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1. What kind of resolution are you faced with - 
· Policy – The US federal government should pass a comprehensive climate change bill.
· Fact - Free speech is more expensive than censorship.
· Value - A free homeland is better than a secure homeland.

2. What are the different kinds of resolutions:
· Policy resolution: These resolutions call for a policy. The government should propose a specific plan of action to deal with a problem.
· Resolution of fact: These resolutions ask the government to prove a fact. They have an implied value, and thus can follow the same construction as a value case.
· Value resolutions: These resolutions place two values in conflict. The government defends the hierarchy outlined in the resolution.

3. Case construction: General comments
· Definitions: 
· It is important to define terms that form a major part of the debate, or terms that could be contested, at the beginning of the first speech.
· Resolutional analysis: 
· While most resolutions in Parli today fall into the category of “policy” resolutions, it’s important to tell the judge how you chose to interpret the resolution if it is unclear what category it falls into. 
· You can also outline a value/criteria here if appropriate. Value/criteria serve as a lens through which to weigh impacts. (Sometimes policies even weigh impacts through a value/criteria, but usually policy cases use “net benefits” as the criterion). 
· Gov/Opp burdens:
· For fact or value cases or policy cases where net benefits is not the framework, explain the ground division between the government and opposition. For “net benefits” policy frameworks, the implied opp burden is for the opp to prove the world of the status quo or counterplan more beneficial than the world of the plan.
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State the resolution at the beginning of the first speech, then give:
Resolutional Analysis: 
· Define the words in the resolution as you want them, especially if the resolution can be interpreted multiple ways. This is very important in answering Topicality. Also define what framework the judge should use to evaluate the debate.
Background:
· This is what is happening in the status quo that prompted the resolution. Try not to include harms in this section. This section is more about explaining things the judge/opposition needs to know to understand why you are introducing the plan, how the plan is topical, or the details of a piece of legislation your Plan is enacting.
Plan: 
· This is what you will advocate for. At a minimum, it should include an agent and an action. Always be careful when writing a plan text; some teams will want you to specify more or less than you did, so make sure to have reasons why you chose to include (or omit) everything in your plan text. Other teams may challenge the topicality of your plan; make sure to have topicality answers ahead of time if you think  your plan might not be topical.

The above is generally referred to as Top of Case, and is usually on its own sheet of paper. Advantages are each written on their own sheet of paper.

Advantage
Harms:
· This is what is wrong in the status quo that your plan will fix. 
Solvency: 
· How your plan will solve the problem you presented in the Harms.
Impacts: 
· The results of your plan. This can be both the good effects of solving the harms, as well as other beneficial things that will result. One term you will hear constantly is “Terminalize your Impacts.” This means you should take your Impacts all the way to their logical conclusion. If your plan solves for the economy, you shouldn’t stop at saying the DOW goes up. Always ask, “Why is that good?” 
· An example for the economy would be: Economic growth leads to higher employment and better job security, which will allow people to buy food and prevent malnutrition. Malnutrition causes learning difficulties in children, which results in higher drop out rates and perpetuates the cycle of poverty. This dooms large segments of society to poverty, which is the most enduring, probable, and highest magnitude impact in the round.
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Background:
1. Government subsidies on residential and commercial solar power expire.
a. The renewable energy tax credit amounts to up to a third of the cost of commercial projects and has been a major driver of investment in solar power. 
2. The US Government only invests a small amount into solar power every year. 
3. The AC system is out of capacity, leading to shortages in California and other regions.  

Plan:
The United States Federal Government will subsidize a total of 420 billion dollars through 2020 to the solar power industry for concentrated solar collectors and high voltage direct current development and placement. 
NM: Subsidies would be deployed from 2011 to 2020. The HVDC transmission companies would not have to be subsidized, because they would finance construction of lines and converter stations and earn revenues by delivering electricity.
Solvency
1. Solar concentrators operate on near-ideal Stirling and Rankine engine cycles, meaning that they have the highest energy conversion (input to output) ratio known

2. Plan provides government subsides, which are the critical barrier preventing solar development. 
a. Japan, France, and Germany have realized this and provide subsidies for solar

Ad 1: Energy security
Harms
1. Using coal for electricity has devastating environmental effects
a. Particulate emissions cause asthma, lung damage
b. Release of nitrogen and sulfur containing compounds produce acid rain
c. Release of carbon dioxide perpetuates impacts of global warming
d. Release of PAHs, NAPL plumes, and dioxins, which are all cancerous

1. 80% of American coal used for electricity production
a. The sulfur dioxide produced in coal combustion contributes to thousands of premature deaths a year. 
b. Using coal to produce electricity emits 11.5 million tons of sulfur each year, mostly in Appalachia and Pennsylvania
i. Sulfur particles work their way deep into the lungs, contributing to respiratory damage, heart disease and cancer in both humans and animals

Solvency
Solar power will eradicate our coal usage by replacing coal 
1. The US has more than enough solar capacity.
a. At least 250,000 square miles of land in the Southwest alone are suitable for constructing solar power plants, and that land receives more than 4,500 quadrillion Btu of solar radiation a year. 
b. Converting only 2.5 percent of that radiation into electricity would match the nation’s total energy consumption in 2006.

2. Sunlight is free, duplicating fuel savings year after year.  
a. The solar grand plan would lower energy consumption. 
i. Even with 1 percent annual growth in demand, the 100 quadrillion Btu consumed in 2006 would fall to 93 quadrillion Btu by 2050, bc no energy would be consumed to extract and process fossil fuels

MPX
1. We prevent GW, which causes extinction
a. Increased temperatures over the next 50 years would melt polar icecaps and mountain glaciers, raising sea levels by more than 20ft. This would wipe out most of the land on earth
i. resource wars and death/displacement of billions
b. Changed weather patterns would decrease rainfall and make agriculture impossible
i. Rsc wars, starvation
c. Rapid increases in temperature make adaptation impossible
i. Death of hundreds of thousands of plant and animal species

2. Solve for biodiversity loss
a. Sulfur emissions, acidic mine waste water, strip mining all contribute to destruction of environment and habitats
b. By immediately stopping these practices, we can prevent biod loss, which follows an exponential curve once it begins, resulting in a mass extinction of up to 90% of plant and animal species
i. Extinction
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· Value/Criteria - What value should be preferred when in conflict with another value, and by what common standard should the judge use to compare the two?
· Contention 1 - What are the arguments that explain why the government value should prevail
· Contention 2- What are the negative effects if the government value does not prevail
· Contention 3 - What are the positive effects if the government value does prevail
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We negate: Resolved: Vigilantism is a justified when the government has failed to enforce the law.
 
Resolutional Analysis:
  
The value for the round is justice, because it's proscribed by the resolution. It is giving each their equal due under the law.
 
The criterion for the round is rights protections. In order to have any sort of legitimate government, clear rules and procedures have to be protected, because without them, the law, which is the basis of the society, holds no reverence. Rights protection is critical to upholding justice, because without people’s basic rights being assured, society can never be sure that they are given their due. Also, everyone is due rights.
 
This excludes the gov framework, because the gov doesn’t lay out specific parameters that the vigilantes will follow. Without these procedures being followed, we risk an increase in violence through bias, which will invariably harm society, as well as the legal implications of the state.
 
Contention 1: Vigilantism is inherently biased and lacks safeguards, harming rights protections, procedures, and justice.
 
Sub Point A. Vigilantism fosters bias.
 
Lacking the checks that police officers have to abide by, vigilantes aren't constrained by the state, allowing them to act as they want when they want, often over-asserting harms.
 
In fact, absent state intervention, the vigilante faces no restriction. The imminence of the harm and the exigency of the circumstances surrounding vigilante action promote extremism. Because the crime affects his business, his family, his community, the potential vigilante may overestimate the costs of crime to society as a whole. In the eyes of the victimized citizen, this misperception would justify a higher degree of law enforcement relative to crime. In the terms of the model, the vigilante consumption shifts in favor of law enforcement because crime is perceived as more expensive. This shift actually lowers total social wealth, due to the vigilante’s access to imperfect information.  
 
The impact of this is that because vigilantes are unable to properly assess the situation, they will inherently have personal bias under the law, which will lead to unchecked actions. Even without this bias, however, vigilantes' actions are unchecked.
 
So what makes violent vigilante law enforcement more objectionable than violent law enforcement by the state? More directly, why punish a vigilante for committing acts that are justified when performed under the color of law? The ultimate answer to these questions most likely centers around the vigilante’s unchecked use of excessive, and often deadly, force.
 
Because of the bias and lack of checks by the state that vigilantes have, they will often over act, which is harmful for society as a whole, rights protections, respect for the law, as well as for the entire judicial process. This is why vigilantes are uniquely harmful, even in comparison to the law, be it corrupt or lacking efficacy.
 
Sub Point B. Vigilantism lacks safeguards.
 
By not being under the same restrictions in actions that police officers face, vigilantes are able to subvert the law, which empirically will increase crime. In fact, there have been many documentations of vigilantism actually leading to an increase in crime:
 
In one instance, vigilantism not only leads to an increase in the overall level of crime, but also influences how government responds to crime generally and most importantly, undermines the rule of law. The activities of vigilante groups like People Against Gangsterism and Drugs (Pagad) in the Western Cape and Mapogo-a-Mathamaga (referred to as 'Mapogo') in the Northern Province are cases in point. The activities of both these groups have seen a rise in gang related violence in the case of Pagad, and many instances of assault in the case of Mapogo. The brutal and illegal methods employed by vigilante groups have also forced reactions from the communities in which they operate, which in turn result in more crime.
 
 The impact of this is that vigilantes have no legal safeguards keeping them from overreacting, which not only increases the crime rates in the entire community, but it also increases the exact crime they are trying to prevent, in reaction to their illegal and harmful enforcement methods. 
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FACT CASE CONSTRUCTION

Fact cases are difficult to construct, so having a clear logic behind your organization will help you fill in the blanks and increase the likelihood of having a good debate.

Definitions – offer clear definitions of the terms of the resolution. Make sure you define everything that could potentially create confusion.

Value – Every fact resolution has a value implicit in it – a reason the topic is important, etc. Why do we care about this particular fact? Recognizing this value will help generate impact behind your arguments.

Burdens – If fact resolutions were truly debates about facts, one side would know beforehand they would lose, because they were facts. It is important to avoid this perception and to avoid debating a truism. Make clear at the outset the gov and opp ground. Often, “hypotesting” the resolution is a good strategy. To do this, pick one or two specific instances that proves your point, and try to make the debate about just these examples. This helps limit the ground in the debate and allows for both sides to make well-warranted arguments in support or against these points.

Contention One – How your interpretation of the resolution upholds the value.

Contention Two – How the opp’s possible arguments/ground do not uphold the value.

Contention Three – The value is good.

[bookmark: _Toc137378676]EXAMPLE FACT CASE

Resolution: A lie told often enough becomes the truth.

Definition – 
	Lie – statement designed to mislead, the implication of Iraq in the Sept. 11
	Told often enough – repeated to the same audience, U.S. government accusations and testimony to the media
	Truth – objective reality as perceived by society

Value – Dialectic

Burden – 
The government must show that the continued insistence of Iraq’s role in the September 11 attacks (without evidence to back this claim) created the perception in America that evidence proved that Iraq was involved. The opp must prove that the repeated claims of the U.S. were not responsible for this perception, either by arguing that it was not a lie or that the American people came to this realization through some other process.

Contention One –
The Bush administration’s approach to discussing the link between Iraq and September 11 explicitly sought to avoid dialogue or criticism. People who questioned the conclusions of the Bush administration were labeled unpatriotic, and mainstream media tended to parrot administration pronouncements. Had there been a more critical media and more attention to opposing voices, the public would not have come to the conclusion that Iraq was implicated in the September 11 attacks.

Contention Two –
The repetition of the U.S. government and President Bush’s claim that Iraq was linked to al-Qaeda and September 11 drowned out any opposing thought. The mainstream media picked up this claim with little actual questioning, which created the perception that evidence existed to back it up. A Pew fellowship poll backs up this claim by noting that people that relied on dogmatic media sources (FOX news) experienced more misperception than people that relied on PBS and NPR.

Contention Three –
The dialectic is crucial to a healthy society. The Constitution protects freedom of speech to ensure that the citizens are well informed about the actions of the government, and can provide dissent. Absent dialogue, our democracy becomes a front for the whims and interests of the elite.
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Opposition - Potential arguments

The opposition should use prep time to think of the possible arguments the government could make, and the potential reasons to reject the resolutions. It is important not only to think of how to defeat the government case (defense), but also to give the judge a reason to vote for the opposition (offense). Below are the different kinds of arguments the opposition can make.

This first group of arguments is usually labeled "off-case" because they do not specifically clash with the government's case. The basic arguments are presented here and discussed in more detail later in the packet.

1. Topicality - This is an argument that says the government’s case doesn’t obey the resolution. In its most simple form, the argument states the government used the wrong definition of an important word in the resolution.

There are several other versions of topicality:
i. Effects topicality - the plan results in a topical action, but it is not topical itself. The plan, in a vacuum, does not meet the burden of upholding the resolution. This creates problems for the opposition because it evades disadvantage links and makes solvency probabilistic. The plan should be "on face" topical.
ii. Extra topicality - the plan includes provisions that are not directly topical. By doing so, they take negative counterplan ground and claim advantages that do not contribute to supporting the resolution. Extra topical plans should be voted against because they skew opposition constructive speeches, at the very least the extra topical parts of the plan should be severed.

2. Counterplans - These offer the opposition a way to solve the harms of the case without supporting the resolution. They are a way to illustrate that there is a different way to solve the problems of the status quo, that does not invoke the same disadvantages as you will bring up against the government plan. 

3. Disadvantages - The government plan makes something bad happen that wouldn't happen in the status quo.
a) Uniqueness - the bad thing will not happen in the status quo. The situation is often described as uncertain or fluid, so that the government action can affect the outcome. If the situation is particularly likely to be impacted by an action taken now, it is sometimes described as being “on the brink.”
b) Link - the government plan makes the bad thing happen.
c) Internal link - the first bad thing leads to another bad thing.
d) Impact - the bad things lead to really bad impacts (nuclear war, ecological devastation, end of the earth).

4. Critiques - This argument criticizes the theoretical or moral framework of the government.
a) The government's plan espouses a pernicious philosophical framework, which should be rejected before the content of the round is evaluated.
b) This framework is bad and causes bad systemic problems - i.e. racism, patriarchy, the war machine.
c) You must reject the government and challenge the bad framework.

The rest of the arguments are termed "on case" because they answer different aspects of the government case.

5. Harms/Significance attacks:
· The problem is not really a problem (impact takeout)
· The problem is not that widespread (harm mitigation)
· The problem is actually good (impact turn)

6. Solvency attacks:
· The plan does not solve the problem (defence)
· The plan makes the problem worse (offense)
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 Topicality and other Procedurals
[bookmark: _Toc137378679]Structure and Types of Procedural
Every procedural follows the same basic formula: 
1. Interpretation - how you think the other team should have defined a term/clarified a part of their plan text
2. Violation - the way in which they did not meet your interpretation
3. Standards - the ways by which you will measure the harm this has done to you within the debate round
4. Voters - the way to quantify and weigh your standards within the debate round

Some common procedurals used in parli are:
1. Enforcement Specification (the plan text did not specify who would enforce the action they are trying to have executed), 
2. Funding Specification (the plan text did not specify where the money required to enforce the plan text is coming from), 
3. Over Specification (the plan text is very narrow in the amount of topics that it allows you to debate--note: this must be a result of the plan text itself, not of a very specific resolution that the tournament selected), and 
4. Topicality (the gov team misinterprets a word of the resolution, which causes their plan or the resolution to mean something that it did not originally mean)
These procedurals are colloquially called espec, fspec, ospec, and t, respectively. 

Since topicality is one of the most commonly deployed procedurals, following is an example of a topicality shell from the demo round: 
· Interpretation: postpone means to put off until a KNOWN later date 
· Violation: the gov team doesn’t specify the later date that they are postponing to
· Standards: 
Predictability - a specific date is necessary for the opp to get stable links to key offensive positions, like politics, which might cause a different reaction in Congress due to the upcoming midterm elections
Precision - specifying a certain date is critical to clash, because it is the only way that the opp team will be able to build offense on whether or not the timeframe for the gov plan is correct
Real world - in the real world, officials are forced to specify when they think their plan should best be executed, not the threshold that must be met for it to occur
· Voters
A priori - this voter indicates that the topicality debate should come before every other argument within the round, that it is “pre-standards,” which definitionally means that the judge should look to whether or not the gov team is being topical before they decide whether or not the plan has good or bad impacts (under their standard, which is generally net benefits)
Fairness - each of the standards independently illustrate a way in which the fairness and ability of each team to generate offense has been compromised; thus, if the round is unfair because of their sub-par interpretation of the resolution, they deserve to lose

Although the shell (shell is the colloquial term for a general outline of an argument, typically a procedural) employs a few standards and voters that debate teams commonly use, there are many others. 
[bookmark: _Toc137378680]Commonly used standards

· Common usage – How the word is used in general conversation, mainstream media, etc.
· Dictionary - Dictionary definitions are best because they are accessible to everyone.
· Each word has meaning - This is a good standard to use when the gov interprets the resolution as something similar but not exactly the same. This standard says that each word must have had meaning in the framing of the resolution, so the government must meet each word. This is useful in resolutions that say “significantly” or “substantially” do something, but the case is very small.
· Precision – Our definition provides a clearer, more exact definition than the gov’s vague interpretation
· Context - Sometimes it is best to look at words in context - like "universal health care" or "weapons of mass destruction."
· Field Context - This is similar to context, but even more specific. For example, forensics means something different in medicine than in communication studies.
· Bright-line/Ground division - This interpretation provides the best way to determine between topical and non-topical plans, i.e. a "bright line" in the sand.
· Grammar - Sometimes people forget what are adjectives and verbs and how they should be defined differently. It's nice to remind them.
· Reasonability - Interpretation provides a reasonable division of ground.
· Predictability - Interpretation is predictable. Predictability is key because absent some ability to anticipate the gov case, opp prep time is mooted and gov gets an unfair advantage.
· Breadth vs. Depth/Limits - This argument can go either way, either a broad interpretation that covers many issues is best or a limited interpretation that allows depth of analysis is best.
[bookmark: _Toc137378681]Commonly used voters

· Fairness - Non-topical plans attempt to subvert the rules by misinterpreting the resolution, which isn't fair.
· Ground - Non-topical plans stray outside the ground of the resolution reserved for the opp.
· Jurisdiction - The judge is offered two options - for and against the resolution. Just as a judge in New York cannot rule on a case in Ohio, if the plan is outside of the jurisdiction of the resolution, the judge cannot cast a vote for the government.
· Education - Running a non-topical case decreases education by seeking competitive gain over fair competition. If we don't talk about the issue the resolution dictates, that decreases education on the issue and leads to technical discussions (like this) that don't really increase education.
· Predictability – Topicality ensures that both the gov and opp benefit from the pre-round prep time. If the gov is not held to their burden of Topicality, then the activity becomes skewed towards the gov and puts the opp at a disadvantage. While the gov retains the right to define, that right comes with the responsibility to set the ground for a fair and resolutional debate.
· Rule of the Game/Social Contract  - All participants in parliamentary debate agree to play by the rules in order to facilitate a fun, educational, and competitive atmosphere. Failing to offer a topical case violates the rules of the game and should be remedied by a vote for the opposition
[bookmark: _Toc137378682]How to answer topicality
1. We meet - Our interpretation meets the opp interpretation, so there is no problem.
2. Government right to define - The government has the right to define the terms of the debate, and as long as they are reasonable, the opp should go along with them. 
3. Other words check abuse - Some times other words make the topicality of the gov case obvious, or check the crazy potential abuse claimed by the opp. It's good to point this out.
4. Counter-definitions and counter-standards (some standards also function as counter-standards) - Just like in all debate, you need some defense and some offense. The same is true with topicality. Counter-standards and counter-definitions offer the gov a chance to define terms and justify their own interpretation. No matter what, gov should always provide a counter-interpretation.
· Reasonability - Interpretation provides a reasonable division of ground.
· Predictability - Interpretation is predictable. The gov doesn't have to ensure the opp can get the maximum benefit of their prep time, as long as the interpretation is logically consistent, it should be accepted.
· Breadth vs. Depth - This argument can go either way, either a broad interpretation that covers many issues is best or a limited interpretation that allows depth of analysis is best.
5. Language is indeterminate - This argues that there are multiple meanings or interpretations of any given word, so no interpretation can be exactly right or wrong. This is an argument for leeway and a justification for multiple interpretations.
6. Topicality is an argument to exclude minority voices -This argues that standard definitions and limits have long served the elite to exclude discussion of issues germane to the minority. 
7. Must prove specific ground abuse - In the end, the reason topicality is a rule is to provide ground for a fair debate. If the opp can't prove what ground they have lost, they are playing a semantical game to avoid debating more substantive issues, and the gov should not be punished.
8. Show cases that meet - In the same vein as above, the opp should provide cases that would have met their interpretation. This is especially good when the opp runs multiple T arguments. If they can't show a case that meets, it is obviously an abusive interpretation.
9. Must prove 100% non-topical - Since this is an all or nothing issue for the gov, you must be 100% sure to reject us on topicality.
[bookmark: _Toc137378683]How to answer ANY procedural
· On their interpretation, read a “we meet” (the way in which you do not actually violate their interpretation), provide a counter-interpretation (a fair interpretation that you definitely meet, because it jives with your plan), and justify why yours is better.
· On their standards, make arguments against each standard as to why you do not violate them, or why violating them is good. Additionally, be sure to read counter-standards that they did not originally use in their shell to prove why the arguments you read in the PMC were not “abusive” (ie. they didn’t compromise the fairness of the round)
· On their voters, make arguments against their voters as to why you did not compromise the fairness and/or education, and/or why topicality is not an a priori issue. But also be sure to provide a counter-voter of reasonability. 
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[bookmark: _Toc137378685]Disadvantage (disad, DA) Stucture and Function
Disadvantages are negative implications of the plan. The basic argument is usually that the negative begins a chain reaction resulting in a negative impact that weighs against the case. The opposition uses disadvantages to weigh against case harms and disadvantage impacts. If the impact of the disadvantage (economic collapse) outweighs the harms of the case (inconvenienced rich people) then the opposition has proven that it is better to reject the resolution than to adopt it.
Components of a disadvantage:
· Uniqueness – This is the story of the status quo. Specifically it points out something good that the Plan uniquely affects in a negative way. This is basically an argument that supports the traditional division of ground in policy debates – the government/proposition defends a change while the opposition defends the status quo. A unique disadvantage is one that only occurs with the adoption of the plan.
· Brink – This is an argument that offers some measure of when the disadvantage would occur. If the status quo is somehow unstable or uncertain, then it is better not to do the plan than risk the impact. A brink or threshold is a proverbial line in the sand that the gov/prop crosses that would remain intact in the status quo. For example, if the economy is on the brink because unemployment is at 6.5%, and the gov proposal would push unemployment to 7%, that crosses the brink to push the US economy into recession. The question associated with this is - how much of the link is needed to trigger the impact?
· Link – The plan begins the negative chain reaction. Either the plan costs money, irritates another country, makes it appear that the government has caused a problem, or sanitizes a negative agency or corporation. This is the MOST ESSENTIAL part of the disadvantage. Without a link, even the most eloquent defense of a DA will get you nowhere.
· Internal Link – This explains the logical chain from the link to the impact. In an economics disadvantage, the plan costs money, which leads corporations to lay off workers, which decreases consumer confidence, which depresses investment in the economy. In a movements disadvantage, the link is that the plan makes the government look like they are addressing/solving the problem. This means that movements stop coalescing around the problem, which hurts other movements for broader issues like social justice, environment, etc.
· Impact – This is the ultimate impact of the DA. It is really important not only to explain the impact, but also to compare it to the case impact, because ultimately the DA only matters if it weighs against the harms that the plan might solve. Impacts include economic depression, environmental destruction, or potential conflict.

[bookmark: _Toc137378686]Example DA
Uniqueness
1. Graham Kerry and Lieberman have drafted new energy legislation creating a new bipartisan energy bill. It reduces greenhouse gas emissions over the next four decades, incentivizes basalt CCS technology, and contains incentives for nuclear power and natural gas use

2. It is likely that a climate change bill will pass before midterms even after the messy health care debate
a. Ben Geman reported that most of the caucus wants to move on a climate bill, and that includes coal-staters like Arlen Specter. 
b. The White House won't stand for "slicing and dicing." They want the full energy bill passed.
c. The bill has attracted some republican and independent support in addition to democratic support. 
d. Curbing carbon pollution does surprisingly well in the polls--and support has held steady for some time now, despite GOP attacks on the House bill

Brink
Kerry, Graham and Lieberman plan to include several provisions in the sweeping bill aimed at winning support from centrist Democrats and Republicans, who are hesitant to support the bill otherwise

Link
1. Plan angers Republicans and/or blue dog democrats. They will backlash against ACES.
2. Media will shift its Senate coverage to plan instead of energy, making it impossible for democrats to push ACES through the Senate
3. Democrats have to use capital to get plan to pass, so they won’t be able to convince Republicans and blue dogs to their side

Internal link (I/L)
1. The longer it takes to pass ACES, the more likely it is to fail at home because of heavy lobbying by industry and weakening public support for expensive bills
2. ACES is the first bill in history to spend more money on CCS than renewable energy technologies. 
3. CCS is key to stop global warming, because it’s capable of preventing the next 150 years worth of US carbon emissions from entering the atmosphere.
a. MO Extension: CCS must pass now, or else key legislators won’t fund it again because they’ll think it’s a failed technology. Congress is the only source of funding large enough to get CCS implemented on a nationwide scale. Without it, global warming is inevitable.

Impacts (MX)
1. Global Warming accelerates because of US power plant carbon dioxide emissions
a. GW makes water more acidic, destroying coral reefs, creating a feedback loop capable of destroying the entire ecosphere. This will alter ocean currents, increasing storms and changing rainfall patterns, causing extinction of land and marine populations
b. If GW is significantly slowed with ACES, evolution and new technology may be able to combat the destruction of coral reefs

[bookmark: _Toc137378687]Answers to a DA:

Offense
· Link turn – The plan doesn’t start the chain reaction, it actually prevents it from starting.
· Impact Turn – The impact is actually a good thing – We would claim causing that as an advantage.

Defense
· Non-unique – The DA impact either exists in the status quo, elements of the internal link exist in the status quo, or there are things similar to the link that should have caused the DA. For example, Congress has passed other similar plans that spend money, or the government already regulates certain aspects of the environment, or US and China already have bad relations. 
· Empirically denied – This goes along well with a non-uniqueness argument that elements of the DA already exist, but the drastic impacts argued by the opposition do not exist. This means that their story of the DA cannot be true.
· No brink/threshold – This argues that there is no clear explanation of how much money or regulation will start the chain reaction of the DA. We only spend a million dollars, which is small in context of the entire federal budget and won’t lead to economic collapse. Or, our regulation is so small that it won’t be perceived by environmental movements as solving the whole problem.
· No link – The plan doesn’t start the chain reaction. You should always make some kind of no link answer since the link is the most crucial part of the DA.
· No internal link – The logical chain of the DA is missing steps – like how government spending leads to an economic recession.
· No impact – The impact they claim isn’t that bad. This answer goes well with a comparison to the impacts of the case
[bookmark: _Toc137378688]
Counterplans 

[bookmark: _Toc137378689]Counterplan Structure and Function
Counterplans are a great alternative for the opposition. Traditionally, the opposition is forced to defend only the status quo. However, counterplans allow the opposition to offer a plan of their own, capturing offensive ground. You should think about counterplans in one of the two following ways:
1. Another way to solve the harms of the case.
2. A better agent to do the plan.

Running counterplans on the Opp:

Plan - Components:
1. Agent - Who will do the counterplan?
2. Mandates - What will the counterplan do?
3. Enforcement - Who will make sure the counterplan does what you say it is going to do. (This is a minor point, usually deferred to as normal means, but it can be important.)

Topicality:
1. Most counterplans are not topical. - The idea of a counterplan is to negate the resolution. If the counterplan is topical, then it in effect is a reason to vote for the resolution. The gov can claim that even if they lose their own case that the counterplan still justifies a government ballot.
2. Why topical counterplans can be justified - Most policy debates proceed using the logic of deduction, proving a general statement using a specific example. In debate, this is often referred to as parametrics, which means the government takes the resolution as the premise, but that the case actually becomes the resolution once they run a plan. According to this theory, opposition ground then expands from anything that opposes the resolution to anything that opposes the plan. Thus, even if a counterplan is topical, as long as it is not the plan it is justifiable opposition ground.

Competitiveness:
Competitiveness establishes how the counterplan is a reason to reject the plan.  The opposition does this by demonstrating how it is either impossible or bad to simultaneously implement both plans.  This forces the judge to choose between the counterplan and the plan.  Thus, the most net-beneficial plan wins.  The importance of competition will also be addressed under permutations when discussion government answers to counterplans.
 
There are three common standards for competitiveness:
·         Philosophical - This argues that the ideas are incompatible based on their philosophical grounds. The classic example is a government that argues for economic stimulus or reform, and the opposition offers a counterplan of a socialist revolution. Since it would be difficult to pursue capitalist reforms under pure socialism, the two plans are philosophically competitive.
·         Mutually exclusive - This is a failsafe form of competition. A counterplan that bans all aid to Israel is mutually exclusive with a plan that conditions aid to Israel, since it is impossible to condition aid that is never going to be given.
·         Net benefits - This is the most common form of competitiveness. This argues that it is more advantageous to do just the counterplan than to do both the plan and the counterplan.  For a counterplan to be competitive using net benefits, the counterplan would have to not only solve either better or as well as the plan and avoid a disadvantage that links to the plan.

Solvency/Advantages: Outline how the counterplan solves the harms of the case, and any independent advantages that the counterplan would cause that the planet would not.

[bookmark: _Toc137378690]Answering counterplans:

· Permutations - The word permute is defined by Webster's as changing the order of things. That is also basically what means in debate, but the goal of the permutation (combining the plan and the counterplan) is to see whether a) it is possible to combine the plan and b) is it more beneficial to combine the plan and the counterplan. These differences reflect the differing views on the implications of a successful permutation.
· Perms as a test of competitiveness - This view holds that perms test the competitiveness of the counterplan. If the counterplan is not competitive, then it just disappears from the round and the opposition goes back to defending the status quo.
· Perms as advocacy - This is the argument that if the government perms the counterplan, they now have to advocate that combination. If the government makes contradictory arguments about how the counterplan is bad, then the government can end up advocating something with a lot of problems.
· Following are the different kinds of permutations that the government can run.
· Do both - This combines the counterplan and the plan in its entirety.
· Time frame - This usually does the plan first, and then the counterplan.
· Partial - This takes part of the counterplan and the plan.
· Intrinsicness – Combine the counterplan, plan, and something else.
· The counterplan doesn't solve the harms - This is an important argument, as a solvency deficit in the counterplan can weigh against a tiny link to a DA.
4.  DAs to counterplans - The counterplan causes something bad. Use same format as DAs on the Opp.
· Topicality - Counterplans that are topical can be criticized as abusing the affirmative ground. See the discussion of topicality above.
· Counterplans are abusive - This set of arguments attacks the theory of counterplans. They usually aren't round winners but can be great diversions for the opp to answer.
· Fiat - These arguments try and argue that the opposition does not have the power to fiat the counterplan
· No opposition fiat - This argues that since the gov is the only team that has to defend a resolution, thus the gov is the only team with fiat power. This goes with the traditional division of ground in policy resolutions in which the gov defends a plan and the opp defends the status quo.
· Multiple agent fiat - This argues that the opp can have fiat, but it can only fiat one agent. This is used against counterplans that try to act through the states or multi-lateral institutions.
· Reciprocity - Since the gov only gets one agent, the opp should only get one agent to ensure fair division of ground.
· Fiats solvency - Fiating multiple agents rams through the plan ignoring the normal processes. That ensures solvency and takes away the gov ground to attack counterplan solvency.
· Infinitely regressive - Allowing the opp counterplan ground allows them to counterplan away any harms, which would eliminate gov ground.
· Utopian fiat - Utopian fiat is bad for all of the above reasons, primarily because it fiats (or “solves”) all the technical problems that would prevent the socialist revolution or world peace from happening in the real world.
· Resolutional question - Counterplans ignore the resolutional question and instead focus too much on the plan. This decreases education and clash on the government case. This is a good argument against agent counterplans that focus on comparisons like passing the bill through congress vs. executive order.
· Burden of rejoinder - This is similar to the argument above, basically indicating that it is the job of the opp to clash with the case, not change the focus of the debate with the counterplan.
· Voting issue - education and ground
5. Plan inclusive counterplans - These are counterplans that include the plan, which are usually agent counterplans that do the plan through a different means. These aim to focus the debate on the process or a time sensitive issue. They are justified based on parametrics, which I explain above.
6. Ground - This steals gov ground and focuses debate away from the main question of the resolution.
7. Delegitimizes topicality arguments - If the opp accepts parametrics, then they accept the case as the resolution. All topicality arguments thus go away, because there is no resolution to appeal to outside of the plan
[bookmark: _Toc137378691]
Critiques (Kritiks)
[bookmark: _Toc137378692]Kritik Function
· A critique, or K as we debaters call it, is an attack on the assumptions you make in your case.
· By “assumptions”, we mean either the language you use, the values you have, or the way you view the world.
· For example, if you say “We’re going to use the Air Force to bitch-slap Kim Jong il” they’ll say “You should lose the round because you’re degrading to women, which leads to patriarchy and oppression” or maybe “You support militarism in society, which leads to cultural genocide and imperialism.”
· Or if you say “We need to regulate banks so that the economy doesn’t crash again” they’ll say “You’re propping up capitalism, which is bad because it creates a permanent underclass who has to sell their labor to survive. It also encourages destroying the environment”
· Even the idea that using the state to fix problems can get you in trouble with the K; if you say “We should give food aid to starving people in the Congo” they’ll say “You’re letting the state decide who gets to live and who has to starve, which they’ll use as a tool of coercion.”
· It’s different from a ‘normal’ argument in two main ways
· It generally operates outside of the fiat world, which is the hypothetical debate world that the plan operates in.  K debaters say their K is “pre-fiat”, meaning they don’t contest the claims you make in the case, but say that the way you made them was bad.
· They also make arguments that are very abstract and theoretical; K debaters will never say “You’re going to cause a war in this place at this time.”  They say “The ideas you support cause people to do bad things.”
· That means you can’t weigh your case impacts against their K impacts

[bookmark: _Toc137378693]Kritik Structure
· Framework
· This is where they lay out how the judge should evaluate the debate.
· They’ll usually say that fiat is illusory and that the round should be viewed in terms of competing ethical systems
· That means they want the debate to be about you justifying why you said “bitch”, like capitalism, or want the state to have power over people
· Harms
· Here’s where they’ll talk about an assumption they think is bad (sometimes this section will be merged with links or implications – it’ll make sense when you’re in the round, unless they suck)
· Link
· Here’s where they’ll point out what they think you did to make them run the Kq
· Implications
· Here’s where they say what your assumption will lead to or will justify
· Alt
· Here’s where they’ll put their advocacy statement
· Generally, it will be something like “Reject the plan because of X” or “Reject the plan and embrace Y” where Y is some thought or ethical statement that clashes with the assumption they say you make
[bookmark: _Toc137378694]How to answer the K
· Use Points of Information to ask questions about the K
· Ks are famous for being obtuse and difficult to understand, but the arguments they make are usually pretty simple.  There’s no such thing as a dumb question in a K round, so do whatever you have to to make sure you know what argument they’re making
· Make arguments about framework
· There’s lots of good ground here; why should they get to change the terms of the debate after you already started playing?  Why shouldn’t you get to learn about politics by using the fiat world as a laboratory?  Why does saying something in a debate round mean you believe it?  Can’t we still learn about ideas by having someone play devil’s advocate?
· We have files called “Fiat Good” and “MG Framework” that are handy; take a look at them to get familiar with the args
· You will almost certainly link, but that doesn’t mean you can’t take advantage of it
· Virtually every plan is going to use the capitalist economy, use the state to fix things, or use a calculative framework to weigh impacts (“If we do the plan, 10k people die, but if we don’t 150k die, so we should just accept the 10k deaths to avoid the other 150k.”)
· BUT, making a few quick no link arguments wont take you much time, while they will have to spend a lot of time answering them, and if they drop even one of them, then whoo boy, are they in trouble
· For example, if they think using the state to give out food to starving people is bad, you say “Giving out food in this one case highlights all the other cases where the state didn’t help people, meaning the plan actually decreases trust in the government”
· Use common sense and logic to contest their claims in the implications
· For example “If capitalism destroys the environment, why is it making wind turbines and solar panels right now?” or “If the state can use control over food supplies to exterminate people who disagree with it, why didn’t Bush use the Dept of Agriculture to starve John Kerry and Howard Dean?”
· This is also the place to make impact turns
· We have files answering most of the Ks you’ll run across; be sure you know where they are
· The alternative is a weak place in the K
· The alt is generally pretty vague; asking them what they mean will usually make them look foolish
· It’s also doubtful that their speech act is going to topple capitalism; pointing that out will give you some leverage
· Try to be as offensive as you can, as in “They make the problem worse”, not “They don’t make the problem better”
· If you’re feeling especially adventurous, we can clue you in to some headier args about strategic utilization of moral advocacy




[bookmark: _Toc137378695]Tips and Tricks
[bookmark: _Toc137378696]Offense/Defense
· Offensive Arguments: These are arguments that explain why a position or argument the other team runs is destructive, or otherwise deleterious, and should be used as a reason to vote against the other team’s position. These include link turns, solvency turns, impact turns, advantages, disadvantages, critiques, and topicalities (a competitive couterplan that is net beneficial to plan can also be considered offense). Like in baseball, offense is how you win the game.
· Defensive Arguments: These are arguments that explain why the arguments posited by the other team are not worthy of your rejection, or that the arguments of the other team are logically inconsistent or inconsequential. These include link and solvency take outs (i.e. no-links, no-solvency), impact take outs, harm take outs, non-uniques, and non-offensive responses to turns. Like in baseball, defense prevents you from losing.

[bookmark: _Toc137378697]POI’s
· POI’s, or Points of Information, are an old tradition of Parliamentary Debate that mimic arcane rules of order in British Parliamentary Procedure. At any time during the constructive speeches (excluding the first minute and the last minute of the speech), a member of the team not speaking may ask for a point of information to clarify an argument the speaking team is making. 
· These points are meant to be illustrative and to possibly discover holes in the other team’s arguments. 
· POI’s can also be used as a perceptual tool to take away some of the momentum of the other team, which is particularly useful for government teams during the opposition’s block of speeches in the middle of the debate. Indeed, a well-crafted POI can throw off the other speaker, make the other team look foolish, and positively influence the judge’s perception of your credibility. (Of course, rude POI’s can have the opposite affect!)
· Most judges do not flow POI’s or their responses.



[bookmark: _Toc137378698]Flowing/General Tips

· Make sure you get at least the basic structure
· Don’t try to flow every word or argument. Try to flow the main ones quickly and effectively, so that you can utilize your speech time answering arguments that actually matter.
· Write small and legibly. Nothing is worse than getting up for a speech and realizing you only have giant squiggles to help you out.
· If the other team is going way too fast for you to keep up, say “CLEAR” so that the judge and the other team can hear you. Do NOT abuse this.
· Leave room between points to avoid flow crunch.
· Make sure to flow yours and your partner's answers as well as the other team's.
· Abbreviate, abbreviate, abbreviate. Then make sure you remember what your abbreviations were.
· Label any voting issues or major points with stars or circles to make sure you don't miss them when you are speaking.
· Never write on the back of your flow. All the notes in the world won't prevent you missing it.
· Group issues together if you flow on multiple pages, i.e. off case on one sheet, on case on another sheet.
· Use two different colored pens for gov and opp.
· Always use clean paper to flow. I'm all about recycling, but chance for confusion is great if you try and recycle paper by flowing on both sides or use old flows for a new debate.
· Focus on making offensive arguments as the MG. It puts the MO in a more defensive position, which paves the way for the PM to better utilize the case in the PMR.
· Stand up when you speak
· Don’t be mean. This is an educational activity, not the UFC. Be mean and the judge will likely penalize you with low speaker points or an increased propensity to vote for the other team.


[bookmark: _Toc137378699]Example Resolutions

Resolved: the US should cease military operations in Afghanistan. 
Resolved: the US should substantially reduce criminal penalties for immigration law violations. 
Resolved: The United States federal government should enact a federal shield law for journalists. 
Resolved: The United States should engage in bilateral negotiations with North Korea to end North Korean proliferation. 
Resolved: The United States federal government should eliminate the Defense of Marriage Act. 
Resolved: The United States should significantly increase its efforts to deter sea piracy. 
Resolved: The United States federal should substantially increase regulations on the credit rating industry. 
Resolved: the United States should pass the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 
Resolved: The United States should adopt a policy of single payer health insurance. 
Resolved: The United States should significantly improve its economic relations with China. 
Resolved: The United States federal government should adopt a policy to significantly reduce carbon emissions in the United States. 
Resolved: The United States federal government should substantially decrease its reliance on manned space travel. 
Resolved: The United States should substantially increase restrictions on its use of extraordinary rendition. 
Resolved: In the case of Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, the United States Supreme Court should side with Citizens United. 
resolved: the united states federal government should establish a federal consumer financial protection agency. 
Resolved: Breast feeding mothers should have federal protection in the workplace 
Resolved: Healthcare reform in the US should contain a federally funded public option. 
Resolved: Financial institution executive pay should be internationally regulated 
Resolved: Israel should be tried for war crimes 
Resolved: The FCC should formally adopt net neutrality 
Resolved: Professional sports collective bargaining agreements should take precedence over state laws. 
Resolved: Family planning agencies should receive environmental aid 
Resolved: Somalia Should be Rearmed 
Resolved: Academics should be immune to export laws 
Resolved: Climate Change Accords should be viewed as global problem solving and not global negotiation. 





Additional resolutions found at http://www.parlidebate.org/debate/resolutions/ 


