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Notes
Counterplan/Kritik Alternative Status

The status of a counterplan or kritk alternative is the extent of the negative ability to not go for those positions.
If the status of the counterplan or kritik alternative is “conditional” – that means that the negative has the ability to kick the counterplan or kritk alternative whenever they want and under any circumstances.
If the status of the counterplan or kritik alternative is “unconditional” – that means that the negative must advocate that position in the 2NR. It is not wise to say that the status of your advocacy is “unconditional” in 1NC cross-ex because then you do not have a choice in what you go for in the 2NR

The status of a counterplan or kritk alternative can also be “dispositional”. This is a more arbitrary status because there is no set definition for what it means. However, Dispositionality typically a status of a counterplan or kritik alternative where the negative can choose to “kick” or not go for the counterplan or kritik alternative if the affirmative makes a permutation or reads offense against the advocacy of the negative.
PICs
PICs are also known as “Plan-Inclusive Counterplans”. These counterplans advocate the entire affirmative plan with the exception of one part of the affirmative which the negative then says is bad.
Here’s an example that should help your understand of PICs: If the affirmative plan says that John should eat  pizza pie, an example of a PIC is a counterplan that advocates that John eats the all of the pizza pie except for one slice that has olives on it. The negative would then read a net-benefit (a disadvantage that links to the plan but does not link to the counterplan) that says that it is a bad idea for John to eat the slice that has the olives on it.
Framework
The kritk framework arguments are pretty straight forward – these framework arguments tell the judge how to evaluate debates when there is a kritk being read by the negative.

International Fiat is when the negative reads a counterplan that advocates action by a foreign nation/government/organization.
Process Counterplans
Process counterplans essentially advocate the affirmative plan through a different process. For example, a process counterplan might consult a foreign government about the plan prior to its enactment. 
Agent Counterplans enact the plan with the use of a different actor. For example, if the affirmative uses Congress to enact the plan, an agent counterplan that competes with that affirmative is one that uses the supreme court to do the plan.

Impact Calculus – Depth Outweighs Breadth

The most qualified studies prove that depth outweighs breadth – it’s the only real world impact
Science Daily, ‘9 (Science Daily, “Students Benefit From Depth, Rather Than Breadth, In High School Science Courses”, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/03/090305131814.htm)


A recent study reports that high school students who study fewer science topics, but study them in greater depth, have an advantage in college science classes over their peers who study more topics and spend less time on each.

Robert Tai, associate professor at the University of Virginia's Curry School of Education, worked with Marc S. Schwartz of the University of Texas at Arlington and Philip M. Sadler and Gerhard Sonnert of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics to conduct the study and produce the report.

The study relates the amount of content covered on a particular topic in high school classes with students' performance in college-level science classes.

"As a former high school teacher, I always worried about whether it was better to teach less in greater depth or more with no real depth. This study offers evidence that teaching fewer topics in greater depth is a better way to prepare students for success in college science," Tai said. "These results are based on the performance of thousands of college science students from across the United States."

The 8,310 students in the study were enrolled in introductory biology, chemistry or physics in randomly selected four-year colleges and universities. Those who spent one month or more studying one major topic in-depth in high school earned higher grades in college science than their peers who studied more topics in the same period of time.

The study revealed that students in courses that focused on mastering a particular topic were impacted twice as much as those in courses that touched on every major topic.

The study explored differences between science disciplines, teacher decisions about classroom activities, and out-of-class projects and homework. The researchers carefully controlled for differences in student backgrounds.

The study also points out that standardized testing, which seeks to measure overall knowledge in an entire discipline, may not capture a student's high level of mastery in a few key science topics. Teachers who "teach to the test" may not be optimizing their students' chance of success in college science courses, Tai noted.

"President Obama has challenged the nation to become the most educated in the world by having the largest proportion of college graduates among its citizens in the coming decade," Tai said. "To meet this challenge, it is imperative that we use the research to inform our educational practice."

The study was part of the Factors Influencing College Science Success study, funded by the National Science Foundation.
2AC Framework vs. Kritiks
The role of the ballot is to evaluate the policy enactment of the plan versus the status quo or a competitive policy option-

1. Education – debating the ‘policy’ of the affirmative is the only way to maintain resolutional focus. The framework of the kritik teaches unreasonable decision-making skills that reject good ideas for the wrong reasons, thus creating learning that is useless in the outside world. This is more important than the theoretical impacts to the kritik because only portable education can be useful for students when they’re finished with debate.
2. Fairness – our interpretation is the only one that is based in grammar – their framework allows the negative to moot terms in the resolution or to ignore the topic as a whole. This is unpredictable because grammar is the only basis we have to give debate meaning. Allowing for the negative’s abstract philosophy framework is unlimiting because there are infinite methods for evaluating the debate that the negative could choose which kills affirmative ground.
2NC/1NR Framework (for Kritks)
1. Our interpretation is that the judge plays the role of an intellectual – this means evaluating the 1AC’s thought process and discursive choices before the plan.

2. Framework kills important critiques

A. Racist and sexist language must be punished - votes have changed debate.
B. Topicality and theory prove it’s appropriate to evaluate the way we debate. 

3. Negative flexibility - kritiks are key to test all parts of the aff and balance aff bias. 

4. Strategic choice – the affirmative chose what went in the 1AC and how they justified the plan which means they should be forced to defend it. That’s key to decision-making skills which is a portable impact to debate.
4. No substantial abuse – even if we justify un-educational debate we have not done anything to damage their ability to debate.
5. Kritiks increase strategic thinking - they should think about interactions of discourse and policy. 
7. Exclusive plan-focus allows the affirmative to ignore the majority of the 1AC which hurts critical thinking because it discourages a robust defensive of the affirmative.
8. Kritks are reciprocal - They can critique us.

2AC – Conditionality Bad

Conditionality is bad – this is a voting issue

1. It skews 2AC time and strategy – advocacies become no-risk options for the negative which means they can arbitrarily moot our offense and 2AC strategic choice.
2. It’s infinitely regressive because it justifies reading 20 counterplans as a way to avoid clash.

3. It teaches the negative to be squirrely rather than prepared. This outweighs - advocacy skills are key to education – they ran multiple contradictory positions that we couldn’t strategically concede.
4. Limited Dispositionality solves their offense – they can still read multiple advocacies and test the plan.
2NC/1NR - Conditionality Good
1. Our Counter-interpretation is that the Negative gets a CP and K and the status quo.

2. Key to neg flex. Stops bad one off debates and forces aff argument innovation. Only way to test the aff from a critical and policy angle.

3. Strategic thinking. Key to critical thinking and time management that outweigh their types of education because they can be applied to every career path not just policymaking.

4. “Time skew” is arbitrary. We would have made the same number of arguments on a smaller number of flows because every argument in debate is conditional.
5. 2NR choice prevents the worst impacts to conditionality – we will only advocate a position in one world.

6. Conditionality is key to permutations because each permutation is its own world.
7. Evaluate theory through a lens of reasonability. An Offense/defense paradigm is bad since it encourages the affirmative to always go for theory over substance which turns education.
8. The Alternative to conditionality is worse. The status quo should always be a logical option because otherwise the judge is to endorse a bad counterplan if the plan is worse.
2NC/1NR – AT: Conditionality Bad – AT: C/I – Dispositionality
1. This is arbitrary because there is no universal meaning to dispositionality which makes their interpretation unpredictable.

2. It’s no different from conditionality. The Negative could add extraneous planks to force counterplan permutations.
2NC/1NR – AT: Conditionality Bad – AT: C/I – Pre-Round Conditionality
1. It’s the same as unconditionality – kills strategic thinking and educational benefits.

2. Independent negative flexibility disadvantage – pre-round conditionality hurts the neg against new affirmativess and 2AC add-ons, this hurts fairness.
2NC/1NR – AT: Conditionality Bad – AT: C/I – One Conditional Advocacy

1. This Links to their offense – no reason it avoids their decision-making disadvantage. At worst it proves there’s no difference between one advocacy and [the number of advocacies that you read in the 1NC].
2. Our offense is a linear disadvantage – if we win conditionality is best for education, it means their interpretation limits 
2AC PICs Bad
PICs are illegitimate and a voting issue-
1. Fairness – they force us to research and debate minute and irrelevant parts of the plan which we could never predict and research.

2. Encourages vague plan texts which hurt in-depth education and critical thinking.
3. It skews 2AC strategy because we can’t win offensive for the majority of the plan – this hurts overall policy education because we never discuss the majority of the resolution.
4. Topic education – the counterplan only allows us to discuss a minute part of space policy which doesn’t get us to the heart of the topic.

5. Any reason why discussing a particular part of the plan is important is just a reason the negative gets to read that argument as a disadvantage – this means they don’t have offense.
2NC/1NR AT: PICs Bad

1. Our interpretation is that the negative gets PICs that have competitive net benefits and solvency literature.

2. PICs are necessary to determine the best policy option. PICs allow us to search for the best way to implement policy. This is key to decision-making which outweighs because it is a form of education that is relevant to the world outside of debate.
3. The affirmative gets to choose what’s in their plan text – makes our argument predictable, avoidable, and best for education because it’s in-depth research.

4. Key to neg ground. Every CP can be considered a PIC. Counterplans key to neg ground, the squo isn’t defensible.

5. Policy analysis. PICs force in-depth discussion of nuanced policies. The alternative is broad statements of intent that are useless political strategies.

6. Net benefits check – let the aff garner offense against the CP.

7. Evaluate theory in terms of reasonability– competing interpretations encourages debaters to go for theory over substance which makes their education impacts inevitable. Also just a reason to reject the argument not the team.
8. The negative is inherently at a disadvantage. The affirmative gets first and last speech, infinite prep time and set the direction of the debate.
2AC – International Fiat Bad

International fiat is a voting issue- 

1. Limits – there’s an infinite number of entities and combinations without literature which makes affirmative preparation impossible.
2. It’s anti-educational – deciding between the counterplan and the plan is not a real world choice. No agent has jurisdiction over all nation and they eliminate understanding motives.
3. Plan focus- we don’t talk about implementation and there isn’t comparative literature. This forces debates to be about net benefits which narrows affirmative strategic choice.
4. Relations Disadvantages and potential net benefits solves back all their education claims.

2NC AT: International Fiat Bad

1. Our interpretation is that the negative can only fiat [Insert the specific action of the counterplan], this solves their limits arguments.

2. Key to test “United States federal government”, the counterplan is legitimate because it competes off the resolution. This is especially true on the space topic since debates over international cooperation and competition are inevitable.
3. The counterplan is necessary to adequate negative ground. Most predictable negative ground comes off resolutional wording, the counterplan is a key generic which discourages teams from reading small affirmatives that we could never prepare for.
4. Solvency advocates resolve their offense. The counterplan is predictable because we have authors who specifically advocate another actor doing the aff.

5. Education. International fiat is key to education on foreign policy and international affairs which enforces policymaking critical education.
6. Evaluate theory in terms of reasonability– competing interpretations encourages debaters to go for theory over substance which makes their education impacts inevitable. Also just a reason to reject the argument not the team.
7. The negative is inherently at a disadvantage. The affirmative gets first and last speech, infinite prep time and set the direction of the debate.

2AC – Process Counterplans Bad
Process Counterplans are illegitimate and a voting issue –

1. They steal the ultimate action of the affirmative – this guts fairness which is a prerequisite to debate.

2. They kill topic education because they do not compete off of the act of exploring and/or developing space but instead center the discussion of the debate around how the plan is implemented. This outweighs because topic research uniquely paves the way for critical thinking skills that are applicable to students when they’re finished with debate.

3. Our counter-interpretation is that the negative gets counterplans that compete off of an explicit mandate of the plan.

4. There’s no Negative offense - Implementation debates aren’t educational.  

Elmore, assistant professor of public affairs at the Institute of Governmental Research at the University of Washington in Seattle, ‘80 (Richard, Political Science Quarterly, p. 601)

Students of implementation repeatedly argue that implementation problems should be considered when policies are made. Better policies would result, we are told, if policymakers would think about whether their decisions could be implemented before they settle on a course of action. The argument is often made in an accusatory way, as if policymakers were somehow deficient for not routinely and systematically thinking about implementation problems. Yet when one looks to the implementation literature for guidance, there is not much to be found. Implementation research is long on description and short on prescription. Most implementation research is case studies. This fact, by itself, is neither good nor bad. But it does present special problems when it comes to translating research into useful guidance for policymakers. Cases, if they are well written, focus on a particular sequence of events and a specific set of causes and conse​quences. When drawing conclusions from their data, case writers are characteristically and honestly cautious. They are typically careful not to generalize more than a step or two beyond their data, and they do that very apologetically. Thus, when we look to the most influential implementation studies for guidance about how to anticipate implementation problems, we find advice that is desultory and strategically vague. 

2NC/1NR AT: Process Counterplans Bad

1. Our interpretation is that the affirmative gets process counterplans with solvency evidence specific to the affirmative. This solves their education and limits arguments.
2. Process counterplans are key to test the immediacy and certainty of the plan – that’s necessary to current events disadvantages and logical problem-solving which is a portable impact to debate.
3. There’s resolutional basis – “resolved” and “should” imply immediacy and certainty of plan action which makes the counterplan predictable. 
4. Limits. Space policy expansive and enacted in a long process – process counterplans are key to check topic explosion because the affirmative is forced to debate exploring and developing space rather than how those policies are enacted.
5. Evaluate theory in terms of reasonability– competing interpretations encourages debaters to go for theory over substance which makes their education impacts inevitable. Also just a reason to reject the argument not the team.

2AC – Agent Counterplans Bad

Agent Counterplans are illegitimate and a Voting Issue – 

1. Affirmative ground – it is impossible to gain offense to net benefits that rely on irrelevant distinction in the proves of the plan.
2. Topic Education – debates come down to politics disadvantages and the coercion kritik instead of getting to the heart of the topic.
3. No offense - any reason why discussing the merits of federal government [action/spending] is good is resolved by [agent disadvantages and federal government ground/a spending disadvantage].
2NC AT: Agent Counterplans Bad
Allow agent counterplans – 

1. They are key to test the phrase “United States Federal Government” in the resolution – this means that 
2. Limits – space missions are expansive – agent counterplans are key to check topic explosion.

3. Agent debate is best because it is key to effective political strategies by evaluating which actors are best for policy.
4. The negative is inherently at a disadvantage – the affirmative gets the first and last speech as well as infinite preparation for the 1AC.
5. Evaluate theory for reasonability – competing interpretations encourages debaters to go for theory before substance which kills education and skews debate. Also a reason to reject the argument, not the team.
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