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Education Outweighs Competitive Equity

Education Outweighs:

a) Ends outweigh means – The purpose of debate is education, so we should always privilege that end over the means of any particular round.

b) Transferable – In round education carries over to non-debate decision making. Fairness only exists within the round.

c) Research – Broader learning in round motivates further research, which multiplies the impact.

d) Prerequisite to Critical Thinking – Education teaches us what choices to make, which is more important than just having the tools to make decisions. Critical thinking without education is useless because we won’t have any basis for making a decision.

d) Equity is an illusion – We can’t make the round perfectly fair. Side bias and judge intervention mean we should privilege an impact we can actually achieve.

Competitive Equity Outweighs Education

Competitive Equity outweighs:

a) Debate Sustainability – If debate isn’t fair, nobody would do it. There is no incentive to compete if the outcome is rigged.

b) Critical Thinking – Debate should teach us how to make strategic and thoughtful decisions. Fairness is key to real argument evaluation which is necessary to develop useful critical thinking skills.

c) Research – An equal playing field provides incentive to innovate and research new strategies to get the upper hand, which increases depth of education.

d) Useful education – Learning isn’t useful if it’s random trivia. Fairness lets us examine and clash with every argument, which is key to determine an argument’s truth value.

e) Other Forums Check – We can access education outside of the round through research. We can’t get the unique benefits of debate rounds anywhere else, so you should privilege fairness to get to critical thinking and strategic argument interaction.

CONDITIONALITY GOOD 

Offense: 

· Increases Strategic Thinking – forces the 2AC to make their best arguments and front load their blocks ensuring better clash 

· Education – allows us to read more which increases exposure to a diversity of arguments and allows us to kick arguments that are bad

· Key to Neg Ground – the purpose of the neg is to disprove the aff – condo is key to flexibility in strategy to achieve this goal

· Dispo doesn’t solve – the neg would just add uncompetitive planks to the cp to force the aff to perm

· Counter Interpretation – the neg gets one conditional advocacy – the status quo is always a logical option – solves all of their fairness args

Defense: 

· Most Real World – real policymakers  always have the logical option of the status quo – we should simulate that process. 

· Forces better 2ACs – conditionality makes them focus on their time allocation and make their best args

· Err Neg – structural constraints within debate like the 2AR and infinite prep means you should err neg on theory – this is our worldview on all theory arguments

· Time Skew is inevit – all args are conditional and people will be faster than you

· Reject the arg not the team – reverting back to the status quo means they have  8 minutes of offense against us


CONDITIONALITY BAD 

Offense: 

· Timeskew – skews 2AC time allocation because we can’t predict what the 2NR will go for 

· Strat Skew – skews our offense forces us to make our worse arguments because they’re shorter – the neg becomes a moving target which kills clash

· Multiple Worlds Bad – forces the aff to contradict themselves which destroys education

· Interpretation – read the cp dispo – gives the aff the strategic option of the straight turn and it limits the number of options the neg can read

Defense: 

· Infinitely Regressive – nothing to constrain the neg from reading four counterplans in the 1NC 

· Depth Over breath – good to have in depth education about an argument than a shallow education

· Not Reciprocal – the aff is stuck with one policy option so the neg should be too.

· Reject the team not the argument – conditionality is a punitive measure – kicking the counterplan doesn’t punish the neg

Agent CP’s Good

First, our education arguments:

A) Most real world—political actors consider the political consequences of their agency choices—the Civil Rights Movement deliberated between choosing the Congress and the Court based on which was less susceptible to political pressure.

B) Agent counterplans encourage better plan writing—forcing people to choose an agent encourages more research about agents that facilitates better discussion of real world outcomes to different agency actions.

C)Roleplaying the position of a policy activist is better than pretending to be a policy maker because it teaches us about the realities of political situations rather than encouraging a non-nuanced view about policymaking that denies the importance of the agent in making a decision.

Second our are fairness arguments:

A) Affirmative add-ons based on the agent check any abuse from counterplans

B) Aff bias—first and last, infinite prep, and pick the terms of the debate

C) Predictabilitiy-agent counterplans are easilyt predictable and common

D) Reject the argument not the team—the punishment paradigm should be appropriate

E) The affirmative chose the entirety of their plan, including the agent, and testing each chosen element of that plan is only fair. All parts of the plan are subject to being tested.

F) Agent counterplans do not moot the 1AC—the affirmative moots the 1AC when their choice of agent becomes an aff’s most prominent flaw.

 Agent CP’s Bad

A) The counterplan eviscerates the affirmative’s 1AC—it moots all the substantive claims made in the debate by transforming the debate into a referendum on who should act rather than what action should be taken.

B) The counterplan is disconnected with reality because it assumes the position of a decisionmaker who does not exist—one capable of deciding BETWEEEN who should do the plan rather than WHETHER it ought to be done.

C) Steals the affirmative ground by compelling the aff to debate themselves rather than other substantive disadvantages and counterplans.

D) Counterplan’s disconnect from real world policymaking eradicates negative “policy option” offense because the policy choices offered by the counterplan fail to resonate with policymakers.

E) Roleplaying policy actors is better than pretending to be policy activists because focusing on policy details is more important than focusing on “which” policy forums should be used—content is a bigger factor in determining policy success than actor.

F) Voting issue for reasons of education and competitive equity

2AC PICS Bad

1. Artifically inflates the net benefit, takes a small part of the plan that makes it a big deal

2. Infinitely regressive- Neg can PIC out of any word or small part of the plan, which makes it hard to be prepared

3. Steals the Aff plan- Only changes one variant of the plan, and there’s no significant change, moots the 1ac

PICS Bad (Long)
1. Steals the Aff plan- Only changes one variant of the plan, and there’s no significant change, it also moots the 1ac since it can still advocate the same thesis of the aff plan

2. Encourages vague plan writing- Affs will write vague plans to spike out of PICs

3. Infinitely regressive- Neg can PIC out of any word or small part of the plan, which makes it hard to be prepared

4. Forces Aff to debate against themselves- it’s not whether the plan is a good idea, it gets the plan tied up 

5. Artifically inflates the net benefit, takes a small part of the plan that makes it a big deal

6. Encourages neg laziness- They can just PIC out of a single word in every round, no diversity of education

7. Doesn’t disprove the affirmative

1AR: PICS Bad

1. Strategic thinking- This proves our infinitely regressive argument, because anyway we change the plan can lead to another PIC about the way we changed it.  The net benefit also checks.

2. Forces better plan writing- We control the bigger link to education because the more precise or specific the plan, then the better it is

3. Good for education- It’s not fair because there’s not always specific lit on both sides. The net benefit also checks

4. Forces 2ac strategic thinking- Forces us to attack unfair parts of the net benefit or plan because they’re too small or irrelevant and we don’t have the most specific evidence.  Also, the plan is not the text of a bill, there is not always lit to support both sides of the debate- unfair for aff

5. Key to neg strat- Key to negative strategy at the expense of aff ground and fairness, No reciprocal aff strategy.

Pics Good

Offense:

Strategic Thinking – It makes the aff think about every word/part in the plan text and how it is used

Forces better plan writing – the affirmative can write a plan to defend against PICs

Good for education:

More real world – real policy making rules out parts of plan that are faulty or less strategic

Key to negative strategy – key for negative to strategically point out part of affirmatives plan that could be bad.  If there are bad parts of the plan the negative should be able to remove them

Forces 2AC strategic thinking – forces the affirmative to attack all levels of the CP

Increases topic specific education – the CP examines the parts of the topic presented by the affirmative and removes parts that are bad

Defense:

The affirmative chooses the ground for debate- They get the plan we get everything else.
Reject the argument not the team – we shouldn’t be voted down just because we introduced a topic

Err neg on theory – the affirmative has an advantage because they have infinite prep and the first and last speeches

A2:  Neg Args

A2 Steals the aff plan – 

We don’t steal the aff plan – we remove parts of the aff plan that are bad

A2 Vague plan writing – 

That’s our strategic thinking argument – it makes you think about each word/part of the plan

A2 Infinitely Regressive – 

Lit checks abuse – can’t just make up a net benefit.  There has to be something written within the plan

Increases the breadth of education – forces the affirmative to look at all of the nuances of the plan and at what can be picked

A2 Forces the aff to debate themselves – 

They aren’t debating against themselves – they are debating against the one part of the plan that the negative sees as bad.

A2 Artificially Inflates NB – 

Doesn’t necessarily inflate the NB as it allows for a better debate over the affirmatives chosen topic because if there is a better policy option that is relevant in the literature it should be presented
International Fiat Bad 2AC

International fiat voter for fairness and education

1. Aff Ground—there are an unmanageable number of countries—its impossible to research how every one could potentially solve the aff advantages

2. Education—the topic focus is US troop presence—the CP shifts the debate to other actors—that’s an incoherent model of decision-making because no policymaker could choose between the advocacies—decision-making is key to education and should be the filter for neg ground

3. Justifies Object Fiat--The object of the advantage includes lack of international solutions—the CP fiats out of this—that justifies CPs that fiat out of any advantage impact and utopian counterplans to avoid global problems—that kills aff ground

International Fiat is Legitimate

1. Best Policy Option—debate is a search for the best policy--if the CP is preferable then it should not be ignored

2. Real World—Policymakers look to international actors to solve global problems—its not an illogical form of decision-making

3. Education—Debate over which actor can solve the advantage is important—we need to learn the comparative merits of US and international solutions to problems

4. Neg Ground—Neg ground non-topical action AND international actors are key to test the US key merit of the affirmative—proves there is sufficient aff ground

5. Solvency advocates check—only a limited number of international actor CPs—they should be prepared for this debate

6. Reject the argument not the team
Consult Bad 2AC

A) Counterplan only competes artificially—rather than presenting a disadvantage to the plan it only presents an opportunity cost calculation loaded in favor of the negative—best standard for counterplan competition is a combination of regular functional and textual competititon because it actuall provides a referendum on the plan.

B) Relations disad is sufficient to test the link to the plan—if US-_____ relations are so important, then the DA to not consulting should be enough to test the plan’s relationship to our partners.

C) Counterplan is too probabilistic—requires the judge and debaters to engage in future calculations that eliminate the possibility of meaningful debates over competition

D) Counterplan changes the mechanism of what normal means is by fiating in a new framework for consultation—justifies the intrinsicness permutation to do the plan with the new and different normal means.

E) Counterplan is uniquely abusive because it steals the WHOLE plan—the element of certainty is not a functional mandate of the plan, only a trivial distinction that evacuates the counterplan of educational benefits

F) Unmanageable list of consultable nations and the norms of debate mean that the solvency advocate standard has too many loopholes that judges are unwilling to enforce produces too big a list of possible counterplans that are difficult to research

E) Voting issue for reasons of education and competitive equity

AT: Consult CPs Illegit

OFFENSIVE JUSTIFICATIONS:

REAL WORLD: whether to talk to allies about a specific issue is part of actual policy-making.  Our theory promotes education and simulation accuracy.

BEST POLICY: mechanism and consult questions are key to effective policy.

INCREASES EDUCATION: learning how something should be done is just as important as learning what problems we should address.

GEOPOLITICS IS CORE NEG GROUND: fairness dictates that we test the affirmative based on how it affects our alliances.

DEFENSIVE JUSTIFICATIONS:

LIT CHECKS: our consultation literature is tangential to the topic, meaning they have places to find answers and our options are limited to the literature.

COMPETITION CHECKS: they have plenty of ground to argue disads to the CP, solvency defecits, etc.  They can straight-turn the net-benefit.

NOT NORMAL MEANS: we are a policy option distinct from both the status quo and the affirmative.

SHOULD FORCES IMMEDIACY: should means now, meaning counterplans to prove acting now is bad are a legitimate test of the aff.

WE DON’T FIAT THE OUTCOME: we just establish an initial policy, but the response dictates that we must find solvency evidence to predict it.

AFF BIAT JUSTIFIES: they speak first and last and have infinite prep time.  Any neg abuse is justified.

JUDICIAL DISCRETION CHECKS: evaluate abuse in the context of this round instead of enforcing a de facto ban on particular arguments.

PLAN FOCUS JUSTIFIES: we are different than the plan, which becomes the focus of the debate after it is proven topical.

Counterplan is not artificially competitive—not consulting is a disadvantage to the PLAN.
