
Japan BP 2016 Adj. Test: Result 
 

OG:1st (151) OO:4th (143) 
PM 76 LO 72 

DPM 75 DLO 71 
CG:3rd (147) CO:2nd (149) 

MG 73 MO 72 
GW 74 OW 77 

 
1. General Comment 
The round was below average to average. The main reason was that the goal of this debate 

and the way in which the social narrative changes, remained assertive and not engaging, 
making us difficult to determine the metrics of comparison. 
 Every teams tried to distinguish the character of ‘commercialization’ and the sentiment of 
‘inferiority’ that potential actors might feel, but all of them remained assertive. In order to 
fully credit them, we needed more mechanism as to how the actors will cohesively react and 
change the grass-root narrative of people, with the characterization of what they will feel, 
not merely by saying ‘they feel inferior’. 
 In addition to that, the condition of SQ was parallel and not sufficiently engaged by both 
sides. The side Gov. remained saying that people with disability are suffering in schools and 
workplace, without sufficiently visualizing how the social narrative is stagnating and 
problem remains unsolvable without commercialization. On the other hand, the side Opp. 
also remained stating that alternatives are enough, which is apparently failing and 
remained unconvincing. 
 
2. RFD 
The main question that were posed in this debate were as follows; 
I. What is the goal of community? 
II. Is SQ sufficient to improve the condition of disabled people? 
III. Will commercialization help the situation of disabled people? 
 
In conclusion, OG and CO were the teams that remained consistent with the goal and 
persuasive enough to provide the reason of ‘how’ this motion is going to be either 
beneficial/harmful for people with disability 
 
• 4th(OO) to 3rd(CG) 

2 reasons why CG took over OO: 
I. Depth of analysis on ‘commercialization’ 

Although OO provided various analyses of how commercialization focuses on the 
‘difference’, the major problem was there was a jump of logic as to how that is 
actually going to be detrimental to the people with disability. 
 LO said that the act of ‘praising’ disabled people will emphasize the difference and 
unequal treatment. DLO extended that idea by saying how the ‘gravity of 
impression’ will be different, when certain action is done by people with/without 
disability. 
 However, the question was that ‘why such unequal depiction will automatically 
lead to the sense of inferiority and non-tolerant society’, which was claimed to be 
the goal of OO. Especially, with the PM’s idea of how ‘disabled people will be 
perceived as the same human being to make effort’ being provided, we thought that 
this jump of logic was crucial to explain how the commercialization is detrimental. 
 Compared to that, CG’s extension as to how the media broadcasting will focus on 



their effort and how it promotes attention, was more relevant to the consequence of 
commercialization. 
Although the intention and depiction of media seemed too idealistic, it provided the 
crucial characterization of how the ‘difference’ will not inherently lead to the 
narrative of ‘inferiority’, but rather lead us to better support and appreciation. 
 

II. Question on whether or not the SQ is sufficient 
Although OO insisted that the SQ framework to help the people with disability is 
enough, it was not engaging to the goal of what was proposed by the side Gov.  
What OG clarified in their stance was that beyond the securement of min. 

equality of life, they want the social norm to be comparatively better in the places 
such as school and workplace. CG also provided their goal of bodily autonomy, as to 
how they want to regard themselves to be equal and potent. With those being 
clarified, the assertion of saying ‘how the current support will sustain their living’, 
was insufficient to explain why such additional benefit is not necessary. 
  

 
• 3rd(CG) to 2nd(CO) 

2 reasons why CO took over CG: 
I. Depth of analysis on the ‘goal’ of disabled people 

What CG extended on this point was the concept of ‘bodily autonomy’, on how the 
disabled people want to have full confidence to feel competent enough in the society. 
It derived an impression that they went for the hard stance, where the existence of 
‘barrier-free’ is akin to the symbol of inferiority and ‘mocking’ (with the example of 
obese comedian) can be utilized to expose their pride. 
 However, there were 3 problems that made CG’s extension unconvincing. 
 Firstly, it was difficult for us to visualize the paradigm that CG is aiming for. 
There was no explanation on how the people with disability will feel/be confident 
and competent enough, even to the extent where we can denounce the barrier-free 
and any other supportive system. 
 Secondly, although we could see the strategic attempt to state ‘how the mocking 
will make them proud of their disability’, there was a jump of logic to explain how 
that pride can be actually acquired. The removal of taboo might occur at best, but 
it was not persuasive enough to say how that status of disability can be taken for 
granted and accepted by the surrounding. 
 Lastly, the 2nd argument on how the ‘depiction of effort in the broadcast will lead 
to better recognition’, seemed contradicting to the principle goal of CG. Entire goal 
of CG was to create a world which the people with disability feel equally proud and 
competent. However, ‘better support’, which is a necessary conclusion of the 2nd 
argument, made us extremely difficult to imagine how they can be proud of 
themselves, hence how people will perceive them as ‘equally capable actor’. 
 Compared to those weaknesses, CO had better clarification and mechanism to 
pursue their goal. CO clarified the fundamental goal of people with disability, 
insisting on the importance of ‘equality’. While the basic logic of ‘exaggeration and 
overemphasis’’ overlapped to OO, we thought that the entire Opp’s argument is 
hinged upon the core motive of disabled people, which was finally provided by the 
CO. Compared to CG that the goal remained blurring, we concluded that such 
supplementation of goal deserves to be credited more as a contribution.  
 
 
 



II. Analysis on how the commercialization will positively/negatively affect the people 
with disability 
There were 2 extension coming from CG: the idea on how the removal of taboo 
occurs, and how the media outlet will focus on their effort to achieve their goal. 
 On the first argument, as it was mentioned in the previous criteria, we thought 
that the jump of logic was crucial for CG to say how ‘disability’ will be embraced as 
a form of identity. Considering the fact that ‘obesity’ is yet to be fully appreciated 
as the identity in SQ, the example of ‘mocking the obese comedian’ was extremely 
counter-intuitive. 
 On the second argument, we thought that it was mostly overlapping to OG’s 
analysis. While CG extended on the intention of media to focus on the effort and 
endurance, the conclusion of ‘how the audience will appreciate their effort’ and 
‘’how they will be respected as the same human being’ was exactly the same. While 
the analysis on media was unique, we needed more differentiation and justification 
to credit them as a ‘unique’ extension that overwhelms the OG.  
 Compared to those weaknesses, CO provided additional and unique harms to be 
imposed on the people with disability. Although the analysis on ‘exaggeration’ 
remained assertive and not fully elaborated, CO also contributed through the 
additional analysis on how the media tend to be profit-driven and may have 
intention to exaggerate in the first place. In addition to that, it was also extended 
to the idea of how media outlets tend to be exploitive towards the people with 
disability, making their condition even worse. We thought that those analyses were 
more differentiated and contributive amongst the closing teams. 
 We do understand that the GW tried to engage on this point by saying that the 
power balance does not exist. However, the process of ‘check and balance’ was 
unclear, especially when the OW provided sufficient response as to how the 
stakeholders cannot deter the example comedians and how the poors will still be 
involved in such exploitive activity. 
 

• 2nd(CO) to 1st(OG) 
2 reasons why OG takes over CO: 
I. Whether or not the SQ and potential alternatives are sufficient 

Although CO continuously challenged the necessity of commercialization, we 
concluded that OG managed to provide the mechanism of why the involvement of 
‘media’ is necessary. 
 What PM identified as a problem, was the current deficiency in which the 
‘theoretical’ understanding on the textbook is inhibiting us from interaction and 
equal treatment (in schools, workplace, etc…). Although the visualization of 
current problem was weak, OG still delivered the necessity of ‘additional’ 
framework of interaction beyond the current system. 
 The way in which DPM explained the unique necessity was the ‘power of 
propagation’, which the media utilizes massive bargaining power to reach out the 
individual. It was further explained with the example of Paralympics and Dwarf(?), 
successfully explaining the power of media’s involvement. 
 With all those analyses being given, we thought that CO cannot simply reject the 
necessity of media by stating ‘various alternative are feasible’. CO would need to 
explain why those advantage also exist in the alternatives, or how those 
alternatives would work well in their paradigm with more detailed comparison. We 
do not discredit CO for this insufficiency, but it cannot be the reason to make CO 
superior to OG. 
 



II. Analysis on how the commercialization will positively/negatively affect the people 
with disability 
In conclusion, we thought that impression towards people with disability will be 
better by taking this motion. 
What OG provided was characterization of media broadcasting, where they focus 
on their challenge and effort to achieve their goal (such as climbing Mt.Fuji). OG 
concluded that this will lead us to respect the disabled people as same human 
being with same capacity, improving  recognition and discourse. 
 What CO proposed was the inherent risk of ‘exaggeration’, which uniquely 
happens due to the profit driven media. However, although the mechanism of ‘how 
the exaggeration occurs’ was sufficiently explained, there was no explanation on 
‘how that exaggeration will be particularly harmful’ to the people with disability. 
OW remained stating that they will be perceived as the ‘special being’, making us 
difficult to imagine how the exaggeration will take place and infringe their dignity. 
 We do understand that CO was trying to state how this conflicts their goal to be 
perceived as ‘equal’ existence. However, there are 3 reasons why we could not fully 
credit it. 
 Firstly, we thought that the engagement to OG was insufficient. What OG meant 
to secure, were the equal ‘right’ and ‘respect’ to be guaranteed in the society. The 
example of Mt.Fuji shows us that the attitude of making effort and achieving 
unusual goal, makes people to appreciate their fundamental being. This means 
that ‘even if’ some exaggeration occurs within the process of broadcasting, it might 
be necessary to guarantee another form of equality, such as fundamental right and 
respect. We thought that CO needed more clarification and engagement on what 
precisely is meant by ‘equality’ in CO’s goal. 
 Secondly, we thought that CO has a burden to sufficiently respond to OG’s POI, 
since this is the only opportunity for their engagement. During the MO speech, OG 
pointed out that disabled people are even perceived as the ‘one who cannot even 
fulfill the ordinary behavior’. It was a crucial question to clarify the meaning of 
‘equality’ and what it means for the people with disability, but the response was 
insufficient. 
 In addition to that, POI to OW’s speech as to how the ‘Olympics and Paralympics’ 
is another form of differentiation, was also crucial to explain what the disabled 
people are wanting in ‘equality’. With those being insufficiently responded, CO’s 
clarification and the vision of equality was comparatively weak to what was 
provided by the OG. 
 Thirdly, most of the effective extension, such as goal of disabled community and 
the mechanism of exaggeration, was finally substantiated from OW. Although 
those logics were implicitly told in MO speech, we could not fully credit the 
dynamics of their argument. 


