Case

Engaging Elected leaders is the BEST HOPE for EJ struggle success – must speak their language
Caren and Tucker 9 (Mediating success and failure: The outcomes of local environmental justice struggles Neal Caren neal.caren@unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill Tuneka Tucker tktucker@email.unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, http://www.unc.edu/~ncaren/workingpapers/files/WP_Environmental_Justicer.pdf) 
Political Allies: Local residents fighting environmental hazards often look for allies in mainstream environmental groups, civil rights organizations, university researchers, celebrities, local and national media, and politicians. We hold that among these, elected officials will be the most important potential ally, as the zoning process that is the heart of many EJ struggles is often decided, or heavily influenced by elected officials. Even when the do not have direct regulatory power, elected officials may be influential in other ways, such as drawing media attention to the cause or by giving the groups legitimacy in the eyes of others. Overall, 69 percent of groups had political allies. Of those, 20 of the 35 groups, or 57 percent, were successful, compared to 3 of the 16 groups that did not, or19 percent. 

The story of Convent, Louisiana proves that focus on LAW and LEGAL approaches, while eschewing protest is more likely to be successful – this also proves our claim that HEALTH and JUSTICE are better rallying cries
Caren and Tucker 9 (Mediating success and failure: The outcomes of local environmental justice struggles Neal Caren neal.caren@unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill Tuneka Tucker tktucker@email.unc.edu University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, http://www.unc.edu/~ncaren/workingpapers/files/WP_Environmental_Justicer.pdf) 
We illustrate this pathway with a brief description of the struggles of the St. James Citizens for Jobs and the Environment organization, located in Convent, Louisiana, as detailed in Sherman (2003) and Roberts and Toffolon-Weiss (2001). In this case, the suddenly imposed grievance was the proposed opening of a plastics manufacturing plant, sponsored by a large Japanese industrial conglomerate, Shintech, and supported by many elements of the state's business and political elites, including then Governor Mike Foster. After residents of the largely poor, largely African American Gulf Coast community found out about the proposed development in 1996, they began to mobilize opposition. Eschewing protest and civil disobedience, the socially conservative local organizers focused on less confrontational means of persuasion, including petitioning, lobbying elected officials, and testifying at various governmental hearings. While they were unsuccessful in finding allies in the conservative, pro-business state government, they did find organizational allies in Greenpeace, the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, and the Tulane University Law Clinic; support from Bonnie Raitt, Danny Glover and other celebrities; and eventually political support from the Congressional Black Caucus and U.S. Senators Welllstone (D-MN) and Mosely-Braun (D-IL). Their arguments were primarily framed in terms of justice and health, which presumably resonated with many local residents in a part of the state where the odor from hazardous chemical refineries was common, especially so in poor and African American areas and in a state where environmental justice ideas had been discussed for almost a decade. The first part of their struggle was largely unsuccessful, as the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), firmly controlled by pro-business administrators, ruled against the local residents in favor of opening the PVC plant in 1997. However, the group, assisted by their organizational allies with legal support, pressed their case in Washington, both with elected officials and inside the EPA. That same year, the EPA overruled the Louisiana DEQ on technical grounds. While this could have been merely a temporary setback for Shintech and its Louisiana backers, members of the St. James Citizens for Jobs and the Environment successfully gained the support of important political allies, including Senators Wellstone and Mosely-Braun. In the face of this Washington opposition, Shintech withdrew their application for the Convent plastics plant. 

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

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

[bookmark: _GoBack]Link debate

Simply having a conversation does not make it a deliberative argument: deliberation requires a problem solving focus which requires a point of stasis
Schudson 97- Ph.D. in sociology from Harvard, former prof of communication and sociology at UCSD, current prof of journalism at Columbia (Michael, “Why conversation is not the soul of democracy,” Critical Studies in Mass Communication Volume 14, Issue 4//MGD)

Both the sociable and problem-solving models of conversation emphasize the equality of conversational partners. Inside the conversation, equality, civility, and fairness reign. But the barriers to entry differ. The sociable model emphasizes cultivation and sensibility; conversational partners should develop subtle capacities for fresh, entertaining, and responsive talk. The problemsolving model, in contrast, focuses on argument, the conversational partners' capacity to formulate and respond to declarative views of what the world is and what it should be like. The sociable model sees conversation as an end-in-itself, an aesthetic pleasure. The problem-solving model sees conversation as a means to the end of good government. More strongly, it pictures conversation itself as a model of good government. The skill or capacity of a competent participant in sociable conversation is verbal facility, wit, and sociability itself. The capacity of the participant in problem-solving conversation is reasonableness—as political theorist William Galston puts it, it is both "the willingness to listen seriously to a range of views" and "the willingness to set forth one's own views intelligibly and candidly as the basis of a politics of persuasion" (1991, p. 227). The recuperative and interactive nature of conversation makes it particularly apt as a model both of sociability on the one hand and of public reasoning on the other. So does its essentially cooperative character. Even in an argument, there is mutual support-if only in the agreement to stay engaged, to keep focused on the other person, and to not abandon the talk for either sticks and stones, on the one hand, or "the silent treatment" on the other. Even in a hostile exchange, philosopher Paul Grice's (1975/1989) "Cooperative Principle" is often satisfied, that participants speak according to "the accepted purpose and direction of the talk exchange" in which they are engaged. In the sociable conversation, talk's interactive engagement provides the quality of a rich game—say, chess—with plenty of constraints on moves, but with little predictability of outcome. Likewise, the communicative virtue of problem-solving conversation is not the speaking or the listening or even their close proximity. It is the interaction of the participants and the ongoing capacity for each statement to be revised in accord with the prompts or responses of the other. This, in turn, depends on a degree of good will. An argument out of control is a conversation where each statement's ambiguity is read in the most hostile way possible. If the husband and wife are fighting, and one says, "I can't take this any more, I'm going out," the other may reply, "So you don't love me any more? You want a divorce? You're leaving me?" It might have been just as logical to respond, "Okay, maybe we both need to cool off for awhile." Just because people are in a conversation, there is no guarantee that they will take advantage of conversation's recuperative powers. Not the fact of conversation but the norms that govern it make it serviceable for democratic self-government. There is many a slip twixt conversation and democratic government. Because that is so, the ground rules of conversation are more important than the spontaneity that may arise therein. Conversation can be and, without appropriate training, education, and social equality, normally is, highly inegalitarian. The rules of democratic conversation can help protect the slow of speech, who are otherwise disenfranchised by the articulate and by the glib. 

The logic of the Affirmative makes every argument relevant and therefore makes deliberative argument impossible.
Douglas Walton, Full Professor of Philosophy at the University of Winnipeg, 2004
(Relevance in Argumentation) pg. 126

Such matters of how a chain of arguments can be relevant to the issue of a discourse have been largely ignored in the history of logic. Thy have, however, been studied closely in rhetoric, as far back as Greek rhetorical manuals. This historical background of the concept of relevance as it developed in both rhetoric and logic will be outlined in chapter 4. Drawing on the ancient framework of Hermagoras, it will be shown that the relevance of an argument in a case is principally determined by what the issue in the case is supposed to be. As the ancients knew well, and as Quintilian ably explained, abstraction is also important in determining, in light of a given issue, what is relevant at the particular stage of a discourse, once the issue has been stated at a prior stage.  What is judged to be materially relevant or not, at any given stage of a sequence of argumentation, depends on how the sequence has evolved at that stage. Such matters need to be judged by examining the text of discourse in the given case. One needs to ask what the purpose of the discourse is supposed to be. If it is supposed to be to prove something, one needs to ask what that something is or should be taken to be. It depends on the issue that is to be decided or the problem that is to be solved. Something should only be excluded as irrelevant if it is not useful for proving what should be proved or for solving the problem that should be solved. 
	
There can be no argument without agreement on the terms. 
Shively, Associate Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, 2000 (Ruth Lessl, Political Theory and Partisan Politics, pages 181-182)

The requirements given thus far are primarily negative. The ambiguists must say "no" to—they must reject and limit—some ideas and actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational persuasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest—that consensus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect—if there is nothing at all left to question or contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. (Murray 1960, 10) In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not communicating: if we cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the terms of their disagreements. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an understanding of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony. 

Stasis is essential to identifying the core issue – it’s a prerequisite to testing ideas through a deliberative debate
Marsh, Associate Prof of Communication @ University of Kansas, 2006 (Charles, , “The syllogism of apologia: Rhetorical stasis theory and crisis communication” Public Relations Review, March 2006, Pages 41-46) 

In the second century BCE, the Greek rhetorician Hermagoras proposed a system of stasis that endured for centuries. Though Hermagoras’ work on stasis is lost, Cicero (1976) details it in the first century BCE as does Quintilian (1980) in the first century CE. Stasis is part of the invention phase of rhetoric. Rhetoric, according to Aristotle (1991, 1355b), is “an ability, in each particular case, to see the available means of persuasion.” Invention is the art of discovering the ideas of a forthcoming oration. When the rhetorical act involves a debate and a judgment by an audience, stasis theory helps identify the core issue – the key point of disagreement (stasis) upon which judgment must be rendered. With a debate's stasis established, an orator can move deeper into the invention phase, seeking and refining the ideas that develop his or her side of the issue. 


a/t: we’re about the topic

Just discussing the topic is insufficient—each side must be prepared to answer the question of the resolution in order for a debate to occur
Panetta 10 (Panetta, Edward M., PhD and debate director at the University of Georgia, published 2010“Controversies in Debate Pedagogy: Working Paper”, Navigating Opportunity: Policy Debate in the 21st Century, Wake Forest National Debate Conference)

For adherents to the traditional mode of debate, when one retreats from grounding stasis in the annual proposition, there are two predicted intellectual justifications that surface. First, there is the claim that the existence of a resolution (without substantive content) and time limits is enough of a point of departure to allow for a debate. For traditionalists, this move seems to reduce the existing stasis to the point that it has no real meaning. How does the resolution mold the argument choices of students when one team refuses to acknowledge the argumentative foundation embedded in the sentence? What educational benefit is associated with the articulation of a two-hour and forty-five minute limit for a debate and decision where there is not an agreed point of departure for the initiation of the debate? Second, advocates of moving away from a resolution-based point of stasis contend that valuable arguments do take place. Yes, but that argumentation does not meet some of the core assumptions of a debate for someone who believes that treatment of a stated proposition is a defining element of debate. Participants in a debate need to have some type of loosely shared agreement to focus the clash of arguments in a round of debate. Adherence to this approach does not necessarily call for the rejection of innovative approaches, including the use of individual narratives as a form of support or the metaphorical endorsement of the proposition. This perspective on contest debate does, however, require participants to make an effort to relate a rhetorical strategy to the national topic. 

Being “relevant to the resolution” is insufficient—the Affirmative must defend answering the question of the resolution with a yes to maximize decision-making skills
Freeley and Steinberg 08 (Freeley, Austin J., PhD and director of debate at John Carroll University from 1958-85, and Steinberg, David L., communications lecturer and director of debate at U. of Miami, 2008 edition, “Argumentation and Debate: Critical Thinking for Reasoned Decision Making”, GoogleBooks, p. 1-67) 

To have a productive debate, which facilitates effective decision making by directing and placing limits on the decision to be made, the basis for argument should be clearly defined. If we merely talk about “homelessness” or “abortion” or “crime” or “global warming" we are likely to have an interesting discussion but not to establish proﬁtable basis for argument. For example, the statement “Resolved: That the pen is mightier than the sword" is debatable, yet fails to provide much basis for clear argumentation. If we take this statement to mean that the written word is more effective than physical force for some purposes, we can identify a problem area: the comparative effectiveness of writing or physical force for a speciﬁc purpose. Although we now have a general subject, we have not yet stated a problem. It is still too broad, too loosely worded to promote well-organized argument. What sort of writing are we concerned with—poems, novels, government documents, website development, advertising, or what? What does "effectiveness" mean in this context? What kind of physical force is being compared—ﬁsts, dueling swords, bazookas, nuclear weapons, or what? A more speciﬁc question might be. “Would a mutual defense treaty or a visit by our ﬂeet be more effective in assuring Laurania of our support in a certain crisis?" The basis for argument could be phrased in .1 debate proposition such as “Resolved: That the United States should enter into a mutual defense treaty with Laurania." Negative advocates might oppose this proposition by arguing that ﬂeet maneuvers would be a better solution. This is not to say that debates should completely avoid creative interpretation of the controversy by advocates or that good debates cannot occur over competing interpretations of the controversy; in fact, these sorts of debates may be very engaging. The point is that debate is best facilitated by the guidance provided by focus on a particular point of difference, which will be outlined in the following discussion. 

Turns case – historical amnesia

Only deliberative argument prevents historical amnesia 
Gross, Professor of Rhetoric @ University of Minnesota, 2005
 (Alan G, “Presence as Argument in the Public Sphere” Rhetoric Society Quarterly, Spring pg13)

A German exhibit on the crimes of the Wehrmacht on the Eastern front provides a helpful contrast with the Austrian case; in the German instance, public debate was encouraged, in fact, insisted on. In this debate, the rival presences of a Wehrmacht "free from moral taint" and a Wehrmacht guilty of atrocities, contended in the public sphere. The former was the prevailing view; the latter was made present in the exhibit by a series of contemporary snapshots made by Germans serving on the Eastern Front, photographs that vividly captured the reality of such atrocities. The debate was ferocious on both sides; in the short run, it seemed that the accepted view of the Wehrmacht would prevail: many of the photographs were shown to be misidentified, and the exhibit was forced to close. But the point of debate in the democratic public sphere is not that one side or another prevails; the point is that the survival of one presence or another is a matter of public deliberation. In the case of the Austrian exhibit, it is the absence of public debate that is the surest sign that its purpose was epideictic rather than deliberative: to confirm rather than to explore and to criticize the continuing collective amnesia in the Republic concerning its role in the Holocaust
Activism impact

Debate around a stasis point is key to civic engagement 
Hamlett, Associate Professor of Science, Technology & Society @ NC State, and Cobb, Asst Prof of Political Science in School of Public and International Affairs @ NC State, 2006 (Patrick and Michael; Policy Studies Journal, Nov. 1, ln)
Drawing on philosophical developments in deliberative democracy (Bohman, 1996; Dryzek, 2000; Elster, 1998; Fishkin, 1991; Gutmann & Thompson, 2004) and participatory public policy analysis (deLeon, 1990, 1997; Fischer, 2003), many theorists call for more robust forms of public involvement that focus on active deliberative practices by ordinary citizens. Standard public opinion polling, it is argued, cannot plumb the public's thoughtful and informed opinion. On the other hand,reliance upon organized advocacy groups to express public opinion falls prey to the politically strategic maneuverings of interest-group bargaining. Missing from the political mix is the voice of informed, deliberative citizens who are not already committed to a specific policy outcome.   Deliberation theorists claim that deliberative practices can have a number of salutary benefits. In general, these benefits are best described as producing better decisions or better citizens. As for better decisions, Fishkin and his colleagues, for example, argue that deliberative polling produces superior individual-level preferences because informed opinions are more consistent with one's true interests (Ackerman & Fishkin, 2003; Fishkin, 1991, 1997; Luskin, Fishkin, & Jowell, 2002). Alternatively, effective public deliberations, as an integral part of the agenda setting, aggregation, and policy formulation stages of the policy process, will generate public decisions with significantly greater legitimacy than decisions reached without such public involvement (Arvai, 2003). In addition, decisions that clearly embody informed public input of this kind should reduce the levels of public opposition to those decisions, which may allow for significantly    improved implementation.   In terms of better citizens, effective public deliberations are thought to create civic learning opportunities for participants and observers that presumably add to the health of a democratic polity (Putnam, 2000; Talisse, 2001). A crucial part of deliberations includes factual learning by the participants, who must be brought "up to speed"on the technical, economic, and political aspects of the issue that they are examining. In this process, the citizen participants also learn first hand the difficulties of balancing costs and benefits, making fair tradeoffs, accommodating the demands of diverse affected parties, and so on. In addition, deliberation is predicted to orient citizens away from individual and personal goals and toward common issues.    Through the exchange of different views, they hope, more strident and radical views of some participants will gradually soften, and the group as a whole will shift its concluding opinions more toward a middle ground between the original positions of the participants. According to Mendelberg (2002, p. 3), "The promise of deliberation is its ability to foster the egalitarian, reciprocal, reasonable and open-minded exchange of language."

Turns case - general

Our model of debate is a process not a product – debate around a stasis point creates ethical citizens that are more likely to resolve the harms in the 1ac 
Hanghoj 8 Thorkild Hanghøj, Copenhagen, 2008 Since this PhD project began in 2004, the present author has been affiliated with DREAM (Danish Research Centre on Education and Advanced Media Materials), which is located at the Institute of Literature, Media and Cultural Studies at the University of Southern Denmark. Research visits have taken place at the Centre for Learning, Knowledge, and Interactive Technologies (L-KIT), the Institute of Education at the University of Bristol and the institute formerly known as Learning Lab Denmark at the School of Education, University of Aarhus, where I currently work as an assistant professor. http://static.sdu.dk/mediafiles/Files/Information_til/Studerende_ved_SDU/Din_uddannelse/phd_hum/afhandlinger/2009/ThorkilHanghoej.pdf Herm 
Joas’ re-interpretation of Dewey’s pragmatism as a “theory of situated creativity” raises a critique of humans as purely rational agents that navigate instrumentally through meansends-schemes (Joas, 1996: 133f). This critique is particularly important when trying to understand how games are enacted and validated within the realm of educational institutions that by definition are inscribed in the great modernistic narrative of “progress” where nation states, teachers and parents expect students to acquire specific skills and competencies (Popkewitz, 1998; cf. chapter 3). However, as Dewey argues, the actual doings of educational gaming cannot be reduced to rational means-ends schemes. Instead, the situated interaction between teachers, students, and learning resources are played out as contingent re-distributions of means, ends and ends in view, which often make classroom contexts seem “messy” from an outsider’s perspective (Barab & Squire, 2004). 4.2.3. Dramatic rehearsal The two preceding sections discussed how Dewey views play as an imaginative activity of educational value, and how his assumptions on creativity and playful actions represent a critique of rational means-end schemes. For now, I will turn to Dewey’s concept of dramatic rehearsal, which assumes that social actors deliberate by projecting and choosing between various scenarios for future action. Dewey uses the concept dramatic rehearsal several times in his work but presents the most extensive elaboration in Human Nature and Conduct: Deliberation is a dramatic rehearsal (in imagination) of various competing possible lines of action… [It] is an experiment in finding out what the various lines of possible action are really like (...) Thought runs ahead and foresees outcomes, and thereby avoids having to await the instruction of actual failure and disaster. An act overtly tried out is irrevocable, its consequences cannot be blotted out. An act tried out in imagination is not final or fatal. It is retrievable (Dewey, 1922: 132-3). This excerpt illustrates how Dewey views the process of decision making (deliberation) through the lens of an imaginative drama metaphor. Thus, decisions are made through the imaginative projection of outcomes, where the “possible competing lines of action” are resolved through a thought experiment. Moreover, Dewey’s compelling use of the drama metaphor also implies that decisions cannot be reduced to utilitarian, rational or mechanical exercises, but that they have emotional, creative and personal qualities as well. Interestingly, there are relatively few discussions within the vast research literature on Dewey of his concept of dramatic rehearsal. A notable exception is the phenomenologist Alfred Schütz, who praises Dewey’s concept as a “fortunate image” for understanding everyday rationality (Schütz, 1943: 140). Other attempts are primarily related to overall discussions on moral or ethical deliberation (Caspary, 1991, 2000, 2006; Fesmire, 1995, 2003; Rönssön, 2003; McVea, 2006). As Fesmire points out, dramatic rehearsal is intended to describe an important phase of deliberation that does not characterise the whole process of making moral decisions, which includes “duties and contractual obligations, short and long-term consequences, traits of character to be affected, and rights” (Fesmire, 2003: 70). Instead, dramatic rehearsal should be seen as the process of “crystallizing possibilities and transforming them into directive hypotheses” (Fesmire, 2003: 70). Thus, deliberation can in no way guarantee that the response of a “thought experiment” will be successful. But what it can do is make the process of choosing more intelligent than would be the case with “blind” [random] trial-and-error (Biesta, 2006: 8). The notion of dramatic rehearsal provides a valuable perspective for understanding educational gaming as a simultaneously real and imagined inquiry into domain-specific scenarios. Dewey defines dramatic rehearsal as the capacity to stage and evaluate “acts”, which implies an “irrevocable” difference between acts that are “tried out in imagination” and acts that are “overtly tried out” with real-life consequences (Dewey, 1922: 132-3). This description shares obvious similarities with games as they require participants to inquire into and resolve scenario-specific problems (cf. chapter 2). On the other hand, there is also a striking difference between moral deliberation and educational game activities in terms of the actual consequences that follow particular actions. Thus, when it comes to educational games, acts are both imagined and tried out, but without all the real-life consequences of the practices, knowledge forms and outcomes that are being simulated in the game world. Simply put, there is a difference in realism between the dramatic rehearsals of everyday life and in games, which only “play at” or simulate the stakes and risks that characterise the “serious” nature of moral deliberation, i.e. a real-life politician trying to win a parliamentary election experiences more personal and emotional risk than students trying to win the election scenario of The Power Game. At the same time, the lack of real-life consequences in educational games makes it possible to design a relatively safe learning environment, where teachers can stage particular game scenarios to be enacted and validated for educational purposes. In this sense, educational games are able to provide a safe but meaningful way of letting teachers and students make mistakes (e.g. by giving a poor political presentation) and dramatically rehearse particular “competing possible lines of action” that are relevant to particular educational goals (Dewey, 1922: 132). Seen from this pragmatist perspective, the educational value of games is not so much a question of learning facts or giving the “right” answers, but more a question of exploring the contingent outcomes and domain-specific processes of problem-based scenarios.

Fairness il

Debating without a topic discourages participation and hurts competitive equity—empirical study proves
Preston 99
(Preston, Thomas, lecturer and forensics director at University of Missouri—St. Louis, “No-Topic Debating in Parliamentary Debate: Student and Critic Reactions,” http://www.parlidebate.org/pdf/vol9no5.pdf) FS
 
Finally, of the 43 responses, 35, or 81.4 per cent, felt that the no-topic debate skewed the outcome of the debate toward one side or the other. Of those responses, 32 (91.4 per cent of those indicating a bias, or 74.4 per cent of all respondents) indicated that the no-topic debate gave an advantage to the Government. Three (8.6 per cent of those indicating a bias, or 7.0 per cent of all respondents) indicated that the no-topic debate gave an advantage to the Opposition. For the overall student data, each the mean of each item was slightly below 4.0, but mostly, the kurtosis figures were negative, and the standard deviations high, indicating a bipolar response to each question. The frequency tables bear out strong negative reactions, but a number of positive reactions which tended to be less strong. On the one hand, a substantial number of students and critics felt very strongly that the experience was negative, with the mode=l for each item on the survey; however, on others, a substantial number of respondents rated aspects of the experience at 4 and above. The educational value had the highest central tendencies (mean=3.65, median=4.0, and mode=1.0), whereas the question over whether the students liked the experience was the lowest (mean=3.19, median=3.0, mode=1.0). Although there was a weak positive pole to the responses, those who had NDT/CEDA experience strongly opposed the idea of a no-topic year of debating in those organizations (mean=2.77, median =1.00, mode=1.00). 

The fairness of a process is essential to cooperation and outweighs any substantive benefit—decades of social science confirm
Pearce 7 (Pearce, Nick, March-May 2007, “Fair Rules: Rethinking Fairness”, director of International Public Policy Research, Public Policy Research, Volume 14, Issue 1) 

In the 1970s, social psychologists began to develop theories of procedural justice in order to understand behavioural responses to different ways of resolving conflicts over resources and the allocation of goods and services. This ‘third wave of justice research’, as it has been described (Tyler et al 1997), studied whether evaluations of the fairness of decision-making processes impacted on reactions to the outcomes of those processes, that is, to the question of who gets what. Researchers discovered that, counterintuitively, people will accept outcomes that are negative or adverse for them personally, if they believe that the manner by which they were arrived at was fair. For example, Thibaut and Walker’s pioneering study (1975) of adversarial and inquisitional legal systems found that people choose dispute resolution mechanisms that they think will be fair and yield a fair outcome, rather than those that might stand them the best chance of winning. Similarly, they found that people are more satisfied with trial procedures that they experience as fair, regardless of the trial outcome. Subsequent procedural justice research demonstrated that people care about the fairness of procedures in a wide range of settings: from trial procedures to arbitration mechanisms, performancerelated pay at work and police-citizen interactions (Tyler 1990; Tyler et al 1997; Tyler and Fagan 2006). Moreover, not only are people more satisfied with procedures they deem to be fair, and more readily accept the outcomes of them, but their loyalty and willingness to help the organisation concerned also improves. Fair procedures and fair treatment generate loyalty and cooperation. 

Extra ev

Role-playing as the government is key to effective decision-making and problem-solving, social science proves
Hanghoj 8 
Thorkild Hanghøj, Copenhagen, 2008 Since this PhD project began in 2004, the present author has been affiliated with DREAM (Danish Research Centre on Education and Advanced Media Materials), which is located at the Institute of Literature, Media and Cultural Studies at the University of Southern Denmark. Research visits have taken place at the Centre for Learning, Knowledge, and Interactive Technologies (L-KIT), the Institute of Education at the University of Bristol and the institute formerly known as Learning Lab Denmark at the School of Education, University of Aarhus, where I currently work as an assistant professor. http://static.sdu.dk/mediafiles/Files/Information_til/Studerende_ved_SDU/Din_uddannelse/phd_hum/afhandlinger/2009/ThorkilHanghoej.pdf 
***modified gender language
While Dewey focused on the imaginative and creative aspects of play in relation to the school curriculum, his close friend and pragmatist colleague, Mead, concentrated on the social and intersubjective aspects of play and games (Joas, 1996). In this way, Mead developed a comprehensive theory of the social self, which assumed that the development of the self was deeply related with social interaction through play, games, language and other forms of communication (Mead, 1934: 150-164). Thus, Mead provides a valuable starting point when trying to understand the social interaction of educational gaming. For Mead, the basic requirement of any form of play is the ability to “take the role of another”, as when children get together to “play Indian” (Mead, 1934: 150). The situation is somewhat different in more organised games, as the participants “must be ready to take the attitude of all the others involved in the game, and that these different roles must have a definite relationship to each other” (Mead, 1934: 151). The point being that the others should not so much be seen as specific individuals, but as other team members or participants in the game. Furthermore, the attitudes of the other players “organize a sort of unit, and it is that organization which controls the response of the individual” (Mead, 1934: 154). This organisation is exemplified in the game of baseball, where all players must coordinate their acts in response to the assumed acts of the other players. Mead then introduces his famous concept of the generalised other, which describes “the unity of self” given to the individual by his social membership in a community, i.e. on a baseball team (Mead, 1934: 154). Thus, when playing baseball, the participants must be able to take the attitude and perspective of the abstract other of the social group of their baseball team: “The attitude of the generalized other is the attitude of the whole community” (Mead, 1934: 154). Thus, the generalised other is the general notion that a person has of the common expectations that others have about actions and thoughts within a particular society. This means that any time actors try to imagine what is expected of them in relation to a wider social group or community, they are taking on the perspective of the generalised other. Similarly, the generalised other can also be described as “a stage beyond the processes of ‘taking the role of the other’ where the other is another identifiable individual or set of individuals” (Holdsworth & Morgan, 2007: 402). In addition to baseball, Mead offers another interesting example of how an individual can be related to “the generalised other”, which is highly relevant to this study: In politics, for example, the individual identifies himself with an entire political party and takes the organized attitudes of that entire party toward the rest of the given social community and toward the problems which confront the party within the given social situation; and he consequently reacts or responds in terms of the organized attitudes of the party as a whole (Mead, 1934: 156). In this way, Mead’s concept can be used to contextualise the empirical analysis of The Power Game sessions as the students were asked to take on the roles as politicians and thereby identify themselves with the “generalised” relationship between real-life politicians and their political parties. 
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 Thus, debate games require teachers to balance the centripetal/centrifugal forces of gaming and teaching, to be able to reconfigure their discursive authority, and to orchestrate the multiple voices of a dialogical game space in relation to particular goals. These Bakhtinian perspectives provide a valuable analytical framework for describing the discursive interplay between different practices and knowledge aspects when enacting (debate) game scenarios. In addition to this, Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy also offers an explanation of why debate games (and other game types) may be valuable within an educational context. One of the central features of multi-player games is that players are expected to experience a simultaneously real and imagined scenario both in relation to an insider’s (participant) perspective and to an outsider’s (co-participant) perspective. According to Bakhtin, the outsider’s perspective reflects a fundamental aspect of human understanding: In order to understand, it is immensely important for the person who understands to be located outside the object of his or her creative understanding – in time, in space, in culture. For one cannot even really see one's own exterior and comprehend it as a whole, and no mirrors or photographs can help; our real exterior can be seen and understood only by other people, because they are located outside us in space, and because they are others (Bakhtin, 1986: 7). As the quote suggests, every person is influenced by others in an inescapably intertwined way, and consequently no voice can be said to be isolated. Thus, it is in the interaction with other voices that individuals are able to reach understanding and find their own voice. Bakhtin also refers to the ontological process of finding a voice as “ideological becoming”, which represents “the process of selectively assimilating the words of others” (Bakhtin, 1981: 341). Thus, by teaching and playing debate scenarios, it is possible to support students in their process of becoming not only themselves, but also in becoming articulate and responsive citizens in a democratic society. 




