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Deliberative Argument Requires Agreement on the Question at Hand as a Precondition to Debate
Adolf G. Gundersen, Associate Professor of Political Science, Texas A&M, 2000
POLITICAL THEORY AND PARTISAN POLITICS, 2000, p. 104-5. (DRGNS/E625)

Indirect political engagement is perhaps the single most important element of the strategy I am recommending here. It is also the most emblematic, as it results from a fusion of confrontation and separation. But what kind of political engagement might conceivably qualify as being both confrontational and separated from actual political decision-making? There is only one type, so far as I can see, and that is deliberation. Political deliberation is by definition a form of engagement with the collectivity of which one is a member. This is all the more true when two or more citizens deliberate together. Yet deliberation is also a form of political action that precedes the actual taking and implementation of decisions. It is thus simultaneously connected and disconnected, confrontational and separate. It is, in other words, a form of indirect political engagement. This conclusion, namely, that we ought to call upon deliberation to counter partisanship and thus clear the way for deliberation, looks rather circular at first glance. And, semantically at least, it certainly is. Yet this ought not to concern us very much. Politics, after all, is not a matter of avoiding semantic inconveniences, but of doing the right thing and getting desirable results. In political theory, therefore, the real concern is always whether a circular argument translates into a self-defeating prescription. And here that is plainly not the case, for what I am suggesting is that deliberation can diminish partisanship, which will in turn contribute to conditions amenable to continued or extended deliberation. That "deliberation promotes deliberation" is surely a circular claim, but it is just as surely an accurate description of the real world of lived politics, as observers as far back as Thucydides have documented. It may well be that deliberation rests on certain preconditions. I am not arguing that there is no such thing as a deliberative "first cause." Indeed, it seems obvious to me both that deliberators require something to deliberate about and that deliberation presumes certain institutional structures and shared values. Clearly something must get the deliberative ball rolling and, to keep it rolling, the cultural terrain must be free of deep chasms and sinkholes. Nevertheless, however extensive and demanding deliberation's preconditions might be, we ought not to lose sight of the fact that, once begun, deliberation tends to be self-sustaining. Just as partisanship begets partisanship, deliberation begets deliberation. If that is so, the question of limiting partisanship and stimulating deliberation are to an important extent the same question.

Clash is a pre-requisite to evaluating the merits of the 1AC - Choosing affirmation over fairness distorts the dialogue to a monological form of discourse that undermines any benefit to the affirmation
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 
Debate games are often based on pre-designed scenarios that include descriptions of issues to be debated, educational goals, game goals, roles, rules, time frames etc. In this way, debate games differ from textbooks and everyday classroom instruction as debate scenarios allow teachers and students to actively imagine, interact and communicate within a domain-specific game space. However, instead of mystifying debate games as a “magic circle” (Huizinga, 1950), I will try to overcome the epistemological dichotomy between “gaming” and “teaching” that tends to dominate discussions of educational games. In short, educational gaming is a form of teaching. As mentioned, education and games represent two different semiotic domains that both embody the three faces of knowledge: assertions, modes of representation and social forms of organisation (Gee, 2003; Barth, 2002; cf. chapter 2). In order to understand the interplay between these different domains and their interrelated knowledge forms, I will draw attention to a central assumption in Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy. According to Bakhtin, all forms of communication and culture are subject to centripetal and centrifugal forces (Bakhtin, 1981). A centripetal force is the drive to impose one version of the truth, while a centrifugal force involves a range of possible truths and interpretations. This means that any form of expression involves a duality of centripetal and centrifugal forces: “Every concrete utterance of a speaking subject serves as a point where centrifugal as well as centripetal forces are brought to bear” (Bakhtin, 1981: 272). If we take teaching as an example, it is always affected by centripetal and centrifugal forces in the on-going negotiation of “truths” between teachers and students. In the words of Bakhtin: “Truth is not born nor is it to be found inside the head of an individual person, it is born between people collectively searching for truth, in the process of their dialogic interaction” (Bakhtin, 1984a: 110). Similarly, the dialogical space of debate games also embodies centrifugal and centripetal forces. Thus, the election scenario of The Power Game involves centripetal elements that are mainly determined by the rules and outcomes of the game, i.e. the election is based on a limited time frame and a fixed voting procedure. Similarly, the open-ended goals, roles and resources represent centrifugal elements and create virtually endless possibilities for researching, preparing,   presenting, debating and evaluating a variety of key political issues. Consequently, the actual process of enacting a game scenario involves a complex negotiation between these centrifugal/centripetal forces that are inextricably linked with the teachers and students’ game activities. In this way, the enactment of The Power Game is a form of teaching that combines different pedagogical practices (i.e. group work, web quests, student presentations) and learning resources (i.e. websites, handouts, spoken language) within the interpretive frame of the election scenario. Obviously, tensions may arise if there is too much divergence between educational goals and game goals. This means that game facilitation requires a balance between focusing too narrowly on the rules or “facts” of a game (centripetal orientation) and a focusing too broadly on the contingent possibilities and interpretations of the game scenario (centrifugal orientation). For Bakhtin, the duality of centripetal/centrifugal forces often manifests itself as a dynamic between “monological” and “dialogical” forms of discourse. Bakhtin illustrates this point with the monological discourse of the Socrates/Plato dialogues in which the teacher never learns anything new from the students, despite Socrates’ ideological claims to the contrary (Bakhtin, 1984a). Thus, discourse becomes monologised when “someone who knows and possesses the truth instructs someone who is ignorant of it and in error”, where “a thought is either affirmed or repudiated” by the authority of the teacher (Bakhtin, 1984a: 81). In contrast to this, dialogical pedagogy fosters inclusive learning environments that are able to expand upon students’ existing knowledge and collaborative construction of “truths” (Dysthe, 1996). At this point, I should clarify that Bakhtin’s term “dialogic” is both a descriptive term (all utterances are per definition dialogic as they address other utterances as parts of a chain of communication) and a normative term as dialogue is an ideal to be worked for against the forces of “monologism” (Lillis, 2003: 197-8). In this project, I am mainly interested in describing the dialogical space of debate games. At the same time, I agree with Wegerif that “one of the goals of education, perhaps the most important goal, should be dialogue as an end in itself” (Wegerif, 2006: 61). 

2NC – State OV
The epistemology of engaging government institution is key – individual action fails and isolates their method from meaningful politics that organize change
Chandler 9 (David, Professor of International Relations at the University of Westminster, “Questioning Global Political Activism”, What is Radical Politics Today?, Edited by Jonathan Pugh,  pp. 78-9)
People often argue that there is nothing passive or conservative about radical political activist protests, such as the 2003 anti-war march, anti-capitalism and anti-globalisation protests, the huge march to Make Poverty History at the end of 2005, involvement in the World Social Forums or the radical jihad of Al-Qaeda. I disagree; these new forms of protest are highly individualised and personal ones – there is no attempt to build a social or collective movement. It appears that theatrical suicide, demonstrating, badge and bracelet wearing are ethical acts in themselves: personal statements of awareness, rather than attempts to engage politically with society. This is illustrated by the ‘celebration of differences’ at marches, protests and social forums. It is as if people are more concerned with the creation of a sense of community through differences than with any political debate, shared agreement or collective purpose. It seems to me that if someone was really concerned with ending war or with ending poverty or with overthrowing capitalism, political views and political differences would be quite important. Is war caused by capitalism, by human nature, or by the existence of guns and other weapons? It would seem important to debate reasons, causes and solutions; it would also seem necessary to give those political differences an organisational expression if there was a serious project of social change. Rather than a political engagement with the world, it seems that radical political activism today is a form of social disengagement – expressed in the anti-war marchers’ slogan of ‘Not in My Name’, or the assumption that wearing a plastic bracelet or setting up an internet blog diary is the same as engaging in political debate. In fact, it seems that political activism is a practice which isolates individuals who think that demonstrating a personal commitment or awareness of problems is preferable to engaging with other people who are often dismissed as uncaring or brainwashed by consumerism. The narcissistic aspects of the practice of this type of global politics are expressed clearly by individuals who are obsessed with reducing their carbon footprint, deriving their idealised sense of social connection from an ever-increasing awareness of themselves and by giving political meaning to every personal action. Global ethics appear to be in demand because they offer us a sense of social connection and meaning, while at the same time giving us the freedom to construct the meaning for ourselves, to pick our causes of concern, and enabling us to be free of responsibilities for acting as part of a collective association, for winning an argument or for success at the ballot-box. While the appeal of global ethical politics is an individualistic one, the lack of success or impact of radical activism is also reflected in its rejection of any form of social movement or organization.  

State Eng Good 
Only an institutional focus can uncover power relations necessary to mediate the experiences of the oppressed
Welcome 2004 – completing his PhD at the sociology department of the City University of New York's Graduate Center (H. Alexander, "White Is Right": The Utilization of an Improper Ontological Perspective in Analyses of Black Experiences, Journal of African American Studies, Summer-Fall 2004, Vol. 8, No. 1 & 2, pp. 59-73)
In Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture (1970), Pierre Bourdieu and Jean-Claude Passeron provide a definition of symbolic violence, stating that it represents "every power which manages to impose meanings and to impose them as legitimate by concealing the power relations which are the basis of its force, [adding] its own specifically symbolic force to those power relations" (p. 5). This conceptualization provides both an explicit reason for the rejection of whiteness as an ontological frame of analysis for the experiences of blacks and a suggestion as to the circumstances under which the analysis of black experiences should take place. Using the concept of symbolic violence to evaluate Merton's notions of cultural goals and institutional means, one finds that the two latter concepts reflect the workings and concentration of power rather than those "purposes and interests, held out as legitimate objectives for all or for diversely located members of society" (1949, p. 186) and "[the] regulations, rooted in the mores or institutions, of allowable procedures for moving toward these objectives" (1949, p. 167). This indicates that an explication of the dynamics and residence of power should precede any investigation of the experiences and meaning making specific to a group. The failure to do so will produce a situation where arbitrary values and prescriptions for action are utilized and depicted as legitimate. CONCLUSION The works of Johnson (1934), Lewis (1963), and Fordham and Ogbu (1986) have all had a huge influence on the study of black experiences. However, their use of whiteness as an ontological frame of analysis severely hinders the study of black experiences, just as whiteness as an ontology can have detrimental effects in the study of the experiences of Latinos, Asians, and other ethnic groups. The movements to establish Black Studies, Latino Studies, and Asian Studies programs reflect an attempt to deal with this bias; however, when one looks at the majority of the sociological scholarship, one finds that this ontology is still employed. This problem, if left unchecked, will continue to plague the black community. 

They essentialize all legal practice which makes it impossible to create change – question of government at all 
Grahn-Farley, 2001 (Maria, Visiting adjunct professor at Golden Gate University School of Law, “The law room: hyperrealist jurisprudence & postmodern politics©,” New England Law Review, Fall, 36 New Eng. L. Rev. 29)
[bookmark: PAGE_58_8535]A legal change can only come through a social change and a social change can only come through a legal change. A legal strategy is also a social strategy in the same way that a social strategy is also a legal strategy. To focus only on the system of law as the site of change will fail because the simulacrum of the natural identity contributes to the creation of a hyperreal identity. To focus only on the social, the system of marks, as the site of change will fail because it is through the legal that the marks placed on the body become essential and natural. Hyperreal identities cannot be called true or false. There is no way to separate the true from the false in the simulacra.It is by making a change from within, in the personal, through localized disruptions, that we can reject the totalizing theory of marks and law. It is by having the courage to exist in ambiguity, to embrace an ethics of ambiguity, that one can create a personal voice and reject the totalizing theory of marks and law. The ethics of ambiguity is a personal localized ethics,a disruptive ethics, and a repudiation of totalizing theory. This is a psychological strategy of being: a practice of existing as a human being.  [*58] It is the foundation ofthe system of law, not its failing,to createand demand essential coherent identitiesfrom the oppressed. Rejection of one is also the rejection of the other. There is no law to be saved in the struggle against the oppression of people marked as Colored and the people marked as Women. The system of law is the system of marks.The law does not have a problem in dealing with incoherent social subjects. In the law-rooms "Agitation Against an Ethnic Group" and "Prohibiting Purchases of Sexual Services" the law has no problem in dealing with the incoherent subject, whiteSwedish-Protestant-man, a subject as incoherent as any. But in the law-rooms this subject becomes the active legal subject. The qualification for becoming an active legal subject does not reside within one's identity; the qualification to become an active legal subject is to act.The problem is not a problem solved by reference to essence. The problem is the social hierarchy that has been justified through the system of marks, a system that naturalizes the existing social hierarchy. The problem isabout the politics of essentialism, operationalized through the system of law. The purpose and meaning of both systems, the system of marks and the system of law, is to mask, justify, and violently uphold a hierarchy. Since the hierarchy is hyperreal it is well able to predetermine the subject positions of its occupants, rendering those it disfavors "incoherent" and those it favors "coherent." But the logic of hyperreality is politics: a politics that places the subject white-Swedish-Protestant-men on the top. All the rest fall to the bottom, into the sameness of the Woman and the Colored.That which we label "incoherent" is merely that which has been imprisoned by the very law-room to which it has turned for sanctuary.
State Eng Good – boor tonn 
Don’t throw the baby out with the bath water – personal politics is appropriated by elites to justify hegemony on institutional knowledge – we should disrupt spaces from within institutions for productive political practices 
Boor Tonn 2005 – Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Maryland (Mari Boor Tonn, “Taking Conversation, Dialogue, and Therapy Public” Rhetoric& Public Affairs Vol. 8, No. 3)
This widespread recognition that access to public deliberative processes and the ballot is a baseline of any genuine democracy points to the most curious irony of the conversation movement: portions of its constituency. Numbering among the most fervid dialogic loyalists have been some feminists and multiculturalists who represent groups historically denied both the right to speak in public and the ballot. Oddly, some feminists who championed the slogan "The Personal Is Political" to emphasize ways relational power can oppress tend to ignore similar dangers lurking in the appropriation of conversation and dialogue in public deliberation. Yet the conversational model's emphasis on empowerment through intimacy can duplicate the power networks that traditionally excluded females and nonwhites and gave rise to numerous, sometimes necessarily uncivil, demands for democratic inclusion. Formalized participation structures in deliberative processes obviously cannot ensure the elimination of relational power blocs, but, as Freeman pointed out, the absence of formal rules leaves relational power unchecked and potentially capricious. Moreover, the privileging of the self, personal experiences, and individual perspectives of reality intrinsic in the conversational paradigm mirrors justifications once used by dominant groups who used their own lives, beliefs, and interests as templates for hegemonic social premises to oppress women, the lower class, and people of color. Paradigms infused with the therapeutic language of emotional healing and coping likewise flirt with the type of psychological diagnoses once ascribed to disaffected women. But as Betty Friedan's landmark 1963 The Feminist Mystique argued, the cure for female alienation was neither tranquilizers nor attitude adjustments fostered through psychotherapy but, rather, unrestricted opportunities.102 The price exacted by promoting approaches to complex public issues- models that cast conventional deliberative processes, including the marshaling of evidence beyond individual subjectivity, as "elitist" or "monologic"-can be steep. Consider comments of an aide to President George W. Bush made before reports concluding Iraq harbored no weapons of mass destruction, the primary justification for a U.S.-led war costing thousands of lives. Investigative reporters and other persons sleuthing for hard facts, he claimed, operate "in what we call the reality-based community." Such people "believe that solutions emerge from [the] judicious study of discernible reality." Then baldly flexing the muscle afforded by increasingly popular social-constructionist and poststructuralist models for conflict resolution, he added: "That's not the way the world really works anymore . . . We're an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality. And while you're studying that reality- judiciously, as you will-we'll act again, creating other new realities."103 The recent fascination with public conversation and dialogue most likely is a product of frustration with the tone of much public, political discourse. Such concerns are neither new nor completely without merit. Yet, as Burke insightfully pointed out nearly six decades ago, "A perennial embarrassment in liberal apologetics has arisen from its 'surgical' proclivity: its attempt to outlaw a malfunction by outlawing the function." The attempt to eliminate flaws in a process by eliminating the entire process, he writes, "is like trying to eliminate heart disease by eliminating hearts."104 Because public argument and deliberative processes are the "heart" of true democracy, supplanting those models with social and therapeutic conversation and dialogue jeopardizes the very pulse and lifeblood of democracy itself. 

2NC – Switch Side OV

Undermining switch side debate destroys critical activism – debating both sides of energy production empirically creates powerful coalitions
Guilhot, research fellow – Social Science Research Council, prof sociology – LSE, ‘5
(Nicolas, The Democracy Makers, p. 13-14)

Finally, there can be double agents only where there is conflict and contending agendas. This is crucial dimension to the analyses. The genesis of global prescriptions for democratization or human rights and the production " of international norms in a variety of regulatory areas are conflictual processes. Goals, means, strategies, models, interlocutors, experts, grantees are constantly being contested. The meaning of concepts themselves is at stake in these struggles: for instance, the debate about human rights in the 1980s was entirely about deciding whether human rights were a universal norm that could be opposed to any form of government (as liberals would argue), in whether they did not exist outside of national political traditions and legal systems (as neoconservatives would say)—which then meant, in the latter case, that the defense of U.S. interests could not be contrary to human rights, and that exporting and imposing the rule of law and democracy was the only possible human rights policy. The opposition between different political and social agendas is the perfect ground for the emergence of a tiiick layer of intermediaries, mediators, arbiters, and go-betweens shuttling back and forth between contending groups, between dominant institutions and NGOs, between the national and the international, between the detached position of the academic and the involvement of the practitioner. These double agents tend to occupy the middle ground and to be in the best position to make hegemonic institutions more sensitive to emancipatory claims, while at the same time disciplining or moderating NGOs and activists. By doing so, they seem to further all agendas at once. In the 1980s, for instance, the most successful advocates of democratization programs included committed U.S. and Latin American political scientists who had been promoting both democratization and the limitation of democracy to the political sphere.¶ All this entails no judgment about the psychological motivations of actors. Talking of double agents does not imply that individuals follow cynical self-serving calculations. Cynicism is a model of individual rationality which is anthropologically dubious and epistemologically untenable. On the contrary, the individuals who appear in this book are often idealists, motivated by a real commitment to the causes they champion. What has changed is the place and the role of this idealism in the global context. What makes them "double" agents is the structural context in which they participate. It is not an issue of character. While the demands for a more ethical foreign policy and other forms of international democratic activism were once clearly critical elements, they have become today the building blocks of new world orders. The construction of "market democracies" across the world has been adopted as a crucial element of the U.S. security doctrine and also an instrument of economic liberalization, while the exportation of democracy has given birth to new forms of political, legal, and scientific imperialism. In this new context, democratic activism has obviously changed its signification, if not its sides. 

We access a better internal link to repoliticization 
SCHAAP 2005 (Andrew, University of Melbourne, Politics, Vol 25 Iss 1, February)
Learning political theory is largely about acquiring a vocabulary that enables one to reflect more critically and precisely about the terms on which human beings (do and should) co-operate for and compete over public goods, symbolic and material. As such, political theory is necessarily abstract and general. But, competency in political theory requires an ability to move from the general to the particular and back again, not simply by applying general principles to particular events and experiences but by reflecting on and rearticulating concepts in the light of the particular. Role play is an effective technique for teaching political theory because it requires that students employ political concepts in a particular context so that learning takes place as students try out new vocabularies together with their peers and a lifelong learner in the subject: their teacher.
State Engagement Good Env Just
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. 


