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Effects Bad

1.  Unlimits - Any action taken will eventually lead to topical action, forcing unfair burdens upon the neg

2.  Decreases Clash - with more topical cases, the neg has more cases to prepare for, resulting in less clash b/c the neg will find a sweet generic positions with a bad link.  That also decreases education and predictability by sacrificing depth of debate.

3.  Resolution Doesn’t Mandate - the plan can mandate a federal control, problem solved.

4.  Eliminates Neg Ground - any counterplan we read could be topical by effects as much as the plan

5.  Violates Prior Jurisidction - the judge must determine jurisdiction before considering the merits of the case.  effects mix burdens so the judge can’t make clean calls

6.  Makes T. Probabilistic - topicality is a yes or no question, like pregnancy, but effects topicality makes T. a question of degree

7.  Justifies Crazy Cases - We could legalize plutonium and be topical

Russel W. AYRES Spring 1975 Harvard Civil Liberties and Civil Rights Rev. V10 n2

<http://ccnr.org/harvard_on_mox.html>

Whatever means of safeguarding plutonium are adopted, human beings will have access to and responsibility for quantities of plutonium at many stages in the fuel cycle. [90] Moreover, the safeguard measures themselves, including materials accounting, will require human supervision.  Some means to insure that persons working within the nuclear power industry are not inclined to steal plutonium or subvert the safeguards system would therefore seem appropriate. [91] ... Having secured in 1974 the passage of an amendment to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 which purports to grant it authority to investigate the ''character, associations, and loyalty'' of plutonium workers, [94] the [Atomic Energy] Commission is now prepared to establish "standards and specifications" [95] that will determine who can and cannot obtain such jobs.... [96] 

1. The Rights of Public Employees
... One area of concern involves the government's power to acquire information about a prospective employee in order to decide whether to hire him, or about an incumbent employee in order to decide whether to retain him. [98] Courts have been concerned with the effects of such investigations on the individual's freedoms of speech and association, [99] the right to be free from unreasonable searches and seizures, [100] and the right to privacy .101] 

8.  Unpredictable - There’s no way to research effectively backwards, finding a privacy violation then hunting down everything that could possibly protect against it

9.  Mandate Test - The plan’s mandates must be topical, not the advantags or solvency contention

10. Not Topical Now - If the plan isn’t topical RIGHT NOW, then you can’t vote for it RIGHT NOW, jurisdiction is a priori

11. Infinitely Regressive - FX allows unbounded number of steps, infinitely minimizing neg ground (the limit as number of steps approaches infinity = no neg ground)

12. Arbitrary - Any particular number of steps or years before they cross the threshold into topicality is unpredictable, everyone can make up their own standard.

Effects Topicality is fine
1.  Overlimits - - Deny me my effects and you’ve killed every case on the topic, feed me a case list to dismantle, my partner will prove all of them are effects

2.  More real world - - everything is judged by its effects in policymaking, policy is consequentialist even for topicality

3.  Increases Ground - - Every step I take gives the neg more ground for disads and counterplans cuz there’s more substance to my case

4.  Still predictable - - It’ll turn up pretty quick in lexis searches if it’s topical, no matter how many steps

5.  Context checks - - If I have a card that says my plan does what it needs to, that’s enough to be topical

6.  No abuse - - I don’t actually take enough steps to result in realized abuse to the neg.  Don’t vote on potential abuse, its like voting for a potential disad

7.  Resolution Mandates - - You’d have to fiat away the privacy violation to avoid being fx topical, but that’s more abusive to the neg cuz the case has no solvency contention

8.  Increases Education - - We can learn more from effectual topicality by opening our eyes to alternative causation

9.  Enforcement - - Effects always exists in the form of enforcement, that’s where fiat comes in and makes us topical by assuming that all our claims happen

Extra-Topicality Illegitimate

1.  Proves Resolved insufficient - - by adding extratopical planks the aff admits the resolved is not enough for a policy change

2.  Severance is abusive - - it’s conditionality, justifying a new plan in 2AR, makes final plan passed indeterminate, since it morphs with my new arguments, it kills ground, since my disads become useless when they switch advocacy and it should be reciprocal so I can run new counterlpans in the 2nr

3.  Must reject entire plan - - like in congress, you must reject the policy wholly, a separate vote is called for an amendment.  In this round you can only vote on plan text as of the 1AC

4.  Unpredictable - - we have no way to predict actions outside of the scope of the resolved, so I have no disads to link to the case

5.  Jurisdiction - - you can’t vote for anything outside of the resolved, so you CAN’T vote aff

6.  Promotes Lazy debate - - no reason to settle for clash when you can just be extra-topical, and likely claim fat advantages

7.  Violates Burden of proof - - extra-topical action lowers thresholds for proof by encouraging superficial debate about non-resolutional issues

8.  No longer prima facie - - plan is not legitimate by face value, it needs additional action to be beneficial. 

9.  Ground withers - - We lose counter plan ground when they blur the line between our and their ground

10.  Kills education - - extratopicality makes us debate issues not germane to the resolved, destroys depth in favor of breadth

11.  Set a precedent - - voting against extra-topicality sends a message to the aff and others that you believe all the above arguments

12.  Not universal - - topical cases are exclusively within the topic, aff is clear violation, disproves resolved

Extra-Topicality Is Cool Wit’ Me

1.  Increases Ground - - Allows for more disad links and CP ground from the random other things the plan does

2.  Increases Education - - It tells us about more things than having the same debate on a more limited area over and over

3.  Not a reason to reject - - Even if the plan takes more action than specifically mandated by the resolved, it isn’t exclusive.  There is no word such as ‘only’ in there

4.  Doesn’t hurt ground - - Plan still support the resolved, so the neg still get their links, plan just does other stuff too

5.  Increases Predictability - - The more plan does, the easier it is to find the case in the literature

6.  More Real World - - All bills do more than just a sentence of work, they have more than one advantage, or no one would pass them

7.  Overlimits - - Not a case has no action outside of resolved, signing the bill and hiring people for implementation isn’t explicitly called for -but is needed

8.  Court Analogy - - Judges can open up their jurisdiction in response to cases which hold particular interest

Limits are Great things to keep around!
1.  Key to predictability - - Without strict limits, more cases would be topical, and the neg could never be as prepared, if at all.

2.  Key to Ground - - Without light limits the neg would never have certain ground, plan might act through a squirrely interp of resolved, e.g. protection is a city in kansas

3.  Key to Education - - Limits allow greater depth of debate, we learn a few things really well, more like the sanctions debate

4.  Can’t limit enough - - Any creative debater will always find a new case to run within the tightest limits and there will always be at least 4 cases

5.  Other Words unlimit - - My violation(s) cannot limit enough when the other words go undefined and hazy

6.  More debatable - - It might not be real world, but setting limits makes us able to have real debate, fiat’s not real anyway

7.  Checks infinite Prep Time - - The aff has forever to prepare, limits give the neg at least closer to as long.

Limits Bad

1.  Decreases Education - by overlimiting the topic, there are too few issues to debate and we’ll just have the same round every time when the neg learns the best argument

2.  Shrinks aff ground - if we’re overlimited to novice cases, we’ll never run cases that hear dominated voices and marginalized narratives

3.  Violates framers intent - they specifically outline a bunch of areas and harms to solve this year, overlimiting precludes dealing with some of those areas

4.  Courts disprove - judges always open up their case jurisdiction if the case is siginificant

5.  New Teams - new programs won’t open up to debate if they have to run one of the 5 cases everyone else has or if they’re too slow to run huge cases every round, they need little cases to get used to debate and new teams expand debate’s educational benefits

Probabilism bad

1.  Probabilism kills ground - - If they have a probabilistic case, the best I can get is unlikely link stories and even uncertain solvency attacks.  

2.  The is determinate - - “The” is a definite article, indicating a specific object.  Probabilism is untopical.

3.  All or Nothing - - Either the plan is “an” education policy by “the” fed. Or it isn’t.  But Topicality is all or nothing, like pregnancy - no one is somewhat pregnant.

4.  Empiricism takes out - - Empirically previous actions were taken through particular branches and offices of the federal government.  Like the privacy protection act of 1974, hence it could be changed through the same office without probablism.

5.  Limits in enough - - Even if alot of cases didn’t act without probabilism, some do.  Like overturning whren v. U.S., or decriminalize adultery in the military

6.  Makes debate useless - - If nothing we assume true is actually true, there is no reason to learn about it, that’s probably just bad for us.

Probabilism good
1.  Overlimits - - You have no way to be certain on any case, even empiricism is no guarantee of the future.

2.  Not real world - - Nothing in life is guaranteed except death, so get over it and let’s debate what’s likely
3.  Kills disad ground - - Disad stories are always probabilistic, if you can dismiss case for that, so too the disdads, means this kills ground.

4.  Subjective - - There’s no way to know if something is even probabilistic, I’d say my case is guaranteed

Framers Intent Good

1.  More Experience - the framers are experts in debate and clearly know what should be argued and what makes a good topic or good ground

2.  They have more time - they argued over these same issues for days and their final interpretation of the resolution would probably be the outcome of this round if we didn’t have any time constraints

3.  They get expert input - it’s legally required: Title 44 Section 1333, of the U.S. Code calls for 

"The Librarian of Congress [to] prepare compilations... relating to (1) the subject selected annually by the National University Extension Association as the national high school debate topic and (2) the subject selected annually by the American Speech Association as the national college debate topic..."

4.  They know their grammar - the resolution is written like a statute and every word has meaning, and if you don’t buy that you automatically reject the resolution itself, vote neg.

AT: Framer’s Intent

1.  They failed - Obviously it’s not quite crystal clear what the resolution means, and they put in significantly and still didn’t capitalize federal government, the framers are more interested in topic area than the wording of the resolution

2.  So what? - whatever thoughts the framers had on the topic should already be in the words they gave us, any cases they thought would be fun are beside the point of a T. debate

3.  Not likely - The framers intent is impossible to really be at all certain of.  The only thing we can glean from the resolution is a set of letters and spaces.

4.  No implication - congratulations, we have a topic from some folks of questionable qualifications, now can we debate on limits and things that actually effect neg ground

5.  Don’t Bow Down - Debate is about our ideas, not obeying the dicta of nutty old people who still live debate

6.  Vote for me - the framers like me more than them, and it’s obvious from the resolution that they favored our side, that’s their intent!

Precision good

1.  Each word has meaning - People v. Wheeler in 73: “Every word ... of a statue is deemed to have a meaning and perform a useful function”

2.  limits better - as many limiting words as possible narrow down the aff ground from any action to a very very specific one, the more words the better

3.  No words are useless - Wilderness Society v. Morton 73: “words of a statute are not to be construed as surplussage”

4.  Framer’s Intent - the framers clearly included each word for a reason, and their intent is critical to a predictable debate

5.  Every word is key! - Williams v. Sisseton 75: “A court must assume that legislature meant every word of a statue and ... every word ... must be given force and effect”

6.  More Real World - in the real world proposals aren’t taken up if they employ void words.

7.  Counter resolution - we stand resolved that all the resolution except this one word is true, that negates the affirmative 100% and gives an alternative that still could endorse case if tis a good idea!  Even if our resolved is bad, they just dejustified theirs

AT: Precision

1.  Resolution is a triad - it just gives the agent, the verb, and the object.  The rest is irrelevant

2.  Destroys meaning - examining each words shfts focus from the resolved a whole

3.  impossible to meet - focusing on each words opens up too many definitions to meet simultaneously

4.  Only nouns and verbs - all the rest is just fancy writing meant to scoff at folks who don’t see the difference

5.  Ignores mistakes - federal gov’t still isn’t capitalized, precision would exploit that error and allow new meanings

6.  Not a law - the framers just made up these words to suggest a general topic, look at the alternatives that they almost adopted.

7.  Counter Interp - the word ‘that’ means we win the round, that’s precise and gives each word meaning

Brightline Good

1.  Key to definition - definitions is an expression of precise measure, the word is placed n the resolution for a specific and clearly limited purpose

2.  Best for education - makes T debates short and sweet cuz we can agree on what the resolved means much faster.

3.  ultimate goal of all definitions - the objective of every definition is to minimize confusion and make things clean and precise, a brightline is the ultimate topicality standard

4.  preserves communication - the emaning of words must be kept standard and precise to allow for clear and reliable communication.

5.  Works with any judge - a brightline means no one’s surprised when a judge explains their decision after the round, that’s the goal of debate

6.  Void for vagueness - courts toss out statutes that are too vague, so should debate, since its only a model of courts

7.  Key to language
Edwin Newman 83 “The productivity of plan english” p.g

“If the level of English we speak and write declines, we decline with it”

8.  Precision is life enhancing
Newman 83

“Americans are being cheated ... because they have never been led to understand the pleasure and satisfaction that comes from using the language ... precisely.  Their lives are narrowed and impoverished as a result”

9.  Brightline checks totalitarianism
Geoffrey NUNBERG 83 - Atlantic p. 38

“the burden ... is that sloppy language makes for sloppy thinking and totalitarianism”

AT: Bright Line

1.  Language not perfect - a precise interpretation of the resolution would provide a linguistically unfathomable concept.

2.  Not needed to debate - each debater has always had a different approach, a different interpretation etc., but we still have a debate

3.  Disagreement good - it is discord that brings clash and the competitive argumentation that makes debate good

4.  Language denies - language is a historical lineage of meaning for words, if our interp fits somewhere along the line of past views, we are fulfilling te goal of language and communication.

5.  Not specific to the resolved - there’s no brightline lurking in the resolution

6.  They don’t give one - not every case is clearly defined by their interpretation

7.  psychotic rule making bad - Ivan Illich 81 (Shadow Work)

“to a hierarchical modernization of poverty the modernized poor are those whose vernacular domain in speech and action is most restricted”

8.  Counter Interp - I always win the round - that sets the clearest brightline

Grammar Good

1.  Predictability - - Grammar has explicit rules you can find in many books, using it is predictable and the only way to have communication we’re all ready for

2.  Grammar checks black helicopeters

Union Leader 11/17/99
The grammar police have a thankless job. They're unpaid and under-appreciated. They are often accused of being cranks or fanatics, bent on stifling free expression. In fact, the grammar patrol guards the frontiers of civilization, defending not only the integrity of the language, but the independence of the republic. If assaults on the mother tongue go unchecked, some future President may call for a U.N. peacekeeping force to restore order and defend grammar. Then TV stations will be besieged by black helicopters overhead and blue-helmeted soldiers at the door. 
"This is the grammar police! You are all under arrest. Put down your misplaced pronouns and come out with microphones off!" 

3.  Foundation For Interpretation - - If we don’t apply grammar to the resolved, any interpretation would be completely arbitrary and none could have a basis in the resolved

4.  Grammar is democratizing

Detroit News 10/6/96

Peter T. Koper, an associate professor of English at Central Michigan University (CMU), dissents from this prevailing orthodoxy. He sees these trends as inherently divisive. In Koper's view, "Grammar is not elitist. It is, rather, quintessentially democratizing, the ability to use standard written English being the condition for participating in public life in this country and in much of the rest of the world." 

5.  Keep Debate National - - Regional dialects and sloppy grammar would make national level debate impossible because we couldn’t debate Louisiana teams nor Chicago

6.  The English Language is the least dictated

University Wire 6/29/99
But English had spent too long in the slums, among the illiterate, until its grammar became simplified. The structure of the language changed often, but England's elitist francophone scholars didn't consider it worth their time to interfere with or codify this peasants' language. Today, English remains one of the most flexible languages in the world. 
"One of the reasons that English was able to evolve (with simple grammatical structures) was because for several hundred years the natural flow of the language was allowed to occur because it was the language of peasantry," says Howard Richler, author of A Bawdy Language. "English is the only major language in the world that's never had an academy dictating usage." 

7.  Grammar Bad arguments are all dumb

Austin American Statesman 6/11/95

To the person claiming that people who'd like to see bad grammar improved have a privileged, elitist stance: Slang and street talk have their place, but in businesses and schools we all should speak and write so that others can understand us. I never knew that good grammar was reserved for the privileged, the elitist and for white males. I thought it was important to be heard and understood no matter your color, no matter your class, or no matter the neighborhood you come from or the neighborhood that you live in. We need to stop putting a color and class on how we relate to each other in this country. It's more important to get along as people than to worry about where you come from, or the color, or whether you have to fit in and speak a certain way. Be yourself. Be proud to be the American that you are. Be heard. Be understood and be clear. 
Responding to the person who said that people who complain about bad grammar are elitists and don't appreciate ethnic groups. Invariably, when I hear bad grammar on television it is spoken by white males or white women. I think this is more an indictment of our education system. It is not being elitist. White people are the worst at speaking bad grammar. If you watch TV, you'll see this. 
I can understand why some people would consider people who complain about bad grammar as elitists. I don't know why we can't understand each other, no matter how we talk. If I say, ''I ain't going to them shows anymore,'' you know what I mean. And when you complain about how I talk, I perceive you think you're better than me. 
Using good grammar makes good sense. We should all use good grammar. However, no one should ever put other people down for the way they talk. People forget that the way we talk and write is sometimes influenced by our ethnicity, our culture and our upbringing. Use good grammar in the workplace and school. That's where it's required. Outside of that, it should be more relaxed so that people can speak and write in a way that's comfortable to them. The way a person talks connects that person to his upbringing, to the euphemisms of his grandma and grandpa, etc. He should not be put down for connecting with his culture. It's his right and privilege. Writing ''y'all'' is probably grammatically incorrect, but try telling a Texan that. That's my point -- culture and even geopraphy has a lot to do with a person's grammar. Let's respect each ... ... job and they use poor grammar, there ain't no way in this world they're going to get a job. 
I'm somewhat stunned to read in the Rant 'N' Rave column about the person who complained about using poor grammar as reflecting on a superior white male group. My children have the misfortune of having me as a parent. From the time they were small children until adulthood, if they used anything out of the good grammar area I was always on their case. I bugged them unmercilessly. They always remind me I've been very fortunate because my children are now teachers. I don't know how important it is to say other than words are powerful and can lead you to a better way of life. In my view, anybody who is a high school graduate who uses poor grammar is retarding their efforts to make a better life for themselves and their families. Education is imperative and using good English is the essence of success in our lifestyles. Responding to the person who thinks that people who complain about bad grammar are elitist. They are just commenting on the poor state of our schools. Our schools don't teach English and geography. I know a white woman from an upper class family who uses the word 'them' instead of 'those' and 'seen' instead of 'saw' and thinks Hawaii is a foreign country. 
Not everybody who wants to speak good grammar or read good grammar is white. I think good grammar should be enforced for everybody. It makes good sense and makes you sound like you're halfway intelligent. If intelligence has a color, I'm sorry, I didn't know it did. 
 
8.  Grammar makes English a learnable language

Michael STRUMPF english, moorpark college, LA Times 1/16/88
1. A knowledge of grammar imparts to one a security which then leads to ease in communicating. Therefore, grammar is not only an educational experience but a psychological one also. 
2. The teaching of grammar itself is a dry process. The responsibility falls on the teacher to enliven the subject. This takes ingenuity and creativity. Many teachers lack these qualities; therefore, they too consider grammar dull and boring to teach as well as to learn. 
3. Learning grammar is a process involving thinking and logic. It takes an expert to teach it. Many of our teachers know little more about the structure of language than their charges do. Too often, teachers do not or cannot answer their students' questions, therefore causing frustration and boredom. 
4. All foreign languages taught here are taught grammatically. English taught abroad is grammatically instructed. We are the only country where grammar is not highlighted, and we are the only major world power producing so many illiterates with high school and college diplomas. 


9.  Grammar drives intellectual growth

Peoria Journal Star 3/15/99
''Language development is the engine that drives intellectual growth,'' she writes. Such growth is being stunted by this slavish accommodation to cultural diversity rather than by an adherence to the idea of learning the English language. And we have all heard by now horror stories of English departments in colleges and universities that have abandoned Shakespeare, Milton and Wordsworth in favor of some minor poet from a politically correct Third World nation. 
Sure, grammar can be boring and all of us stumble over certain intricacies of the language from time to time. But it is inexcusable to neglect grammar, sentence structure or vocabulary simply because they are difficult and unpopular. 
I foresee, in fact, a future in which English will lose much of its precision and its magnificent variety, in which the only way we can describe extraordinary experiences is to call them ''totally awesome'' or ''totally cool.'' And in which ''we was'' will replace ''we were'' simply because it is so much easier to say. And in which our European heritage (where else did all these schools, churches, factories, roads, bridges, this literature, most of our music, our art, our architecture come from?) will be forgotten and we will speak a rudimentary, barbaric language not far removed from grunting and pointing. 


AT: Grammar 

1.  Insufficient Standard - - as long as words are still used as verbs and interact correctly, the standard can’t define any meaning for the resolution

2.  No Brightline - - our interpretation of the resolution still makes grammatical sense, its not as if we think it means we ought sing a song.

3.  Grammar is confining

ROBERT WEISBERG law, stanford 1/94 Cardozo L. Rev.

Superficially but powerfully, literature is a trope for our apprehension of a condition of bareness, a thinness of social and cultural circumstance, which we (often sentimentally) imagine leads to truth and redemption. If this approach suggests literature as an instrument of radical originalism, literature also serves a conservative role, to promote order precisely because it can resolve the tensions that threaten to disrupt it and which are instead resolved within it. Either way, conservative or radical, involves nostalgia, which is forever bringing its problems to the reading of literature, as if they could thereby find compensations for the relevant present degeneracy. The irony, as Poirier notes, is that what the nostalgic yearning soul finds is literature itself manifesting the same sort of nostalgia. n4 As wordy, encrusted, corrupt institutions turn to literature for renewal, they find writing which is itself committed to conventions, usages, grammars, structures, and rhetorics viewed with dismay as the products of inappropriate systems which often seem artificial or inappropriate. Literature is not the natural language we seek. Indeed, notes Poirier, there is no such thing. If anything, modernist literature prevents spontaneous reading. It is a very privileged form of discourse, painfully aware of itself as a form of technology. 


4. Not Real World - - No one actually uses perfect old school grammatical “rules” as they were written back in the 20’s

5.  Grammar privileges native speakers
David STRAUSS law, U of Chicago 5/99 Calif. L. Rev.

The analogy to grammar may also help address the criticism that constitutional theory is elitist in nature. In inferring rules of grammar, we do not treat the utterances of all English speakers equally. At the very least, native speakers are privileged. Beyond that, the rules of grammar that we infer from linguistic practices may condemn, as ungrammatical, some common ways of speaking. People may not immediately understand why those utterances are ungrammatical, at least not without a great deal of explanation. 

6.  Counter Interpretation - - The resolution means: resolved that the judge should vote now for my debating in one or more of the four areas.

7.  Grammar is elitist!
Austin American Statesman 6/11/95

“I'd like to say something about the people who keep writing in about bad grammar. I'd like to say that I think they are speaking from a very privileged, elitist stance assuming that everybody in the world conforms to this white-male kind of superior way of speaking. They are negating the importance of subcultures, ethnic groups, etc., that may not know the exact rules that other people impose. So stop. “

Bidirectionality bad
1.  Limits - bidirectionality makes the number of topical cases literally twice as long, any broader limits is a decrease in predictability

2.  Can’t be true - a bi-directional resolution can’t be only good or bad because it also include its own opposite

3.  Encourages bad cases - strategic affirmatives will run plans specifically to link turn popular neg positions, but that means no one will run those arguments nor will they be able to predict the affirmatives

4.  Shallow Education - people mostly end up debating the same issues but they can run the neg arguments on the aff or against the opposite case.  That means none of the benefits of broad limits and none of the predictability of limited ones

Bidirectionality Good

1.  Gets rid of unfair generics - with a one way topic the aff has to link to the same tired old neg strategy, that means the same debates every round but no better clash

2.  More educational - cuz the neg has to research both sides of the resolution and we don’t miss out on education on affs we aren’t planning to run ourselves

3.  Bidirectional effects are inevitable - any interpretation of the resolution would allow some cases that claimed growth good or bad, and its historically true

4.  Doesn’t actually double the resolved - cuz all the cases that go the other way are answered back by the impact turns folks will cut as aff answers for their neg files anyway

5.  Increases Uncertainty - the aff wont ever know what the neg is ready for cuz suddenly people have to carry around evidence on both sides of the resolution so tiny cases that only win cuz the neg isnt ready wont be viable

Legal Definitions Good

1,  Provides Clarity - the meaning of each word in a statute is such that the resolution can be best defined by the judicial process.  Such a process helps to distinguish b/w different words in the resolved.

2.  Policy Debate, Policy Definitions - all statues are interpreted by the judiciary so a legal definition will be used to evaluate a particular word and its meaning

3.  more Real World - legal definitions provide a link to real policy reality and how things are defined in the system this format simulates

4.  Sweet Limits - Legal definitions often give the most limiting interpretation of words, and that’s key to predictable debate and negative ground

5.  Not as sloppy - other sources only have the most common definitions of a word, only legal definitions record all the meanings a word has ever had in a court

6.  Counterplan : Test the plan in a court first, if the court approves it, pass it, otherwise don’t

Legal Definitions Bad

1.  Contextually created - the law dictionaries only provide court cases defining words as they were used in particular litigation cases without universal application, that’s where stupid definitions like significantly is 50% of your finger come from

2.  Empirically Bad Definitions - legal definitions change in every court case, they obviously aren’t the best ones if no one ever refers to them again

3.  Not real world - in the real world people don’t care what a word once mean a century ago, adopting legal definitions alienates debate’s supporters

4.  No precedent - congress defines laws and terms as they go, so should we.  Debate is a more accurate model of a legislature than a court, since we pass bills

5.  Who Cares? - our interp is fine if our definition applies to the case

6.  Only for greedy lawyers - hurray if andy cochrane can convince judge mills lane to endorse his random definition once, its not magically santified by being in a law dictionary

Dictionary Definitions Good

1.  Common Source - as a society, we usually get meaning from the dictionary.  This debate should be no different

2.  Fits the topic - it’s not as if we’re picking the 21st definitions listed, our definition is valid b/c it gives meaning to the resolution

3.  Better for debate - with an objective source it makes it easier for the judge to simply evaluate the better debating

4.  Increases Clash - provides a clear basis for debate about a term in the resolved

5.  Totally more predictable - tell me you haven’t heard this definition before.

Dictionary Definitions Bad

1.  Not always applicable - unabridged dictionaries have every definition concievable, including how shakespheare used it once.  By the 10th definition its lost all predictability

2.  Test other definitions - if the dictionary is so sweet, lets apply all the definitions it has, that tests it as a source

3.  Not absolute - Fink and Wagnalls ’74: “let him view his dictionary not as a series of ex-cathedral announcements.  It is neither commandment nor holy writ”

4.  Out of context - federal also means part of the union or a furniture style and protection is a town in kansas.  

“Common Man” Good

1.  Preserves Communication - the purspoe of debate is to communicate positions and issues.  This cannot be done unless we avoid using obscure terminolory that no one understands or definitions that make no sense

2.  Increases Clash - it forces them to defend the worth and educational value of their definition against none at all

3.  Can be determined - the common definitons is not exclusive, we are giving an example, just like the plan is a warrant to the resolution.  It is the average definition a person would give or agree with

4.  Common Sense checks abuse - we need to go with the practical meaning of terms within the resolution to preserve real debate that doesn’t get skewed into utopian terms

5.  Parents using wacky definitions alienates parents and makes supporters of debate lose faith in the activity

6.  I speak the language - that’s the only qualification any definition has

“Common man” bad

1.  Not so common - you can’t form a consensus or even a common view of the resolution with the incredible diversity of the nation and any particular ground you poll, except maybe the religious right.  That destroys predictability of the definition and makes it no better than arbitrary

2.  Not so strict - people will let words slide into vagueness b/c they want to be able to have a minimally functional level of communication but won’t take risks to actually limit the meaning of words.  Also people don’t like to employ a greater vocab than they have to

3.  Prevents Change - common sense can inhibit the growth of new ideas that conflict with traditional ideas

4.  Collapsing standard - the people who might support their definition would all back out to our definition

5.  They not so ignorant - they’ve researched the topic and learned alot more about protection of privacy in the 4 freaking areas than jane doe

6.  Encourages lazy debate - come on, they’re using this so called source just b/c they didn’t get around to finding a real definition

7.  Counter interp - I win, that’s a common interpretation of the resolution, both my partner and I believe it

Contextuality good

1.  More real world - context makes us has to look to uses of the word as it appears in the literature, and everyone normally communicates using the same language and definitions as the people to whom they’re talking

2.  Working definition - contextual definitions are functional in limiting the topic of discussion and appear in the literature, the aren’t perfect but they work pretty well

3.  Predictability - how else do you do research for a case?  You do searches for the key words, if those key words associate well its topical

4.  Bright line - its pretty clear whether or not the evidence declares the plan topical, reference isn’t always definition

5.  Solves probabilism - the case becomes topical on face if it has cards that say it would be topical

Contextuality Bad

1.  Unpredictable - We have now ay to guess what crazy author uses a certain way and how they might use it, mayeb they were just miseducated

2.  no limits - the folks who use the word don’t care about limits, and lexis search tests give you millions of cases

3.  ground - the neg could get no disads that link off of an author using a word, except pathetic criticques of the words of the resolved

4.  allows abuse - if quals aren’t an issue anyone could roll their own evidence or email their author and post it online.

5.  Court analogy - in court you wouldn’t just ask people about something until one of them refered to it by the term you wanted

6.  Turn - Counter-interpretation - the resolution means I win, that’s just as predictable and now its in the literature if I post these blocks

Obviously...Best Definition Should be Used

1.  Easier to determine - you simply compare the aff and neg definitions rather than holding up a nebulous yardstick of reasonability or sumthin’

2.  Essential part of debate - all other issues in the deabte area are decided on the best arguments.  Topicality shouldn’t be different

3.  Division of ground - helps to check the presumptive ground given to the aff team with the right to define

4.  Preserve fairness - the best definition standard wees out defintiions that are either too broad or too narrow

5.  Clash - teams must clash about the qualities of their definitions, the best definition standard forces teams to interact with each other

6.  Increases Education - this standard is consistent with the educational process of debate, by bringing them into the analytical portion of debate

7.  Policy making supports - in writing bills and reoslutions, policymakers always search for the best definitions to avoid confusion

8.  Hypothesis supports - in determining the meaning of a hypothesis,, Jones notes in 71, that “the problem is to decide which on... is most appropriate”

9.  Not too limiting US v. Alpers (Cal. 70 S. Ct. 352, 254, 338 US 680, 94, L. Ed. 457.  W&P p.23): “that penal statues are narrowly construed does not require rejection of sense of words best harmonizing with the context and end in view.”

10.  Feasible - we aren’t asking for the best definition in the language, just for the better one in the round.

Aff must be 100% Topical

1.  Can;t be porbable - topicality is like pregnancy, b/c you either vote on it or you don’t, there is no middle ground

2.  need for jurisdiction - any risk they aren;t topical puts the aff our of jurisdiction, any risk means you can’t look at it at all.  That’s an infinite impact since it would deactivate your frame of reference, take it schell!

3.  Court example - If a judge isn’t completely positive the case belongs in the court, it is rejected

4.  Not abusive - we could not dispute the legitimacy of the case if it were clearly topical

5.  increases clash - it will preclude teams in the future from running questionable cases, boosting clash, scare some teams into the middle of the road.

6.  Must reject - whatever high minded ideals we may theoretically embrace, vote neg to reject things that aren’t topical

James Park U of Minnesota Alum 1999 Becoming More Authentic
http://www.tc.umn.edu/~parkx032/AU.html
Instead of remaining lost in the fun-house of interesting things to do 
(watching television, eating, reading the newspaper, going on vacation) 
or in the ready-made commitments approved by society 
(working hard at worthy jobs, raising a good family), 
we can grow beyond responsible adulthood and conventional maturity 
to become unified, centered, integrated, and whole persons 
by carefully selecting and consistently pursuing new life-meanings. 
These comprehensive choices become the core of our self-creating selves. 

The quest for Authenticity focuses on the quality of living today. 
Are we using our time (the substance of our lives) in the best way? 
In this week of our lives, will we actualize our highest potentialities? 
Whatever high-minded ideals we may theoretically embrace, 
our real identities as human persons is revealed by what we pursue, 
how we—even today—focus and integrate our lives 
or how we remain distracted captives of our enculturation.
AT: Aff Presumption on T.

1.  Temporary - the minimal presumption the aff does have disappears when its questioned, that’s what presumption means

2.  Unfair - aff presumption crease and insurmountable barrier for the neg b/c it can expand whenever they want it to

3.  Bad precedent - encourages aff teams to run blatantly non topical cases but to edge neg teams like us on presumption, don’t let em do it!

4.  moots topicality debate - which I guess is their goal, if the aff is guaranteed topicality, questioning it becomes pointless

5.  destroys analytical debate - presumption for the aff lets the aff make bad arguments but still win and endorses tradition and rules over analysis and reaon

6.  Neg gets presumption - of course, the affirmative is a random action, they have to prove they are topical, they dont magically start inside the bounds of resolution

7.  Counterbalance - give us presumption on the counterplan and disads if they get it on T., I want in!

AT: lit/clash/disclosure checks

1 2 and 3.  Ha, Ha, Ha
4.  I’m bad ass - i just happen to have cards on everything.  To demonstrate : someone got screwed!

AP 5/10/00

The 72-year-old retired Air Force officer who lives with his wife of 45 years in Upper Marlboro, Maryland, eventually learned that someone had used the couple's Social Security numbers to obtain credit and run up $113,000 in bills.

5.  Its what they justify - stuff checking abuse justifies legalizing drugs cuz there are alot of cards on it

6.  destroys predictability - anything could be justified by those crappy arguments

7.  not true - I’m completely unprepared for this debate, that’s why all my link cards are so good

AT: Aff increases education

1.  Can’t quantify, increases in breadth can’t be measured in liters, depth is probably a better kind of education

2. Let me educate you: 

-Two-thirds of American adults do not achieve recommended levels of physical activity in their daily lives.

-In 1996, global greenhouse gas emissions reached a new high of about 24 billion tons - nearly four times the 1950 level. 

-Pinworms afflict up to 42 million Americans, mostly children. 

-A law still on the books in Waynesboro, Virginia prohibits women from driving a car unless the husband walks in front waving a flag. 

3.  Unlimiting the topic decreases education - the resolution already has way too much in it, adding more won’t help, we need more depth on those few cool cases that are certaintly topical

4.  Not a voter - Education only matters as a procedural goal, not something specific to this round, or else my factoids above solve that.  We read other voters

5.  Education not a trump - education on random facts is what trivial pursuit is about, not debate.  We’re in a competitive forum to determine the effects of propositions

6.  Turn: neg educates more - we presented more positions than they did and spent longer developing them in the block rather than going over the same ground in the 1ar.

AT: Affirmative interprets

1.  Predictability - the neg can’t anticipate how the aff will define those terms, so they can’t prepare

2.  Wrong - the resolution doesn’t morph in between rounds when we aren’t looking, its set by the neg in one round and that becomes a popular interpretation cuz affs dont want to lose

3.  Resolved can be wrong- if the aff gets to define every word any way they want to, they can always make the resolution have a true meaning, but that would preclude a false resolution.

AT: Reasonability

1.  Legitimizes Abuse - any aff team can decide their personal connotation of the resolved on a given day, making it impossible for th neg to prepare, they’d have to disclose their ‘reasonable definitions’ along with the case

2.  Common Sense Inadequate - it can be misleading b/c the practical view of the resolution is inconsistent between people

3.  Unlimiting - When people assign meaning to words on their own, they quite ‘reasonably’ grant words broad definitions, but that explicitly undercuts our limits arguments, allowing alot more cases.  Common use has no precisions

4.  Decreases Clash - instead of searching for the better definition through concrete standards and comparisons, we now slip into the gray area of arbitrary reasonability where every debaters definition silences debate on the issue

5.  Legitimizes Huge Judge  Intervention - if the plan only has to be reasonably topical the neg will be in for a surprise when folks with a weird interpretation of reasonability give a disclosure no one could have predicted

6.  Violates Framers Intent - the framers put each word in the resolution for specific meaning, but reasonability overlooks what we’re supposed to debate

7.  Infinite Prep Time - they should be amazingly topical after a few months of preparation

8.  No Brightline - There’s no way to know what’s normal and reasonable versus what is quote too weird, I think their case is too weird, vote on that

9.  Counter-Inerpretation - the resolved means I win, that’s reasonable since the acronym for the resolved says to sit popi oomot, and sit means favor and popi oomot is my nickname

AT:  Ground not a voter

1.  Then what is? - Ground is the fundamental impact to all theory arguments, if ground isn’t a voter you’ll never have anything to vote on

2.  Let’s rename it abuse - if you’d prefer, vote for the abuse b/c we could never win if they got away with their nefarious activities

3.  Checks Rampant Abuse - if ground isn’t a voter folks could run non topical cases with no advantage and make intrinsicness answers to every awful disad the neg ran

4.  Let’s switch sides! - If they feel so comfortable with their sketchy theoretical position, let me debate on their side every round, cuz I’d never win, voting for abuse helps them too when they have to switch sides next round

5.  Real World - nothing is actually discussed that doesn’t have some sweet answers to it, if we can’t make those this hasn’t been an accurate simulation nor educational

AT: Jurisdiction not a voter

1.  Exactly - Juridiction is a voter because it can’t be voted within.  If you can’t look at something, you can’t possible vote for it

2.  Court analogy - Just like a stereo thief wouldn’t be tried in a traffic court, the plan can’t be tried in a court with jurisdiction only over the resolution

3.  Court analogy good - the debate system is accurately characterized as a court case cuz we adopt opposing sides, use legal evidence, don’t have political biases, don’t have large numbers on either side, have a judge, submit evidence and make a bunch of arguments, unlike any other activity, and its used as an educational simulation for preparation to become a lawyer

4.  Don’t subvert education - everyone who debates is being educated to become a lawyer, its commonly accepted, a decision against that couldn’t stop it, it could only damage that process

5.  What else is the resolution for - the resolved and time limits are the only rules in debate, ignoring jurisdiction issues destroys ½ of all our rules, allowing random affirmatives and, even worse, arbitrary negative theory arguments to limit the ‘topic’

AT:  Education not a voter

1.  Debate is educational - if we aren’t here for a little edumacation, we aren’t here to do anything except lose to good teams and beat people, there’s no value in that activity

2.  Already decided - debate has already accepted that its an educational activity, if you try to ignore that now you  can’t actually stop it, just damage it and slow our education

3.  That’s why its not a pro-sport - although it’d be tight if you could watch it on TV, debate is an activity people have only at high school and college, because its a part of education

4.  Folks’ll quit - if debate isn’t an educational activity there’s no motivation to stick w/ debate if you aren’t _____<Beckley>____, everyone who wasn’t good would quit and the institution would wither and die everywhere but chicago

5.  Learning is good - every kritik and disad we learn gives advice about how to live our lives to cause less harm and live in a more moral way, education saves lives

6.  Animal Rights prove - if we didn’t debate we probably wouldn’t have to admit that animals have rights and should be given ethical weight, debate’s educational effects alone are the reason we know that its bad to kill animals

AT: T is a RVI

1.  Ha ha ha - that’s funny

2.  Assumes abuse - we’re not being abusive, don’t punish us b/c they’re not topical

3.  shifts focus - don’t deter us from criticizing their theoretical position, if its crappy lets talk about it, not slap us for asking

4.  Don’t punish the messenger - You don’t kill the College Board if I get a 0 on the SAT, nor if I pass it.  T is a test, if you pass hurray, don’t get angry though

5.  No time tradeoff - They would have had to answer disads and case arguments for the time the 2ac spent on t.

6.  Courtroom analogy - The judge doesn’t let the criminal go free just because she makes it to the right room

7.  Perm - Vote against the affirmative for sucking our time, cuz I actually answered this trash

8.  Their fault - they didn’t need to answer the violation so much

9.  My fault - I just answered it, that remedies the time loss

10. Credibility - If I’m running alot of crap, you’ve already lost all kinds of ‘sect for me, that’s recompense enough, stupid 1nc strat...

T is an RVI

1.  No Risk Issue - The neg doesn’t risk anything from T if we can’t win reverse voters, its better than running disads and encourages a violation for every word.

2.  Time constraints - By breathing the word topicality the neg forces us to overcover a disad with a weak link, that trades off with answering other positions and slays my strategies

3.  T triv - by blowing topicality out of proportion when its not a real issue (e.g. now), the neg decreases its respect and value when it is an issue (e.g. when we run it)

4.  Court analogy - a court olds a separate hearing to determine jurisdiction, by contesting T. the neg converts the round to a jurisdictional hearing, if we win that we win it all
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