the role of trust in political institutions such as a country’s government
(Tranter and Booth 2015) or politicians, political parties, and parliament (Fairbrother et al. 2019) in this
respect. Based on this discussion, we propose the following hypothesis: H1: Populist attitudes will have
an indirect positive association with climate scepticism through attitudes towards political
institutions.

The populist handling of COVID-19 shows a disregard for scientific suggestions and
was used to extend state power, even in leftist regimes.
Clark and Patterson 2020 [Mary Clark and Amy Patterson, 8-11-2020, “Populism and Health Policy
in Latin America,” https://www.ijhpm.com/article_3888_cc4462fb9399eec2c972fcf3fa6db4a2.pdf]
/Triumph Debate
The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) crisis provides a window onto how populist presidents
respond to health emergencies. One notable aspect of populist leaders’ strategy of representing
ordinary people is that they sometimes exhibit an anti-intellectualism that encompasses resistance to
expert knowledge. Regardless of their ideological orientation on the left-right scale, such leaders may
frame scientific agencies, including global allies such as the World Health Organization (WHO), as one
more type of elite establishment with whom they are battling for control. For example, Presidents
Bolsonaro in Brazil and AMLO in Mexico have little in common beyond the obstinate denial of the
seriousness of the COVID-19 pandemic for their citizenry. They have rejected advice from their
ministers of health and medical organizations, refused to wear masks, mingled with citizens in the
streets, and encouraged supporters to hold rallies. Alternatively, a populist leader may declare a state
of emergency that grants him extra-constitutional powers. In El Salvador, President Bukele responded
to the pandemic with a draconian state of emergency and defied decisions by the legislative assembly
and constitutional court to end it or to allow oversight of associated public spending. Bukele has also
deployed troops to crackdown on gangs with lethal force during the COVID-19 quarantine. In
conclusion, we do not see the same connections between populism and welfare chauvinism in Latin
America. This is not because the question of immigrant access to welfare state health benefits is
irrelevant in Latin America nor because right-wing populism is unknown in the region. The picture of
Latin American populism as inclusive remains generally true, although there are important exceptions,
President Bolsonaro of Brazil being the most glaring of these. Had Amendment 95 not already been in
place, Bolsonaro may have been tempted to make drastic cuts in public health spending. But he would
risk strong political disapproval for pulling back on the universal nature of the constitutionally enshrined
Unified Health System. To be sure, in-depth research on these links might well complicate the
conclusions drawn in this brief commentary. On a different note, the COVID-19 crisis offers the
opportunity to witness how Latin American populists handle an enormous health emergency. Here the
populist leader’s need to maintain personal control over the state apparatus is evident but
manifested in different ways. Several populist leaders have responded by refusing to submit to the
authority of the scientific establishment whose knowledge they deride as elitist discourse. Nayib
Bukele in El Salvador pursued a different strategy by accepting medical advice and using a stringent
national lockdown to grab more power for himself.

Reactionary Politics
Large-scale rapid change provoke reactionary movements – those with dominant
viewpoints feel threatened and react
Parker 2016 [Christoper Parker of the University of Washington Seattle, “A history of American
Reactionary Movements: From the Klan to Donald Trump”, January 2016, Zeitschrift für Politikberatung,
DOI:10.5771/1865-4789-2016-1-38),
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320952367_A_history_of_American_Reactionary_Movemen
ts_From_the_Klan_to_Donald_Trump] /Triumph Debate
So, what is the reactionary right? How, if at all, does it depart from the “establishment” right? The
reactionary right is commensurate with what Seymour Martin Lipset and Earl Raab (1970) called
“preservatism,” or what Clinton Rossiter (1982) identified as “ultraconservatism.” Unlike establishment
conservatism that tolerates change as a means of maintaining social, political, and economic stability,
reactionary conservatives are willing to undermine stability in service to maintaining the social
prestige associated with their stratum: white, male, middle-class, relatively old, heterosexual, nativeborn Americans. Anytime the dominance of this stratum comes into question, as happens when it is
threatened by rapid, large-scale social change, it provokes a “reaction” from the dominant group. This
reaction includes violating the rule of law, something to which establishment types as far back as John
Adams would take exception (Allitt 2009). Further, the “reaction” will, more often than not, include
one or more scapegoats to which the group under siege ascribes an ongoing conspiracy (Hofstadter
1965; Lipset and Raab 1970). In other words, the principal way in which the in-group explains its loss of
relative prestige is by way of a concerted campaign of displacement directed by the out-group(s).

Radical movements cause reactionaries to feel neglected and “left behind” generating
anger and grievance
Capelos and Katsanidou 2018 [Tereza Capelos and Alexia Katsanidou. Capelos of the University of
Birmingham and Katsanidou of GESIS - Leibniz Institute for the Social Sciences and University of Cologne,
“Reactionary Politics: Explaining the Psychological Roots of Anti Preferences in European Integration and
Immigration Debates”, 15 November 2018, Journal of Political Philosophy,
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12540, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/pops.12540]
/Triumph Debate
To capture the complex content of the reactionary orientation, we also need to engage with its affective
core. Recent studies turn to emotions like anger and fear to explain anti-EU orientations, contributing
to debates that focus on identity or cue taking (Vasilopoulou & Wagner, 2017). Although valuable in
highlighting how affect shapes political decision-making about the European Union, models that rely on
discrete emotions are limited by the static operational boundaries of these measures.7 Capelos and
Demertzis (2018) argue that reactionism is founded on complex clusters of resentful affective
experiences that are fluid and ever-evolving rather than upon discrete emotions. Because the vision of
reaction is located in the past, its emotional origins are not simple. Those who feel left behind want to
turn backwards (Lilla, 2016). Reaction is a response to anxiety and uncertainty, the feelings of loss
from thinking one is abandoned, which also generate anger and grievance. In other words, the
reactionaries are not just or mainly angry. There is (ir)rational fear in the feeling of “being left
behind,” in experiencing the realization that one is not able to keep up with contemporary social and
economic complexity (Kenny, 2017). The sentimental talk of reactionaries harbors resentment.
Reactionaries feel neglected by their own state and feel that their interests are overlooked (Sullivan,
2017). This resentful affectivity supplies an important resource to antiestablishment populism from
which it also feeds (Capelos & Demertzis, 2018). The populist nostalgic accounts of pride and feeling of
strength, but also frustration and anxiety about the state of affairs, are an appropriate fit for the
reactionary orientation which is already familiar with these emotions. Populist leaders and parties draw
on this complex emotional environment promoting narratives and outlooks of national greatness and
strong antiestablishment sentiments (Bakker et al., 2016; Magni, 2017). They invoke the affective
power of resentment to highlight binary “us” and “them” distinctions. When political elites are
repeatedly portrayed as evil (Mudde, 2004), citizens’ sense of political efficacy and trust erodes, and
political cynicism finds fertile ground (Bergh, 2004). It follows that citizens oriented towards reaction
will be less hopeful and more agitated than conservatives, and when in contact with populist
discourses, they will feel envious and less efficacious too. They would be unhappy with the present
and want to retreat into the past. For the reactionary orientation, the solution is the liquidation of the
present political order, the return to a past that no longer exists. Reactionism likes the predictable:
traditional family structures, common culture, one sovereign nation-state, and strong border controls.
But moving beyond traditionalism, reactionism is hot: Its resentful sentiment is expressed as
xenophobia and veiled racism. It is acted out as support for populist parties but is not contained nor
does it stop with populism. It can also be channeled into violent and extreme behaviors or lead to
cynicism and disengagement (Capelos et al., 2017).

Radicalism morphs into violent extremism when opposition to ideology is endemic
O’Hara and Stevens N.D. [Kieron O’Hara and David Stevens. O’Hara is involved with the Web and
Internet Science Group Electronics and Computer Science at University of Southampton and Stevens is
of the School of Politics at the University of Nottingham. “Echo Chambers and Online Radicalism:
Assessing the Internet’s Complicity in Violent Extremism.” The Theory and Practice of Social Machines
Project. https://nottinghamrepository.worktribe.com/index.php/preview/749487/ohara%20stevens%20policy%20and%20internet.
pdf ] /Triumph Debate
One interpretation of the goal of the radical group is to solve a public good problem. Certain aspects
of their ideology can be seen as a public good (the good society), but society is organized so that
individuals are incentivised to work against the provision of that good (hence the radical feels
thwarted at every turn). When opposition to the good is seen by the group to be endemic, there is a
greater tendency for the group’s radicalism to morph into violent extremism. When the group sees no
route from the current state to its goal, its investment in non-violence will not bring a return (Stevens
& O’Hara 2014). The problem for the radical is how to work effectively for the goal (which is not a
personal preference), and the problem for the radical group is how to organise to produce the goal,
given that most people will work against it. From the radicals’ point of view the mass of people is free
riding on their efforts. The radicals, in contrast, place value directly on what they perceive as the
collective benefit – and once sufficiently many people value these collective benefits highly (so that it
becomes a social norm – what has been called a public-good transformation – Kerr 1992), conflicts of
interest disappear. Thus radical groups flourish by producing other public goods, such as uncorrupt
administration, education and health care (Berman & Laitin 2008). Radicals’ networks play an important
role in providing mechanisms to realise their goal. Most important is the existence of a clique or a
central cluster, i.e. a subgroup of a wider group which is very interconnected, in that everyone in the
subgroup knows most others in the subgroup. A network of radicals must have relatively poor
communications links outside the clique, and reasonably good ones inside. The clique need not be
particularly strongly interconnected, so members could be quite isolated inside it, but it should be able
to cut off communications from heterodox sources, and provide good connections to orthodox
adherents.

Reactionary movements are on the rise across the world
Players 2020 [Geoffrey Pleyers. Geoffrey Pleyers is an F.R.S.–FNRS researcher and professor of
sociology at Université Catholique de Louvain, Belgium., and a researcher at the Collège d'Etudes
Mondiales, “The Pandemic is a battlefield. Social movements in the COVID-19 lockdown”, August 2020,
Journal of Civil Society, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/17448689.2020.1794398]
/Triumph Debate
Reactionary movements have also been very active during the lockdown. In many ways, the pandemic
strengthened the polarization of society, as each pole interpreted it following its worldview and
conducted tense campaigns against the other stances. Habermas’ faith in a deliberative public space
fades out at a time of a very fragmented public space, social media, fake news and populist leaders.
Facts and sciences are not shared references but subject to reinterpretations by ideologies and populist
leaders who mistrust science. Conspiracy theories spread all over social media, giving rise to an
unprecedented ‘infodemic’. Such discourses embedded the crisis in a broader ‘war of cultures’
narrative that blames migrants, the ‘multi-cultural society’ and ‘cultural Marxism’ 38 for the
pandemic. Farright activists protested against the lockdown even when the pandemic was at its peak. In
the United States,39 rallies against the stay-at-home and business closure started in Michigan on April
15th and have taken place in most state capitals, with the support of Donald Trump. In Brazil, the
president himself participates in protests against the sanitary measures imposed by the state
governors.40 In Germany, protesters include anti-vaccine, anti-Semites, ultra-liberals and conspiracy
activists who frame the lockdown as the first step of a coup imposed by Angela Merkel.41 Meanwhile,
conservative neo-Pentecostal churches claimed ‘Faith, not science will save us42’ and brought their
support to state leaders who pleaded to re-open the temples during the lockdown. Racism has surged in
all regions of the world since the beginning of the pandemic. It targets migrant workers in India or
China, Asian-American in the US, and all over the world refugees, minorities and poor people accused of
spreading the pandemic. United Nations general secretary alerted on a ‘tsunami of hate and
xenophobia, scapegoating and scare-mongering’ unleashed by the coronavirus pandemic.

Reactionary policies hurt everyone while blaming the marginalized for their own
suffering
Frankel 15 [Jay Frankel of the Postdoctoral Program in Psychotherapy and Psychoanalysis, New York
University and Institute for Psychoanalytic Training and Research, “The traumatic basis for the
resurgence of right-wing politics among working Americans,” Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society volume
20, pages 359–378 (2015), https://link.springer.com/article/10.1057/pcs.2015.53] /Triumph Debate
How are working people coerced into embracing, or at least acquiescing in, their own dispossession?
Ferenczi’s (1933) concept of parental hypocrisy in the family becomes, on the larger scale, ideology, in
its original and I believe still very useful meaning (cf. Žižek, 1994): a dogma based on a false
consciousness that systematically misrepresents reality, while reflecting and supporting existing power
relations, and justifying the privilege of the powerful and the lack of it for everybody else, in order to
keep the oppressed in line. As in an abusive family, aggression by the powerful against the rest is
presented as beneficial to all—for instance, the position that taxes on the wealthy, regulations on
corporations, and government spending on social insurance programs must all be kept low—and that
these reactionary policies, which hurt everyone who is not rich, are good for everybody. People hurt
by these policies are blamed for their own suffering, just like abused children—the unemployed, for
instance, are told they must really not want a job (never mind that jobs have disappeared), and that a
social-safety-net would undermine their motivation to find one. This ideology—the “magic” of
unfettered markets as a panacea for all of society’s problems (see Giroux, 2014, pp. 76–77)—is
presented as natural law or absolute truth, and its questioning seen as a sacrilege and an outrage.

Backlash movements lead to group building to strengthen the backlash, and becomes
contagious – multiplies impacts
Van Rythoven 18 [Eric Van Rythoven of Carleton University, 2018, “On Backlash: Emotion and the
Politicisation of Security,” European Review of International Studies,
https://www.academia.edu/38385752/Backlash_Article_Copy_edits_pdf] /Triumph Debate
Third, these hostile reactions represent a distinctly emotional phenomenon. This means episodes of
backlash cannot be reduced to speech acts, discursive contexts, or technologies of governance. 54
Instead, the texture of these situations is distinguished by an irreducible embodied intensity. 55 This
intensity is what makes episodes of backlash empirically distinct from more banal moments of
disagreement. Unlike mundane disputes, episodes of backlash attract of a series of vivid displays of
public emotion ranging from heated rhetoric to highly evocative symbols. 56 These features can serve
as empirical markers of when situations have transgressed from everyday disagreement to more acute
moments of hostility. Such markers were a defining feature of the reaction to President Trump’s
handling of the violent protests in Charlottesville in August 2018. In his initial response to the protests
Trump refused to condemn white supremacists and blamed all parties for the violence. In reaction,
major magazines ran frontpage covers depicting Trump with the emblematic white hood of the Klu Klux
Klan. 57 When mainstream outlets like The Economist and The New Yorker begin to depict the actions of
a sitting US President with evocative white supremacist imagery, it signals a situation which goes beyond
mundane disagreement. At the same time emotions do more than simply serve as empirical markers.
The most important role emotions play in backlash is epistemic; they distribute certainty over the nature
of the situation and possibilities for the future, including whether a threat is genuine, whether a speaker
is earnest, and whether the proposed countermeasures are viable or appropriate. In backlash
situations, popular reactions like anger, shame, or disgust are best conceived of as the body’s klaxon
alarm system alerting audiences to claims which appear especially dubious or grotesque. Thus, the
widespread reaction of disgust to images of torture at Abu Ghraib in 2006 was more than a gut reaction;
it created an acute confidence among audiences that such practices were far beyond the realm of moral
conduct. Similarly, the popular ridicule and contempt directed at the Trump administration’s proposal to
arm schoolteachers to combat endemic gun violence was bound up with a conviction that such a
proposal was comically misplaced. What unites these situations is not a single discrete category of
emotional experience. Indeed, analysts should expect backlash emotions to take on a variety of forms
which will manifest in messy and ambiguous ways. 58 What qualifies emotional reactions as backlash
reactions is not how they fit within socially recognised criteria for ‘anger’ or ‘rage’, but in how they
suffuse certainty that security claims must be rejected. The emotional character of backlash, however,
should not be taken to imply an absence of strategic or instrumental behavior. While much of emotional
life falls outside intentional and reflective models of actor hood, 59 shrewd political actors are often
aware of how periods of backlash represent unique opportunities and challenges. This has become de
ning feature of the white backlash against immigration in the United States. 60 For republican partisans
the growing hostility towards Latino immigration represent an opportunity to widen a shrinking
electoral coalition; for democrats the same hostility places constraints on their ability to appeal to white
voters. In other situations strategic behaviour can be focused on fomenting episodes of backlash. In his
study of the American Tea Party DiMaggio argues the group represents less a “genuine social
movement” and more a “highly mediated, top-down phenomenon”. 61 While the group draws upon
existing grievances, such as economic stagnation, these were intensified with outside support from

wealthy industrialists aiming to create a pro-business movement. 62 Beyond mobilising specific
movements – more on this below – episodes of backlash can serve as an important signalling function in
strategic interactions. As Hall shows in his study of emotional diplomacy, public displays of emotion
can play an important signalling role that communicates information about an actor’s preferences in
ways that narrower verbal statements cannot. 63 Acute hostility and ridicule directed towards efforts
to securities climate change, for example, can be read as an audience signaling the limits of their
tolerance for a security claim. Thus, while backlash remains a distinctively emotional phenomena, it
also creates opportunities for “socially thick” forms of strategic action. 64 Finally, episodes of backlash
are contagious. Ross uses the term “contagion” to describe the transfer of emotion between
individuals and groups. 65 As he argues, “[d]iplomatic meetings, legal trials, religious rituals,
commemorative events, protests, rallies, and political speeches – all are social interactions with the
potential to expose participants to emotion-inducing stories, symbols, and practices”. 66 In the
context of backlash, contagion can be understood as traveling through distinctive repertoires of social
interaction. These repertoires represent the crucial tissues which connect individuals to larger,
collective emotional experiences. In repertoires characterized by high levels of proximity to other
people, such as rallies and protests, contagion often occurs through emotional “mirroring”; an
unconscious emulation of the emotions of those around us. 67 In other cases contagion travels via
repertoires which communicate and impress “concerns” over significant goals, values, and objects in
ways which elicit emotional reactions. 68 Unlike mirroring, where emotional reactions are merely
mimicked, the socialization of new concerns creates novel sites of “affective investment” where
situations take on a newfound emotional significance. 69 This dynamic was central to ‘die-in’
demonstrations during opposition to the Vietnam and the 2003 Iraq wars. By engaging in the dramatic
pantomiming of mass death, die-ins aim to impress a new emotional significance over the costs and
legitimacy of war. 70 In other words, die-ins functioned as part of broader social repertoire which
worked to make backlash over the Vietnam and the 2003 Iraq wars contagious. Finally, as the imagery of
die-ins suggest, visual repertoires play a special role in circulating and sustaining episodes of backlash.
As Bleiker notes, “[p]art of what makes images unique is that they often evoke, appeal to and generate
emotions.” 71 By offering a more visceral experience, images can play an leading role in backlash events
when compared to textual depictions, and this is especially the case with lm and television because
“they combine narratives, visual images and sound” in ways that textual depictions simply cannot. 72
The result is that visual imagery has played a outsized role in some of the most acute episodes of
backlash in the politics of security in recent history, ranging from the image of Syrian refugee Aylan
Kurdi’s fragile body washed up on the shore of Turkey, to the Jyllands-Posten cartoons satirizing the
Prophet Muhammed, 73 to the iconic status of the The Hooded Man photo from Abu Ghraib. 74 This
potential to elicit emotions is augmented by two related features of images: their calculability and
democratizing effects. Images can move rapidly through and between different social contexts, including
across linguistic boundaries, 75 and this is especially the case when images become embedded in social
media. Second, the ubiquity of smartphones has enabled even some ofthe most marginal actors to
contribute to visual discourse. 76 States and commercial media may still exercise disproportionate
control over how security is visualized, but the growing democratization of imagery has left an
increasing number of security policies vulnerable to being visualized in ways that provoke backlash
events. In sum, backlash refers to situations where security claims are met with hostile emotional
reactions. These reactions are made contagious through distinctive repertoires of social interaction, with
visual imagery playing a leading role. They can align with a variety of different political ideologies and

take on both populist as well as elite-led forms. They stand apart from more banal moments of
disagreement by virtue of their emotional intensity. And while these features help define backlash for
security studies, they stop short of fully capturing its effects. To appreciate these effects, we need to
turn to how backlash works to politicize security.

Legislative Success
Incrementalism results in policy success
Rosenbaum 19 [Briana Lynn Rosenbaum, University of Tennessee College of Law, 2019, “The
Legislative Role in Procedural Rulemaking through Incremental Reform”, Nebraska Law Review Volume
87 Issue 3, https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3225&context=nlr ] // Triumph
Debate
The above survey of incremental legislative forays into litigation reform provides a better understanding
of the nature and efficacy of such reform. This history leads to insights regarding the role Congress has
played in the rulemaking process. Structurally, the above history indicates: (1) Congress is not afraid to
exercise its power to issue rules of procedure, and it does so regularly, (2) Congress has exercised this
power through both “major” and more targeted, incremental reforms, and (3) the targeted nature of
incremental reform appears to increase the potential for ideological alignment and prospects for
passage. The history also leads to questions about the values that congressional procedural rulemaking
promotes. The history indicates that incremental legislative reform is often targeted to, and motivated
by, altering remedies in a particular substantive area, non-transparent, and unmoored from
adjudication and practice-based normative values. This is in direct contrast with the court-centered
rulemaking process authorized in and adopted after the REA. The below analysis explores these points
by drawing on the history identified above. It draws in particular on two areas of congressional action:
Rule 11 and ADA notification reform.

Bipartisanship empirically results in more legislative success – encourages legislators
to create policies that advance collective interests
Harbridge-Yong Et Al. 20 [Laurel Harbrridge-Yong Northwestern University, Craig Volden
University of Virginia, Alan E. Wiseman Vanderbilt University, October 2020, “Are Bipartisan
Lawmakers More Effective?”, Center for Effective Lawmaking, https://thelawmakers.org/wpcontent/uploads/2020/10/Working-Paper-Bipartisan-Lawmakers-and-Effectiveness.pdf ] //Triumph
Debate
With increasing polarization across the parties, tight control of Congress making lawmaking a zero-sum
contest for party leaders, and many legislators facing tougher challenges in their primaries than in
general elections, the case against bipartisanship has been on the rise. And yet, we (and others) show
that bipartisanship continues in Congress, albeit somewhat diminished and often behind the scenes. But
why do members of Congress even bother being bipartisan anymore? Here we offer one important
answer. Bipartisanship works. Members who can attract support from across the aisle have a greater
chance of moving their agenda items through committee and into law. In his final State of the Union
address in 2016, President Barack Obama noted the importance of bipartisanship in bringing about
legislative accomplishments and addressing policy problems: “The future we want – all of us want –
opportunity and security for our families, a rising standard of living, a sustainable, peaceful planet for
our kids – all that is within our reach. But it will only happen if we work together. It will only happen if
we can have rational, constructive debates. It will only happen if we fix our politics.”12 He then noted
that “a better politics doesn’t mean we have to agree on everything,” but by reaching out to the other
side of the aisle in good faith, legislators can help create policies to engage with the biggest problems
facing America, that will advance the collective interests of the country. In the absence of such
bipartisan efforts, the contentious and partisan political atmosphere in Congress would map into
more gridlock, and America’s greatest problems would remain unaddressed by government. We have
sought to engage directly with President Obama’s claims about the efficacy of bipartisan lawmaking, at
the level of the individual legislator. In so doing, we explore whether increasing the scope of
bipartisanship in Congress can map into greater lawmaking success among its members. Our results
present a stark counterpoint to those who argue that Congress is dominated by partisan interests,
such that bills will only move forward if they benefit one party over the other. In contrast to this
perspective, we find that Representatives and Senators who are able to attract a significant portion of
cosponsors to their bills from members of their opposite party are more successful at advancing their
bills through the legislative process. While cosponsoring more bills of members of the other party
does not lead a legislator to experience greater levels of success in advancing her own bills, per se, by
choosing to engage in greater levels of bipartisan cosponsorship, that same legislator can receive
more bipartisan support on her own bills, which is clearly linked to greater levels of legislative
success. Hence, being a bipartisan cosponsor puts a Representative or Senator in the position of
experiencing more bipartisan support for her own agenda, helping to overcome the wide range of
hurdles that emerge between the time that a bill is introduced and when it (hopefully) advances to
the President’s desk for signature. At the broadest level, our results suggest that President Obama’s
claims about the efficacy of bipartisanship have merit: those legislators who engage in bipartisan
activities contribute to reciprocal bipartisan lawmaking relationships, which benefit them as they try
to advance their agendas. Regardless of era or institutional position, for Representatives and Senators
who seek to become effective lawmakers in Congress, our results suggest that one ingredient in the
recipe for legislative success is for them to become more bipartisan in their legislative activities. The
extent to which members of Congress might choose to embrace this advice, of course, depends on
whether they instead want to advance a unified party brand, especially given likely (primary) election

responses to overt displays of bipartisanship. These tensions seem ever-present in the contemporary
Congress, and are worthy of further study.

Bipartisan lawmakers are more effective at advancing legislative goals than partisan
lawmakers – by up to 33%
Volden & Wiseman 16 [Craig Volden University of Virginia, Alan E. Wiseman Vanderbilt University,
December 16, “Are Bipartisan Lawmakers More Effective?”, Center for the Study of Democratic
Institutions at Vanderbilt University,
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/alanwiseman/files/2016/12/volden_wiseman_CSDI_WP_4_2016.pdf ]
//Triumph Debate
Given the high degree of ideological polarization within Congress today (e.g., McCarty, Poole, and
Rosenthal 2008; Theriault 2008), legislators face a choice between building broad coalitions to move
legislation forward and embracing the gridlock that may help them score electoral points and enhance
their fundraising opportunities (Lee 2016). Many House members may be hesitant to reach across party
lines, fearing upsetting their bases and bringing about significant challenges in their next primaries.
Unless they see a significant payoff, such bipartisanship may not be worth the risk (e.g., Harbridge and
Malhotra 2011; but see Carson et al. 2010). In this research note, we explore whether there are indeed
benefits that may offset such risks for lawmakers. The benefits uncovered here take the form of
lawmaking success – the ability to move one’s legislative proposals further through the lawmaking
process. We find that bipartisan lawmakers are about ten percent more effective than partisan
lawmakers on average. Such a benefit stretches to 33% for members of the minority party, and is at
least as important for non-centrist lawmakers as for centrists. Moreover, the relative importance of
bipartisanship for advancing one’s agenda through the legislative process has been growing over time,
with a much more sizable and significant impact on legislative effectiveness in the past decade than
was found in the 1990s. In an era where scholars, journalists, and political commentators have often
been critical of Congress, as a whole, for its aggregate inability to produce timely legislation, our findings
point to how bipartisan strategies can still facilitate legislative success. Those legislators who employ
bipartisan tactics will distinguish themselves from their peers in their ability to move their bills
through the legislative process into law. Lacking an ability to directly manipulate the bipartisanship of
members of Congress, it is difficult to discern whether the effects here show a causal relationship.
Reverse causality is possible, with more effective lawmakers attracting more cosponsors from the
opposing party (yet the robustness of the results to the Harbridge measure that excludes bipartisan
cosponsors to one’s own proposals mitigates such a concern). And other factors may be related to both
legislative effectiveness and bipartisanship, causing the relationships uncovered here (although most
plausible alternative explanations are already accounted for in our control variables). Future work
replicating these results in the U.S. Senate or state legislatures may add to the evidence of the
relationships established here. And active efforts by good-government organizations to encourage
greater bipartisanship among members of Congress may offer scholars the possibility of examining
whether such changes in legislative strategy, in turn, pay dividends in lawmaking success.

Bipartisanship is key to preserving democratic institutions
Hamilton 17 [Lee Hamilton, Senior advisor for the Indiana University Center on Representative
Government; a Distinguished Scholar, IU School of Global and International Studies; and a Professor of
Practice, IU School of Public and Environmental Affairs. He was a member of the U.S. House of
Representatives for 34 years, September 24th 2017, “Why bipartisanship is important”, Bladen Journal,
https://www.bladenjournal.com/opinion/14323/why-bipartisanship-is-important] // Triumph Debate
O’Rourke and Hurd’s joint adventure seemed so unusual in part because all of these trends come
together in Congress. It is the sole American institution explicitly designed to air the diverse needs and
voices of Americans when policy gets made. Yet these days, it is the place where no one expects this
to happen. As a nation, we are far worse off because of this. At home, we get deadlock, dysfunction,
and loss of faith in our political institutions. Abroad, we’re seen as indecisive and incapable. So how do
we fix this? The answer lies in four arenas. First, we need to bolster the middle by expanding the
electorate: the more people who vote, the less influence held by ideologically driven activists who are
unwilling to compromise. Second, politicians need to step up — and most especially, the president and
the leaders of Congress. They have to remind people that the job of the policy maker is to put the
country before politics, and that it is necessary for us to work together to meet our challenges. Third,
Congress needs to fix its practices with an eye toward reversing polarization. It should return to the
deliberative order of doing business, and to real conference committees, which would require members
to meet, discuss, and compromise with one another. It needs to reduce partisan control of elections,
the influence of special interest money, and gerrymandering for partisan advantage, and to strengthen
the integrity of the electoral system. I am heartened by several private-sector groups that are
determined to push Congress and the president to work together to get things done. Finally, we as
citizens have to convey to politicians that there’s a right and a wrong way to conduct the dialogue of
democracy. If we want to keep this country strong, prosperous and free, we need to place a premium
on politicians who know how to work together — and with people who don’t agree with them.

Bipartisanship is key to intelligence oversite
Scott 22 [Ben Scott, Director, Australia’s Security and the Rules-Based Order Project The Lowy
Institute, May 13th 2022, “How Do We Keep An Eye On Our Spies”, The Lowy Institute,
https://www.lowyinstitute.org/publications/how-do-we-keep-eye-our-spies] // Triumph Debate
The director-general of Australia’s Secret Intelligence Service, Paul Symon, delivered a rare public
address at the Lowy Institute this week to mark the service’s 70th birthday. His address was part of a
commendable effort by Australia’s intelligence chiefs to build public knowledge of their activities. But it
also highlighted the need for more democratic oversight of our increasingly active intelligence
community. Symon’s speech underscored how much is changing in the world of intelligence – but also
that much remains the same. He outlined out how the oldest form of spying – human intelligence – is
challenged by a “fundamentally digital era where our covert activities are increasingly discoverable. In
this technological sandbox, authoritarian regimes are having a heyday … harnessing the booming IT
economy to develop myriad forms of surveillance.” But Symon made headlines for suggesting that,
nevertheless, Xi Jinping’s unbounded rule was creating more discontent and, hence, more espionage
opportunities because “officials, individuals unhappy with the trajectory of closed societies are …
interested in a relationship”. The reasons people betray their country haven’t changed much over the
course of human history. Money, ego, compromise and coercion are recurring factors. But ideology and
idealism have always been on the list, too. Counter-intelligence services the world over all look for the
same warning signs. So, Symon hasn’t told China’s Ministry of State Security anything it didn’t already
know. But he was clearly sending Beijing a message about the structural vulnerabilities of authoritarian
government. His main point was that “in closed societies top officials will always reinforce leaders’
biases and assumptions. That, after all, is the safest career path for them.” Canberra wants Xi to
conclude from Vladimir Putin’s disastrous assault on Ukraine that he should be more cautious about a
military assault on Taiwan, and very sceptical of optimistic advice. Xi’s advisers, like those around the
Russian president, have no incentive to say anything their leader doesn’t want to hear. The importance
of bipartisanship on national security is often exaggerated, but it’s crucial for viable intelligence
oversight. There is nothing normal about Canberra sending such a message via ASIS. That fact that
Symon did so is indicative of the state of Australia-China relationship, the wider intensification of
geopolitical competition, and the growing role of intelligence services in that contest. Although most of
this is taking place out of sight, Symon opened a small window by noting that “the nature of the contest
is changing … I think that the demand signals for ASIS activities and operations will increase, not
decrease.” Symon’s most noteworthy observations were that more and more authority had been
delegated to him to approve operations over the past few years, and that he expects this to continue
regardless of who wins the next election. Time is of the essence The director-general’s growing
authority no doubt reflects the trust he has earned after many years of service. But it also points to
the increasing need for speed. Time is of the essence in the constant competition short of war – in the
so-called grey zone – which makes up more of modern statecraft. How should a liberal democracy like
Australia engage in this? In the competition with authoritarian governments, more democratic
oversight of our intelligence agencies should be seen as playing to Australia’s strengths. A diversity of
views is, as Symon argued, what makes our system better. But the fact is that democratic oversight of
our intelligence services has not kept pace with their increasingly important role. Australia, unlike the
United States, has long preferred technical rather than parliamentary oversight of its intelligence
activities. Although the media reflexively refers to the parliamentary joint committee on intelligence and

security as “powerful”, its actual authority does not come close to those of its US congressional
counterparts. The government has twice rejected independent reviewers’ modest proposals to allow
PJCIS to request the inspector-general of intelligence and security to inquire into the legality and
propriety of operational activities. America offers lessons in what to do and what to avoid.
Congressional oversight of the US intelligence community was boosted in response to the CIA’s
excesses in the 1960s and 1970s. Since then, the intelligence community has been obliged to keep the
House and Senate intelligence committees abreast of their activities, including covert action. But the
effectiveness of congressional oversight depends, crucially, on politicians refraining from using the
secrets they are privy to for partisan advantage. The importance of bipartisanship on national security
is often exaggerated, but it’s crucial for viable intelligence oversight. Unfortunately, those conventions
suffered a breakdown in the Trump years from which they are yet to recover. It’s not unusual now for
committee members to send out tweets apparently informed by their secret briefings. Australia’s next
government should use expanded parliamentary oversight to build trust, get ahead of partisan trends,
and build a broader political base for the increasingly important work of the intelligence community.

