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No Neg Fiat

Negative fiat is bad and a voting issue for fairness and education 

Offense: 

1. Unpredictable- negative fiat is infinite- too many possibilities

2. Not real world- Creates utopian outcomes that prevent realistic plans.

3. Shifts focus- Plan is key to topic specific education- negative shifts from the resolutional side constraints

Defense:

1. Neg Purpose- negative’s job is to prove the plan is bad, not that there is a better option than the plan.

2. Destroys education- Can’t research all possible fiat options- we should prefer depth over breathe. 

3. Bad Policy advocates- We fiat bad, unrealistic, utopian plans

4. Time skew – The negative team gets to fiat too many arguments in a short amount of time, forcing the aff to take a long time on them

5. Strat skew – the aff will never be able to answer everything the neg could run. 

6. Neg Ground Checks- The neg already has DAs, Topicality, CPs, and Case arguments.

7. Topic education- shifts debate from resolution to the possibility of neg fiat.
Yes Neg Fiat
The Offense
1. Allows for competitive CPs – Prevents timeframe deficit

2. CPs key to neg ground – It would be too hard to win off of DAs and case

3. Best policy option – CPs allow discussion on best policy option

4. Most real world – policymakers offer alternative options which have the ability to pass. 
5. Predictability – Infinite prep time means you should be able to defend your aff

6. CPs increase education – CP allows a breadth of education on multiple issues

7. (optional) Counter interpretation – Neg gets to fiat one CP

The Defense

1. Reciprocity – Aff gets fiat, neg should always get fiat. Key to fairness.

2. Aff Ground – They get DAs to the parts of the CP that are not the plan.
3. Neg must defend the Status Quo or a competitive policy option

4. Time checks abuse – Neg has to spend time defending each fiat argument 
1. Err neg on theory – Aff gets infinite prep and first and last speech

5. Not a voter – Reject the argument, not the team

Conditionality – Bad

Conditionality is bad and a voting issue for fairness and education:

Offense:

1. Irresponsibility- allows neg teams to run immoral positions with no risks.

2. No depth- no focused discussions with multiple conditional arguments.

3. No reciprocity- the aff must advocate all parts of their plan, neg can kick out of whatever they want

4. Not real world- Policymakers don’t have backup policies-must advocate one opinion

5. Counter Interpretation- The negative should have 1 dispositional CP. Solves neg flex and allows aff offense.

Defense:

1. Neg flex not key- already have multiple DAs and T violations they could run.

2. Disclosure checks- Neg can determine their best competitive CP after seeing plan text.

3. Depth over breadth- Depth can only be accessed in debate. Leads to breadth, use skills to research other topics in depth. Depth also key to educated topic-specific debate.

4. Being neg easy- plenty of generic arguments with links to aff.

Conditionality – Good
The Offense

1. Real World – Policymakers search for the best policy option

2. Neg flex – Offsets aff bias
3. Counter interpretation – Neg should get one conditional CP- solves for time/strat skew and enables depth
The Defense

1. Err neg on theory – Aff gets infinite prep and first and last speech
2. Reciprocity – The aff gets to kick their advantages, we should get to kick our CP
3. Breadth over depth – Allows for a wider range of knowledge on a topic. Key to education. 
4. Debate should be hard – it increases aff strategic thinking and critical choices
5. All arguments are condo-the 1AR doesn’t go for every argument in the 2AC

6. Not a voter – Reject the argument, not the team
Dispositionality – Bad

Dispositionality is bad and a voting issue for fairness and education 

Offense

1. Education Loss - Neg can run multiple counterplans and aff would have to answer all of them  this killing in depth education and doesn’t allow clash 
2. Kills Predictability - Aff doesn’t know what position the  neg will end up taking, this puts a lot more pressure on the aff 
3. Functionally Conditional – straight turning the CP is not a viable option, conditionality is a time skew because they’ll just kick it – too much pressure on aff to generate complete offense 

Defense

1. No additional flex - straight turning isn’t a viable option for aff, perms are critical 
2. Err aff theory – neg win percentage proves bias 

Dispositionality – Good

Defense

1. Predictability – we have to carry the counterplan through, requires a reasonable counterplan and condition, otherwise there will be no way to kick it.

2. We allow more  depth – by running a dispo CP, we make room for more discussion on a specific issue 

3. Aff gets infinite prep – they should have already researched our counterplans because they have been running this aff 

Offense

1. Aff Ground-Harder to be kicked because the aff can put more arguments on the CP.  The more arguments there are, the more research is required and the more debate on debate is allowed.

2. Fairness-Prevents time skew because the aff can’t throw out a number of arguments that they can just drop.  They have to consider the dispositional nature and make certain to understand their own arguments.

3. Aff has more control of debate-It is under the aff’s control to determine whether or not they go for the argument that would cause the neg to drop the counterplan.

Agent CPs – Bad

Agent counterplans are bad and a voting issue for fairness and education: 

1. Steals affirmative plan- changes the process of the plan, not what it does

2. Moots the 1AC- focus on the agent, not the actions of the plan

3. Unpredictable- unlimited number of agents could do the plan, no way for Aff to be prepared for all of them

4. Prevents topic-specific education- prevents discussion about the plan, we only learn about their actor which can be done on every topic 

5. Not real world-  no logical actor would have to make the decision between two agents doing the same policy action. 
Agent CPs – Good
The Offense

1. Increases education – We learn about different agents.

2. Real World – Policy makers find the best agent to do a policy
3. Neg Ground – Agent CPs are core neg arguments. Key to fairness.

4. Encourages research – the aff should be able to defend their actor.

The Defense
2. Advocacy – forces the aff to defend their actor

3. Predictability – There are only a limited amount of agents on the topic

4. Aff Ground – Aff gets DAs to the agent

5. USFG is not real world – Plan is not implemented by all three branches

6. Err neg on theory – Aff gets infinite prep and first and last speech

7. Not a voter – Reject the arg, not the team 

International Agent CPs – Bad

International actor CPs are bad and a voting issue for fairness and education 

Offense

1. Education - Kills topic specific education – now we have to debate USFG versus E.U. or someone else rather than the resolution 
2. Moots 1AC –they are stealing all of the case advantages 
3. Reciprocity – we only get USFG, so they should also have to use a USFG agent 
4. kills predictability – they can choose any random country 

Defense

1. International Agents Not Key -Neg can still run agents CP’s, their agent should be under USFG 
2. Err Aff on theory – neg win percentage proves bias 

International Agent CPs – Good
Offense
1. Real World – There are other actors besides the USFG and it is predictable that they have the power to perform the plan

2. Critical Thinking – requires more in depth discussion of the argument leading to in depth  discussion on one argument 

3. Generate Offense – allows neg to generate offense and balances the aff because they get to chose the topic and speak 1st and last

4. Key to Neg flex – the aff gets to choose the subject of the debate and gets to speak 1st and last. By allowing the neg only one plank you restrict the limits
Defense

1. Easy for aff to defend against - can use generic evidence of why US is key only defend their plan
2. No strat skew – International actors are predictable to the aff and does not limit the aff ground

3. More education – this requires the aff to cover more the just the scope of the aff 

4. No abuse – CPs are traditionally non topical, it is predictable. More education leads debate to discuss a wider range of topics

5. Reject the argument not the team 

PICs – Bad
Pics are bad and a voting issue for fairness and education:

Offense 
1. Unpredictable- the neg could PIC out of small portions of the aff that are impossible for the aff to research before the debate 
2. Aff Ground- the PIC uses the 1AC as offense against the affirmative, destroying clash. 

3. Encourages vague plan texts- hurts neg ability to generate offense

4. Prevents debate on best policy option- focuses debate on small parts instead of the big picture

5. Topical CPs bad- forces the aff to debate the wrong side of the resolution

6. Not competitive- PICs are only textually competitive not functionally competitive which creates a bad standard for debate.

Defense:
1. PICs don’t increase topic-specific education- they magnify the part of the plan they PIC out of

2. PICs aren’t key- neg gets enough ground with DAs, T, case, and other CPs
PICs – Good
The Offense

1. Plan focus – the PIC discusses the plan, this increases debate on plan.

2. Real World – Policy makers frequently revise policies to exclude parts

3. Discourages vague plan texts – Prevents the aff from spiking out of links. This is key to neg ground.

The Defense

1. Predictability – We include the plan-the aff should be ready to defend all parts of the plan
2. They exclude all CPs- All CPs do a part of the plan 

3. Err neg on theory – Aff gets infinite prep and first and last speech
4. Not a voter – Reject the argument not the team

Consult CPs – Bad

Consultation counterplans are bad and a voting issue for fairness and education - 

Offense:

1. Unpredictable- the negative could consult anyone

2. Aff can’t generate offense- CP does the plan

3. Moots the 1AC- focuses the debate on the consultation not the plan

4. No literature- no evidence on why we shouldn’t hypothetically consult.

5. CP is plan plus- just specifies what the plan.

Defense:

1. Not textually competitive -  key to predictability

2. No fiat- can’t fiat that the agent would say yes

3. Consult CPs not key- neg gets arguments like DAs, T, and case
Conuslt CPs – Good
The Offense

1. Real World – Government consults other parties before taking action

2. Neg Ground – We don’t tell the aff what affirmatives to run-they shouldn’t be able to dictate what CPs we run as long as they are competitive

3. Increases Education – gain knowledge of different actors through debate and research

The Defense

1. Literature checks abuse – We can only run CPs with substantial literature.

2. Aff offense – The aff can generate offense on the consultation
3. Predictability – There are only a limited amount of actors on topic

4. Not plan plus – Perms check competition

5. Err neg on theory – Aff gets infinite prep and first and last speech
6. Not a voter – Reject the arg, not the team

Conditions CPs – Bad

Conditions counterplans are a voting issue for fairness and education 

Offense – 

1. Kills predictability – ability to presuppose negative arrangements is skewed and the affirmative is forced to switch-side debate
2. Ground – they explode neg ground and allow abuse because they can base it on one random, specific condition that precludes the true topic discussion
3. Topic Specific Education – it removes the topic discussion to a one small condition and doesn’t allow for us to explore the space topic more thoroughly which provides more clash
4. Conditions are arbitrary – the neg can virtually get away with anything
5. Not real world – they can create the most utopian condition to get away with

Defense –

1. Infinite prep doesn’t check for predictability loss because the neg can generate obscure and arbitrary conditions that the aff could never possibly predict
2. Limited lit base – to shrink down the topic to one specific matter means that the research the aff did wasn’t predicated off of the condition
3. Err aff on theory – win percentages prove neg bias

Conditions CPs – Good
Offense

1. Education – conditions CPs exponentially increase the amount of education because you learn about more of the intricacies of policy making 

2. Real World – Congress attaches conditions to policies all the time, debating the conditions counterplan is key to debating the real world merits of unilateral action 

3. Key to the best policy option –conditions counterplans are a critical way to check the unilateral nature of the plan 

Defense

1. No Abuse-The counterplan does not have to be topical, therefore the aff should be prepared by the very nature of debate.

2. Not strategy skew-There are only so many conditions that can be feasibly run. 


3. No ground loss for aff- The aff does not lose any ground and retains its opportunity to perm.
Multi Plank CPs - Bad

Multiplank counterplans are bad and a voting issue for fairness and education: 

Offense

1. Explodes Neg Ground – Get the ability to read any number of planks
2. Predictability – we can’t predict all the mechanisms they could use to solve the aff
3. Depth over breadth – they explode the amount of subjects in the debate – depth gives us better research skills – we have to find a lot evidence and various warrants 
4. Time skew- neg can just read the planks and the aff has to come up with answers to each plank in the 2AC

Defense

1. Multiple CP’s check – they can run all of their CP’s, they just have to be separate 
2. Err Aff on theory conditionality and win percentage prove bias 

Multi Plank CPs – Good 
Offense
1. Real World – in Congress they suggest bills that do multiple things. The neg shouldn’t be restricted to one action 
2. Key to Best Policy Option – Bills can have multiple planks and key to allow CP to solve for the aff

3. Critical Thinking – requires more in depth discussion of the argument leading to in depth discussion on one argument 

4. Generate Offense – Only way for neg to generate offense and checks aff

5. Key to Neg flex – the aff gets to chose the subject of the debate and gets to speak 1st and last. By allowing the neg only one plank you restrict the limits

Defense
1. Lit checks abuse – real policy options have multiple planks and we have solvency advocates which means that the counterplan should be predictable 
2. No strat skew – the affirmative always get the aff and can read add-ons to counterplans 

3. More education – this requires the aff to cover more then a simplified one plank CP which requires more research on the topic

4. Reject the argument not the team 
2NC CPs – Bad

2NC counteplans are a voting issue for fairness and education

Offense –

1. Ground – the neg gets too much shifty playing ground to avoid affirmative action
2. Time Skew/Abuse – we cannot answer with new arguments in the rebuttals, and it skews aff ability to do the better debate in the end speeches because of less time on other issues
3. No prep – coming out of the neg block, the aff will have too many new arguments to deal with before the next speech
4. Reciprocity – if the neg gets a new CP in the block, the affirmative should get an extra speech to answer it
5. Burden – because the aff has the burden to shift away from the squo, the neg should be more limited in what it can get away with to allow for more educational benefits

Defense –

1. 1NC checks – they should’ve plotted out the neg strat in the first constructive
2. 2AC addons don’t check – they get 13 minutes to answer the addons and the 1AR is already a time-pressured speech and our addons have to occur in the world of the aff, 2NC CPs create a separate world
3. Err affirmative – win percentages prove neg bias

2NC CPs – Good
Offense
1. Breadth over depth-2NC CPs provide more competitive options to the plan and forces the aff to research a wider range of arguments which is key to education.

2. Reading a wide array of arguments forces the aff to learn how to efficiently allot their time later in the debate

3. Neg Flexibility-Adds to neg ground, and it’s hard to be neg because the aff has infinite prep therefore we need all the ground we can get.

Defense

1. No abuse-The 2NC is a constructive speech so the negative is allowed to read new innovations to arguments. It’s no different than reading an add-on impact module. 

2. Key to fairness-The aff gets the first and last speech in the debate and they get to read add-ons and amendments in their 2AC

3. Cross-X checks-they get a cross-x after the 2NC

4. Rebuttal checks-The affirmative still has ten minutes of speech left in the round to answer the CP
Functional Competition Good 

Functional competition is good and a reason to reject textually competitive counterplans: 

Offense:

 

1. Infinitely regressive- Textual competition forces the aff to write  small plan texts to get out of PICS

 

2. Depth of Education- forces the aff to know all parts of the affirmative and defend them

 

3. Real World- Policymakers discuss options based on difference in functions, not phrasing

 

4. Best Policy Option- Functional competition is the only way to find the best policy.

 

5. Breadth of Education- Neg has to research more topics and get a more diverse education

 

6. Prevents bad counter plans like a PIC out of one word in the plan text, those are bad because they steal affirmative and negative ground. 

Defense:

 

1. Prevents topic-specific education- textual competition leads to debate about specific words not the soundness of political policies 
 

2. Prevents Clash- the debate could be about plans that do the same thing and only have a semantic distinction 
Textual Competition Good
The Offense

1. Predictability – They should be able to defend the words of their plan text

2. Competition – Only textual competition objectively shows competitiveness

3. Topic-specific education – We limit CPs to create plan  focus

4. Increases Depth – Textual competition is key to in depth discussion of a specific part of the plan. Functional competition under limits the topic.

The Defense

1. Predictability – Prevents unpredictable functional CPs

2. Word PICs good – Words carry meaning. Language shapes reality. 
3. Aff Ground –Prevents noncompetitive CPs that steal aff ground 

4. Not a voter – Reject the arg, not the team
Textual/Functional Competition Good

Our interpretation is that counterplans have to be both textually and functionally competitive:

Defense

1. No strat skew – by being both textual and functionally competitive it competes with the aff in the best possible way

2. No potential abuse – it is predictable by being both and does not limit aff ground. 

Offense

1. Textual competition hurts depth- depth vs. breath - lack of depth because the arguments can be almost anything.  Depth is key to education if one wants breadth one can read a newspaper whereas only debate is capable of allowing for true depth of education.

2. Avoids purely functional competition- This trivializes debate and focuses on other things which are un-educational. 

3. Prevents word PICs-Word PICs Trivializes debate and moves debate away from focus which hurts education.

4. Allows better Counterplans-Prohibits worst forms of counter plans such as delay conditional and consultation
5. Less arbitrary-A combination of both textural and functional competition is good because it is more predictable and easier to debate.

6. Avoids purely textual competition-Helps prevent unpredictability of arguments that could remove a part of the plan and add in anything.  Unpredictability hurts education.
 
No Solvency Advocate
Counterplans must have a solvency advocate – voting issue for fairness and education 

Offense

1. Predictability – no solvency means they get to fiat anything they want and create an artificial counterplan – we could never predict all of these CP’s 

Education –
2. Topic specific education – requiring a solvency advocate means they have to research and find CP’s on the topic in the lit base
3. Real world – in order for a plan to be presented into congress, they need to find someone with expertise, who agrees that bill will work
4. Reciprocity – We have to provide a solvency advocate from the li base – allowing the neg not kill fairness and skews ground
5. Evidence based debate good – checks false or unwarranted arguments and necessitates good research 

Defense

1. Err aff on theory-conditionality and win percentages prove neg bias

2. We still get analytic-based debate-they just need a single piece of solvency evidence

3. They still get a lot of ground-they get any CP in the lit base

