Speaking Responsibilities Lecture

1AC - 

Fast, Clear

What should 2A be doing:

-Both people should have the speech pre-flowed if you insist on having the 1AC flowed at all; should not be wasting time flowing the 1AC

What should Negative be doing:

-1N needs to flow parts of arguments that are important - terminal impacts that need to be weighed and responded to, underviewss that pre-empt neg arg’s like the K , etc.

-2N should be standing next to the 1A - not reading over shoulder, but reading evidence and cross-hatching important cards to prepare for CX

1NC - 

Fast, Clear

Follow orders from 2N

What should 2N be doing: 

-Both people should have an idea of the arguments without flowing them 

-Should flow case arg’s for self and for partner 

What should the Aff be doing: 

-1A should be listening for orders from the 2A to write answers or pull evidence; should also be thinking about questions to ask 1N - read over 1N evidence as it is put down to look for details to use during CX; report to 2A any relevant details

-Sympathize with 1N, but realize that 1A is superior b/c rebuttal matters

-2A should be pulling blocks and writing answers

-Both parties must flow tags and details of case arg’s 

2AC -

Fast, Clear 

Split second pause before switching positions - watch judge to make sure she/he is keeping up with you

Cover all negative arguments 

Default Order - T, Case, CP (DA’s or K’s)

What should the 1A be doing: 

-FLOWING for self and 2A

-Watching time for partner to make sure that nothing is dropped; this does NOT mean yell at your partner to move on constantly

What should the negative be doing: 

-FLOWING ALL ANSWERS, especially the 2N b/c 1N could flow only answers to positions she/he knows that they are taking 

-If there is time, neg can pull answers to the aff args, but do NOT do this if you drop args b/c you have not learned to listen and pull arg’s at the same time

2NC -

Fast, Clear

Break up arg’s with 1NR - do not repeat answers

Follow 2AC structure to answer line-by-line

Only put overview if necessary for one of the following: 


-cut down on repetition on line-by-line


-need to make global arguments/impact analysis critical to debate

Must at least reference every 2AC argument

Read evidence in response; should not be all analytics

Analytics should be based on comparisons to 2AC evidence using cards read in 1NC, including discussions of warrants, and any of the following relevant arguments:


-Dates of evidence


-Qualifications of authors


-Empirical examples that prove/disprove arguments

If you find that you need the 1NR to take something from your speech, ask for prep time immediately at the close of your speech before CX to give the 1NR time to process and add details to speech

*Efficiency Note: Use embedded clash - do NOT repeat all of the 2AC’s arguments, reference numbers and then say argument within your own answer, e.g., instead of saying “on the #1 - they say non-unique b/c previous PEPFAR funding - a) extend the 1NC uniqueness which says that now is the key time,” you should say “one the #1, the uniqueness assumes that PEPFAR funding has already been allocated, now is the brink - any new spending will signal investors to stop trading in expectations of a rising deficit”  This means you get less unnecessary lead up and more warrants, which the judge will actually listen to 

What should the 1N be doing: 

-Prepping only

What should the affirmative be doing: 

-2A should be flowing the 2NC arguments 

-1A should be writing own arguments as they 2N is speaking 

1NR -

Fast, Clear

See notes from 2NC 

Out of the block 

What should the 2N be doing: 

-Flowing 1NR arguments 

What should the affirmative be doing: 

-2A should be flowing the 1NR arguments 

-1A should be writing own arguments as they 1NR is speaking 

1AR -

Fast!!!! And Clear

First, the 1AR is a bridge from the 2AC to the 2AR - must make sure the 2AR has the appropriate offense and defense set-up to win the debate

Should follow the 2AC structure on off-case and should follow the 1NC structure on on-case

Should add in slightly new arguments; attach to previous arguments so that it can appear more like a logical extension

What should the 2A be doing: 

-Flowing 1AR arguments

-Watching time to make sure 1AR is covering 

-Mindful of what arguments and evidence is being read/extended to tell a coherent 2AR story

What should the negative be doing: 

-1N should be sitting next to the 1AR to get cards 

-2N should be writing own arguments as the 1AR is speaking 

-2N should be deciding what positions she/he wants to go for given the 1AR responses

2NR -

-Fast, Clear

-Weighing impacts for your arguments

-Choosing specific strategies 

-Kicking out of any unnecessary positions - DA’s, CP’s, K’s

-Addressing positions that you think that you can lose on and then explaining why you still win the debate - admit weaknesses, answer weaknesses, and promote strengths

What should the 1N be doing: 

-Watching time to make sure 2N  is covering 

What should the affirmative be doing: 

-Flowing and writing answers to arguments 

-Thinking about how to set-up global framework for judges’ ballot - did the neg. Assume the squo, the CP, or an alt in the last speech? If the neg. chose to go for a CP or an alt, what does the alt or CP solve for? Is there a large solvency deficit? 

2AR - 

Fast, Clear

Weighing impacts of arguments 

Set-up strengths of the affirmative and then address weaknesses of the negative in reference to the affirmative policy option

What should the 1A be doing: 

-Watching time and making sure no necessary arguments are dropped 

What should the negative be doing: 

-Should be flowing and following 2AR to help evaluate/understand judge’s decision at the end

-Relaxing 

Additional Notes: 

-Need your cards back- 


1) If 1AR needs evidence to prep speech, ask for evidence before the 2NC/1NR. 


2) If need more prep time, ask for the evidence right before your speech.


3) Negative should have 2AC evidence immediately during or after speech to use 


for neg block.


4) Negative should get their evidence back before the 1AR.


-If you find that you constantly lose your opponent’s evidence amongst your own, 


designate a tub top as the space to put your opponent’s evidence so if they ask for 


it to frazzle you before speaking or to get more prep, you can point to the tub top 


and tell them to retrieve it themselves instead of making you look for it.

-After the round, advice: 


1) Do not argue with the judge - you will not get a 3NR/3AR


2) 

-See CX lecture for further details about CX

CX Lecture

Basic Principles for Asker- 

1) Should be based in arguments that the team just spoke about except can ask arg of 2NC that 1NR may be addressing if necessary

2) Besides 1-2 exploratory questions if  necessary, asker should already have a clear idea of how other team will answer the CX question 

3) Questions should be crafted narrowly using evidence for support; not open-ended invitations for opponent to ramble about their position. Start with a short statement about evidence and then move to question based on your original statement - e.g., Your uniqueness evidence says that Democrats are rejecting the South Korea Free Trade Agreement because of the new amendments to the agreement; the plan does not affect these amendments - why would the democrats perceive our plan as a concession while the amendments your evidence assumes are still in tact? 

4) Questions should be cleverly crafted to sound like trying to get another arg. that gets other team to give an expressive answer in your favor, e.g., when trying to get a development link to poverty advantage - do NOT ask “does plan solve for poverty in Africa to develop it to meet a particular standard of living?”; instead ask “Your evidence says there is a lack of infrastructure in Africa, how do you overcome this barrier to solve your poverty advantage?”  This question sounds like lead in to case arg, but instead is a way to get the aff to discuss the way the aff solves poverty to reach a particular standard of living = link.  

5) Always maintain appropriate eye contact with the judge 

6) Position your body next to and slightly ahead of your opponent

7) Should be extremely assertive; this does NOT mean be a jerk

8) Should listen to answer - when people ask a question and then ignore the other team’s response, I often wonder why they asked the question in the first place.  Listening makes your question look purposeful as opposed to irrelevant.

9) Should relax and let personality show. 

Basic Principles for Asked - 

1) Asked should never admit anything that has not already been stated in a speech

2) Remain calm and collected 

3) Move from your spot if you feel like the asker is moving too far ahead of you towards the judge

4) Should let personality show

5) Answer questions calmly and intelligently; don’t be afraid to ask for clarification if question is extremely muddled - judge is probably thinking the same thing.

Traditional Order: 

1) 2N CX of 1A

2) 1A CX of 1N 

3) 1N CX of 2A 

4) 2A CX of 2N 

Tag Team CX: 

Do: 

Answer arg’s and ask questions that are especially important to the debate even if it is not your CX (assuming the judge is not overly conservative)

Don’t:

Monopolize your partner’s CX whether asking or answering questions if you partner knows the answers or questions that need to be asked.  It is much better that both people of the partnership appear competent.

CX Activity:

Read the scenarios and evidence assigned to your pair.  Write down 3 questions based on this evidence.  When you have completed your 5 questions - raise your hand.  Each pair will act out their CX with one person doing the asking and the other doing the answering. 

Scenario #1

The 2N is cross-examining the 1AC who is running GHS.  Assuming the aff read the GHS aff and the negative is planning on running the Development Kritik - see link below, write 2-3 questions to get the link to the kritik.     

Development 

The Link- The discourse of development is inseparable from its reality—the language we use when discussing the Third World is inextricably tied to the history of violent colonialism, which the aff’s speech act only reproduces.

Arturo Escobar, professor of anthropology at Smith College, 1995 (Encountering Development: the Making and Unmaking of the Third World, p.214-215)

The development discourse, as this book has shown, has been the central and most ubiquitous operator of the politics of representation and identity in much of Asia, Africa, and Latin America have witnessed a succession of regimes of representation—originating in colonialism and European modernity but often appropriated as national projects in post- independence Latin America and postcolonial Africa and Asia—each with its accompanying regime of violence.  As places of encounter and suppression of local cultures, women, identities, and histories, these regimes of representation are originary sites of violence (Rojas de Ferro 1994). As a regime of representation of this sort, development has been linked to an economy of production and desire, but also of closure, difference, and violence. To be sure, this violence is also mimetic violence, a source of self-formation.  Terror and violence circulate and become, themselves, spaces of cultural production (Girard 1977 and Taussig 1987).  But the modernized violence introduced with colonialism and development is itself a source of identity.  From the will to civilization in the nineteenth century to today, violence has been engendered through representation.

     The very existence of the Third World has in fact been wagered, managed, and negotiated around this politics of representation.  As an effect of the discursive practices of development, the Third World is a contested reality whose current status is up for scrutiny and negotiation. For some, the Third World can be made a symbol of planetary intellectual responsibility …it can be read as text of survival (Nandy 1989, 275).  After the demise of the Second World, the Third and First worlds necessarily have to realign their places and the space of ordering themselves.  Yet it is clear that the Third World has become the other of the First worlds necessarily have to realign their places and the space of ordering themselves.  Yet it is clear that the Third World has become the other of the First with even greater poignancy.  To survive, the Third World must necessarily have negative and positive connotations; negative when viewed in a verbal ranking system… positive when understood socio-politically as a subversive, ‘non-aligned’ force (Trinh 1989, 97). The term will continue to have currency for quite some time, because it is still an essential construct for those in power. But it can also be made the object of different reimaginings. “The Third  World is what holds in trust the rejected selves of the First and [formerly] Second Worlds…before envisioning the global civilization of the future, one must first own up the responsibility of creating a space at the margins of the present global civilization for a new, plural, political ecology of knowledge” (Nandy 1989, 273, 266).

      
As we will see, however, the Third World should in no way be seen as a reservoir 
of “traditions.”  The selves of the Third World are manifold and multiple, 
including selves that are becoming increasingly illegible according to any known 
idiom of modernity, given the growing fragmentation, polarization, violence, and 
uprootedness that are taking hold of various social groups in a number of regions. 
It is also possible; even likely, that radically reconstituted identities might emerge 
form some of those spaces that are traversed by most disarticulating forces and 
tensions.  But it is too soon even to imagine the forms of representation that this 
process might promote.  Instead, at present one seems to be led to paying attention 
to forms of resistance to development that are clearly legible, and to the 
reconstruction of cultural orders that might be happening at the level of popular 
groups and social movements.

Scenario #2

The 1N is cross-examining the 2AC.  Assuming the negative ran the Panama FTA politics DA and the 2AC read the answers outlined below and is running the GHS aff, write 3 questions you would ask the 2AC to prove the aff .

Affrmative is running the GHS Aff. with pandemics and SP as the advantages.

2AC A2: Politics  

1) Uniqueness overwhelms the link - the uniqueness evidence indicates that both the democrats and the republicans are against the Panama FTA now

2) Turn - Democrats like the plan; they support aid to stop pandemics.  

3) Non-unique - Panama FTA will not pass. 

4) Case outweighs - the pandemic impact, the bioterror impacts and the SP impacts outweigh risk of the DA. 

5) Non-unique - Pepfar funding has already been allocated and empirically denies the impact. 

Negative: 

Uniqueness - Panama FTA will pass - provision concessions to Dems got them on board

AFX, “Bush administration, industry meet as Panama, Peru trade deals delayed”, 7/10/07
Senior members of the Bush administration and several US industry representatives were meeting today in Washington in order to devise a plan under which stalled free trade agreements (FTAs) with Panama and Peru might be quickly approved by Congress. The meeting was hastily convened just days after Rep. Sander Levin, who controls the Ways and Means Trade Subcommittee, said Panama and Peru must fully implement the terms of their FTAs with the US before the US Congress considers each agreement. Levin told his Democratic colleagues in a July 6 email that delaying a US vote on the FTAs is warranted because the US has previously waited for its trading partners to approve agreements before the US acted. Levin said this was the case with Guatemala and the Dominican Republic. But the administration and industry groups argue that this is a radical change from a May agreement with Congress under which the FTAs should have been considered for a vote this month. One industry representative said the Peru FTA was already scheduled for a July vote, but now this has been pulled from the legislative calendar. In a July 9 letter to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, National Association of Manufacturers President John Engler said the decision to delay the vote on the two FTAs goes against a bipartisan agreement to approve the FTAs quickly. Under that agreement, the administration and US companies agreed to tougher labor and environmental provisions in the FTAs, in return for Democratic support for these agreements. ‘I am extremely disappointed to see that, despite the support that the NAM and others in the business community have put forth, that additional roadblocks are being placed in front of specific agreements,’ Engler wrote. ‘It is essential that you stick to your original bargain and that we have a July vote on the Peru FTA, and a Panama vote as soon as possible.’ Engler also said Congress should approve FTAs with Colombia and Korea, although Democrats have said for the last few months that more labor improvements would be needed in Colombia, and increased access in Korea for US automobiles would be required. US Trade Representative Susan Schwab urged Pelosi in a July 6 letter to allow the FTAs to move as quickly as possible this year. ‘The Administration looks forward to working with you to make the vision of the May 10 agreement a reality, and rebuilding bipartisan support for opening markets around the world,’ Schwab told Pelosi.

Link - Democrats oppose foreign aid – the plan makes them jump off board. 

Ron Kampeas, Jewish Telegraphic Agency, “Dem Defectors May Turn Tables on Aid Vote”, 7/12/07, http://www.jewishexponent.com/article/13502/
Democrats raced to voice a public outrage after Republicans in the House of Representatives voted two weeks ago against a foreign-operations bill with money for Israel. In private, however, some Democrats are worrying that the next challenge to such funding measures could come from their own ranks.
About 80 percent of House Republicans were part of the failed attempt to defeat the $34 billion foreign-operations bill, citing objections to funding organizations that provide abortion services overseas, not the $2.4 billion for Israel. Democrats are concerned that the precedent of bloc voting against such funding measures could embolden members of their own party to take similar steps. Top Democrats say that as many as 60 of their fellow party members in the House have long complained about foreign aid, and in theory, could end up forming a bipartisan majority with the 161 Republicans who rejected the foreign-operations bill. Such calculations are especially critical now that Israel is renegotiating its aid package, with the hopes of increasing the $2.4 billion it receives annually from the United States by half a billion dollars. And the debate over foreign aid comes as some Democrats are also beginning to question whether the United States should be doing more to support moderate Palestinians as they battle with Hamas and seek to negotiate with Israel. The first test of how to deal with Democratic challenges to the aid package came just a week after the House vote, when the Senate Appropriations Committee considered its own funding measure. U.S. Sen. Patrick Leahy (D-Vt.), chair of the committee's foreign-operations subcommittee, proposed across-the-board cuts and other subtle changes that could have hurt Israel's funding packages, according to sources. Democrats who spoke off the record said that Leahy is among several lawmakers in their party who generally support Israel, but is not necessarily as committed to funding for the Jewish state as pro-Israel groups, led by the American Israel Public Affairs Committee. Leahy also managed to put into the Senate bill a provision ending a 13-year-old ban on U.S. diplomats meeting Palestinians in Jerusalem, once considered a critical bulwark against recognizing Palestinian claims to the city. Some Democrats worry that more of their own will start to feel comfortable breaking with the pro-Israel lobby on various points, blaming what they describe as the failure of AIPAC to speak out against the Republican leadership for instructing members to oppose the foreign-operations bill. The Democrats being discussed are not the ones on the margins, who are well-known for their criticism of the U.S.-Israel relationship, such as the Quixotic perennial presidential peace candidate Dennis Kucinich, an Ohio congressman, or U.S. Rep. Neil Abercrombie of Hawaii. Instead, the potential defectors are lawmakers who at times have voiced moderate, cautious criticisms of Jerusalem's actions, but until now have voted in favor of funding for Israel. They include the chair of the appropriations committee, Rep. David Obey of Wisconsin, and Reps. Betty McCollum of Minnesota and David Price of North Carolina. In some cases, potential Democratic objections to foreign aid might have nothing to do with Israel. Some "Blue Dog," or conservative, Democrats trend isolationist and want to redirect foreign funds stateside. Others want to register protest votes against what they feel is America's underfunding of Africa and other impoverished regions. Also, regaining both houses of Congress for the first time since 1994 has led many Democrats in power to reassess congressional priorities, including Israel. In the Senate, all eyes are focused on Leahy. According to observers, last week he attempted to introduce a 0.1 percent levy on defense grants that would be spent monitoring how the allocations were spent.

And, Democrats are key to any new FTA – majority and past votes prove 

Inside U.S. Trade, “Blunt Demands More Democratic Votes For Pending FTAs Than For CAFTA”, 7/13/07, l/n

House Minority Whip Roy Blunt (R-MO) this week said House Democrats must provide more votes for pending free trade agreements than they did for the Central America Free Trade Agreement because Democrats are more strongly represented in the House now, and because they secured an agreement for changes to the pending FTAs in negotiations with the Bush Administration on May 10. According to Blunt, there is “no question” that Republicans will provide the majority of the votes for any of the pending FTAs, but he said they cannot provide the “huge majorities, the irrational majorities in terms of [Democrats’] lack of participation that we had come to with the last two or three trade votes in the last Congress.” The House passed CAFTA by two votes in 2005, with the support of 15 Democrats. Blunt told the Heritage Foundation on July 10 that future FTAs will “obviously” require more Democratic support for ratification. He charged that a June 29 statement by the House leadership implying that Panama and Peru must change their laws before the U.S. Congress will take up their respective FTAs moves the bar from the May 10 agreement. “If you’re going to negotiate agreements with the Administration, …” he said, “there’s some obligation to those agreements then to be kept and moved forward, in my view.”

Panama FTA – 1NC Shell

Impact - Panama FTA passage is key to the Panama & world economy.

Tim Burrack, Special to the Des Moines Register, “Approve Panama trade pact, modernize canal”, 6/28/07, 

http://desmoinesregister.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20070628/OPINION03/706280365/1110
The Panama Canal is a crucial corridor for international trade: Four percent of the planet's exports pass through it, including 11 percent of those involving the United States. A quick look at a world map shows why. By moving through the isthmus, ships avoid an 8,000-mile journey around the tip of South America. I had the opportunity to see the Panama Canal earlier this year. As a farmer who depends upon rivers and locks in our own country, I know this canal is a vital passageway. Seeing it in person gave me a new-found appreciation for the canal as a marvel of engineering and as an economic asset. Yet Panama is more than a passageway - it's a country of 3 million people. The Panamanians not only operate the canal, but also buy and sell goods with the rest of the world. In the next few weeks, Congress can expand trade with Panama by passing a free-trade agreement that would improve the U.S. economy and strengthen ties to Latin America. It also would send a strong signal to the rest of the world that the United States hasn't abandoned efforts to lower artificial barriers to the international exchange of goods and services. Two-way trade with Panama is worth more than $2 billion per year. American exports account for about 85 percent of it. Farmers in particular have much to gain from the free-trade agreement. Immediately, more than half of our agricultural exports would experience duty-free access to Panamanian consumers. Products such as soybeans, wheat, cotton, most fresh fruits, whole frozen turkeys and high-quality beef could be sold in Panama without first having to pay tariffs. Pork, corn, rice and most tomato products would benefit from a reduced tariff. In 15 years, virtually all tariffs would vanish. By approving the trade agreement, Congress would put U.S.-Panamanian trade on sound footing for many years to come - especially if it also pushes plans to modernize the Panama Canal with a third set of locks that can accommodate the next generation of container ships. Today, the largest ship that can use the canal is 106' wide and 960' long - known as a Panamax ship because it is designed to move through the Panama Canal with little room to spare. A Panamax ship can hold 4,000 containers that are 20' long. Today's more efficient ships are Post Panamax - large enough to carry 12,000 containers but too big for the current canal. The new locks would handle that, accommodating ships that are 160' wide and 1,200' long - making shipping more efficient and bringing down transportation costs. That's good for everybody - including Iowa farmers and businesses. The Panama Free Trade agreement should be passed. It would strengthen the Panama economy. A healthy Panama means a larger Panama Canal. A larger Panama Canal means a healthier - and bigger - American and world economy.
Finally, Economic collapse causes extinction

Bearden 2K’ (Tom; Lt. Col. U.S. Army – Retired, “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How to Solve It Quickly” 6/24 http://www.freerepublic.com/forum/a3aaf97f22e23.htm accessed 8/6/04 wdc/wbw)

History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China-whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States-attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly.    Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible.    As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.
