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THS racial profiling

Government
- definition of racial profiling: system of policing based on nationality
- policy : police may stop foreign individuals, only possible when certain ethnicity individuals are proven to be more possible

   Throughout the debate team Government stresses out the obligation of the government to protect their citizens, as well as the effectiveness expected from racial profiling. On their first argument they explain why it is legally justified in certain levels of analysis; #1 government has the duty to keep their citizens safe, regardless of which method they can use. Especially this is because the state holds limited amount of information about the crime and the criminals, which makes it necessary for them to discern those who are and are not highly probable of committing certain wrongdoings. The reason why this is not racism is because those who are separately investigated by the police will still be guaranteed any other rights including legal trial. 
   Moreover on their second argument, they explain why their policy will practically work. As an empirical evidence they suggest that there are certain crimes -for instance like terrorism- that certain ethnic groups are more frequently involved in. This shows the essentiality of racial profiling. It not only deters crime but also saves thousands of millions of innocent lives. On their last and final argument they explain why it enables a better environment for policing. The state can demystify the aspect of uncertainty and discrimination by logically explaining the necessity and justification of profiling.

Opposition
   The Leader of Opposition starts off by refuting to the first two arguments of team gov; first of all this policy itself gives an incentive for judges to think against, for example African Americans, in actual trials because the government already considers them guilty. This disables fair trial and the assumption of innocence from the first place. The first argument of opposition states why racial profiling itself is illegitimate. Criminal justice system should be fair and equal for everyone, meaning that practical benefit should not overrate the principle of it. Not only people will not have equal stance in judicial process, but also this directly means the state is committing crime in the process of stopping crimes. Most importantly, they see no correlation between one race and other criminal activities. Moving on to the second argument, they question the effectiveness of racial profiling. Criminals will only get away the standard the government suggests; for instance the only thing Al Qaeda did when the US gov racially profiled people right after 911 was sending white men in their 20s. It does not tackle the core issue, while it only widens the gap between the society and the ethnic minority.
   Third of all opposition believes that there will be social unrest coming from racial profiling. Especially the DLO explains why social integration is important, and racial profiling harms social integration. Not only that, she points out the fact that a large portion of opposition’s stance was based on empirical evidences, saying ‘muslims have high possibility of being a terrorist’. They didn't justify why that is a logical statement the government can officially tell.

