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I affirm.

Resolved: Civil disobedience in a democracy is morally justified.
To clarify, I provide the following definitions:

Peter Suber defines civil disobedience as:

Suber, 1999 (Civil Disobedience, Peter Suber, Research Professor of Philosophy at Earlham College , 1999)

Civil disobedience is a form of protest in which protestors deliberately violate a law. Classically, they violate the law they are protesting, such as segregation or draft laws, but sometimes they violate other laws which they find unobjectionable, such as trespass or traffic laws. Most activists who perform civil disobedience are scrupulously non-violent, and willingly accept legal penalties. The purpose of civil disobedience can be to publicize an unjust law or a just cause; to appeal to the conscience of the public; to force negotiation with recalcitrant officials; to "clog the machine" (in Thoreau's phrase) with political prisoners; to get into court where one can challenge the constitutionality of a law; to exculpate oneself, or to put an end to one's personal complicity in the injustice which flows from obedience to unjust law —or some combination of these. While civil disobedience in a broad sense is as old as the Hebrew midwives' defiance of Pharaoh, most of the moral and legal theory surrounding it, as well as most of the instances in the street, have been inspired by Thoreau, Gandhi, and King. In this article we will focus on the moral arguments for and against its use in a democracy.
Bedau adds,

Bedau, 1961 (Hugo A., Austin B. Fletcher Professor of Philosophy, Emeritus, at Tufts University, “Of Civil Disobedience” Journal of Philosophy, Inc. p. 656 http://www.jstor.org.lexproxy.minlib.net/stable/pdfplus/2023542.pdf)

Not every illegal act of public resistance to government, however, is an act of civil disobedience. Anytime the dissenter resists government by deliberately destroying property, endangering life and limb, inciting to riot (e.g., sabotage, assassination, street fighting), he has not committed civil disobedience. The pun on 'civil' is essential; only nonviolent acts thus can qualify. By 'nonviolent act' one means, I take it, that the agent does not try to accomplish his aim either by initiating or by threatening violence, that he does not respond with violence or violent resistance during the course of his disobedience, regardless of the provocation he may have, and thus that he is prepared to suffer without defense the indignities and brutalities that often greet his act. Even if the reaction to his act is a violent one, whether by the police or by a hostile public, I do not think this negates the civility of his act; it is not a logical consequence of anyone's attempt to act nonviolently that anyone else should respond with violence.

Christiano defines democracy as:


 (Moral Justification, Tom Christiano, Philosopher at U of Arizona, 2011)

To fix ideas, the term “democracy,” as I will use it in this article, refers very generally to a method of group decision making characterized by a kind of equality among the participants at an essential stage of the collective decision making.   Four aspects of this definition should be noted. First, democracy concerns collective decision making, by which I mean decisions that are made for groups and that are binding on all the members of the group. Second, this definition means to cover a lot of different kinds of groups that may be called democratic. So there can be democracy in families, voluntary organizations, economic firms, as well as states and transnational and global organizations. Third, the definition is not intended to carry any normative weight to it. It is quite compatible with this definition of democracy that it is not desirable to have democracy in some particular context. So the definition of democracy does not settle any normative questions. Fourth, the equality required by the definition of democracy may be more or less deep. It may be the mere formal equality of one-person one-vote in an election for representatives to an assembly where there is competition among candidates for the position. Or it may be more robust, including equality in the processes of deliberation and coalition building. “Democracy” may refer to any of these political arrangements. It may involve direct participation of the members of a society in deciding on the laws and policies of the society or it may involve the participation of those members in selecting representatives to make the decisions. The function of normative democratic theory is not to settle questions of definition but to determine which, if any, of the forms democracy may take are morally desirable and when and how.   For instance, Joseph Schumpeter argues (1956, chap. XXI), with some force, that only a highly formal kind of democracy in which citizens vote in an electoral process for the purpose of selecting competing elites is highly desirable while a conception of democracy that draws on a more ambitious conception of equality is dangerous. On the other hand, Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1762, Book II, chap. 1) is apt to argue that the formal variety of democracy is akin to slavery while only robustly egalitarian democracies have political legitimacy. Others have argued that democracy is not desirable at all. To evaluate their arguments we must decide on the merits of the different principles and conceptions of humanity and society from which they proceed
The resolution is a question of the justification of civil disobedience.

Merriam-Webster defines “justify” as “to prove or show to be just, right, or reasonable” Thus, I value justice. Other values fail to prove the resolution to be a true or false statement because they do not link to the evaluative term in the resolution.
[http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/justified]
Thus, if I prove that civil disobedience creates a just society, then you affirm.
This value precludes the value of democracy because you can have a system of justice without it being a democracy, but cannot have a democracy without justice. Democracies are founded on principles of fair treatment and equality, which justice provides. Also, democracies are premised upon justice as they focus on giving each citizen what is “due”.

This value also comes before the value of morality because using Civil Disobedience is the most ethical decision. To value life before valuing the freedom of life is worthless. 

Evaluations of justice must be made from behind the veil of ignorance.

Rawls 1

[John Rawls, 1971, Held the James Bryant Conant University Professorship at Harvard University, “A Theory of Justice”, The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, http://www.und.edu/instruct/weinstei/Rawls%20-%20TOJ%20-%20SocPol%20Selction.pdf]
But how are we to decide what is the most favored interpretation? I assume, for one thing, that there is a broad measure of agreement that principles of justice should be chosen under certain conditions. To justify a particular description of the initial situation one shows that it incorporates these commonly shared presumptions. One argues from widely accepted but weak premises to more specific conclusions. Each of the presumptions should by itself be natural and plausible; some of them may seem innocuous or even trivial. The aim of the contract approach is to establish that taken together they impose significant bounds on acceptable principles of justice. The ideal outcome would be that these conditions determine a unique set of principles; but I shall be satisfied if they suffice to rank the main traditional conceptions of social justice. One should not be misled, then, by the somewhat unusual conditions which characterize the original position. The idea here is simply to make vivid to ourselves the restrictions that it seems reasonable to impose on arguments for principles of justice, and therefore on these principles themselves. Thus it seems reasonable and generally acceptable that no one should be advantaged or disadvantaged by natural fortune or social circumstances in the choice of principles. It also seems widely agreed that [and] it should be impossible to tailor principles to the circumstances of one's own case. We should insure further that particular inclinations and aspirations, and persons' conceptions of their good do not affect the principles adopted. The aim is to rule out those principles that it would be rational to propose for acceptance, however little the chance of success, only if one knew certain things that are irrelevant from the standpoint of justice. For example, if a man knew that he was wealthy, he might find it rational to advance the principle that various taxes for welfare measures be counted unjust; if he knew that he was poor, he would most likely propose the contrary principle. To represent the desired restrictions one imagines a situation in which everyone is deprived of this sort of information. One excludes the knowledge of those contingencies which sets men at odds and allows [people] them to be guided by their prejudices. In this manner the veil of ignorance is arrived at in a natural way. This concept should cause no difficulty if we keep in mind the constraints on arguments that it is meant to express. At any time we can enter the original position, so to speak, simply by following a certain procedure, namely, by arguing for principles of justice in accordance with these restrictions. The idea of the original position is to set up a fair procedure so that any principles agreed to will be just. The aim is to use the notion of pure procedural justice as a basis of theory. Somehow we must nullify the effects of specific contingencies which put men at odds and tempt[people] them to exploit social and natural circumstances to their own advantage. Now in order to do this I assume that the parties are situated behind a veil of ignorance. They do not know how the various alternatives will affect their own particular case and they are obliged to evaluate principles solely on the basis of general considerations. II It is assumed, then, that the parties do not know certain kinds of particular facts. First of all, no one knows his place in society, his class position or social status; nor does he know his fortune in the distribution of natural assets and abilities, and intelligence and strength, and the like. Nor, again, does anyone know his conception of the good, the particulars of his rational plan of life, or even the special features of his psychology such as his aversion to risk or liability to optimism or pessimism. More than this, I assume that the parties do not know the particular circumstances of their own society. That is, they do not know its economic or political situation, or the level of civilization and culture it has been able to achieve. The persons in the original position have no information as to which generation they belong. These broader restrictions on knowledge are appropriate in part because questions of social justice arise between generations as well as within them, for example, the question of the appropriate rate of capital saving and of the conservation of natural resources and the environment of nature. There is also, theoretically anyway, the question of a reasonable genetic policy. In these cases too, in order to carry through the idea of the original position, the parties must not know the contingencies that set them in opposition. They must choose principles the consequences of which they are prepared to live with whatever generation they turn out to belong to. As far as possible, then, the only particular facts which the parties know is that their society is subject to the circumstances of justice and whatever this implies. It is taken for granted, however, that they know the general facts about human society. They understand political affairs and the principles of economic theory; they know the basis of social organization and the laws of human psychology. Indeed, the parties are presumed to know whatever general facts affect the choice of the principles of justice. There are no limitations on general information, that is, on general laws and theories, since conceptions of justice must be adjusted to the characteristics of the systems of social cooperation which they are to regulate, and there is no reason to rule out these facts. It is, for example, a consideration against a conception of justice that, in view of the laws of moral psychology, men would not acquire a desire to act upon it even when the institutions of their society satisfied it. For in this case there would be difficulty in securing the stability of social cooperation. It is an important feature of a conception of justice that it should generate its own support. That is, its principles should be such that when they are embodied in the basic structure of society men tend to acquire the corresponding sense of justice. Given the principles of moral learning, men develop a desire to act in accordance with its principles. In this case a conception of justice is stable. This kind of general information is admissible in the original position. The restrictions on particular information in the original position are, then, of fundamental importance. Without them we would not be able to work out any definite theory of justice at all. We would have to be content with a vague formula stating that justice is what would be agreed to without being able to say much, if anything, about the substance of the agreement itself. The formal constraints of the concept of right, those applying to principles directly, are not sufficient for our purpose. The veil of ignorance makes possible a unanimous choice of a particular conception of justice. Without these limitations on knowledge the bargaining problem of the original position would be hopelessly complicated. Even if theoretically a solution were to exist, we would not, at present anyway, be able to determine it.

In choosing a more just society from under the veil of ignorance, a person would look at the state from the standpoint of the least advantaged person, and then choose the society that would advance their interests—that is the maximin solution.

 Rawls 2
[John Rawls, 1971, Held the James Bryant Conant University Professorship at Harvard University, “A Theory of Justice”, The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, http://www.und.edu/instruct/weinstei/Rawls%20-%20TOJ%20-%20SocPol%20Selction.pdf]
It seems clear from these remarks that the two principles are at least a plausible conception of justice. The question, though, is how one is to argue for them more systematically. Now there are several things to do. One can work out their consequences for institutions and note their implications for fundamental social policy. In this way they are tested by a comparison with our considered judgments of justice. Part II is devoted to this. But one can also try to find arguments in their favor that are decisive from the standpoint of the original position. In order to see how this might be done, it is useful as a heuristic device to think of the two principles as the maximin solution to the problem of social justice. There is .an analogy between the two principles and the maximin rule [is used] for choice under uncertainty.I8 This is evident from the fact that the two principles are those a person would choose for the design of a society in which his enemy is to assign him his place. The maximin rule tells us to rank alternatives by their worst possible outcomes: we are to adopt the alternative the worst outcome of which is superior to the worst outcomes of the others. The persons in the original position do not, of course, assume that their initial place in society is decided by a malevolent opponent. As I note below, they should not reason from false premises. The veil of ignorance does not violate this idea, since an absence of information is not misinformation. But that the two principles of justice would be chosen if the parties were forced to protect themselves against [the veil of ignorance] such a contingency explains the [there is] sense in which this conception is the maximin solution. And this analogy suggests that if the original position has been described so that it is rational for the parties to adopt the conservative attitude expressed by this rule, a conclusive argument can indeed be constructed for these principle~. Clearly the maximin rule is not, in general, a suitable guide for choices under uncertainty. But it is attractive in situations marked by certain special features. My aim, then, is to show that a good case can be made for the two principles based on the fact that the original position manifests these features to the fullest possible degree, carrying them to the limit, so to speak.

Thus, the value criterion is consistency with the maximin solution.

Prefer this evaluative standard for two reasons:

1. It is impossible to compute the likelihoods of all possible circumstances and calculate a choice with highest prospects.

2. A person cares very little, if anything for any circumstance other than the worst possible circumstance. It is not worth taking the risk of experiencing a worse possible outcome.  The stakes are too high. Worst outcomes of rejected alternatives are unacceptable.

I contend that the civil disobedience promotes the wellbeing of the person under the worst conditions in society.
CONTENTION 1: Civil disobedience is used when legal means have been tried and failed.
Rawls 3

[John Rawls, 1971, Held the James Bryant Conant University Professorship at Harvard University, “A Theory of Justice”, The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, http://www.und.edu/instruct/weinstei/Rawls%20-%20TOJ%20-%20SocPol%20Selction.pdf]
A further condition for civil disobedience is the following. We may suppose that the normal appeals to the political majority have already been made in good faith and that they have failed. The legal means of redress have proved of no avail. Thus, for example, the existing political parties have shown themselves indifferent to the claims of the minority or have proved unwilling to accommodate them. Attempts to have the laws repealed have been ignored and legal protests and demonstrations have had no success. Since civil disobedience is a last resort, we should be sure that it is necessary. Note that it has not been said, however, that legal means have been exhausted. At any rate, further normal appeals can be repeated; free speech is always possible. But if past actions have shown the majority immovable or apathetic, further attempts may reasonably be thought fruitless, and a second condition for justiﬁed civil disobedience is met. This condition is, however, a presumption. Some cases may be so extreme that there may be no duty to use ﬁrst only legal means of political opposition. If, for example, the legislature were to enact some outrageous violation of equal liberty, say by forbidding the religion of a weak and defenseless minority, we surely could not expect that sect to oppose the law by normal political procedures. Indeed, even civil disobedience might be much too mild, the majority having already convicted itself of wantonly unjust and overtly hostile aims.

Even if there is a 99% chance that these legal channels function, we must fall back to civil disobedience as a last resort.
CONTENTION 2: Civil Disobedience has empirically been the best way to combat oppression, including racism, sexism, and child labor.

Lemons and Brown
[John Lemons, Donald A. Brown Department of Environmental Studies, University of New England, Biddeford, Maine 04005, USA 2Rock Ethics Institute, Penn State University, Pennsylvania 16802, USA, “Global climate change and non-violent civil disobedience” http://www.int-res.com/articles/esep2011/11/e011p003.pdf]
In the USA, Non Violent Civil Disobedience (NVCD) was widely practiced as part of the anti-slavery movement arising in the mid 1850s, and beginning in 1872 was used by the women’s movement to obtain the constitutional and lawful right to register and vote in elections. Some commentators have held that practiced against slavery and for women’s suffrage movement directly lead to the Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Amendments to the constitution of the United States, which abolished slavery, guaranteed that former slaves had citizenship, and protected the right to vote for all citizens (Fortas 1968, Weber 1978). Martin Luther King Jr., who used NVCD as a cornerstone of his movement to gain civil rights for African Americans held the view that the practice of NVCD was a duty on every American wishing to rid the nation of laws allowing or promoting segregation between races; he also held the view, based on St. Thomas Aquinas, that an unjust law was a human law was no law at all, and that to serve such a law only degraded the people who served it, and, therefore, such a law had to be disobeyed (King 1997). In the USA, NVCD campaigns were also partially successful in introducing labor laws and unions to eradicate child labor and improve conditions for workers (Mantsios 1998), and helping to end the Vietnam war (Bedau 1969). Racism is the root cause of violence.
The maximin solution tells us that we evaluate the wellbeing of the worst off person in each society, and then compare the two to determine which society is more just. In the worst possible scenario, an individual would be oppressed by the laws and policies of the government. A society with civil disobedience would therefore create a more just society by alleviating the problems of the most deprived individuals in society by drawing attention to their problems and fixing legislature. The worst off person in society is better off in a society with civil disobedience. This also means that consequences do not matter because the only thing that is evaluated from behind the veil of ignorance is the conditions we enter society into. 
CONTENTION 3: Civil Disobedience solves problems quickly in a democracy which would otherwise persist and violate rights too long. 

Suber 2 

(Peter, Professor of Philosophy at Earlham College, Civil Disobedience, Philosophy of Law: An Encyclopedia, Garland Pub. Co, 1999, II.110-113., http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/writing/civ-dis.htm)

Thoreau, who performed civil disobedience in a democracy, argued that sometimes the constitution is the problem, not the solution. Moreover, legal channels can take too long, he argued, for he was born to live, not to lobby. His individualism gave him another answer: individuals are sovereign, especially in a democracy, and the government only holds its power by delegation from free individuals. Any individual may, then, elect to stand apart from the domain of law. Martin Luther King, Jr., who also performed civil disobedience    in a democracy, asks us to look more closely at the legal channels of change. If they are open in theory, but closed or unfairly obstructed in practice, then the system is not democratic in the way needed to make civil disobedience unnecessary. Other activists have pointed out that if judicial review is one of the features of American democracy which is supposed to make civil disobedience unnecessary, then it ironically subverts this goal; for to obtain standing to bring an unjust statute to court for review, often a plaintiff must be arrested for violating it. Finally, the Nuremberg principles require disobedience to national laws or orders which violate international law, an overriding duty even in (perhaps especially in) a democracy.
Because Civil Disobedience promotes the wellbeing of the person under the worst conditions in society, has empirically been the best way to combat oppression, including racism, sexism, and child labor, and solves problems quickly in a democracy which would otherwise persist and violate rights too long, I affirm.

Racism Impact
UTIL IMPACT
(Extend Lemons and Brown as a reason why civil disobedience has empirically been shown to solve for racism.)
Racism justifies killing as is the root cause of all atrocities.
Foucault
[Michel, Society Must be Defended: Lectures at the College de France, 1975-1976, p. 254-257 Trans. David Macey] 

What in fact is racism? It is primarily a way of introducing a break into the domain of life that is under power's control: the break between what must live and what must die. The appearance within the biological continuum of the human race of races, the distinction among races, the hierarchy of races, the fact that certain races are described as good and that others, in contrast, are described as inferior: all this is a way of fragmenting the field of the biological that power controls. It is a way of separating out the groups that exist within a population. It is, in short, a way of establishing a biological type caesura within a population that appears to be a biological domain. This will allow power to treat that population as a mixture of races, or to be more accurate, to treat the species, to subdivide the species it controls, into the subspecies known, precisely, as races. That is the first function of racism: to fragment, to create caesuras within the biological continuum addressed by biopower. Racism also has a second function. Its role is, if you like, to allow the establishment of a positive relation of this type: "The more you kill, the more deaths you will cause" or "The very fact that you let more die will allow you to live more." I would say that this relation ("If you want to live, you must take lives, you must be able to kill") was not invented by either racism or the modern State. It is the relationship of war: "In order to live, you must destroy your enemies." But racism does make the relationship of war-"If you want to live, the other must die" - function in a way that is completely new and that is quite compatible with the exercise of biopower. On the one hand, racism makes it possible to establish a relationship between my life and the death of the other that is not a military or warlike relationship of confrontation, but a biological-type relationship: "The more inferior species die out, the more abnormal individuals are eliminated, the fewer degenerates there will be in the species as a whole, and the more Ias species rather than individual-can live, the stronger I will be, the more vigorous I will be. I will be able to proliferate." The fact that the other dies does not mean simply that I live in the sense that his death guarantees my safety; the death of the other, the death of the bad race, of the inferior race (or the degenerate, or the abnormal) is something that will make life in general healthier: healthier and purer. This is not, then, a military, warlike, or political relationship, but a biological relationship. And the reason this mechanism can come into play is that the enemies who have to be done away with are not adversaries in the political sense of the term; they are threats, either external or internal, to the population and for the population. In the biopower system, in other words, killing or the imperative to kill is acceptable only if it results not in a victory over political adversaries, but in the elimination of the biological threat to and the improvement of the species or race. There is a direct connection between the two. In a normalizing society, race or racism is the precondition that makes killing acceptable. When you have a normalizing society, you have a power which is, at least superficially, in the first instance, or in the first line a biopower, and racism is the indispensable precondition that allows someone to be killed, that allows others to be killed. Once the State functions in the biopower mode, racism alone can justify the murderous function of the State. So you can understand the importance-I almost said the vital importance-of racism to the exercise of such a power: it is the precondition for exercising the right to kill. If the power of normalization wished to exercise the old sovereign right to kill, it must become racist. And if, conversely, a power of sovereignty, or in other words, a power that has the right of life and death, wishes to work with the instruments, mechanisms, and technology of normalization, it too must become racist. When I say "killing," I obviously do not mean simply murder as such, but also every form of indirect murder: the fact of exposing someone to death, increasing the risk of death for some people, or, quite simply, political death, expulsion, rejection, and so on. I think that we are now in a position to understand a number of things. We can understand, first of all, the link that was quickly-I almost said immediately-established between nineteenth-century biological theory and the discourse of power. Basically, evolutionism, understood in the broad sense-or in other words, not so much Darwin's theory itself as a set, a bundle, of notions (such as: the hierarchy of species that grow from a common evolutionary tree, the struggle for existence among species, the selection that eliminates the less fit) naturally became within a few years during the nineteenth century not simply a way of transcribing a political discourse into biological terms, and not simply a way of dressing up a political discourse in scientific clothing, but a real way of thinking about the relations between colonization, the necessity for wars, criminality, the phenomena of madness and mental illness, the history of societies with their different classes, and so on. Whenever, in other words, there was a confrontation, a killing or the risk of death, the nineteenth century was quite literally obliged to think about them in the form of evolutionism. And we can also understand why racism should have developed in modern societies that function in the biopower mode; we can understand why racism broke out at a number of .privileged moments, and why they were precisely the moments when the right to take life was imperative. Racism first develops with colonization, or in other words, with colonizing genocide. If you are functioning in the biopower mode, how can you justify the need to kill people, to kill populations, and to kill civilizations? By using the themes of evolutionism, by appealing to a racism. War. How can one not only wage war on one's adversaries but also expose one's own citizens to war, and let them be killed by the million (and this is precisely what has been going on since the nineteenth century, or since the second half of the nineteenth century), except by activating the theme of racism

Democracy Turns
READ DURING 1AR IF THEY READ DEM
Civil disobedience has been empirically shown to prevent democracies from becoming corrupt. One example is the Orange Revolution in Ukraine.

Quinn Judge 04
[Time Magazine Moscow Bureau Chief. http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,832225-2,00.html]
Almost before the final votes were tallied, international election monitors raised allegations of widescale fraud. According to the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), which sent in observers to watch the balloting, there were "highly suspicious and unrealistic" turnouts in key Yanukovych areas. Monitors recorded acts of harassment, intimidation and multiple voting, and noted that the list of the country's eligible voters mysteriously grew by 5% on election day. Senator Richard Lugar, who represented the U.S. at the vote, was scathing in his assessment: "A concerted and forceful program of election-day fraud and abuse was enacted with either the leadership or co-operation of governmental authorities." With each day of drama and denunciations, more and more Ukrainians poured into Independence Square to challenge the official outcome. The whole capital was, in the words of one Russian TV correspondent, "one big demonstration." Pro-Yushchenko youth organizers, some of them trained by the same dissidents who helped coordinate successful electoral revolutions in Serbia and Georgia, rallied volunteers with rock music, puppet shows and free food. Even Poland's famed Solidarity leader Lech Walesa made an appearance, telling the crowd: "I opposed the Soviet Union and I opposed communism and I came out victorious. Ukraine has a chance!" In fact, the institutions of power were already showing cracks. Olexandr Skibinetsky, a general in Ukraine's normally loyal state security service, told demonstrators that he shared their "well-founded doubts" about the election. Lieut. General Mikhail Kutsin, the military commander for western Ukraine, said his men would not "act against their own people." In other parts of the country, cities and towns created strike committees and announced campaigns of civil disobedience. In response to the civil disobedience from around the country, the election was re-run and the government was truly chosen by the people.

Civil Disobedience also acts as a check against government because elected representatives may improperly represent the individuals that voted him or her into office. In the case of the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution during the Vietnam War, citizens and some lawmakers did not have a proper say in the decisions that were made.

Menachem 75

Menachem, 1975 (Wilner, Taught Philosophy at Washington University, “Democracy and Civil Disobedience” The Journal of Politics pages 901-902 http://www.jstor.org.lexproxy.minlib.net/stable/pdfplus/2129181.pdf)

When there is an established process of election to an office, then, provided the election is free, anyone who takes part in the process consents to the authority of whoever is elected to the office. This, I think, is not to ascribe a new meaning to the word consent but is only to define a very ordinary and important political use of it. The citizen who votes in an election is presumed to understand the significance of what he is doing, and if the election is free, he has voluntarily taken part in a process which confers authority on someone who otherwise would not have it. He may bitterly regret the election of the successful candidate, and may not even have expected it, but if the election was free and he freely took part in it, he consented to the authority of the man elected. In general the reply which ought to be made to this sort of argument is that democracies do not always work as they were intended to work. Whole segments of the population of a democracy may be effectively, if illegally (and not always illegally), disenfranchised and excluded from the decision making processes. They have thus not participated in the governing process. But even people who are not overtly excluded from participation in the framing of legislation may, on occasion, justifiably feel that their participation is meaningless. The revelations of the "Pentagon Papers" show that many lawmakers, let alone common citizens, were tricked or bamboozled into support of policies they would have rejected had the whole truth been available to them. Thus the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, the entire legislative justification for the Indochina War, was apparently based on a fraud. In such circumstances many citizens of a democratic state might feel, with no little justification, that they had no part in the framing of laws and policies which vitally affect them.
Value Links and Extensions
READ DURING 1AR IF THEY READ MORALITY
Even if my opponent wins the value of morality, evaluate this round from behind the veil of ignorance because moral evaluations require impartial evaluation as well. Without the veil of ignorance, different people would insert bias in constructing moral principles. For example, a rich person would find welfare to be immoral, but a poor person would find welfare moral. Thus, only the veil ignorance allows for an accurate assessment of the morality of a principle.
READ DURING 1AR IF THEY READ DEM
Even if my opponent wins the value of democracy, evaluate this round from behind the veil of ignorance because it provides a stronger link to democracy than my opponents value criterion does. Democracy is founded on beliefs of equal liberties. The veil of ignorance is the only means that allows for impartiality in determining how to distribute liberties, and ensures that everyone is guaranteed basic freedoms such as proper representation by looking to the worst off person in society.
(Also make arguments why your opponent’s value criterion doesn’t link to their value.)
Extend my Rawls 1 card because it describes why we must use the veil of ignorance to evaluate whether a society with civil disobedience is just or not. The veil of ignorance stresses impartiality, which means that we cannot have an inherent bias as this will alter our justifications to suit our personal wants. Therefore, the veil of ignorance is the only way to properly determine the justification of civil disobedience in a democracy.
Extend my Rawls 2 card because it defines the standard of the round, consistency with the maximin solution. This needs to be set as the standard of the round because any rational person would to look to  worst-case situation or worst off person in society when evaluating societies through the veil of ignorance because the risk and consequences of being that person are too severe; they outweigh the benefits. Using civil disobedience alleviates the problems of the most oppressed and helps them to become one in the majority.
Extend my Contention 1 Rawls 3 card. It explains that civil disobedience MUST be used when legal channels have proved unsuccessful. Even if there is a 99% chance that these legal channels will work, which there isn’t, we must default to civil disobedience as a last resort.
Extend my Contention 2 Lemons and Brown card because it warrants civil disobedience having a profound effect in alleviating problems of the worst off in society and almost completely ridding the country of racial segregation. NVCD was a cornerstone in MLK Jr.’s movement and it was successful in creating 13th, 14th, and 15th amendments.
Extend my Contention 3 Suber 2 evidence, which states that using civil disobedience is proactive and solves problems quickly, quicker at times than legal channels. These legal channels are almost always closed or unfairly obstructed in practice. Therefore we should leave civil disobedience as a cornerstone/last resort.
READ DURING 1AR IF THEY READ NEEDHAM ARGUMENT
AT ― Needham Argument

The Argument: The affirmative burden, or what the affirmative is trying to prove, is that Civil Disobedience always morally justified. But what Needham is saying is that it is impossible to say that CD is always morally justified because Civil Disobedience can be used for both good and bad. That means its conditional statement depends on the situation, therefore it is not morally justified.

AT Needham

1. Deny: Civil disobedience can be used for good or bad, but the tool itself is moral.  Just like voting can be used for good things or bad things.  Just because a group of people vote on something immoral, such as a law that allows arbitrary human rights violations, doesn’t make voting itself an improper process.
2. Refute: 

a. Even if Civil Disobedience can be good or bad, it is still justified when the outcome is viewed as “good.” Therefore, Civil Disobedience is morally justified.

b. Civil Disobedience has been beneficial in the past. There is no empirical example that shows that true, non-violent Civil Disobedience has been immoral or “bad” in the past.

Linguistically, the resolution assumes that civil disobedience is the action of using civil disobedience. It would not read properly if it read “Resolved: Gun is morally justified in a democracy”, similar to how “hammer” or “tool” is not morally justified in a democracy. The resolution specifically needs a verb clause.

READ DURING 1AR IF THEY READ OPPRESSION ARGS

AT – Oppression/Minorities

The Argument: The affirmative burden, or what the affirmative is trying to prove, is that Civil Disobedience is a way for the minorities to express their opinions on an unjust action of the government. But what the negative is saying is that legal channels exist for the minorities to express their disgust.

AT Needham

1. Deny: These legal channels are insufficient and Civil Disobedience leads to recognition of the problem from these channels. They have not proven useful in the past, therefore people resort to Civil Disobedience in order to gain the recognition of the legal channels.

2. Refute:

a. These legal channels are only so influential. The government has set in stone legal channels, but these legal channels do not always help. The opinions can be disregarded, and oblivious movements need to take place in order to properly fuel a change.
b. Civil disobedience allows the democracy to continue to develop and fit to the needs of the people. It also gives the minority a voice. If there Is CD going on, there is already a problem in the democracy and civil disobedience helps get the democracy back on track, instead of causing more problems.
Starr and Blackberry write, 1998 (Kayla and Bonnie, "The Role of Civil Disobedience in Democracy;" The Civil Libertarian  http://www.civilliberties.org/sum98role.html)
Civil Disobedience is the act of disobeying a law on grounds of moral or political principle. It is an attempt to influence society to accept a dissenting point of view. Although it usually uses tactics of nonviolence, it is 

more than mere passive resistance since it often takes active forms such as illegal street demonstrations or peaceful occupations of premises. The classic treatise on this topic is Henry David Thoreau's "On the Duty of Civil Disobedience," which states that when a person's conscience and the laws clash, that person must follow his or her conscience. The stress on personal conscience and on the need to act now rather than to wait for legal change are recurring elements in civil disobedience movements. The U.S. Bill of Rights asserts that the authority of a government is derived from the consent of the governed, and whenever any form of government becomes destructive, it is the right and duty of the people to alter or abolish it.
Legal channels can be impossible or take too long to make something change, and sometimes a law needs to be changed fast.

Kellner, 1975 (Menachem Marc, Professor of Jewish Thought at the University of Haifa, “Democracy and Civil Disobedience” Journal of Politics p. 904 http://www.jstor.org.lexproxy.minlib.net/stable/pdfplus/2129181.pdf?acceptTC=true)

This is true enough as far as it goes, but all too often other things are not equal. Evil and oppressive laws do get enacted in the best of democracies (such as the Alien and Sedition Act, the Fugitive Slave Law, early anti-labor legislation, and many more recent and therefore more controversial items); it may be impossible or too time consuming to achieve redress in the approved manner; corruption, official lack of interest, and a large list of other factors might nullify the alleged benefits of legal channels for change. It is often just because attempts for change within the law have been thwarted or blocked that the civil disobedient is prompted to his action.

Examples of when a law needs to be changed fast (if they ask you):

· Voter ID laws: some laws make it hard for certain people or minority groups to vote, you want to change these before an election.

· If it’s voted that something has to happen at a specific time (such as having all coal factories shut down by a certain date) should be changed before it takes effect.

· Any law that puts anyone’s lives at risk need to be changed ASAP.
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