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Deliberative argument is essential to prevent marginalization and violence. The aff’s move to ignore this because it could exclude perspectives disregards the spectrum of power relationships.
Mari Boor Tonn, Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Maryland, 2005 
(“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 – 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.  
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Duffy votes for Wake

A. Loves The Constitution:
Duffy 83
 Duffy ’83 [Bernard, Rhetoric PhD – Pitt, Communication Prof – Cal Poly, “The Ethics of Argumentation in Intercollegiate Debate: A Conservative Appraisal,” National Forensics Journal, Spring, pp 65-71, accessed at http://www.nationalforensics.org/journal/vol1no1-6.pdf] 

 Even the most noble and enduring sentiments of the constitution's framers become items of data that can be used to win arguments, rather than ideas which they can incorporate into their own thinking. 

B. Hates argument from negative affect

 Debaters consistently exaggerate the harms and disadvantages of the problems they discuss. Thus they might argue that the United States' lack of a civil defense program invites the spectre of nuclear war. Inevitably they do not leave it at this, but go on to describe in unnecessarily vivid detail the loss of life and suffering which would result. Their litanies of destruction sound invariably like tabloid report which under ordinary circumstances we deplore. 

C. Switch side debate

 I am not proposing that debaters only make arguments they believe in. Students also learn from articulating the principles which underlie positions they oppose. 

D. Rules

 But in this case, why talk about the ethics of debate at all? If the term only means observing the rules of the game, it is not particularly significant. Debate should be a thoroughly ethical enterprise. It should educate students in ethics, as well as requiring them to follow the rules. 


Duffy is wrong - Switch side debate is good
Koehle 10 Joe Koehle, Phd candidate in communications at Kansas, former West Georgia debater
http://mccfblog.org/actr/wp-content/uploads/2010/12/Koehle_Paper_ACTR-editedPDF.pdf.

 Much like criticism of the sophists has persisted throughout time; criticism of switch side debate has been a constant feature since the advent of tournament-style debating. Harrigan documents how numerous these criticisms have been in the last century, explaining that Page 15 Koehle 15 complaints about the mode of debate are as old as the activity itself (9). The most famous controversy over modern switch side debate occurred in 1954, when the U.S. military academies and the Nebraska teachers‟ colleges decided to boycott the resolution: “Resolved: That the United States should extend diplomatic relations to the communist government of China.” The schools that boycotted the topic argued that it was ethically and educationally indefensible to defend a recognition of communists, and even went so far as to argue that “a pro-recognition stand by men wearing the country‟s uniforms would lead to misunderstanding on the part of our friends and to distortion by our enemies” (English et al. 221). Switch side debate was on the defensive, and debate coaches of the time were engaged in virulent debate over the how to debate. The controversy made the national news when the journalist Edward Murrow became involved and opined on the issue in front of millions of TV viewers. English et al. even go so far as to credit the “debate about debate” with helping accelerate the implosion of the famous red- baiting Senator Joseph McCarthy (222). The debate about debate fell back out of the national spotlight after the high-profile incident over the China resolution, but it never ended in the debate community itself. The tenor of the debate reached a fever pitch when outright accusations of modern sophistry (the bad kind) were published in the Spring 1983 edition of the National Forensic Journal, when Bernard K. Duffy wrote, “The Ethics of Argumentation in Intercollegiate Debate: A Conservative Appraisal.” Echoing the old Platonic argument against sophistic practice, Duffy argued that switch side debate has ignored ethical considerations in the pursuit of teaching cheap techniques for victory (66). The 1990‟s saw a divergence of criticisms into two different camps. The first camp was comprised of traditional critics who argued that debate instruction and practice promoted form over substance. For example, a coach from Boston College lamented that absent a change,  “Debate instructors and their students will become the sophists of our age, susceptible to the traditional indictments elucidated by Isocrates and others” (Herbeck). Dale Bertelstein published a response to the previously cited article by Muir about switch side debate that launched into an extended discussion of debate and sophistry. This article continued the practice of coaches and communications scholars developing and applying the Platonic critique of the sophists to contemporary debate practices. Alongside this traditional criticism a newer set of critiques of switch side debate emerged. Armed with the language of Foucauldian criticism, Critical Legal Studies, and critiques of normativity and statism, many people who were uncomfortable with the debate tradition of arguing in favor of government action began to question the reason why one should ever be obliged to advocate government action. They began to argue that switch side debate was a mode of debate that unnecessarily constrained people to the hegemony of debating the given topic. These newer criticisms of switch side debate gained even more traction after the year 2000, with several skilled teams using these arguments to avoid having to debate one side of the topic. William Spanos, a professor of English at SUNY Binghamton decided to link the ethos of switch side debate to that of neo-conservatism after observing a debate tournament, saying that “the arrogant neocons who now saturate the government of the Bush…learned their „disinterested‟ argumentative skills in the high school and college debate societies and that, accordingly, they have become masters at disarming the just causes of the oppressed.” (Spanos 467) Contemporary policy debate is now under attack from all sides, caught in its own dissoi logoi. Given the variety of assaults upon switch side debate by both sides of the political spectrum, how can switch side debate be justified? Supporters of switch side debate have made many arguments justifying the value of the practice that are not related to any defense of sophist Page 17 Koehle 17 techniques. I will only briefly describe them so as to not muddle the issue, but they are worthy of at least a cursory mention. The first defense is the most pragmatic reason of all: Mandating people debate both sides of a topic is most fair to participants because it helps mitigate the potential for a topic that is biased towards one side. More theoretical justifications are given, however. Supporters of switch side debate have argued that encouraging students to play the devil‟s advocate creates a sense of self-reflexivity that is crucial to promoting tolerance and preventing dogmatism (Muir 287). Others have attempted to justify switch side debate in educational terms and advocacy terms, explaining that it is a path to diversifying a student‟s knowledge by encouraging them to seek out paths they may have avoided otherwise, which in turn creates better public advocates (Dybvig and Iversen). In fact, contemporary policy debate and its reliance upon switching sides creates an oasis of argumentation free from the demands of advocacy, allowing students to test out ideas and become more well-rounded advocates as they leave the classroom and enter the polis (Coverstone). Finally, debate empowers individuals to become critical thinkers capable of making sound decisions (Mitchell, “Pedagogical Possibilities”, 41).  

2NC – Switch Side OV

Switch side debate is key to effective and empathetic political deliberation – it’s key to prevent breakdowns in reciprocal democratic deliberation 
Munksgaard and Pfister 03 *B.A. University of Pittsburgh 2006Communication, Certificate in Women's Studies. M.A. University of Iowa 2008Rhetoric. Ph.D. Coursework, University of Georgia-Athens, 2008-2009. PhD student in Rhetoric, University of Iowa. AND **Ph.D. University of Pittsburgh, Department of Communication, Pittsburgh, PA.,  Assistant Professor, University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Department of Communication Studies (Jane Munksgaard, Damien Pfister, “The Public Debater's Role in Advancing Deliberation: Towards Switch-Sides Public Debate”, Conference Proceedings -National Communication Association/Ame;2003, Vol. 1, p503, http://connection.ebscohost.com/c/articles/55306585/public-debaters-role-advancing-deliberation-towards-switch-sides-public-debate) RaPa
First, the struggle over the purpose of public debate is important for any deliberative project because of the historical importance formal argumentation has played in complex democratic societies. Public debate uniquely displays the process of public deliberation in action, as debate crystallizes crucial points of contention, provides a clash-filled interchange attractive to audiences, and offers a relatively open forum for discussion. Audience-centered debates offer the potential to "serve as models of civic discourse and provide at least one venue for the citizen participation so vital for democracy" (Weiss, 1997, p. 10). Second, deliberation is not an intrinsic skill—the ability to discuss collaboratively contested issues by considering various perspectives in order to form opinions is difficult but teachable (McMillan & Harriger, 2002). Unfortunately, today there is a paucity of role models displaying good deliberation practices. To role model more effectively, we propose that public debate should shed its objections to arguing against one's convictions and instead embrace switch-sides debate as a tool to illustrate the value of considering other perspectives for deliberation. Thus, one way to reframe Jane's debate on invading Syria would have been to highlight that she was not actually defending her real opinion. Drawing attention to her involvement in the debate as a way to foreground the process of deliberation might have encouraged audience members to consider the process in addition to the content of the debate. There are several opportunities during the course of a public debate to contravene the assumption that public debaters are genuine advocates for the cause they are advancing; the moderator might note before or after the debate that one or more of the debaters is not arguing for their convictions—the debaters could be identified as believing in the opposite side, or as undecided on the issue.^ The audience might perceive this identification as curious, but the moderator could explain that the advocates are not advancing their own convictions in order to understand more fully the other perspective(s). This condensed version of justifying switch-sides debate provides a meta-reflective moment for the audience riot on the content, but on the process of deliberation and the importance of carefully considering opposing viewpoints. The lack of careful consideration of others' arguments in political discourse is part of the anomie of the body politic. Many publics have adopted the role of spectators, where different viewpoints are similar to preferences for different sports teams and identification with another side is viewed as betrayal (Zarefsky, 1992). In contrast to these prevailing modes of communication, more robust forms of public deliberation feature: a) a central controversy; b) multiple viewpoints exchanging perspectives; c) consideration of various perspectives; and d) movement towards judgment or resolution. These four components are linked together, each relying on the strength of the other for legitimacy. Breakdowns in deliberation occur when any one of these criteria are not fulfilled. The weakest link, therefore, appears to be c) considering various perspectives (we might add authentically to this aspect—as certainly most advocates will maintain that they have indeed critically considered, evaluated, and found lacking alternative viewpoints). Civic discourse breaks down when the lack of consideration for various perspectives prevails—a condition that drifts easily into oratorical grandstanding, didacticism, or dismissiveness. Today, what often passes for contemporary political argumentation is a "Crossfire" model of pundits barking at each other or a Fox-induced "O'Reilly" style that relies on browbeating opponents. Currently, public argument is seen (and probably rightfully so) as excessively agonistic—as a process of "scoring points" or "showing up" the opponent, rather than a careful consideration of their ideas (Tanneti, 1999). More specifically, many college students have abandoned argument and debate as modes of inquiry because of prevailing sentiments that all perspectives are equally valid. This argumentative ennui can be fraced to media outlets that preach self-esteem through perspective validation, niche Internet cultures that filter out alternate perspectives, and the rise of moral relativism that has transformed the classroom from a place where dialectic occurs to one where monologue reigns (Kakutani, 2002). Since college students often have easy access to public debates, such forums can provide a space for experimenting with deliberative behavior. If consideration of others' viewpoints is where deliberation currently breaks down, then providing publics with role models that exhibit fair consideration represents one way to strengthen democratic processes and possibly counteract this trend toward argumentative anomie. 






2NC – Warming OV
Our role as energy policy students should be to illuminate state solutions to climate problems – warming policy is frozen by skepticism and the evacuation of rigorous scientific and technical data on solutions – top down solutions are key because we need to align preferences of billions of people
Bartiaux 09
[Francoise Bartiaux, Institute of Demography at the Universite catholique de Louvain (UCL), Changing energy-related practices and behaviours in the residential sector: Sociological approaches, 2009]
Consumers are definitely members of societies and not individual consumers, rational or not, obeying to price signals and applying energy advice. They are living in socio-technical systems and their practices of energy use and savings are embedded in social definitions of comfort, convenience, cleanliness and connectedness (Shove, 2003; Gram-Hansen, 2008). Although there is a growing convergence between societies, these definitions are time and location specific. So “environmentalists should argue for social and cultural diversity. They should do all that can be done to engender multiple meanings of comfort, diverse conventions of cleanliness and forms of social order less reliant on individual modes of co-ordination” concludes Shove (2003, p. 199). Escalating energy consumption has been explained by the interplay between technological developments and the co-evolution of practices and norms. Will declining consumption and energy savings be brought about by similar but reverse co-evolution patterns? It a micro-analytical scale now, these co-evolutions may be transposed into combinations of several “factors” or “domain”, which are not only numerous and complex, but also in competition and even paradoxical: the same ‘factor’ has a double valence, being possibly a lever or a brake to changes in a more energy-saving behaviour. This is summarised in the table below, presenting the major levers and barriers to changes in energy-related practices. Most domains are made of social factors (e.g. technological developments) and aggregate charac-teristics (e.g. proportion of owners). Three points are important to underline. Firstly, the same factor can be experienced as a brake or as a lever; there is thus no straightforward solution. Secondly, the weight that is given to the different lever factors also depends on the action to be undertaken or on the practice to be changed. This process of priorities-setting is often non conscious, except of course in situations where explicit advices are given, for example by an energy expert. Thirdly, there is always a combination of several lever factors: none will thus be sufficient by itself. However, one brake factor will be sufficient. (Bartiaux et al., 2006). If energy consumption is to be divided by ‘a factour four’ (von Weiszäcker, Lovins 8 and Lovins, 1997), or more, all the dimensions mentioned above indicate potential policy implications in various forms, either for energy policies as such or more broadly in terms of urban planning, employment and training policies and so on. On the whole, this synthesis calls for visible policies of sustainable energy consumption, as these policies would provide discursive consciousness, social legitimacy and relief from making individual “choice” that would be conflicting with social normality, as contextually defined.

